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1. INTRODUCTION . | ' Lo

- This introduction“provideskan‘overview ogkthe Urban High Crime Reduc-
ticn program and ouxr second-year evaluation of tnat program. The section
opens with a brief historyﬁaﬁd description of the UHCR program, followed by
a discussion of thedSecond-year evaluation objectives and activities. Con-
cluding is a review of the first-year evaldation findings.

Section 2 provides an assessment of the logal programs under the -
second-year evaluation period. This section consiéts of two parts for each
city: detailed and objective chronologies of the activities and processes
occurring, and evaluative comments basedcon these chronoiogies as well as on
a re-evaluation of earlier program phases.' A synthesis of the four cities
concludes this section. ”

Section 3 contains our preliminary findings with respect to local
programs' impact on thei? respective target crimes. Because no action Drojects
were impiemented in East St.‘Lcuis; only Qhamgaignr Joliet and Peorla data are
analyzed.

Finally, in Section 4; we formulate our conclusions for the: second-
yeéar evaluation and their implications for the third-year and final evaluation
of the program. Lists of the materials examined are given by city in the

Appendix.

1.1 ;. UHCR Program Summary

The Illinois Urban High r":rl:ime Reduction program, funded by the Illinois
Law Enforcement Commission since early 1974, tests the thesis that local govern-
ments can plan, implement and evaluate action projects desmgned to reduce.
levels of crimesg of their own ch0051ng Each city part1c1pat1ng in the program
established a Crime Reduction Counc1l consisting of key local crlmlnal justice
system administrators, supported by a staff. These Councils were to make major
policy and action decisions relating to their respective local programs;
generally guide the work of a staff; prOVlde coordination among the elements
of the local criminal justlce system, and encourage cooperation and ‘coordina~
tion among agencies or offices represented on. the Council. The Mayor, Chief

Of,POIlCe, State's Attorney, Chlef ‘Judge, and a representatlve of the State

data on target crimes.

Department‘of Corrections were required Council members. Up to four additional

"citizen" members were to be chosen by the Mayor.

Three major objectives were speoified for the local programs;

(1) To reduce burglary and stranger-to-stranger crime
through rational analysis and systematic goal-
oriented planning, development and implementation; v

(2) To evaluate the effectiveness of various approaches
undertaken by the program, for. possible replications
elsewhere in the state; and -

(3) To increase coordination among police, courts, and

corrections officials in policy development and
decision-making at the local level.

In working toward these objectives, each Crime Reduction Council was’to

select the crime or crimes that’the»local prégram would address; develop a

plan of action; and monitor and evaluate projects implemented under the plan

as well as the local program overall..

1.2 Second-Year Evaluation Objectives

»

The primary objectives of the first-year evaluation were to examine

the program processe$ in each UHCR city and to collect and analyze baseline T
Given. the three-year structure and ongoing nature of

thls evaluatlon effort, the intents of-the second-year evaluation were (1)

to contlnue the flrst—year:efforts by updating our assessment of program

efforts and target crime data and (2) to lay theﬁgroundworb for the more

exten51ve 1nvest1gatlon of program processes and impacts that will occur during

the thlrd- and final-year evaluation. As a part of the latter effort, this

| second~-year evaluation also implicitly re-examines many of the first-year

conclusions, with regard to program processes.

3

N

Two major object ves have guided this second—ycar evaluatlon~

o to follow the progress of the UHCR programs and the
’ admlnlstratlon of the UHCR program by ILEC;

e to present prellmlnary and tentative flndlngs with- regard
to target crime impact of the UHCR programs.
3 ; 2
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Alsc included as a second~year objective were the formulation of plans for
evaluating the costs and benefits.of the program and its impact‘on the four
local criminal justice systems. These were submitted in June 1978 as a
separate product of the second-year evaluation, and were revised prior’;p.

R

their incorporation in our third-year evaluatioén proposal.

Local UHCR Program Progress and ILEC Administration

One of the major ongoing efforts under this objective was the update
of the program chronologies @ggun in the first-year evaluation. These
detailed accounts of programmgvents, activities, and processes provide a
basis for our evaluation of processes; they highlight the similarities and
Aifferences in approaches taken; and they enable the reader to re-live each

program history. The chronologies were developed from a review of program

documentation, correspondence, media presentations, and grants materials,

as well as telephone interviews witﬁ UHCR program participants and site visits
to each of the cities.

Another important part of our.secona-year'evaluation was the review
and commentary provided on local action project evaluation plans and evalua-
tion reports. This provided an account of local evaluation efforts, which
were used in our assessment of processes in each of the sites., Second, it“;
provided feedback, where warranted, to local program staffs thus improving
Prospects for identifying successfui projeéts and the nature of their success.

We also participated in the UHCR guideline revision process. These
revisions, which are still being formulated, will modify(the original UHCR
program guidelines in such a way that the individual cities may more closg}y
adapt their UHCR planning activities to the needs and constraints of their own
locality. = Efforts such as this may becéme increasingly important as the UHCR

program, and the funding support provided by the program, draw to a close. TIf

the staff and Crime Reduction Council are permitted at this point to adapt or
expand their activities to the more geheral needs of their communities, they
may be able to create a broader base of community support for their activities

and ensure some degree of program - continuity beyond the expiration of UHCR
Thus,

funding, participation in this revision Process has important implica-

tions for understanding the current brogram processes, for assessing the more

oy
il
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lasting impact of the entire UHCR program on the local criminal justice

systems, and for assisting in the continued operations of the advanced

_ practices implied in the UHCR brogram design.

2

: , Preliminazs nid Tentative Findings on Target Crime Inpact

Findings during the second-year evaluation were, of necessity, both

preliminary and tentative--preliminary in that they are based on less than the

full local program effofts, and tentative in that the final and most effective

analysis technique has not yet been conclusively determined. Several activi-

ties have been ongoing during the second-year evaluation in response to this.
objective. Among them were:

e updating monthly target crime;

® updating’ the flow of information which the local poiice
departments use in compiling monthly crime counts.

® preliminary runs of, and experiments with, the target
crime trend model, which will provide one of several
factors on which our evaluation of the impact of local
brograms on target crimes will be based.

Summary of First-Year Findings and Recommendations

The first-year evaluation provided an opportunity for us to become

acquainted with the program and to. formulate a plan for analyzing its impact

on target crime(s). Major findings of this first-year effort dealt with local

program procésses relative to the program design as articulated in the guide-
lines, opportunities for the localities participating in the program, ILEC

administration of the UHCR program; and the quality of target crime data.

The evaluation found that the UHCR program had afforded the UHCR
cities a ﬁnique opportunity to study local crime and criminal justice problems.

The program guidelines framed the approach that was to be taken, but other-

wise they only nminimally stipulated Crime Reduction Council and staff activi-

ties.  Our evaluation noted the contrast in approaches taken by Peoria and

the other three UHCR'E;ties. The Peoria Crime Reduction Council conducted

a seriesg of stud1e§/€b determine how the system has behaved in the past with

respect o the target crinie of residential burglary. While the studies were

&

i
¢
?

QIO VY




-

{

¥

i
H

¥

'
L
B
&,

e

-

only able to address the adult component of the systemswithin given time
constraints, the process of postponing the al}ocation of fresources to action
projects until after the completion of a formal empirical analysis was found
to reflect most nearly the intent of the guidelines.

