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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

21 January 1982 

MINUTES OF MEETING 

DATE: 

LOCATION: 

ATTENDEES: 

20 January 1982, 5:00 p.m. (15 minutes) 

Ed Meese's office 

William G. McMahon, President (NASDLET) 
Gary F. Eagan, Vice President 
Derrell R. Carnes, Immediate Past President 
Leo Culloo, Parliamentarian 
Ed Meese 
Ed Thomas 

NOTE: Stephen J. Mandra, Exec. Secy did not attend this 
meeting per Flo Randolph. 

- I/.(,' -
,A(,-;1S/J Lt1-

SUBJECT: Brief the Counsellor on NASDLET's Request to 
Use Existing Federal Facilities and Resources 
to Train State and Local Law Enforcement Personnel 

DISCUSSION: 

NASDLET's training program for State and local law enforcement 
officials can be achieved with very little additional financial 
resources and effort. NASDLET has met with Treasury and 
Justice, and both have shown strong support for their program. 
They wish to keep the Counsellor advised of their discussions 
and progress. The Counsellor can be most helpful to them in 
achieving their goals and working out any problems that may 
develop. 

DECISION: 

Ed Meese asked NASDLET to keep him advised of the progress 
they are making with Treasury and Justice, as he is most 
interested in the program. They all agreed that no help was 
necessary at the present time, but would be back in the 
event future help would be needed. 

Attached is a 2-page narrative of their training program. 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL'S TAS I< FORCE _. FINAL REPORT ON VIOLENT CRIME: 
RECOMMENDA·r1ON RE: LA~ ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 

It is ·respectfully urged that the serv ices and expert i se of a n ex i st ing 

orga ni zat ion, the National Assoc iat ion of State Directors of Law Enforc eme nt 

Tra ining (NA SD LET) be utili ze d in the imp l ementa ti on of Recomme ndat ion (j]) and 

@ of the Task Force Fina 1 Report, These h vo Recomme nd at i a ns speak to the ex ­

pans ion of tra ining and suppor t programs provid ed by the f edera l ~overnme nt 

as well as the establishment of specia li zed training programs for state a nd 

local law e nforc eme nt personnel to enhance their combatting of ser iou s crime. 

With the establishment of the FBI Nat ional Acad emy in 1935, the Fed e ral 

Gove rnme nt assumed a l ea d role in la w e nfor cemen t training wh ich has end ured 

through the years. This . commitment wa s increased with the introductio n in 196~ 

of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrati6n. LEAA gave impetus t o the 

' deve lopme nt of professional pol ice training standards at the sta te l evel, The 

loss of LEAA surport has had a serious impa ct on the ability of the states to 

maintain these standards. With the pressing need for the conservation of funds 

at all l eve ls of government, all of us must adapt ourselves to doing more with 

less. Nevert heless, as the Task Force Report recognizes, the Feder al Govern-

ment must ~ontinue to take an active role in law e nforcement training, 

We be! ieve that the necessary faciliti e s and resources exist at the Fed eral 

lev~l and they can be made available to fulfill state and local needs with 

little, if any, additional outlay of Federal funds, NASDLET is of the opinion 

that the vehicle for putting the Administration's support for law enforcement . 
into action is alr eady in place, 

Staff of the U.S. Treasury Depa rtment are exploring the possibility of 

greater utilization of the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center at Glynco, 

Georgia. We have had extended discussions with Treasury staff regarding the 

use of this resource and we endorse the concept. 



curricula, tden tify resource s, imp l ement tr.:iining, eva lu a te and v.:ilidate train­

ing programs, etc. States, within NASDLE T, are doing this on a daily bas is as 

me nti oned above. We also possess the expertise to conduct tra in-the-tra ine r 

progr am s and ha ve done so in the past. For example, New York State's Bureau 

for Municipal Pol ice and NHTSA with the cooperation of NASDLET conducted a train­

the-trainer course on t he topic of radar. Th e purpo~e was to expose i nst ruc to rs 

to r ece nt court decisions as we ll as techniques wh i~h have been successful for 

New York State. 

In addition, NASDLET has bee n conducting associate membe r trainjng on a 

yea rly basis at the FBI National Acad emy. There exists a great need for someone 

at the Fede ral l eve l to continue to ~esearch and deve lop innovat ive training so 

that the individual NASDLET states do not _become involved in dupl ic~t ion of effor ts. 

The State trainers have to depend on someone at the Fede ral l evel to resea rch 

and develop innovative_ training to keep abreast of our dyn ami cally changing society 

ijnd then bring us to~ether at the Fede ral Law · Enforcement Training Center for 

those topics of National interest or on a reg ·ional basis for subjects that are 

unique to an individual State or region. 

NASDLET can work with Trea sury to .accomplish these goals and to de liver these 

train-the-trainer programs. If we enter into a partne rship we _c_an keep abreast 

of new developme nts in the field and the Federal Governme nt can continue their 

support in a very cost efficient manner with 1 imited funding allocated on a slid­

ing sea 1 e basis • 

. With reg a rd to the Task Force recommenda_t ions, NASDLE.T stands ready' to 

apply its established resources to the solution of this serious social problem. 

In addition to proven expertise and ability, we are flexible enough to perform 

all of the steps necessary for quality training in a format acceptable to the 

federal government, and at a modest cost. 
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EVE ' T : Meeting with Nl\SDLET Board of Director s 

LOCAT I ON : Counsellor ' s Office 

ATTENDEES : Gary F . Ega n , Vice President 
Derrell R. Carne s , Imme diate Pas t President 
Stephen J. Mandra , Ex e cutive Secretary 
Le o Culloo , Par l iamen tar i a n 
Willia m G. McMa ho n , Presid e nt 
Ed Th omas 
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EDWIN MEESE , III 

.MICHAEL ~ ,,1ANN 

OFFICc of· 
PLl!_I CY O:VHOP l·ltN1 
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Your meeting with NASDLET ' s Executive Board 

If in fact NASDLET has a sch eme for e nhancing federa l 
training for state and local l a w e nforcement officials 
"with little , if any , a dditional outlay of federa l 
funds ," we should leap at it . Ge nerally spe aking , the 
feds have done an excellent job in this area , and it is 
appreciated by the state and locals . 

Recommendation 1 1 is from Phase I of the AG ' s Task Force 
Report ; Phase I , as you may recall , assumed no new federa l 
fundin g . Recommendation 4 4 is essentia l ly the same 
recommendation from Phase II , whic h assumed the possibili t y 
of further funding . 

The commentary i n the AG ' s Report on both recommendation s 
i s succinct . I have attached xeroxed pages from the Repor t, 
which you can read and absorb in about 10 minute s . 



To accompfo-h th: , ,· nd , we "lien:- thC' FBI sho11l 
,i ,·e higher priority in its onrnll opl'r:ttions to 
lent ifi <'ation Di,·i~ion nct iviti,•s. \\'_r furthe ~, li cve 

th Di,·ision ~ 10111 d girn 1:,r iori ty to crirninn ·:1pp)i ­
c:1t1 ns ow•r d1l.'cks of job applicants nnd o 1er 
none 'minnl rcquesis. Furiher , we b('lin that the 
ongoin effort to compu terize the fin gr rin t 
identific, tion process will <l o much t 0 111p1'0Ye 
rec:ponse t e and that, where possi {e, these efforts 
shou ld be a ·e lerated . 

tihe FBI, we 
suggest that Joe law enforce ent nuthorities must 
do all they ca n to rioritize t eir id r ntifica tion 
requ ests. If local o ia ls pr s,, nt their iden tifi cn tion 
applications in this, ay ,~ibE>lie,·e the FBI could do 
a better job of fulfillin ~is important criminal 
justice need. 

I n a sepa rate but rel r, ,Ye recommend tha t 
the Attorney G ene r ps 1wc,'ssa ry to 
reduce the delay i rocessing echnicnl assistance 
requests to t he fe era ] goYernm 
local criminal j tice agencies . "\Y c;11ggest that 
priority be giY to requests for tee 1 ical sen ·ices 
such as labor ory tests on hair and bl d snmples, 
ch emica l an yses of drugs, and ·hnll(h· ·1 ing 
examinatio s. Requests made by loc:11 ln, enforce­
men t offici s frequent ly require a spredy r c;ponse. 
F edera l r Yice proYiders must do a ll they ca to 

n a timely manner. 

also ad d ress ways to red uce tl1C' b:tcklog in 
pro ssing identificat ion ap plica tions in Phns<! TI 
R e ommendation 50. 

353-069 0 - 81 - 3 

HPcommcndation 11 

The _\tto rney Gene ra l shou ld rxpnn,-l , ,rhr.! 
pn:--:-- ibh• , the trnining and sup port progrnllls 
pro ,·iLkd by the federa l gonrnment to :;tnte nnd 
hx-al lnw enforcc>ment personne l. 1 

Co mmen ta r y 

~fost frd ern l tr:1ining and t c>chnica l assist~nce for 
state nnd loca l law enforcemen t opcrntions is 
lHo\·i lled by the Federal Burc>a u of lnHstigntion 
(FBI), the> Drng Enforceme nt _\dministrn t ion 
(DE-\) , ancl the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco an d 
Firl'~lrms (ATF). 