The Urban High Crime Reduction program provided local government
the opportunity to view criminal Justice agencies as part of a system, and
to make action recommendations based on this system perspective. The first-
yearfevaluation fdund that the local programs largely took advantage~of this
opportunity by’examining agency operations and interactions in the context of
specific types of crime. Cooperation and coordination of the local criminal
justice system improved éé a result of UHCR. The Crime Reduction Councils
established in each participating city served as a forum for system-wide
sharing of problems and ideas. Except in Peoria, where Yegular meetings of
key local criminal justice officials had been convened-by the Chief Judge,
and interagency committee meetings were held under the Violent Crime Reduc-
tion Program, no such precedent existed in these cities prior to UHCR.

The UHCR program also provided local criminal ju;tice/ngncies with
an opportunity to experiment with innovatiye action projects which would
normally be oﬁtside the budget limitations. Participating cities were able

_to implement projects such as team policing or specialized prosecution and
to test the feasibility of those projects, in terms of both policy and B
administration. ’

Two of the UHCR cities, Joliet and Champaign, had made continuing
efforts to keep the public informed through the media or the Crime Redﬁction
C?uncil. The other two UHCR cities did not appear to make such an effort:
East St. Louis discussed the issue but little action resulted from these dis-
cussions; Peoria maintained a relatively low media profile, possibly due to
the(ﬁ?%i?ébhnical ngture of its program approach.

The first-yeaf evaluation found fhat administrative factors of the
,pProgram were both complex and time~consuming. These factors delayed the
progress of the program to some extent, and impeded the) ability of local ,

' O i ificom
programs to view themselves as a unit working towards ﬁ commonAgoal.

The first-year evaluation noted an unexpected downward trend in

burglary and robbery trends which could have serious implications for the

e

analysis of action project impact on target crimes. Over the five-year
period preceding the first year evaluation, burglary and robbBery trends

exhibited an increase, followed by a decrease of equal magnitude in the

UHCR cities, other Illinois cities, and the nation as a whole;

The evaluation also raised serious guestions concerning the reli-

ability of the data. Specifically, it was found that there were serious

internal discrepencies within the crime reporting system of the state Depart-

ment of Law Enforcement and between thig system and local ¢

ime reporting
systems.

Several recommendations were made as a result'of the first-year

evaluation. 1In particular,‘it was strongly urged that steps toward replicat-

ing the program be taken cautiously, if at all, since extensive preparatory

i 1 ;

“&o ready local governments for participation in such
brograms, and since the costs and benefits of this
assessed, B

activities are necessary -

approach could not vet be
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2. PROGRAM PROCESSES

O

This section provides updates of Program processes and our assessment

of these processes. For each city, a chronology has been prepared whlch up— ;

}
dates the descriptions of the local programs in thP 1nter1m and final reports

submitted in our flrst-year evdluation.  These were derived from our: revmew

of program materials and from discussions with the local program directors ﬂ

and the ILEC Program Monitor.* Each city!? s chronology is followed by our

commentary on the course of events during the past year. This reflects our

cumulative experlence over a two-year period, and is

keyed to the synthesis
in Section 2.5, '

2.1 champaign

Chronology

By mid-1977, Champaign had completed and received approval of its

Phase I Impact Plan and had begun work on Phase IX, which was scheduled for

completion ln July 1977. Residential burglary was chosen as the target

and ‘a Team Policing-Residential Burglary Abatement project had been '

funded since Decembex 1976, By May 1977, the Team Policing Unit had com~

pleted a three-day training course and initiated actual Operations.

Although technically covered under the first-year evaluation effort,
the 11 May 1977 meeting of the CRC has 1mportant implications for the second -
year evaluatlon. The CRC and the UHCR Director had previously voiced a

concern over the exclusion of the county and the city of Urbana from the

UHCR program. In thisg meetlng of the CRrc, the Director of the UHCR program,

Neil Welsman, described recent efforts to establlsh a champalgn County

Crime Preventlon Council, designed to present crlme prevention programmlng

information to the metropolitan Champaign-Urbana area. He noted that volunteers

from various agencies interested in crime preventlon had formed a councll
that a steering committee of about lO pbersons had been establlshed and that

task forces were to be formed to investigate issues of fundlna profit status,

formulation of by-laws, and membership.

* ~ ’
Materials examined are listed by city in Appehdix A.

il
i
it

i
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Also discussed at this méeting was the progress made under Phase II

of the program. : The staff had begun an offender tracking aﬁalysis of bur-

glaries committed in 1975 and 1976, and a preliminary report on these findings

was produced on 5 May 1977. 'SOme of the results of this analysis were pre-

sented and discussed. In particular, it was noted that lsxpercent of the
burglary offenders arrested by the Cha@paign~Police Department lived in the
team policing target area, while an additional percentage lived in the fringe
areas around the target area, Additiohal types of analysis were also dis-
cussed. ’ N v , . —
Finallf, Sugéestions on Phase II action projects were solicited. A
microfilm storage and retrieval sYstem for States Attdrnies' records was
suggested, aud Neil Weisman stated’that he had already made initial contacts
with companies capable of providing equipment~for this effort. The possi-
bil;ty of obtaining criminal record information from other counties using a
teletype machine was also raised, although State's Attorney Tom Difanis, for-
mer UHCR Program Director in Champaign and now a CRC pember by virtue of his
office, voiced concern that a machine of this nature would have limited

utility due to data limitations in other areas. - Through a motion of the CRC,

s
Mr. Weisman_was instructed to lnvestlgate the avallablllty and cost of dif-

ferent types of microfilming/retrieval equlpment.

In September 1977, the Phase II Plan was completed. The Plan included
discussions of the operation of various court components; preliminary findings
of the Champaign Urban High Crime 1975 and 1976 burglary offender traching
project; descriptions of court-related programs operating in Champaign County,
and a needs assessment of the courts in Champaign County. The Plan proposes
a "Designated Burglary Prosecution Program" as the "most appropriate Phase II
project and follow-up to Phase I approach." As desoribed in the Plan, this

program would consist of three major compohents:
. o |
e Priority prosecution of designated burglary cases by
one designated State's Attorney; : o

e Liaison with the Team Policing Unit and screening of
all arrests filed by that unit;

e Establishment of a microfilm storage and retrieval .
system for the State's Attorney'!s case record files to
aid in the identification and prosecution of repeat

. offenders. o @ e
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~months after the 11 May meeting, on 12 October 1977.

Responding to a request for information from Ms. Suzenne Peck of
ILEC, Mr. Weisman authored a letter on 13 September 1977 which briefly out~
lined the activities that could be carried out if $31,000 in add&tional
‘planning funds were made available to the Champaign UHCR staff. Mr. Weisman
noted that existing funds would support the staff, untll 20 January 1978, and
that the additional funds would enable contlnued operatlons through 1 September
1978, ©Phase I, II, III, and IV activities which oould be carrled out 1n

this extended period were listed. \

On 1 Cctober 1977, the East Central Illinois Criminal Justice Commission,

which serves Champaign and Vermillion Counties, was designated a Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council.

According to the date indicated on the application, the Phase II action

~ grant appllcatan for the Designéted Burglary Prosecution Program was completed

on 3 October 1977. The application requests $65,411 in grant funds for the
first 10 months of a two~year program period, beglnnzng 1 December 1977,

As 1n the Phase.dI plan, the Phase II grant appllcatlon proposes a three-
component pr03ect consisting of priority prosecutlon of burglary cases by a

designated attorney for the Team Police Unit; and a microfilm storage and re-

trieval system fqr State's Attorney records to allow for the 1dent1fmcatlon

and prosecution of repeat offenders. A substantial portion of the funds re-
quested for this prog ect were dedicated to equipment and staff for thP
records system. Although the Phase II grant application was dated 3 October
1977, documentatlon from the ILEC Application Review Committee lndlcates
that it was not recklved for review until 10 October..