FB I trnin ing nct i,·ities are conduct<'d n.t. its )."ation al 
.\ cn<lc>my in Qu antico, Yirgin in, and through its 
:1!) firhl olliccs. Each yea r, the ..:-\cndc>m y t rnins nbout 
1.000 stntc anll local police officrrs in fou r 11 -,wek 
,::rlllina rs. Roughl y 20 foreign law enforcement 
officia ls attend the sessions each yea r. The :\ rnde my 
offrrs nss istnnce through the Xational Execut iYe 
I nstitute fo r top police exec11t in'S an d th roug-h a 
,Yi<le rn r irty of specialized scho·Jls, spec ial t raini ng 
prog ra ms. nn d symposia. on topics such ns hom icide 
t rn ining, hostage inwstigat ion , nn ti -snipr r t ech­
niq11es, nnd S" TAT operations. _-\ ~ents t rn inPd as 
pol ice instructors teach in eve ry FBI fi eld office. 

Some 3.:200 domest ic and 50 fore.ign offic inls rrce in d 
spE'c inl police sch ool t ra ining in fi ~ nl 1980. D uring 
fi scal 19 1, roughly 109 agent workyr nrs of e ffort 
will be engaged in fie ld t rain ing act.i\·itics nt a cost 
of np p rnx imnte ly $6 mi llion. T rnin ing in such 
subject s ns fo rensics , criminology, nnd rniform 
C'r ime R eport ing will be defo·e red t o more than 
130,000 cri minal j usti ce personnel. 

D ur ing fi scal 1981, DEA will spend close to $3 
mi ll ion t o suppor t t ra ining activities covering 
innstigntin, technical, and m anagerial topics. 
Cl nsses a re offered in the field at r egional sites and 
nt. the Ka t ional T raining Institute. More than 9,000 
fo<l r rnl. stnte , and local criminal justice personnel 
ntt r ndcd the sessions in fiscal 1980. Through its 
Intl' rnntion al Training Division, DEA trnined 
some 900 foreign law enforcement personnel during 
fi scnl 19S0. Funds for this training, and for the 
30 DEA ngents who conducted the clnss~s , w0.ro 
pro,·ided by the D ep artment of State. DEA also 
spc1J1sors 3-day training seminars which focus on 
clandestine ln.boratory investigations, intelligence, 
conspirncy, smuggling investigat ions, reguln.tory 
inYcstigations, and forensic chemistry. 

Phase I R ecommendations 19 



ATF training is offer1·d at Glynco, G('orgiR, nnd 
t rough ATF field offices. Training conrs such 
areas RS firearms an d arson-for-p rofit inn.stigntion 
h,chniques, explosives, and laborntory ski lls. 
Some 2,000 law enforcement personnel "ill ha m 
received ATF training by the end of fiscal 1982. 

A fourth important federal training resomce is 
the Attorney General's Ad ocacy Institute. A 
branch of the Executive Office for U.S. A.ttorneys, 
the Institute trains Assistan t U .S . Attorneys in 
trial adYocacy. During fiscal 1979, for example, 
the Institute t ra ined more than 600 att-0rncys 
in such subjects as white-coll ar crime, narcot ics, 
conspiracy, public corruption, and frau d. Recently, 
the I nstitute has made space avai lable in its 
courses for a limited number of state and local 
prosecutors. 

Significant technical assistance n.cti Yi ties 1t the FBI 
include laboratory examination cf evidence, fi nge r­
prin t an d identifi cation ser vices, an d the rnnin tennnce 
of criminal justice data and stntistical sen-ices. At 
DEA , major technical assistance uctiYitics incl ude 
laboratory services, join t im·estiga ti ve task fo rces, 
an d d ru g investigative units whic:h "ork to reduce 
retail-level diversion of dangcrou.-; drugs. I mpor tant 
technical assistance activities at ATF inrnln gun 
tracing, response teams for explosive- relnted 
situations, fi rearms and explosins technology and 
expertise, and arson control assistance. 

We believe that training and t echnical assi~tancc 
programs are essential forms of f ederal snpport for 
state and local governments in their efforts tJJ reduce 
violent crime. This recommendat ion underscores the 
need to continue t raining and t echnical support 
efforts and, wherever possible, to expand them. 

Increasing the number of slots a,ailable for st11t.e 
and local prosecutors in the Attorney General's 
Advocacy Institute, for example, is one way in which 
the federal government could enh ance the crime­
com batting ability of local offi cials. Similarly, 
we believe technical services pro,·ided by the federal 
government are extremely valnahlc tools for st.ate 
and local law enforcement agenr.ies. The Att.orney 
General should make every effort to continue the 
-fei!eral technical services provided by ng<'ncies nt 
the Department of Justice and should encourage 
other Cabinet officials to maintain nnd expand relnted 
technical services to state and local criminal justice 
agencies. 

f!O Phase I Recommendatio11s 

. ' ote 

l. \\' <' nl"o atlcln·~s tlir tr:1iJJiJJg of ~t:1 1r an d lorn ! 
law rJJfon·<·1ncnt per:--Oll lll' l ill Ph:i sl' 11 Hvc-01111!l L' ll · 
d:1tion 44. 



... 

It would c, ;1:::t it lite a relatively cffrd ivc u:::-r o f lire~ 
]aw enforcement resourc.es to rnnkr a sub-;! n n · .d 
i -for t to app1chrn d fugitiYrs, \YhO nre incl ; idun ls 
al1 ady idc-nti.fied as offendr r!:- and ch:n• ,l wi th or 
cull\' ' !.eel of particular crimes. b :1dd,i ion. 1ll1hlic 
confi<.k ce in la" enforcement is c·r<;tt:•d by news 
reports t ta serious crime has be {1 committed by nn 
individual ·ho is supposed to b in jni l or prison 
for an earlier ffense but who as bee n nbll\ t( , crnd 

Therefore , wereco me thatthe.\.ttorneyG rne rn 
seek a significantly i used level of fonding for 
this important activ ' . ·, n recommending such 
additional resourc s, we belie,·e tha t the :\t torney 
Ge1:e~l should eefsure that 1e fugit_ive apprehrnsion 
act1v1t1es of th IDepartment J l!stice are mnnnged 
as effectively s possible. T his in udes more effective 
coordinatio among federal la\\' en rcement 
agencies a d between federa l and stat authori t ies. 
Finally, he Attorney General should ·rect 
that tl} highest priority be ginn to the 

~

pr hension of violence-prone fugitins, mnJ r 
dr traffickers, and others »ho have committe 
s· ilarly serious offenses. 

353- 069 0 - 81 - 6 
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Training of state and local ersonnel 

ecommendation 44 

The Attorney Genera] should establish, and where 
necessary seek additiona l resources for, specialized 
training programs to allow state and local law 
enforcement personnel to enhance their ability 
to combat serious crime.1 

Recommendation 45 

The Attorney General should seek additional 
resources to allow state nnd local prosecutors to 
participate in training programs for prosecutors.1 

Recommendation 46 

The Attorney Genera l should ensure that the 
soon-to-be established National Corrections 
Academy will have adequate resources to cnnble 
state and local correctional personnel to receive 
training necessary to accommodate the deman ds 
on their agencies for managing and supenising 
increased populations of serious offenders.1 

Commentary 

I t is clear th at in order to implement an effect ive 
national program to combat serious crime, the 
various components of the criminal justice system 
must h ave personnel who are h ighly skilled and 
specially trained. Currently, a number of federal 
agencies provide training to state and local law 
enforcement and corrections officials and prosecutors. 
H owever, these efforts have typically been limited 
in scope and availability. "\Ve believe it imperative 
to enhance the state and local capability to carry 
out the serious crime initi atives proposed in th is 
report and therefore recommend expansion of 
cooperat ive training programs. 

F cderali.s,n in Criminal J ustice G3 



Training la1c cr. f ortcm,~nt pcrscmnd. ThP frllrrn l 
gon"rnmt'nt has tlie rr~pomi l>ili ty o f nrcrpt ing n 
leadership role in thi!' na t ion 's efforts to ,·om lint. 
serious crime. Tl ie first line in thi s fight nt'.:1 inst 
crime is) of coursr ) st ate and loca l enforcrment. 
agencies. The law enforcement t raining progr.'lms 
of the Federal Bureau of I m-estigation (FBT), 
the Drug Enforcement Administ rnt ion (DEA ), 
the Bureau of Alcohol, T obacco and Firennns 
(ATF ), and the U.S. Marshals Serdce (l-8:'-,fS ) 
are importan t Yeh icles through ,Yhich the fr clernl 
government can enh ance the professionn 1st nt us 
and capabilities of state and local law enfoffement 
officers., 

The FBI Academy in Quantico, "Virginin, is the 
focal point of all the Bureau's training progra ms. 
The Bureau offers fi eld training progrnms 
throughout the country. 