On 13 October 1977, Mr. Weisman sent copies of the Phase II Pﬁan

‘and an accompanying letter of transmittal to Mr. Gary Adams, Chairman: of the

Champaign County Boarg Mr. William Holland, Director of the Bast Central
Illinois Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, and Mr. James Zagel, Execu-
tive Director of the Illinois Law Enfoxcement Commission. In his letter,
Mr. Weisman reviewed the process that resulted in the Phase II Plan and 0
asked for approval of the Plan.

The next documented meeting of the CRC occurred approximately five
At that gathering,

i
Neil Wiesman discuissed the Phase II project, entitled the Designated

L gt e R

g

&

Prosecutor project. Council members raised questions regarding the source
of funding after grant expiration and the operation of the criminal,records
mlcrofllmlng\component of the proposed project, Finally, Sergeant Robert
Soucie, head of “the Team Policing Unit, reported on the Team's progress.

While noting that the community seemed to be responding well to the new

- program, Sgt. Scucie also observed that there were problems of manpower

shortages and heavy workloads.

Six days later; the CRC met a second time. At this meeting, atten=-
tion was turned once again to ithe Phase Ii grant applicatron. Mr. Weisman
stressed that the Council's input in the application was necessary so that
the staff could submit the application to the County Board, which was to

provide the cash match. No problems or issues concern:t.ng the contents of

the grant application were raised by any Council members. However, issues
concerning the presentation of the project to the County Board were later
raised by William Holland, Director of the ILEC Regional Office.

After a brief discussion of Phase III of the program, Police Chief Dye

~expressed concern about the grant timetable for Phase II coinciding with

that of the Team Police Unit.. He also questioned whether the Team

Police Officers understood their role in the UHCR program, or the pro-
gram in general, and suggested that a briefing on these matters be carried
out as soon as possible. Reporting on the status of the Team Police Unit,

Sgt. Soucie noted that the situation had improved over that of July, but

that administrative problems were becoming apparent.

On 27 October 1977, Director Weisman sent a brief letter to Mr. Owen
Fabert, Chairman of the Champaign County Crime Prevention Council. Mr. Weisman
reiterated the UHCR Council's support for the CCCPC and expressed the UHCR
Council's readiness to lend its assistance. | e

This letter was followed with a series of letters’airected to such
indiViduals as Chief William Dye, Chief Donald Long of the Urbana Police

Department, Chief Paul Dollins of the University of Illinois Police, &

% Lt. Colonei R.F. Mottley, Chief of Security Police at the Chanute Aire Force

Base, and Sheriff Everett Hedrick of Champaign County. Written on 20 October
1977, the letters asked each individual to review the Champaign County Crime

Prevention Council's application for a LEAA Community Anti-Crime discretionary

10
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grant and to submit any comments or questlons to Owen Fabert of the CCCPC
or Nell Weisman of the Joliet UHCR Program. On the same date, Mr. ‘Weisman

also forwarded copids of the grant application for the Designated Burglary

Prosecutlon Program to Chief Long, Chief Dollins, and"sherlff.Everett Hedrick

with a request that they review and comment on the materials,

With a 31 October 1977 memorandum to Chief Dye, Neil Weisman forwarded
a Police Vehicleﬁutilization Study prepared by Gary Spear, UHCR Analyst.
Produced at theﬁrequest of the police department, this report provﬂéed a
#e&ries of charts and accompanying narrative descrlblng the use of police
vehicles in Champaign.

A proposal for contlnuatlon funding of the UHCR staff was submltted
to UHCR Council Members in a 7 November 1977 memorandum from Neil Welsman.
The oroposal explains that current funding would expire on 20 January 1978,
ang-“that operations could be extended for an addltlonal year (to 19 January
1979) using $31,000 in supplemental funds made available by ILEC plus $25,000
from previously allocated ILEC monies. A proposed budget and list of UHCR
objectivee forkl978w1979 were included in the memorandim. In a 10 November
memorandum to City Manager, Eugene Miller, Mr. Weisman eyplained the request
for continuation funding and asked for Mr. Miller's approval t6 make the
additional grant application. k ‘

~The 16 November 1977 meeting of the Council began with a xeport by

Sgt. Soucie on the Team Police~Burglary Abatement Project. He noted that the
manpower problems whféh occasionally had surfaced during the summer had |
been resolved, although other problems remained, such as shortages due to
departmental training. He also stated that community response to the crime
prevention efforts of the team was good, and that two team area schools had
expressed an interest in having Team Officers work with their schools.*

Reporting on the status of the Phase IT action grant application, -

Neil Weisman stated the project and plan would not go before the ILEC

Planning and Budgetlng Committee For approval until -December, as the
Committee did not hold.a November meeting. The projected starting date
for the Phase II project was rescheduled for 1 January 1978.

also noted that the staff had begun collectlng data for the Phase III Plan.

*It was noted in two interviews that a "minority element" w1th1n the team
area made repeated attempts to discredit the Unit.

11
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Tne‘meeting continued with a discussion of the UHCR funding request,
which would maintain the CRC staff operations until the end of January 1979.
Mr. Weisman explained‘thht the appliecation, which was completed on 10 November
1977, would be taken to a City Council study session on 22 November, and
that formal approval from that body should be received by 6 December.
On 30 November, the applioation would be presented to the East Central
Illinois Criminal Justice Coordinating Council for their approval, and then

submitted to ILEC. The continuation request would use $31,000 in supple-

“mental planning monles provided by ILEC, and $24,000 that had previously

been committed to 1nsure an addltlonal year of staff operationX The City of

Champaign would be required to provide a 5 percent cash match. The Council

voted unanimously to approve the request and submit the application to the City

Couhcil and appropriate approval authorities. A letter concerning the reqdest

for continuation funding was sent to ILEC that same day, 16 November. Docu-
mentation from the ILEC Appllcatlon Review Unit indicates that the application
was received on 9 January 19 78.

Followingnup on the progress of the Champaign County Crime Prevention
Council,: Mr. Weisman noted that it had incorporated and was in the process of
obtaining a not-for-profit status. This citizen organization was tc assist in
and ﬁevelop community-wide crime prevention activities and information in
Champaign County. Mr. Weisman reported tha the CCCPC had applied for discre-
tionary funding through LEAA. The Director of the ECICJCC noted that it could
be difficult for the CCCPC to obtain these funds due to the high level of
competition and political considerations involved Ain the dlscretlonary grant
process. : ‘ N

The meeting closed with a suggestion by Mr. Weisman that a chairman
be selected for the Crime Reduction Council As explained in our first-year
Interlm Report, the Champalgn CRC had been unable to deSLgnate a chairman -
since its lnceptlon. At this meeting no decision was reached concerning a

chairman, but the.Council agreed to comtlnue the dlscu551on on this topic at ’

the next meetlng.

According to the City of Champaign Council Bill 77-362, the City
Council resolved on 12 December 1977 that the UHCR continuation grant be

*The original estimate of $25,000 indicated on the previous page was reviéed.
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approved. Copies of this resolution and the grant application were sent to

ILEC, and were received there on .22 December 1977. _

Also on 12 December 1977, Anne Beard, the ILEC evaluation specialist
monitoring the UHCR program, submitted a memorandum to Sallvaaﬁbertson of the
Application Review Committee, concerning the Phase ii Designated Prosecutor
grant application. 1In that memo Ms. Beard indicated that the Assistant
State's Attorney component of the project was perhaps justified by the data
presented in the application, but she'expressed‘serious resexrvations over the
adequacy of the justification for.the proposed microfilm storage and retrieval
system for State's Attorney records. In adaition, the memo raised several
questions concerning the use of microfilming for any projgct funded under the
Urban High Crime Reductlon program—-glven the existence of computerlzed
records systems——as well as the actual value that any such system might have
in improving prosecution.

On 21 December 1975, a Crime Reduction Council meeting was held.

Mr. Weisman reported that fthe City Council had passed the continuation

funding proposal on 6 December, and the the ECICJICC had passed the proposal,‘

on 30 November. According to Mr. Weisman, formal ILEC approval was expected
in the first or second weeB of January.

. Sgt. Soucie reported on the Team Policing Unit, stating that the
Unit had initiated contacts and interaction with schools in the target area.
Sgt. Soucie also described‘a successful crime prevention effort undertaken
by the Team, in which team members were able to halt a rash of burglaries
in a mobile home park by conducting-a door-to-door canvass where officers
informed residents of the burglaries—and offered crime prevention tips and
assistahce. Gary Spear, the Assistant Planner for the Champaign UHCR Pro-
gram, described the 51x—month assessment of the Team Policing Unit. Noting
that the assessment was not yet completed, Mr. Spear presented some prelim-
1nary data, which were discussed by the Council.

Mr. Weisman then raised the issue of the Phase IT plan and action
grant applicatibn. He stated that these had been presented in part to the
TILEC Planning and Budgeting Committee, and that the Committee’had,unani-
mously approved the priority prosecutiontagd,team legal liaison aspects
of the project. Stating‘that,problems*in ebtaining approval of the micro-

filming portion of the proposal were anticipated due to the "general
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improvement" rather £han "burglary specific" nature of the component,
Mr, Weisman annoutced that the presentation on that component would be
delayed until February in order to justify it further,
' Mr, Weisman reported that little progress had been made on the
Phase III plan, and that the Champaign County Crime Prevention Council

{ discretionary grant application was still being reviewed by ILEAA. Finally,

'~ the discussion again turned to the selection of a Chairman for the CRC;
it was decided to determine the direction and nature of the COuwgll prior
to selection of the Chairman. Further discussion on the role and structure
of the Council then ensured. In particular, the Council members suggested
closer ties with the ECICICC and coordination of future plans for the CRC
with the Director of the ECIGICC.

Accordlng to ILEC deocumentation, the continuation grant application
for the City of Champalgn was received on 9 January 1978, Inka separate
action, the ILEC Application Rev1ew Board made a final decision on the
Phase II Designated Prosecutor action grant proposal on or about 10 January
1978, - True to the earlier indications, the decision was made to approve
‘funds for the prosecution and team policing liaison functions of the project
‘but to deny funds for the microfilTing of State's Attorney recoxds.*

Opening the 25 January meeting, Neil Wiesman reported that the
continuation grant for the UHCR program in Champaign had been approved,
although the award letter for funding had not yet been received. The new .
grant was scheduled to begin on 30 January 1978.

Updating the progress on the Team Policing assessment, Gary SPear
stated that preliminary analyses seemed to indicate some improvement in B
the Team's performance, ‘Plans to begin a second citizen survey during
the following week were announced at this time. During the remainder of
the meeting, Mr. Spear reviewed the prellmlnary lnformatlon'on calls for
sService, case files, Part I crlmes, and arrests for the Team Pollc1ng area.

During February 1978, the second citiZen survey was conducted to

provide data for an evaluation of the Team Policing effort. Five hundred

* - . ©
The minutes of the CRC meeting of 25 January 1978 make no mention of ILEC's
. decision on the PhasSe.II action project., It is not known if the UHCR staff

5" had received formal notification of the decision before this meeting. '
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Champaign residents living in the target area and 500 Champaign residents Discussing progress on the Team Policing project, Sgt. Soucie

living outside the target area were surveyed by‘telephone during February.

,,,,,

stated that the citizen survey had been completed, and that a preliminaxy

evaluation would most likely be available I'v 1 May. . ;

survey conducted in February 1977 wexe presented in an evaluation report.. He also stated that a grant extension for the Team Policing Unit

%g - No exact date is available concerning the issue of this report, but it had been requested through 30 June 1978, When asked by Dr:‘Ellen Handler,

i'i gz seems that it was released some time in May 1978'v a citizen appointee of the CRC, what would happeh to the Unit after 30 June, i
E; 2 on 6 March 1978, the UHCR submitted a report on calls for service Chief Dye expressed hope that the project would continue, while noting that g
‘§§ g} manpower to Police Chief Dye. The report had»beeg;ﬁndertaken at the reguest this would depend on the results of the evaluation and’budgetsry matters.

?é " of the Chief. In a letter dated 16 March 1278, Mr. Weisman contacted the ) Questions concerning expansion of the team concept to other areas, commuhity

%i gz | . Information Systems Division of the State Department of Corrections. talks by team members, team officer norale and problems of manpower alloca-

ée : Mr. Weisman briefly explained the Phase III activities of yhe UHCR staff tion were also discussed. |

gé . and requested that the Corrections Department supply data on the characteris- v Progress on the Phase III Plan was next examined. Mr. Weisman

?f ié tics of parolees, burglary offenders receiving parole, and parolees released indicated that initial data collection was underway, and mentioned that

; ‘ to Champaign County residences. under Phase III staff had been investigating probation, plea-bargaining,

I

: i . : -‘ -
o {i At some point during the period between the 25 January meeting and presentence investigations, and public service work with probation.

L ‘ the 17 March CRC meeting, the Phase II Designated Prosecutor project was Mir. Weisman also reported that the Champaign County Crime Prevention Touncil

initiated. During the l7 March. meetlng, Neil Weisman announced the initia- was still' awaiting a LEAA decision on its discretionary grant applféetion

3

tion of the project and stated that Heniy Lazarro had been hired as the and that it would be sponsoring a citizens' seminar on crime prevention _ ig

Designated Prosecutor. Mr. Weisman explained that La;arro would focus on in ‘conjunction with the PolicehTraining Institute,

burglary or repeat offender cases, although he would also screen all cases

Flnally, Mr. Weisman announced that there would be a 301nt meetlng

i
of the Urban ngh Crime Reduction Program Directors in Champalgn on 21 and é
¢
H

?i T~ generated by the Team Policing Unit and act as a liaison to the Unit. At 3

S 5; ;i this time Mr. Weisman also reported that the Phase II microfilm storage 22 March. At that meetlng UHCR programs would be discussed in order to i

““‘ é, 'm‘ and retrieval system was not approved by the Planning and Budgeting Committee, revise guidelines, identify'problems, and provide for greater flexibility. ‘?
o h ‘g{ and explained that the Committee found the project inappropriate under the On 5 April 1978, Neil Wiesman visited the Crime Scene Search Unit i

, gd; UHCR guidelines, because its expected impact on the target crime of burglary of the Peoria Police Department., That same day, Mr. Weisman sent a memo=

(g could not be substantiated.* He also mentioned that ILEC recognized the randum to Police Chief Dye in which he described the CSSU and suggested
i ,
. Kot

need for such a system and was exploring other funding sources.