During 1980, 996 state and local la w rnforcrmrnt 
officers received adYanced instruction nt the 
A cademy, whil e approximately 123,000 rrceind 
some type oftraining from the FBI in thrir slntc 
or local j urisdiction. During fi scal HlSl. npproxi­
mately 109 FBI agent work yea r s of rffort will be 
engaged in field training actinties. The Acndrmy 
wilJ conduct specialized schools and courses 
d ealing -with a broad range of police-rrln t cd 
topics) such as t errorism and counter-terrorism, 
death investigations, interper son al violrnce, nnd 
firearms and rela ted subjects. The cost for food 
and lodging at the Academy per officer is $i0 prr 
day, not including transportation to and from the 
Academy. 

The F ederal Law Enforcem ent Training- Cen ter 
(FLETC) in Glynco, Georgia, was r.stnbli shrd m 
1970 to ser-rn as an interagency training fncility 
for federal police officers and criminal i1westig-ntors. 

The concept of consolidating f ederal lnw 
enforcement training was deYeloped RS n )'('Sult. 
of two studies. The first was made in 1%7 by the 
then Bureau of the Budget. Thi s study showed a 
need for quality training for federal law 
enforcement officers. Generally speakin~1 this 
training was not being conducted in mnny agenciC's 
because adequate training faciliti es "l><'N:' not 

· available. The study also revealed thnt the. 
training that was being done rnried in rontc>nt. 
and length. Furthermore, it was not rost-rffoctive 
due to sporadic scheduling and d uplirn t ion. 

64 F ed eral i,mi in Criminal .l-u,~ tir. 

The· ~l·,·n111 l study was mack by nn infrr:1g r, ncy tac:-k 
f,ir,·,· l'<'jln•~pnting trn rx0cutin, dc·partn1l'n!s :in d 
in dl 'J ,,•n, h•1: t ngenci l'S of thr frcl crn ] go rem mc-n t. 
Thi ~ ~t ndy itlrntifiecl the kind of facilit y tlrnt wns 
!H'l'dc•d, l 1:1sc•cl Oil trnining rrquiremen ts of nu1nerous 
fr,lPrn l !l!!t'ncirs. H analyzed the l'C'fjllirc mr11 ts fo r 
crin1inn l innstigntors an d police officc·r:- nt hoth the 
n·crni t lnel and tli e Rchanced nnd sprcia lized ]eye]. 

:\prospect us based on these stullies was approved 
by Congrrss in i 9G9, which authorized the 
const rnction of a consolidated training facility . 
C'ongn·ss expresse d it s intrnt that the person nel of 
nll frdernl law enforcemen t agencies would 
pnrt icipate in t raining at the Cen ter. The FBI was 
rxcluded beca use it has the colla teral function of 
t niinin~ st Rte and local officers as wel l as its own 
ngents. In addition, it h ad a modern training faci lity 
nn cl was nlrea dy providing adequ ate t rain ing for its 
o,Yn p er sonnel. 

ATF, DEA, and DS:\fS are among the ngencies that 
conduct training at FLETC. DEA is mandate.cl by 
Pnl>lic L nw 91-513 to conduct training programs 
on chug enforcement :for stnte and loca l personnel. In 
1 ~SO. DEA t rained approximately 8,000 sta te an d 
loca l law en fo rcement officer s and 900 foreign officials. 
DEA " ·ill sp en d approximately $3 mi lli on this fiscal 
y rn r to support training actiYities co,·ering 
im·rst ign ti Ye, t echni cal , and ma nag<'ria l topics. 

ATF prm·ides significant Yiolent crime assist ance 
to stnt e nnd local law enforcement officials through 
t mining at FLETC and at ATF field offi ces. These 
programs include courses on firearms and arson-for­
profit im·estigation techniques, explosirns, and 
lnboratory skills. Some 2,000 law en:forc.ement 
p ersonnel will h ave received ATF training by the 
end of fi scal 1982. 

The US!\fS has tra ined approximately 500 st.ate and 
lorn ] ln w enforcement officers in the areas of fugitive 
npp rehension and witness security. It. assists other 
f ederal agencies, such as the DEA Conspiracy School, 
in their trnining progr ams. 

By nl locating more r esources to training efforts at 
FLETC and Quanti co, exi sting specinlized courses 
could be expanded to allow the participntion of more 
s1ntr nnd local law enforcement officers. E xamples of 
th rse exi st ing specialized courses are fugitive 
npprrhens.ion, explosives and arson-for-profit 
innstigntin techniques, witness security and 
r elocat ion , und drug investigatirn techniques. 



> ' 

\Ye brlirn.' ;h:tl ,;iYingstnte and oc:11 hw 
enforcl:rn<:nt pu"Onnel incrensed access to thrso 
spPcialized t rainir g programs is on rs,:;cnt in l form 
of federn l suppr,rt for state and los-n l gowrnnh'n ts. 
Thi s rerommenrlation is consistent with ou r Ph:isc I 
Recommendation 11 and unclerscores our belie f in 
n strong nationnl commitment to assist stnte :rn d 
locn l go, ernment.s in th eir efforts to reduce Yiol rnt 
crime through effectin law enforcement. 

T raining proscC"ldors . The training of state nnd lorn ] 
prosecutors is e:-..-tremely important to effect ive 
Yiolent crime enforcemen t. With the termination of 
operations of the L aw Enforcement Assista nce 
Administration (LEA.A), training su pport for st11te 
nn d local prosecutors h as been reduced . There is 11. 

definite need to support an d expand this legal 
training function. 

By ext ending to st ate and local prosecutors the 
training programs now offered to Departm ent of 
.Tnsti ce prosecutors by the A ttorn e., Gen em l's 
A.d,·ocacy I mtitute (A.GA.I ) and the Criminal 
Divi sion, the federal go.-ernment wou ld enlrnnce the 
crime-com batting abi lity of state and local prose­
cutors in much the s&me »ay as the law enforcement 
trnining programs offered by the FBI at Quantico, 
Vi rgin ia. enhance the crime combatting abil ity of 
state and 1ocal poli ce. Such programs would prepare 
sta t e and local prosecutors for cross-designRtion in 
federal courts as the need arises as discu ssed in ou r 
Phase I R ecommendation 7. This would put federal, 
state, and local pro:::ecutors in a better position to 
ensu re that .-iolent criminal act i.-itv can be inHsti­
gnt.erl and prosecuted in the most efficient »Ry. In 
n<ldition. snch training would pro.-ide state nn<l locnl 
prosecutors »ith models for establishing their own 
training programs in t1heir respective jurisdictions. 
Finall?, thro11gh snch joint training progrnms, 
f ecleral, state. and local prosecutors could estnb1ish 
contacts, de.-elop compatible priorities, and imprOYO 
rooperation. 

The Attorney General's Ad.-ocacy Institnk stronglv 
emph a!:' izes courses dealing with trial adrncncy in 
which prosecutors practice trial exercises such ns 
direct and cross examination, opening statements, 
nnd closing arguments. In addition, it offers spC'c inl­
ized courses ,,hich concentrate on special problems of 
federal practice and which examine in depth tho 
special areas of law handled by the Depnrtmrnt of 
Justice. State and local prosecutors who p11rticipnte 
in these courses »ould develop better trial skills nnd 
would be better able to evahrnte their cnsC's to 
dC'termine '"hether they 1:hould be tried in the frdanl 
con rt, the state court, or both. 

Tla· Cri minal DiYi~ion ~ponsors ::-p c> ciali;,,C'i l c()11rs,'S 
in n:i rcl)t i,'S eonspir;1cy, organ ize1l nin1e, 11 Lli c 
,·,l 1T 11 pt ion :rnd frnnd. an, l the exL•rcis1' of 1,ro::-C'l' ll­
tori:d ,li sc.:re tion. These cou rses woul1l prq1:1re st:1te 
:111'1 locn l p rOS('cutors to hand le eo1llpk x rnsrs. 

.\ild it ion al courses eing dc1·cloprtl h_y th e D cpart-
111Pn t of Justice, suc.:h as n rson -for-p1·011 t, t racing 
ilh-g-a l nnrcotics p rofits , legnl aspects of 1l rn g 
i111·1'stigat ions, and street crime paUrrns, wo11 ld 
hl' Il\'llt stat e and local prosecntors ns we ll as fodPrn l 
pro:-:ecntors in preparing their ca.srs for tria l. 

Tn :1d<lition to th e training programs sponsored by 
Ilic frd crnl government, there nre progrnms 
sponsored by sta te nnd local governmen ts as well 
ns private in stitutions such as the Xorthwestcrn 
Clli1· ersity School of Law, the Xnti on nl Coll ci:;e of 
Di strict Attorneys, and the Xati on nl Institute for 
Trial s\dY oeacy . These programs should be arnil nble 
to prosec utors who can demonstrate n need for 
fi n:1 ncia l nssisbnce. 