Also during the 17 March meeting, Mr. Weisman reported that
continuation funding for the Champaign UHCR program had been granted through
the énd of January 1979. -According to Mr. Weismah» $180,000 was available.

for action programs in Champaign in addition to those funds spent on the

that Champaign might wish to undertake a similar effort to improve their
crime scene search capabilities, with.a concentration on latent fingerprint
development and 1dent1f1catlon. Mr., Welsman stated that such efforts ‘

could be funded through the UHCR program and asked permission to studfjthe

fe351blllty of this idea. As no further correspondence on this request

Team P01101ng Unit and planned for the Designated Prosecutor project.

PR

. | was received by the close Qf the second-year evaluation, -1t is not known

if any action has been taken.

*The ILEC staff recommendation cited three reasons: inappropriateness for

, testing crime-specific approach; inessential nature of this equlpment to the

¥ project; mismatch between migrofilming costs and use of this equlpment in
target cases. :

i,
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Continuing the'investigation of possible Phase III action projects,
Gary Spear sent a series of letters to various probation agencies, document

sources, research groups, and universities during early April 1978. 1In

.these letters Mr. Spear explained the Champaign-UHCR program and requeétgd

copies of numerous documents dealing with probation issues and programs.

Oon 7 April 1978, City Manager Eugene Miller sent a letter to
Ms. Suzanne Peck of ILEC, in which he explained several proposed modi- A
fications to the Urban High Crime program in Champaign. First, Mr. Miller
explained that the city would like to submit a continuation grant appl;catioqj
for the Team Policing-Burglary Abatement Project, as it was difficﬁit,to -
determine the success of this project within a' 12-month funding period.

Mr. Miller also stated that if the project appears to meet its goals, the

* City of Champaign would maintain and perhaps expand it during fiscal year

1980. He indicated that a similar process may be requested for the'Designated
Prosecutor Project.

Several important new directions for the UHCR program in Champailgn were
next outlined. Mr. Miller stated that in cooperation with the East Central
Illinois Criminal Justice Coordinating Council,.tﬁe UHCR prograﬁywould,{upon
completion of Phase IIT planning, shift its emphasis to monitoring and evalu-
According to Mr. Miller, local assumptiéhrof

He noted that the

ation of the two action projects.
the costs of these projects would rest on these evalugtions.
City was considering key elements of crime specific planning within the
Champaign Police Department by fiscal year 1980. Finally, he stated that
it was anticipated that the Crime Reduction Council itself would ultimately
be phased into the overall structure of the East Central Illinois Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council. éioser cooperation between the UHCR and the
Coordinating Council regarding monitoring, evaluation, and Phases III and
IV of the UHCR program would be initiated within 90 days, according to
Mr. Miller.

The next meeting of the CRC, held 28 April 1978, opened with a
report on funding for the Team Policing~Burglary Abatement Project.
Sgt. Soucie reported that the current grant had been extended until the

end of June, but that no word had yet been received from the Ciﬁy Council

on their recommendations for the next year:

17

’ ’ : . . ‘« L . f y

£

I
%

0

Henry Lazarro, the'Designated Proseéﬁtor for the Phase II action
project reported that he was screening all Team cases, that a training pro-
gram in the law had been started for Team officers, and that the burglary
aspect of the project was starting up, with 60 to 70 perdent of the burglary
cases crossing Mr. Lazarro's desk. May 1 was mentioned as the date that the
project would be fully operational,

Neil Wiesman stated that the offender tracking project for all 1977
felonies was nearing completion. Other activities being carried out under
Phase III planning were an investigation of social service agencies to see
how they affect burglary, a study of probation caseloads, and an analysis of
burglaries. Mr. Weisman also reported that following meetings with CETa
(Comprehensive Education and Training Act) and Correctional Employment Ser-
vicé:representatives, public service monies had been approved by the CETA
office to hire a person to identify jobs and provide necessary supervision
SO that these jobs could be used as public service work for offenders.

~ According to Mr. Weisman, the Champaign County Crime Prevention
Coungil was still awaiting‘official notification concerning an LEAA grant
applicaéion. Starting 4 May 1978, the CCCPC and Police Training Institute *
would be :operating a five-week series of crime preﬁention seminars.
man then reported some preliminary findings of the citizen survey. He

indicated that copies of the completed results would be mailed to Council

. members and that a meeting would be held one week later to discuss the

fingﬁibs and implications. . As no documentation was available on this meeting,
it is not known if it was ever actually held. ‘ »

) Continuation funding for the Team Policing Burglary-Abatement Proj-
ect was next discussed. Mr. Weisman stated that a one-year period was not
sufficient to fully evaluaﬁé the impact of the proﬁect, and added that ILEC
had indicated there would be no problem extending the project for a second
year,4provided that some impact on burglary could be demonstrated and that
continued monitoring and evaluationbof the program was planned. He also
stated that ILEC‘would like to see 10 percernt, rather than 5 percent, match
contribution from the City. Mr. Miller,;thelkity Manager, stated that he

would‘récommend continued funding of the Team Policing Unit to the

18
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‘City Coghcil, but said that he would prefer to continue with the 5 percent
match. UHe also indicatea that he felt the UHCR program should hold down its
activities, by contlnulng Phase I and pPhase II while not procedlng much
further into Phase III. A lengthy discussion of the benefits ensued between
Mr. Weisman, Mr. Miller, Mayor Bland, and Chief Dye. Mr. Miller moved that
the continuation of the project be recommended to the City Council; the
motion was unanimously passed. Mr;,Miller noted that the UHCR staff would
be working closely with the staff of the East Central Illinois Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council in setting up the grant request.

The evaluation repbtt on the Team Policing Unit, entitled "Team
Policing in Champaign," was prepared by Peter F. Nardulli of the Univexsity
of Illinois. No exact date could bebfoundv;egarding its completion or sub-
mission to the UHCR program. The report describes the team policing opera-
tioris in Champaign, and presents the results of the two citizen surveys
undertaken in February 1977 and February 1978.

According to the evaluation report, no clear-cut conclusions re-
garding the performance and impact of the unit could be shown. It was found
that’respondents in the target area thought that crime decreased from 1977
as compared to 1976, while the opposite perception was held in control group
respondents. However, the evaluation showed that if stﬁdents were removed
from the ahalysis, the Team appeared to have no effect on victimization
rates. Finally, the Team Unit appeared to have little effect on the
knowledge and use of crime prevention techniques. The fact that the
evaluation covered only a few possible dreas of impact and covered only
the first nine months of Team operation was offered as a possible explana-
tion of the apparent lack of impact. ﬂ“