P t'rsonnel from different agencies nttrntling th e sn me 
tr:1ining program benefit not on ly from the 
progra m ·s eon tent but also from th e opportunity 
to di scuss mutual p roblems with others in the 
s:ime fie ld "'ho share the same fru strations. '\Ye 
lwli eve that the f ederal go1·ernment would enhnnce 
the prosecution of violent crime by extending its 
t r:1ining programs at all lenls to a significant 
number of state an d loca l prosec utors. 

Training correctional, personnel. Serious cri ses nnd 
r h111l enges currently face corrections, omong 
them onrcro»ding, outmoded faciliti es, in s11fficirnt 
rrsources to adequately improve conditions, and 
high staff attrition. Public funding hns hi storically 
neglected th e needs of corrections and relatinly 
fr" ndm ini strators han been trninrd to handle 
tho increased pressures and burdens placed on their 
(',·er-expanding correctional systems; nor have mnny 
hnd the opportunity to keep nbre:i st of nntionnl 
trrnds and standards promulgRted by the field. 
Training for line staff, mid-level nrnnagers, and 
trainers, parti cu larly at the locn l ,leYel. hns been 
Psp cially limited. 

In rrcent years, the outbreak of serious 
tli stmbances or riots in senral states hns highlighted 
tlw need for gonrnment officials to taken closPr 
l0ok nt cuusnl factors in pri son 1mre,:t. " ~hi lc 
ovrrcrowding has frequently been eitrd ns a nrnjor 
fnctor in many acts of ,·iolence, it hns now been 
n'cognized that poor training :ind inadequ ntc 
snpPn·ision of correctional stnff hn,·c rontrib11tPd 
to the problem. 

Federalism in Criminal Justirc 65 



Gi \C'n th r rrnphasis l>ring pl nc:rd on inc·arc<'r:ding 
morr vi o t·nt offen ders for longC'J' 1wriocl s of I i1n r, 
the cliffic11 ltil'S of opnn !i ng ~n fc nnrl h11 n1an e 
in stitutions are ma6rnifiecl. EYen if pri ;cons nnd jnils 
were nll modern all d not owrcron- rl c•d, th e~-
nonet helrss wou ld be i:rnckqua te if not staiTrd by 
competent, well -traine<l personnel. Givr n 1 he fn ct 
!lint prisons are presen tly overcro" <led an d am 
e:-.peded to r c>rna in so for the near fut11rr. p roprr 
trniJJing of correctiona l st aff is essl-' ntia l for thr 
operation of Yia.ble, sa fe, human e institutions. 

In terms of the federal role in t ra ining sla te an d 
local corrections personnel, we fo11nd senral 
approaches to hHe promise, based on th e c>x perien ces 
of the two D epa rtment of Just ice agencies that 
currently proYide correct ional training p rogra ms. 

The ~ ational Institute of Correcti ons (XJC), 
consisten t with its legislntin mandate, cmTc>n tly 
offers basic and advanced managemen t t ra ining for 
state and local correctional admini strators, 
supenisors, and mid-lenl managers; cond ucts 
training for agency train ers; proYides jail an <l 
correctiona l officer correspondence courses ; offers 
special courses in areas such as labor relations, legnl 
issues, and fire safety; and deYelops a -wide range 
of sta ff training materials. 

:\'JC's training resonrces are targeted primarily on 
those above the line staff )eye). The main reasons for 
this focus are, first, it -would be impractical to provide 
direct training to the more than 150.000 state And 
local nonadministratiYe correctional personnel,2 
particularly given their high attrition rate,S and, 
second , it would be inappropriate and undesirable 
for the. federal goYernment to assume the state and 
local training responsibility. ·v{ith access to data on 
national trends and standards and innoYations 
throughout the country, ho'IVever, we belien the 
federal .goYernment is in a unique posit.ion to ( 1) 
proYide state and local managers -with tl1C' tools 
needed for improved policy and program denlop­
ment; (2) give trainers the kno'IVledge and skills 
concerning advanced practices, so that they can more 
effectively train their respect ive staffs; and ( 3) 
provide a segment of line staff with specialized 
training related to managing serious offenders in a 
correctional setting. 

As of O ctober 1, 1981, NIC wi1l centralize its training 
activities, thereby establi shing a Nationa•l Corr(.'c­
tions Academy for st.ate aYJd local corrections 
personnel. Close to 2,500 individuals '1Vi1J be trninrd 
during the first year. 
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\\' i t 11 nn r s! imalc>rl 30,0()0 t r:1inrr;:: n1H1 managers, 
llli1 l -h·n• l n1JCl fl liOYC' . :rn d !hr int·l'cn;::ing cfr.111:rn d 
J.. ·ing pl:H·, ·'1 on t ht•Jn , ( nl1 :I JH'l'JJJ(•Jlt of - ·1 c·s 
c·np:icit y lo proYide t rninin g lot.his group is 
"HlT1lll t(•d . 

TlH' F,•clc·rn l Pri ~o11 Sy,-!rm (Fl'S) also opc>rfl tes an 
r:-.lt'n;:::iH trai ning progrn111, the targd au<lience 
heing FP.::i s! aff. Beginning in fi sc al Hl82, at the 
Ft•tk rnl L n"· Enforcen1en t Tl'aining Cen ter 
(FLETC), enry ne ,-r employt•C' will receiYe 104 
h o11 rs of linsic traini ng, most of which focuses on 
arrns n•lntPd to dai ly pri son oprrat ion, such as 
firrn rms, srlf-dr fc. nse, con tr:1hand, an d security. 
~\ft r r th e firs t year, all insti t11! ional employees 
n·criYe ad<litional training in correctional subjects 
and indiYidual specialty areas. 

'\\l1 ik the FPS training progrnm is geare <l to-ward 
t hr poli r irs and proce<lures oft he federal system, 
some of th e basi c train ing, suc:h as self-defense or use 
of fi rearms, is suffi cient ly gc>ner ic to be of use to 
stn te and local corrections. In addition, various 
insti tuti ons within th e FPS offer special programs 
in areas snch as disturbnnce control and int erper­
sona l communications, which would be of benefit to 
many line staff. In these sit11ations, the FPS training 
materials could be adapted for use by st.at e and local 
p r r;::onnel, and FPS personnel could be used to train 
st at e. and local employees. Similarly, much of NI C's 
training program collld be adapt ed to the needs of 
these line sta ff. 

Thus, it is clear that -within the D epartment of 
.Tus!ice, the expertise and faciliti es are an,ilable to 
pro,·ide the kind of training thnt is necessary to 
hnn<llr the increased demand s on state an d local 
correctional agencies. HoweYCr, the practical reality 
is that cc>ntralized training for all line staff would 
oo difficult at. best. In addition, st ates and many 
localit irs ha Ye training acadc>mies: and it is important 
for st.nte and local corrections to maintain their own 
idrntity and avoid duplicatiH efforts. 

Taking this and other suggrst ions into account, we 
belirn that state and Joe.al correctional agencies can 
be best assisted in training line staff through a 
C'C\mbination of approaches, using the resources ,)f 
KIC nnd the FPS coordinnted through th e National 
Corrrctions Academy. KIC should be responsible fr,r 
managing the overall state nnd local training 
progrnm as its authorizing k~i slatioh mandates. 
Thr effort should focus on i~surs r elated to prison 
Yiolence and disturbances and on working 'IVith the 
violrnt offender. 
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NASOLET, as its full name implies, is an 
<1ssociation of all the legally named state direc­
tors of law en forcement training. To be eligible 
fo r active membership in NASOLET one must 
be an executive officer of a state training pro­
uram who is resrwnsil>le to a board, commission, 
council, or o ther advisory or policy-making 
body established by .a state legislature and whose 
!unction is the development of minimum law en­
forceme nt st andards. Full -time professional 
staf f members working under the supervision of 
the director, and members of his responsible 
co mmission, may become associate members, 
but may neither vote nor hold office. 

NASOLET grew out of the relationships 
es tablish ed at Excelsior Springs, Missouri, in the 
fall of 1969. Twenty state directors of law en­
fo rcement training were called together with re­
presenta tives of IACP to develop a reciprocity 

· honored basic law enforcement curriculum to 
be used in Operation Police Manpower. Better 
known as Project Transition, this program 
taught military personnel basic, approved law 
en forcement skills before release from active 
duty, th ereby helping the veteran find work, 
and assisti ng law enforcement in finding the 
re rsonnel they needed so badly . It didn't take 
long for these men to recogn ize the benefits 
that could be derived from their further close 
association with each other. 