The Phase III Plan was completed uné presumably submitted to ILEC
in July 1978. The plan describes social service agencies serving juveniles
and adults in:Champaign County, emphasizing their relationship, if any, to
the crime of burglary. -Based on the analysis of these services, the report

recommends that no UHCR funds be expended in this area. Anh analysis of

juvenile offenders and the police is then presented. The champalgn Pollce

Department Juvenile process is described, and statistics on juvenlle
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offenders, case dispositions, and juvenile case investigations are pre- ,
sented. The report states that at this time no workable program design in
this area could be developed, and recommends that no UHCR funds be ex-
pended. ' Finally, the plan turns to a description and analysis of probation
services in Champaign bounty. Included in this section are budget, in-
foxmaticn, caseload data, a description of new probation programs, statistics
on cases processed, a description of the presentence investigation and
dispositional report process, and an analysis of the:juvenile process in

the Champalgn County Probation Department. In spite of extremely favorable
findings conicerning Champaign County Probation Services, the plan recommends
that no UHCR funds be provided in this area. This decision was reached
because;the County had already added three ew probation officers thrdhgh

an ILEC grant to improve probation generally, and no evidence could be

found that the primary project under consideration-=-a prlorlty probation
officer handling all burglary ciases~-would have any positive results,
This conclusion was reached through contacts with persons operating similar
programs in lO other areas. The final conclusion of the Phase III Plan was
that no approprlatlon of funds be made for Phase III action pro;ects and
that the monies be reappropriated into Phase I to continue the Team Policing
Progect. ‘
On‘27 June a meeting was held between Suzanne Peck, Neil Weisman,
Gary Spear, William Holland, and ‘Eugene Miller to determine future dlrectiens
for the UHCR program in Champaign. In telephone conversations with Gary
sPé5£, it was determined that the consensus was to continue the pregram in
its current form for the next three to four months, while applying those
funds that would have gone towards Mr. Weisman's salary for student 1n€erns,
who would collect data on the Team Policing project. After this "holdlng
period," it was decided that the remaining UHCR staff, consisting of the .
Research fnalyst (Gary Spear) and the Secretary, who would work half-time
on the UHCR program and half-time for the Police Department.
The Program Director, Neil Weisman, left the program some time during
the beginning of July. No documentation concerning the reasons for his

departure were available.

O
o

20 o

T




g TR

R

e i

v |

Key events in the Champaign program are depicted in the figure on

the following page.
Commentary

While the first-year evaluation detected several difficultiés encoun-
tered over the history of the Cha.mpgign program, we were unable to be defin-
itive on its direction and tone. Events of the past year, described in' the
chronology above, began to crystallize in October 1977 around problems with

the Phase ITI action project, leading the City Manager virtually to assume

control of the program by May 1978.

The microfilming component of the Designated Prosecutor Project was
called into question by the State's Attorney himself in the 11 May 1977 meet-
ing. Concern with the presentation of’the project to fhe County Board was
raised by the ILEC Regional Office on 18 October. The ILEC Evaluation Unit
questioned the efficacy of microfilming equipment in a 12 December memo-
randum, The grant process for the project nevertheless proceeded to the
December meeting of the Pianning and Budgeting Coﬁmittee, where funding of

the microfilming component was denied. The issue came to a head with the

'City ‘Manager's 7 April 1978 .letter to the UHCR Program Monitor. Three

main points were made:

& The City planned to submit a grant application to continue .
team policing operations in the target area, rather than
undertake further planning of new projects.

e Program staff would work with the East Central Illinois
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council to monitor and evaluate
the two action projects. '

e ILocal assumptiqn of giroject costs would rest on the evaluation.

The City Manager was clearly taking steps to phase out Champaign's partici-~
pation in the UHCR and was Seekip:g ways to optimize the use of remaining pro-
gram funds--from the City's peréééctive-'-while making provisions to have some
informatioh on hand to decide whether or not the projects' cost should be

assumed locally. Given the circumstances of the Champaign program, this

‘strikes us as a pérfectly sound course of action. .
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The Champaign UHCR program showed several signs that it lacked unity
of purpose. Action project personnel were surprisingly unfamiliar with the
design of the program and the target crime of‘residential burglary. The CRC
repeatedly found itself unable to designate a chairperson. Crine prevention

wasithe dominant theme of the program, although this strategy for residential

burglary reduction was not substantiated relative to other possible strate-

gies. The geographic proximity of Urbana (adjacent to the Team Policing area)
and the services of three police departments within the two municipalities
are background factors that challenged the decision to make UHCR Champaign's
program. We see little hope of reversing the trend at this time.

On the other hand, the remaining brogram staff has demonstrated a
capability to provide assistahce to the police department in the form of
speéialized studies--such as the Police Vehicle Utilization Study and the
Analysis of Calls for Service. The plan to combine this function with mon-
itoring and evaluation of the two UHCR actioh projeqts makes good use of this
capability. Involving the region in the monitoring and evaluation functions
seems to be an equally sound notion, given the staff's experience.

Given the City's clear state@gnt of purpose at this stage, it would
seem counterproductive to require coﬁﬁliance with the UHCR guidelines as
they currently stand. For example, sections of the Phase III Plan which
argue against action projects in the corrections/rehabilitation are¢5ﬁzr
are§ almost moot, given a prior decision by the City Manager to file a con-
tinuation grant for Team Policing against remaining UHCR funds. Again, since
the lack of éummary data on Team activity precluded other than the "global"
evaluation based on the two victimization surveys, it seems reasonable to
examinqﬂTeam efforts more carefully in deciding whether this form of police
work is suitable.for certain areas of the City. While it may be possible to
énalyze the Team's past efforts from daily act@vity records, a second year's
operation may be necessary to evaluate the préBect after its "growing pains"

have been cured.
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. from September 197¢ through June 1977
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2.2 Joliet

Chronology

The Joliet Urxban High Crime Reduction p

in September 1974, Prior to the initial grant award

Joliet; a Crime Reduction Council was even established
‘award, by a City Council Ordinance passed on 4 June 1974,
and burg{gry as the Joliet URCR Target Criﬁes,

Phase I Plan by October 1975; the pPhase 1T Plan

Choosing robbery
the UHCR staff completed ‘the

was finished by December

1976. as part of this planning effort, UHCR staff initiated an Offendér

Tracking Project in January 1976, The first Tracking Report from this effort

January 1977, August 1977, and March 1978. At the close of the first year

evaluation, work was continuing on the Phase III Plan,

] which was sclindnled
for completion in JuZy 1977. ’

Jolletghad received approval for two Phase I action projects by the

close of the First yYear evaluation: a Mobile Crime Prevention Unit, funded

' and/gkNeighborhood Crime Prevention

Rebate project, which was expected to begin in June 1977. Under phase 1T
’

the Joliet UHCR staff submitted both the Phage II Plan and é Phase II action -

proposal for a Special Prosecution Unit in December 1976. A grant was

period of 1 April 1977 to

funding for this project was committed for a two-year
The Special Prosecution Unit began operations in April 1977.

A meeting of the Joliet Urban Hi

on 25 May 1977.

March 1978; however,

period.

Atten-
revention Rebate Project, which
In this meeting, Mr. Gary
Fitzgerald, Director of the Joliet UHCR program, noted that the Rebate
Project would begin operations on 1 June ‘1977, Mr, Fitzgerald also hoted
3\
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_that a Parental Respon51b111ty Ordlnance for the City of Joliet had been

passed by the Clty Coun01l on 26 April 1977. That Ordinance had been sug- °
gested through the UHCR Council.

The meeting continued with a discussion of Phase III projects and
research tasks. A UHCR staff member, Mr. Jerry Celmer, described threes ‘areas
of research included in Phase ITI: community and social servize™ ageEZI;Eftop-
erational analyses of correctional resources; and tracking cﬁ\offenders
through the corrections phase. Project areas were then d’scus%ed Among
those projects rerceived most favorably by the Counc1l members were resti-
tution projects, parent effectiveness and youth effectlveness training, 7
volunteers in probation, §jdb training, and referral (presumably for offen-
ders), and youth services centers.

On 2 June 1977, the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Program spon-
sored a panel discussion on and for victims and witnesses of crime. Of
spec1al lnterest in the discussion was legislation concerning the Illinois

Crime Victim Compensation Act, and legislation concerning treatment of v1c-

. tims by police and prosecutors. On 3 June 1977 a news article concerning

the panel dlscu551on was printed in the Joliet Herald News.