NASO LET beca me a reality in May of 1970 
at the IACP Conference in Lexington, Ken­
tu cky. Thouuh its initial membership was only 
30, they were a very special 30. They were men 
in whom their states had vested the authority 
fo r implementing and maintaining state sta n­
dards for law enforcement. Thus, t hrough their 
commissions. they held a very potent key to­
ward police professionalism. They saw the need 
for allowing some degree of mobility for the 
truly professional officer, and worked to de­
velop reciprocal agreements between states to 
recognize each other's train ing. They saw a way 
of irnprovin11 the quality of their own programs 
and all of law enforcement through continued 
cfi<1lo9ue with th eir counterparts in other -states. 
They saw how all of law enforcement could 
bene fit from their work in assoc ia tion with each 

other. What they began has become the most 
viable way of assuring the American citizen that 
the officer he meets on the street is a profession­
al, worthy of respect, and deserving of his com­
munity's support. 

These men saw the need and they saw 
NASO LET as the way. This small group was des­
tined to grow both in number and in potential. 
The formal organization was established in Octo­
ber of 1970 at the Atlantic City IACP Annual 
Conference. At that time 4 more states had join­
ed, making a total of 34. By the mid -year's meet- · 
ing in January of 1971 at Cocoa Beach, Florida, 
the membership had grown to 37. In 1971 four 
more states joined, and 1972 saw the membership 
reach 42. Currently 47 states have minimum 
standards laws for training, with 34 of that num­
ber also having the power to establish minimum 
selection standards for law enforcement officers 
within their states. Only 3 states do not possess 
minimum standards laws, and some of these are 
in various stages of their implementation. These 
states are Mississippi, West Virginia, and Hawaii. 
The remainder of the states have banded to­
gether through their state directors, without a 
single exception, to form NASO LET. 

In 1972 NASDLET incorporated as a non- · 
profit organization in the State of Maryland and , 
began looking for a funding source to establish a 
full -time office to serve the needs of the member­
ship. The Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration, in June of 1972, funded NASDLET's . 
discretionary grant proposal to set up the national 

· office. An executive director was selected in July 
to direct the activities of the office. 

Amendments to the Articles of Incorpora­
tion were subsequently passed, clearing the way 
for NASO LET to receive a 50! (c) (3) rating by 
the Internal Revenue Service. This rating is the 
most favorable in regards to gaining grants and en­
dowments by allowing a tax deduction to the 
giver. Currently grant and endowment funds are 
being sought to assist NASDLET in upgrading law 
enforcement. 

NASOLET, whose seed was planted in 1952 
by the American Bar Association's commission 

report recommending the implementation of 
Police Councils, became possible also due to the 
recommendations of the President's Commission 
on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, whose 1967 report, THE CHALLENGE 
OF CRIME IN A FREE SOCIETY, contained the 
follow in~: 

"Properly constituted and · empowered, a 
State Commission on police standards can be an 
effective vehicle for improving law enforcement. 
Without removing control from local agencies, 
SL :h a commission can be of great assistance in 
establishing adequate ·personnel selection_ stand­
ards, establishing and strengthening training pro-

. cedures, · certifying qualified police officers, co ­
ordinating recruitment and improving the organi­
zation and operations of local departments 
through surveys. They could also conduct or 
stimulate research, provide financial aid to par­
ticipating governmental units and make inspec­
tions to determ·ine whether standards are being 
adhered to." (p.123) 

Recommendations stemming fro~ this and 
similar statements within the reports became the 
impetus for many states establishing their com­
missions based on the foundation laid by the first 
two states, New York and California, whose 
commissions were established in 1959. Appropri­
ately enough, Orrell A. York, the first NASDLET 
president, came from New York, and the second, 
Gene Muelheisen, came from the state of Cali­
fornia. The executive board, consisting of the 
organization's officers and the immediate past 
president; forms the order of succession for 
NASO LET's leadership. The position of secretary 
for NASDLET was taken out of the order of 
succession. 

One of NASDLET's major aims is to see 
that professionalism for law enforcement is 
coming closer to reality across the country. To 
achieve this goal, information is gathered, 
analyzed and disseminated on all the various 
aspects relating to minimum training, education, 
and selection standards in law enforcement: re ­
ciprocity, films, performance objectives, in­
structor and academy accreditation, te~t validity, 
academy evaluation, appropriate and relevant 
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tra111111i1 topics, a1ul the 111yriild otlli:r 111t111ers re­
lat ill!J 10 cri111i11i1I just icu trnininu. 

Tlw c>«:h;111,1e of ir!formation is fostered by · 
tl,c Ol!Ji111iz;i1io11's ncwsle1t1:r . Short articles, Ex· 
erntive lloa1d ,11111 Of (ice memoranda, and re· ! 
q11ests for 1n;1t1!rial are written as si1ccinctly as ; 
possible with tlic details available via ~he · l 
N/\SDLET Executive Office . . The Executive I 
Office also provides assistance to NASDLET 1 

n)crnlicrs and others on hath brand and specific 
issues rclatill!J to law enforcement. NASDLET 
holds two co11 ferences ea'ch year at which the 
rne111b1!rship report results from trninin!) and 
selection prour.irns and exchange views. We meet 
conC1Jrrcntly with the IACP Annual Convention 
and there is a mid-winter meeting usually held in 
April at the FBI Acadeniy, Quantico, Virginia. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

19 January 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ED MEESE 

EVENT: Meeting with NASDLET Board of Directors 

LOCATION : Counsellor's Office 

ATTENDEES : Gary F. Egan, Vice President 
Derrell R. Carnes, Immediate Past President 
Stephen J. Mandra, Executive Secretary 
Leo Culloo, Parliamentarian 
William G. McMahon, President 
Ed Thomas 

SUBJECT : Use of existing facilities and resources at federal 
level for fulfilling state and local law enforcement 
training needs. 

CONTACT: 

MINUTES 
PREPARED BY: 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHIN G TON 

January 19, 1982 

FOR: EDWIN MEESE, 

OFFICE or 
PUUCY OEVELOPMENl 

fl81 JAN I q P ) 113 

FROM: MI~HAEL M. III«MANN ~~J ---

SUBJECT: Your meeting with NASDLET's Executive Board 

If in fact NASDLET has a scheme for enhancing federal 
training for state and local law enforcement officials 
"with little, if any , additional outlay of federal 
funds," we should leap at it. Generally speaking, the 
feds have done an e xcellent job in this area, and it is 
appreciated by the state and locals. 

Recommendation 11 is from Phase I of the AG's Task Force 
Re port; Phase I, as you may recall, assumed no new federal 
fund ing. Recommendation 44 is essentially the same 
recommendation from Phase II, which assumed the possibility 
of further funding. 

The commentary in the AG's Report on both recommendations 
is s uccinct. I have attached xeroxed pages from the Report, 
which you can read and absorb in about 10 minutes. 



To accomplish this end, we believe tJhe FBI shoul 
ive higher priority in its overall operations to 
entification Division activities. w:.e forthe lieve 

th Division should give priority to crimina appli­
cati ns onr checks of job applicants and o er 
none ·minal requests. Further, "1"1"0 believ that the 
ongoin effort to computerize the finge rint 
identific ion process will do much to mprove 
response t e and that, where possi e, these efforts 
should be a elerated. 

In addition to riority-setting 
suggest that loc law enforce 
do all they can to rioritize t eir identification 
requests. If local o ials p sent their identification 
applications in this y w. belieYe the FBI could do 
a better job of folfillin 1is important criminal 
justice need. 

In a separate but rel ed tter, "l"l"e recommend that 
the Attorney Gener take a steps necessary to 
reduce the delay i rocessing echnical assistance 
requests to the fe eral governm t from state and 
local criminal j tice agencies. W uggest that 
priority be giv to requests for tee ical services 
such as labor ory tests on hair and bl d samples, 
chemical an yses of drugs, and handw ·ting 
examinatio s. Requests made by local la enforce­
ment offici s frequently require a speedy r ponse. 
Federal s rvice providers must do all they ca to 
respond n a timely manner. 

also address ways to reduce the backlog in 
pro~ssing identification applications in Phase TI 
Re/ommendation 50. 

353 - 06 9 0 - 81 - 3 

The Attorney General should expand, whne 
possible, the training and support programs 
provided by the federal government to state and 
local law enforcement personnel.1 

Commentary 

Most federal training and technical assistance for 
state and local law enforcement operations is 
provided by the Federal Bureau of lnYestigation 
(FBI) , the Drug Enforcement A.dministration 
(DE.A), and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms (ATF) . 

FBI tra-ining a.ctivities are conducted at its X ational 
Academy in Quantico, Virginia, and through its 
59 field offices. Each year, the Academy trains about 
1,000 state and local police officers in four 11-week 
seminars. Roughly 20 foreign law enforcement 
officials attend the sessions each year. The Academy 
offers assistance through the National Executive 
Institute for top police executiYes and through a 
wide rnriety of specialized scl1o·)ls, special training 
programs. and symposia on topics such as homicide 
trainin~. hostage inwstigation, anti-sniper tech­
niques, and S-WA T operations. Agents trained as 
police instructors teach in every FBI field office. 

Some 3,200 domestic and 50 foreign officials received 
special police school training in fis~al 1980. During 
fisca-1 1981, roughly 109 agent workyears of effort 
will be engaged in field training activities at a cost 
of approximately $6 million. Training in such 
subjects as forensics, criminology, and Uniform 
Crime Reporting will be delh·ered to more than 
130,000 criminal justice personnel. 

During fiscal 1981, DEA will spend close to $3 
million to support training activities covering 
investigative, technical, and managerial topics. 
Classes are offered in the field at regional sites and 
at the National Training Institute. More than 9,000 
federal , state, and local criminal justice personnel 
attended the sessions in fiscal 1980. Through its 
International Training Division, DEA trained 
some 900 foreign law enforcement personnel during 
fiscal 1980. Funds for this training, and for the 
30 DEA agents who conducted the claast>s, wr.re 
provided by the Department of State. DEA also 
sponsors 3-day training seminars which focu<; on 
clandestine laboratory investigations, intelligence, 
conspiracy, smuggling investigations, regulatory 
investigations, and forensic chemistry. 

Phase I R ecommendations 19 



ATF training is offered at Glynco, Georgia, and 
through ATF field offices. Training covers such 
areas as firearms and arson-for-profit investigation 
techniques, explosives, and laboratory skills. 
Some 2,000 law enforcement personnel will have 
received A TF training by the end of fiscal 1982. 

A :fourth important federal training resource is 
the Attorney General's Advocacy Institute. A 
branch 0£ the Executive Office £or U.S. Attorneys, 
the Institute trains Assistant U.S. Attorneys in 
trial advocacy. During fiscal 1979, for example, 
the Institute trained more than 600 attorneys 
in such subjects as white-collar crime, narcotics, 
conspiracy, public corruption, and fraud. Recently, 
the Institute has made space available in its 
courses for a limited number of state and local 
prosecutors. 

Significant technical assistance activities !lt the FBI 
include laboratory examination cf evidence, finger­
print and identification services, and the maintenance 
of criminal justice data and statistical services. At 
DEA, major technical assistance activities include 
laboratory services, joint investigative task forces, 
and drug investigative units which work t.o reduce 
retail-level diversion of dangerou:; drugs. Important 
technical assistance activities at ATF involve gun 
tracing, response teams for explosive-related 
situations, firearms and explosives technology and 
expertise, and arson control assistance. 

We believe that training and technical assi!;tance 
programs arc essential forms of federal support for 
state and local governments in their efforts to reduce 
violent crime. This recommendation underscores the 
need to continue training and technical support 
efforts and, wherever possible, to expand them. 

Increasing the number of slots available for state 
and local prosecutors in the Attorney General's 
Advocacy Institute, for example, is one way in which 
the federal government could enhance the crime­
combatting ability of local officials. Similarly, 
we believe technical services provided by the federal 
government are extremely valuable tools for state 
and local law enforcement agencies. The Attorney 
General should make every effort to continue the 
iederal technical services provided by agencies at 
the Department of Justice and should encourage 
other Cabinet officials to maintain a.nd expand related 
technical services to state and local criminal justice 
agencies. 

to Phase I Recommendations 

Note 
1. ·w e al so address the training of state and local 
law enforcement personnel in Phase II Recommen­
dation 44. 
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It would constitute a relatively effective use oi carce 
law enforcement resources to make a substan · 1 

ort to apprehend fugitives, who are ind" iduals 
al ady identified as offenders and char ,d with or 
conv ted of particular crimes. l!l ad · ion, public 
confide ce in law enforcement is er ed by news 
reports t t a serious crime has bE: committed by an 
individual ho is supposed to b in jail or prison 
for an earlier ffense but who as been able t(, evad 

The ref ore, we 
seek a significa ased level of funding for 
this important . n recommending such 
additional res · ve that the Attorney 
General shou e fugitive apprehension 
activities of th epartment Justice are managed 
as effectively s possible. This in udes more effective 
coordinatio among federal law en rcement 
agencies a a between federal and sta uthorities. 
Finally, he Attorney General should ·rect 
that t highest priority be given to the 
a ppr ension of violence-prone fugitives, maJll.r 

traffickers, and others who have committe 
ilarly serious offenses. 
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Training of state and local personnel 

ecommendation 44 

The Attorney General should establish, and where 
necessary seek additional resources for, specialized 
training programs to allow state and local law 
enforcement personnel to enhance their ability 
to combat serious crime.1 

Recommendation 45 

The Attorney General should seek additional 
resources to allow state and local prosecutors to 
participate in training programs for prosecutors.1 

Recommendation 46 

The Attorney General should ensure that the 
soon-to-be established National Corrections 

· Academy will have adequate resources to enable 
state and local correctional personnel to receive 
training necessary to accommodate the demands 
on their agencies for managing and supervising 
increased populations of serious off enders.1 

Commentary 

It is clear that in order to implement an effective 
national program to combat serious crime, the 
various components of the criminal justice system 
must have personnel who are highly skilled and 
specially trained. Currently, a number of federal 
agencies provide training to state and local law 
enforcement and corrections officials and prosecutors. 
However, these efforts have typically been limited 
in scope and availability. We believe it imperative 
to enhance the state and local capability to carry 
out the serious crime initiatives proposed in this 
report and therefore recommend expansion of 
cooperative training programs. 
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Training law enforcement personnel. The federal 
government has the responsibility of accepting a 
leadership role in this nation's efforts to combat 
serious crime. The first line in this fight against 
crime is, of course, state and local enforcement 
agencies. The law enforcement training programs 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), 
the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), 
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 
(ATF), and the U.S. Marshals Service (USMS) 
are important vehicles through which the federal 
government can enhance the professional status 
and capabilities of state and local law enforcement 
officers., 

The FBI Academy in Quantico, Virginia, is the 
focal point of all the Bureau's training programs. 
The Bureau offers field training programs 
throughout the country. 

During 1980, 996 state and local law enforcement 
officers received advanced instruction at the 
Academy, while approximately 123,000 received 
some type of training from the FBI in their state 
or local jurisdiction. During fiscal 1981, approxi­
mately 109 FBI agent work years of effort will be 
engaged in field training activities. The Academy 
will conduct specialized schools and courses 
dealing with a broad range of police-related 
topics, such as terrorism and counter-terrorism, 
death investigations, interpersonal violence, and 
firearms and related subjects. The cost for food 
and lodging at the Academy per officer is $70 per 
day, not including transportation to and from the 
Academy. 

The Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 
(FLETC) in Glynco, Georgia, was established m 
1970 to serve as an interagency training facility 
for federal police officers and criminal investigators. 

The concept of consolidating federal law 
enforcement training was developed as a result 
of two studies. The first was made in 1967 by the 
then Bureau of the Budget. This study showed a 
need for quality training for federal law 
enforcement officers. Generally speaking, this 
training was not being conducted in many agencies 
because adequate training facilities were not 

· available. The study also revealed that the 
training that was being done varied in content 
and length. Furthermore, it was not cost-effective 
due to sporadic scheduling and duplication. 
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The second study was made by an interagency task 
force representing ten executive departments and 
independer..t agencies of the federal government. 
This study identified the kind of facility that was 
needed, based on training requirements.of numerous 
federal agencies. It analyzed the requirements for 
criminal investigators and police officers at both the 
recruit level and the advanced and specialized level. 

A prospectus based on these studies was approved 
by Congress in 1969, which authorized the 
construction of a consolidated training facility. 
Congress expressed its intent that the personnel of 
all federal law enforcement agencies would 
participate in training at the Center. The FBI was 
excluded because it has the collateral function of 
training state and local officers as well as its own 
agents. In addition, it had a modern training facility 
and was already providing adequate training for its 
own personnel. 

ATF, DEA, and USMS are among the agencies that 
conduct training at FLETC. DEA is mandate.cl by 
Public Law 91-513 to conduct training programs 
on drug enforcement for state and local personnel. In 
1980, DEA trained approximately 8,000 state and 
local law enforcement officers and 900 foreign officials. 
DEA will spend approximately $3 million this fiscal 
year to support training activities covering 
inrnstigative, technical, and managerial topics. 

ATF provides significant violent crime assistance 
to state and local law enforcement officials through 
training at FLETC and at ATF field offices. These 
programs include courses on firearms and arson-for­
profit investigation techniques, explosives, and 
laboratory skills. Some 2,000 law enforcement 
personnel will have received ATF training by the 
end of fiscal 1982. 

The USMS has trained approximately 500 state and 
local law enforcement officers in the areas of fugitive 
apprehension and witness security. It assists other 
federal agencies, such as the DEA Conspiracy School, 
in their training programs. 

By allocating more resources to training efforts at 
FLETC and Quantico, existing specialized courses 
could be expanded to allow the participation of more 
state and local law enforcement officers. Examples of 
these existing specialized courses are fugitive 
apprehension, explosives and arson-for-profit 
investigative techniques, witness security and 
relocation, and drug investigative techniques. 