The UHCR staff continued to examlne efforts in the area of v1ct1m—
witness assistance during the remainder of June. On 14 June 1977, Mr. Fitz-
gerald authored a memorandum to Edward F. Petka, Will County State's
Attorney, concernlng the provision of special parking privileges to witnesses
subpoened to testify in criminal cases. On that same day, Mr. Fltzgerald
contacted angel Lopez, Communlty Relations Director of Joliet Pollce Depart-
ment, concerning the possibility of hiring an individual in the Community
Relations Department to assist crime victims and w1tnesses In a follow-up
memorandum to Mr, Lopez, Mr Fltzgerald confirmed this request and outllned
possible duties for the V*ctlm-WLtness ass1stant

On 8 June 1977 a special meeting of the Crime Reduction’ Council was

-held in order to continue Council dellberatlons concerning possible Phase

III action projects. Several representatives of local social service or
correctional service agencies attended this, meetlng in order to describe
their programs and propose ways in which their activities might be incorpor-

ated into the Phase III action effort Among those represented were the
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Joliet Work Release Center, which proposed a program of restitution

combined with work release and perlodlc imprisonment; Youngkln and Associates

which proposed a Parent Effectiveness training brogram; the Model E?eoffender
Program which provides job training and referrals for ex-offenders; and the
Community Action Agency of Joliet, which suggested 'a Youth Services Center
for aelinquent youth. Mr. Fitigerald stated that he would contact potential

grantees so that they might begin their Project development and" application
Process. ‘ ﬁ

On 20 June 1977, Charles H. Rowe, Acting Dlrector of the Illanlu
Department of Corrections, de51gnated Mr. Dennis J. Wolff, warden of the
Joliet Correctlonal Center, .as the Department of Corrections' representative
to the Joliet Urban ngh Crime Reduction Council. Mr. Collins, Chairman
of “the CRC, was notlfled by letter of Mr. Wolff's app01ntment

Durlng the period between the 8 ‘June CRC meeting and the next meet-
ing held on 25 August 1977, several 1mportant developments occurred. On
30 June 1977 the grant for the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit expired, and no
addltlonal grant funds were recelved for that project. Work on the Phase
IIT plan was completed; Finally,'the Joliet UHCR received a request from
ILECVthat expenditures for the Neighborhood Crime Preventioh Rebate project
be halted, as it was possible that the program would fall within the scope
of ‘a 30 June 197% Legal Opinion by the LEAA Office of General Counsel which
proscribed the use of LEAA Part C funds for 1nstallatlon _of alarm systems
in private residences. ;

The 25 August 1977 meeting of the‘Joliet CRC opened with a status
report on the UHCR action programs. Mr. Fitzgerald reported on the evalua-
tion of the Mobile Crime Preventlon Unit, and descrlbed the status of the
Special Prosecution’ Unlt He-also reported that the Neighborhood Crime Pre=-

vention: Rebate grant could be afrected by the Legal Oplnlon of the LEAA

General Counsel concernlng use ofrPart, - monies for programs of this nature.

The next item of attention was the planning grant extension for the -
UHCR program in Joliet. Accordingvto Mr. Fitzgerald, the extension under
discussion would provide funding of the UHCR staff through 17 February 1978
He informed the ‘Council members that they would then have to decide whether

or not to apply for the addltlonal $31,000 in plannlng funds made avallable
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‘to Joliet, and added that acquisition of these funds could extend the Joliet

- planning activities for an additional six to seven months past 17 February.

Turning to other businees, the third Offender Tracking Report, dated
August 1977, was distrib@ted to Council members. A motion was made and
seconded to appreve the Phase‘III Plan. Council members also made a motion
to make a six-month grant application for approximately $25,000 for con=- .
tinuation of the Model Ex-Offender érogramr The motion was seconded.

Much of the documented activity of the UHCR staff for the month of
September 1977 concerned the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project.
On 16 September 1977, Robert H. 0ldland, City Menager, wrote to James B.
Zagel, Director of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission, concerning the
suspension of funds for the Rebate program. -In that letter Mr. Oldland
requested clarification of the decision and asserted that the Joliet program
differed significantly from the Tennessee program addressed in the General
Counsel's opinion. 1In a 26 September letter to Mr. Oldland, Mr. Zagel
replied that he would examine any materials that might serve to distinguish
the Jolief program from the Tennessee program, and would then decide if the
suspension of funding would be made permanent. Replying to Mr. Zagel on 28
September, Mr. Oldland restated the differences between the Joliet and Ten-
nessee programs, and requested that in the event of an unfavorable decision

by the ILEC, the matter would be submitted to IEAA for consideration. It

appears that no further correspondence on this matter occurred until Decem-

% ber 1977, and that all activities on this grant were suspended until March

1978. ;

In a memorandum to the Chief of Pelice, dated 28 September 1977,
Gary Fitzgerald presented summary data on rbbbery‘and burglary trends for
1976 and 1977. The memorandum explained that tﬁe data presented were drawn'
from monthly crime bulletins and Illinois Uniform Crime Reeort counts in
order to compare target crime counts between 1976 and 1977 and to "examine
counts by zone in per capita_terms.“ Among the trends noted were (1) overall
burglary counts had remained stable; (2) residential burglery was slightly

decreasing while non-residential burglary was slightly increasing; and (3)

()
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.Plan which had been submitted to ILEC.

robbery had increased substantie}ly in the first eight months of 1977 over
the same period in 1976, It is also noted that the east side and downtown
patrol zones had experienced a significantly higher incidence of "target crimes
than the west side'zoneﬁ in spite of the higher pa%rol officer to resident
ratio in the east and dgwntown sections.

In the October;1977 issue of the Journal of the International City
Management Association, a brief article appeared on the Joliet Offender 4
Tracking System. The article pointed out many of the findings resulting
from the tracklng effoirt, and noted that the Illinois Law Enforcement Com-
mission was planning to implement similar programs throughout the state.
Readers were instructed to contact Mr. Fitzgerald for more infermation.

Mr. Fitzgerafd noted that numerous requests for information about the Offen-
der Tracking System had been generated from this article. A

It appears that during the month of October the UHCR staff initiated
a survey of 20 local attorneys concerning case preparation times. " In an
undated lééﬁﬁf sent to these attorneys, Mr. Fitzgerald explained that data
on case preparation time was part of the UHCR program effort to examine those
resource needs of the publie defender's office that might "ensure that indi-
gent criminal defendants receive case preparafion and service similar to that

rendered by a private attorney." 1In a second undated letter sent to these

~same 20 attorneys, Mr. Fitzgerald requested clarification on several of the .

survey guestions, and stressed that information was requested on preparation
time only, rather than preparation time and court time. It is presumed that
this second letter was mailed oet during the month of November 1977;

A meeting of the Urban High Crime Reduction Council was held on 25
October 1977.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he would report on the status of the Phase IIT

In a 17 October 1977 memorandum announcing this meeting,

That plan contained recommendatlons
for pro;]ects in the areas of restltun.le;; , volunteers in probation, parent
{>ffectiveness tralnlng, and job placement foriex-offenders. In his memoran-=
dum Mr. Fitzgerald also informed the Council members that the ILEC Planning
and’ Budgeting Commlttei ?ad tabled the Phase IIT Plan at their 14 0ctober

meetlng, pending further research into the recommendatlon to fund the Model
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Ex-Offender project, He advised the CRC members that a specific graht appli- .