We believe that giving state and local law 
enforcement personnel increased access to these 
specialized training programs is an essential :fol'm 
of federal support for state and lofal governments. 
This recommendation is consistent with our Phase I 
Recommendation 11 and underscores our belief in 
a strong national commitment to assist state and 
local governments in their efl'orts to reduce violent 
crime through effective law enforcement. 

Training prosec:utors. The training of state and local 
prosecutors is extremely important to effective 
violent crime enforcement. With the termination of 
operations of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA), training support for state 
and local prosecutors has been reduced. There is a 
definite need to support and expand this legal 
training function. 

By extending to state and local prosecutors the 
training programs now offered to Department of 
.T ustice prosecutors by the Attorney General's 
Advocacy Institute (AGAI) and the Criminal 
Division, the federal government would enhance the 
crime-combatting; ability of state and local prose­
cutors in much the same way as the law enforcement 
training programs offered by the FBI at Quantico, 
Virginia. enhance the crime combatting ability of 
state and local police. Such programs would prepare 
state and local prosecutors :for cross-designation in 
federal courts as the need arises as discussed in our 
Phase I Recommendation 7. This "ould put federal, 
state, and local prosecutors in a better position to 
ensure that violent criminal activitv can be investi­
gated and prosecuted in the most efficient way. In 
addition, snch training would provide state and local 
prosecutors "ith models for establishing their own 
training programs in t1heir respective jurisdictions. 
Finally, through such joint training programs, 
federal , state. and local prosecutors could establish 
contacts, de;-elop compatible priorities, and improve 
cooperation. 

The Attorney General's Advocacy Institute strongly 
emphasizes courses dealing with trial advocacy in 
which prosecutors practice trial exercises such as 
direct and cross examination, opening statements, 
and closing arguments. In addition, it offers special­
ized courses which concentrate on special problems of 
federal practice and which examine in depth the 
special areas of law handled by the Department of 
Justice. State and local prosecutors who participate 
in these courses would develop better trial skills and 
would be better able to evaluate their cases to 
determine whether they should be tried in the federal 
court, the state court, or both. 

The Criminal Division sponsors specialized courses 
in narcotics conspiracy, organized crime, public 
corruption and fraud, and the exercise of prosecu­
torial discretion. These courses would prepare state 
and local prosecutors to handle complex cases. 

Additional courses being developed by the Depart­
ment of Justice, such as arson-for-profit, tracing 
illegal narcotics profits, legal aspects of drug 
investigations, and street crime patterns, would 
benefit state and local prosecutors as well as federal 
prosecutors in preparing their cases for trial. 

In addition to the training programs sponsored by 
the federal government, there are programs 
sponsored by state and local governments as well 
as private institutions such as the Northwestern 
University School of Law, the National College of 
District Attorneys, and the National Institute for 
Trial Advocacy. These programs should be available 
to prosecutors who can demonstrate a need for 
financial assistance. 

Personnel from different agencies attending the same 
training program benefit not only from the 
program's content but also from the opportunity 
to discuss mutual problems with others in the 
same field who share the same frustrations. We 
believe that the federal government would enhance 
the prosecution of violent crime by extending its 
training programs at all levels to a significant 
number of state and local prosecutors. 

Traininq correctional, personnel. Serious crises and 
challenges currently face corrections, among 
them overcrowding, outmoded facilities, insufficient 
resources to adequately improve conditions, and 
high staff attrition. Public funding has historically 
neglected the needs of corrections and relatively 
few administrators have been trained to handle 
the increased pressures and burdens placed on their 
ever-expanding correctional systems; nor have many 
had the opportunity to keep abreast of national 
trends and standards promulgated by the field. 
Training for line staff, mid-level managers, and 
trainers, particularly at the local,level, has been 
especially limited. 

In recent years, the outbreak of serious 
disturbances or riots in several states has highlighted 
the need for government officials to take a closer 
look at causal factors in prison unrest. While 
overcrowding has frequently been cited as a major 
factor in many acts of violence, it has now been 
recognized that poor training and inadequate 
supervision of correctional staff have contributed 
to the problem. 
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Gfren the emphasis being placed on incarcerating 
more violent off enders for longer periods of time, 
the difficulties of operating safe and humane 
institutions are magnified. Even if prisons and jails 
were all modern and not overcrowded, they 
nonetheless would be inadequate if not staffed by 
competent, well-trained personnel. Given the fact 
that prisons are presently overcrowded and are 
expected to remain so for the near future, proper 
traiHing of correctional staff is essential for the 
operation of viable, safe, humane institutions. 

In terms of the federal role in training state and 
local corrections personnel , we found several 
approaches to have promise, based on the experiences 
of the two Department of Justice agencies that 
currently provide correctional training programs. 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) , 
consistent with its legislative mandate, currently 
offers basic and advanced management training for 
state and local correctional administrators, 
supervisors, and mid-level managers; conducts 
training for agency trainers ; provides jail and 
correctional officer correspondence courses; offers 
special courses in areas such as labor relations, legal 
issues, and fire safety; and develops a wide range 
of staff training materials. 

NI C's training resources are targeted primarily on 
those above the line staff level. The main reasons for 
this focus are, first, it would be impractical to provide 
direct training to the more than 150,000 state and 
local nonadministrative correctional personnel,2 
particularly given their high attrition rate,5 and, 
second, it would be inappropriate and undesirable 
for the federal government to assume the state and 
local training responsibility. With access to data on 
national trends and standards and innovations 
throughout tihe country, however, we believe the 
federal .government is in a unique posit.ion to ( 1) 
provide state and loca,I managers with the tools 
needed for improved policy and program develop­
ment; (2) give trainers the knowledge and skills 
concerning advanced practices, so that they can more 
effectively train their respective staffs; and ( 3) 
provide a segment of line staff with specialized 
training related to managing serious offenders in a 
correctional setting. 

As of October 1, 1981, NIC will centralize its training 
activities, thereby establishing a Nationa,l Correc­
tions Academy for state and local corrections 
personnel. Close to 2,500 individuals will be trained 
during the first year. 
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TVith an estimated 30,000 trainers and managers, 
mid-level and above, and the increasing demand 
being placed on them, enhancement of NIC's 
ca;pacity to provide training to this group is 
warranted. 

The Federal Prison System (FPS) also operates an 
extensive training program, the target audience 
being FPS staff. Beginning in fiscal 1982, at the 
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 
(FLETC), every new employee will receive 104 
hours of basic training, most of which focuses on 
areas related to daily prison operation, such as 
firearms, self-defense, contraband, and security. 
After the first year, all institutional employees 
receive additional training in correctional subjects 
and indiYidual specialty areas. 

Wbile the FPS training program is geared toward 
the policies and procedures of the federal system, 
some of the basic training, suoh as self-defense or use 
of firearms, is sufficiently generic to be of use to 
state and local corrections. In addition, various 
institutions within the FPS off er special programs 
in areas such as disturbance control and interper­
sonal communications, which would be of benefit to 
many line staff. In these situations, the FPS training 
materials could be adapted for use by state and local 
personnel, and FPS personnel could be used to train 
state and locai employees. Similarly, much of NI C's 
training progrMn COl.lld be adapted to the needs of 
these line staff. 

Thus, it is clear that within the Department of 
Justice, the expertise and facilities are available to 
provide the kind of training that is necessary to 
handle the increased demands on state and local 
correctional agencies. However, the practical reality 
is that centralized training for all line staff would 
be difficult at best. In addition, states and many 
localities have training academies, and it is important 
for state and local corrections to maintain their own 
identity and avoid duplicative efforts. 

Taking this and othe.r suggestions into account, we 
believe that state and local correctional agencies can 
be best assisted in training line staff through a 
combination of approaches, using the resources ,)f 
NIC and the FPS coordinated through the National 
Corrections Academy. NIC should be responsible for 
managing the overall state and local training 
program as its authorizing legislatioh mandates. 
The effort should focus on issues related to prison 
violence and disturbances and on working with the 
violent off ender. 
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Mr. Edwin Meese III 
Counsellor to the President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Meese: 

Avenue 
20500 

This is to confirm my telephone conversation of Januar y 6, 
1982, with Ms. Flo Randolph of your staff , 

NASDLET's Executive Board will be meeting with you on We d nes day, 
January 20, 1982 at 2:00 p.m. in your Washington Office. Attending 
that meeting will be : Mr. Gary F. Egan, Vice-President; Derrell R. 
Carnes, Immediate Past-Pr e sident; Stephen J . Mandra, Executive 
Secretary; Leo Culloo, Parliamentarian and myself. 

The purpose of our meeting is to discuss the use of existing 
facilities and resources at the Federal level for fulfilling state 
and local law enforcement training needs, with little, if any, 
addi t ional outl ay o f F e d eral fu nd s . NAS DL F. T fe e l s th a t it possesse s 
the means for assisting the Administrat i on in the implementation 
of Recommendations 11 and 44 of the Task Force Report on Violent 
Crimes. 

As Pres i dent of NASDLET, I s p eak for the other members of 
our Executive Board when I say that we are looking forward to 
meeting with you. 

Sincerely y ours, 

_)f-~ /J. A-t.c.~ 
William G. McMahon 

WGM/rk 

NASDLET 
,,..-
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Mr . Edwin Meese III 
Counsellor to the President 
The White House 
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Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr . Meese: 

November 6, 1981 

5-fiz '­
~~-~1 
.,,,<--.,' -

( 

A-d-

'-'I 

Executive Secretary 
Stephen J . Mandra 
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Thank you for your letter of October 12 , 1981 . 
office to see if I could arrange a meeting date and 
they would like all requests for a meeting to be in 

I ca 11 ed your 
I was advised that 
writing. 

We know that you have a very busy schedule and we would like very 
much to meet with you for 10 or 15 minutes at your convenience . We are 
planning an executive board meeting in Washington, D.C., in November or 
early December and if it would be possible to meet with myself and the 
five other members of the executive board we would greatly appreciate it. 

Thank you very much for your consideration . 

Sincere l y, 

fr~ b~ k~ 
William G. McMahon 

NASDLET 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

12 October 1981 

Dear Mr. McMahon: 

Thank you for your letter of 8 June 1981 inviting me to 
meet with the executive board of the National Association of 
State Directors of Law Enforcement Training, and also to 
be a speaker at your bi-annual meeting. 

Should your board ever be in this area, I would be happy to 
meet with you. Concerning the speaking invitation at your 

· bi-annual meeting in Quantico, I am unable to accept the 
invitation this far in advance. In late January, 198 2..., if 
you will notify me as to the exact date considered in March, 
I will review your request and can advise you then whether 
I will be able to participate. 

In the meantime, I certainly understand that your time 
schedule may not permit you to wait for a reply because of 
printing deadlines, etc. If that is the case, please allow . 
me to decline your kind invitation. I will look forward 
to hearing from you if you wish to keep the invitation 
open. 

I am grateful for your invitation and appreciate your 
understanding of my situation. 

Sincerely, 

I ' 

,., {,.,, ~ /, ·- · ~ /f: . ., . ,, ,"' 7r;- · 
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EDWIN MEESE III 
Counsellor to the President 

Mr. William G. McMahon 
President 
Division of Criminal Justice Services 
National Association of State Directors 

of Law Enforcement Trainlng 
Executive Park Tower 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany, New York 12203 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

12 October 1981 

~ Dear Mr. McMahon: 

Thank you for your letter of 8 June 1981 inviting me to 
meet with the executive board of the National Association of 
State Directors of Law Enforcement Training, and also to 
be a speaker at your bi-annual meeting. 

Should your board ever be in this area, I would be happy to 
meet with you. Concerning the speaking invitation at your 
bi-annual meeting in Quantico, I am unable to accept the 
invitation this far in advance. In late January, 1981, if 
you will notify me as to the exact date considered in March, 
I will review your request and can advise you then whether 
I will be able to participate. 

In the meantime, I certainly understand that your time 
schedule may not permit you to wait for a reply because of 
printing deadlines, etc. If that is the case, please allow 
me to decline your kind invitation. I will look forward 
to hearing from you if you wish to keep the invitation 
open. 

I am grateful for your invitation and appreciate your 
understanding of my situation. 

Sincerely, 

1/ 
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EDWIN MEESE III 
Counsellor to the President 

Mr. William G. McMahon 
President 
Division of Criminal Justice Services 
National Association of State Directors 

of Law Enforcement Training 
Executive Park Tower 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany, New Y6rk 12203 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF} STATE DIRECTORS OF L ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 

President 
William G. McMahon 
Division of Criminal Justice 

Executive Secretary 
Stephen J. Mandra 
Mass. Criminal Justice 

Services 
Executive Perk Tower 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany , New York 12203 
(518) 457-2666 

First Vice-President 
Larry B. Plott 
Boise, Idaho 

Second Vice-President 
Gary F. Egan 
Boston, Massachusetts 

Honorable Edwin A Meese, III 
Counselor to the President 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Meese: 

June 8, 1981 

Training Council 
One Ashburton Place 
Boston, Massachusetts 021 08 
(617) 727-7827 

Treasurer 
Kenneth Vanden Wymelenberg 
Madison , Wisconsin 

Immediate Past President 
Darrell A. Carnes 
Atlanta, Georgia 

May I begin by congratulating you on the excellent speech that 
you delivered to the PROMIS Users group on April 22, 1981. While I was 
not present, I have had the opportunity to read your remarks. I concur 
with your assessment and it appears that the present Administration has 
a solid grasp on the crux of criminal justice problems. I view the steps 
taken by the Administration as positive ones which will lead to the even­
tual easing and has the potential for control of the ubiquitous problem 
of crime in America. 

As President of the National Association of State Directors of Law 
Enforcement Training (NASDLET), I speak for the membership in expressing 
a desire to join the "partnership" of which you spoke in your address. We 
wish to offer whatever assistance our organization mi ght provide to you. 

We are an organization of duly constituted state directors of law 
enforcement training, presently representing 48 states. We are dedicated 
toward increasing the professionalism of police through training. I am 
aware that while you were a member of, then, Governor Reagan's staff, you 
were also a member of a California P.O.S.T. Advisory Committee. In that 
capacity, I'm fairly sure that you would have heard of NASDLET since 
California was one of the first member States. 

..I,he Executive Board of NAS DLET would like very much.to meet with 
xou at your COl,;llC9fli9flse to di&coss b ow we an d our argau 1 zat i au can assist 
you and ~he- administration. Also, NASDLET, as a group, meets bi-annually: 
once at the FBI Academy, Quantico, Virgin~a and again in conjunction with 
the International Association of Chiefs of Police Convention. The former 

NASDLET 
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meeting occurs during the last week of March and it would~ both an honor 
and a privilege to have you as our guest speaker 1 n March 1982 . If- your 
busy calendar permits, I will keep you advised as the program materializes. 

As a group and individually, NASDLET is concerned with the criminal 
justice system and what we might contribute as a resource to improve it 
for the police and the many publics they serve. We would consider it an 
honor to be of assistance. 

Congratulations again, and I hope that NASDLET will be hearing 
from you. 

Sincerely , 

Jf~ }J LL~ 
William G. McMahon 



12 October 1981 

near Mr . M ahons 

Thank yo for your letter of 8 June 1981 inviting me to 
met with t e xeoutive boar of th National A sooiation of 
State Directors of Law Enforcement 'l'raining , and also to 
b a speaker t your bi- nnual meeting. 

Shoal your board ver be in this ar a, I ould be happy to 
meet with you . Concernin9 th speaking invit tio at your 
bi-annual meting in Quantico, I am unabl to accept the 
invitation this far in advance. In late January, 1981, if 
you will notify m as to the exact date con idered in ar-ch, 
I will review your request an on advise you then wheth r 
I ill be able to participate. 

ln the meanti , I certainly nderstand that your time 
sch du.le may not permit you to wait for a reply bee us of 
printing deadlines, etc. · If that is the cas, ple e allow 
me to decline your kind invitation. I will look forw rd 
to he ring fro • you if you wi to keep the invitation 
op n . 

I am grate£ul for your invitation and appreciate your 
understanding of my situation .. 

Mr. illiam G. McMahon 
President 

incer ly, 

:0 IN ~ . ES III 
Coon llor to the Pr si ent 

Division of Crimi al Justi.c Services 
ation l As~ociation of Stat Dir etors 
of Law ,nforcernent Training 

xecut1v Park Tower 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany , ew York 12203 

EM:mam 



12 October 1981 

Oar Mr. McMahon: 

Thank you for your letter of 8 June 1981 inviting me to 
meet with the executive board of the National Association of 
State Directors of Law .Enforcement Training, and also to 
be a speaker at your bi-annual meeting. 

Should your board ever be in this area, I would be happy to 
meet with you. Concerning the speaking invitation at your 
bi-annual meeting in Quantico, I am unabl to accept the 
invitation this far in advance. In late January, 1981, if 
you will notify me as to the exact date considered in r arch, 
l will review your request and can advise you then wheth r 
I will be able to participate. 

In the meantime, I certainly understand that your time 
schedul may not permit you to wait for a reply because of 
printing deadlines, etc. If that is the case, please allow 
me to decline your kind invitation. I will look forward 
to hearing from you if you wish to keep the invitation 
open. 

I am grateful for your invitation and appreciate your 
understanding of my situation. 

Si11eerely, 

EDWIN MEES lII 
Counsellor to the President 

Mr. 1illiam G. McMahon 
Pr sident 
Division of Criminal Justic Services 
ational Association of State Oir etors 
of Law Enforcement ~raining 

Executive Park 'rower 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany, New Yorl· 12203 

EM:mam 