‘cation to fund the project éhould not be undertaken until thié'process was
completed. , |

In the Director's Report sent to céuncil members with the 17 October
memorandum, Mr. Fitzgerald reviewed the Status of several UHCR undertakings.
He stated that the Néighborhood Services Division was seeking clarification

on the ILEC decision to suspend funding for the Neighborhood Crime Prevention
Rebate project, and that City Manager Robert Oldland had been in communica-
tion with the ILEC regarding, this matter. Mr. Fitzgerald next turned to
the subject of East Side revitalization. He reported to CRC members that a
group of East Side businesspersons had formed an organization to improve
Joliet's East Side, and that a task force of city staff members was meeting-
with this group. He announced that he had submitted a list of crime con-
trol suggestions to the East Side organization.l i

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that several community groups had responded
to his publicity concerning the availability of LEAA Community Anti-grime
Funding, and that the Joliet YMCA and Commuﬁity Action Agency had begun work
on grant applications for these funds. He also reported that he had
assisted these groupé in their application process. The exact role of this
UHCR program in this area was not made clear in the report.

‘The UHCR Director's Report continued with an anhouncement that UHCR
staff would be updating plans previously submitted to ILEC, and outlined two
research projects being undertaken at that time: a mail survey of the atti-
tudes and perceptiéns,of crime victims and witnesses, and a mail survey,

mentioned above, of private attorneys to gather data for a comparison of case

preparation times for private attorneys and public defenders. Other topics .-

considered.in the report were robbery and burglary trends for 1976 and 1977
and developments in the UHCR budget. Finally, Mr. ritzgerald announced that
revisions had been made in the foender Tracking System, specifically: (1)
«methods oficalculating the percentage of defendants released on-bail wou;d
be revised, and (2) the tracking pfbject would no longer examine suspects
arrested fdr‘aggravated battery. ; .
On 25 Oétober 1977 the scheduled meeting of the Joliet CRC was held.

According to the minutes taken at that meeting, the Director briefly
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summarized the Director's Report. This was followed by Mr. Fitzgerald's
request for the Council's approval to file an application for continued
funding of the Special Prosecution Unit, through April 1979, This request
was approved. The CRC next approved a recommendation to the City Council
that $l,632 of city funds be provided to match tkhe $31,000 in planning funds
made available by ILEC to continue the work of the UHCR staff until Septem-
ber 1978,

Concluding the 25 October meeting, Mr. Fitzgerald noted again that

" the Phase III Plan had been submitted to the ILEC but had been tabled by the

ILEC Planning and Budgeting Committee until further research on the job
training and placement program could be carried out.

Continuing the extensive press coverage received by the Special
Prosecution Unit, a news article on the Unit appeared in the Joliet Hexrald-~
News on 26 October 1977. This article reported that the number of burglars
and robbers facing a judge had increased while case processing time had
decreaSéd. Features of the Special Prosecution Unit were described, and
some evaluative data on the unit were presented. »

On 3 November 1977, Mr. Fitzgerald‘sent another meﬁoiandum to the
Chief of Police concerning target crime trends. 1In this note Mr. Fitzgerald

compared reported robbery and burglary offenses by zone for October 1976

~and Octgbex 1977. Frindings were highlighted concerning the substantial

increases in target crimes for some zones in the city.

. A substantial amount of gfant-rélated activity took place during
Nbvember 1977. On 22 November the UHCR submitted a grant application for

the $31,000 in additional planning funds. ﬂghe application requested support
for the UHCR staff dq;ing the period of 1 éébruary 1978 to i September 1978.
On- the same date, 22 §0vember, staff completed é continﬁation grant applica-
tion for tbe Special Prosecution Unit. ;This’applicationkrequested $64,924 for
twelve months of operation, beginning l‘April 1978. Finally, during‘Nbvember
1977 the staff submitted a proposal for a Neighborhood Victim ASsistance
Project to the Neighborhood Services Division in - Joliet. That proposal sug-

gested that neighborhood or¥ganizations on Joliet's East side rnight. consider

‘engaging in victim assistance efforts, and outlined several activities that

could be undertaken by a victim assistance project.
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In a memorandum to Mayor Keck on 22 November 1977, City Manager
Robert Oldland sought to clarify the duties and responsibilities of the UHCR
staff. Specifically, Mr. Oldland stated that he had been informed that Mayor
Keck had pericdically contacted Mr, Fitzgerald, asklng hlm to "produce
results" in the area of crime occurrence. Mr. 0ldland went on to state that
the role of the planning staff involved research, evaluation, program
development,'and public education, but did not include actual direction of
criminal justice projects. A cop&wof the 1978 Goals and Objectives for the
Criminal Justice Planning Division was included with theé memorandum.

Finally, on 23 November 1977, Gary Fitzgerald authored a memorandum
to Chief Breen, in which he presented information on the "effectiveness" of
arrests made by patrol officers for burglary and robbery. Effectiveness of
arrest was defined as the "sticking power" of an arrest charge during later
case processing. Information in this memorandum was based on the offenders
tracking data gathered as an ongoing effort‘pn the Joliet UHCR program,

Mr. Pitzgerald first identified several constraints on the use of this statis-
tical information as a measure of police offiger performance. Data were then
presented on the robbery and burglary arrests followed in the tracking proj-
ect from 1 January 1976 through 30 June 1977. Only those officers who par-
ticipated in three or more arrested were listed. Mr. Fitzgerald asked for
Chief Breen's comments and suggested that the Chief consrder implementing

the analysis on a continuing basis.

\ According to the documentation made available from Joliet, the
possibility of implementing a team policing program in Joliet was first
raised in late November or eariy December 1977. In an undated memorandum
to Chief Breen, Gary Fitzgerald referred to a 12 December conversation with
the chief in which team policing was discussed. Mr. Fitzgerald stated that
he was submitting a draft of proposed performance and effectiveness criteria
for use in evaluating team policing, which would be one of the initial steps
taken bykthe UHCR to agsess the feasibility of team policing in Joliet.
Other initial studies to be nnaertaken were a manpower allocation‘study‘and

a beat boundary study. Mr. Fitzgerald urged that if the use of team policing
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proved viable in Joliet, a plan of implementation should be drafted, The
papexr attached to the memorandum proposes citizen involvement and satis-
faction, crime statistics, and arrest qnality as the criteria for evaluation.

A meeting of the Joliet Urban High Crime.Reduction Council was held
on 14 December 1977.  Mr. Fitzgerald opened the digcussion by noting that
the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project was still suspended, and
that City Manager Robert Oldland had written to the ILEC requesting”
clarification of the legal opinion. He further stated that the matter was
being fov avded to LEAA for their review.

ngfFltzgerald next turned.to a discussion of the options for action
projects under the UHCR program. Among those noted were: Phase(fg}fb
Restitution and job opportunities and placement for ex-offenders; Phase I -
Team Policing; and Phase I and Phase II - Victim-Witness project. Finally,
the Council heard a presentation from State Representative Harry D.
Leinenweber concerning recent Illinois legislation on the death penalty and
determinate sentencing.

According to an action grant application written in summer 1978,
the Phase III pian for Joliet was approved by the ILEC on 16 December 1977.
That plan contained descrintive information on the corrections and sodtal
service systems cf Joliet and will County, and recommended that projects be
undertaken in the areas of restitution, parent effectiveness trainlng/youth

effectiveness training, valunteers in probation, and ex-offender job train-

ing and placement.

- On 23 December 1977 City Manager Robert Oldland received a reply
to his 28 September letter to ILEC Director James Zagel. In this reply
Mr. Zagel stated that he could find no compelling reason to alter his earlier
decision on the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project and informed
Mr. Oldland that he was forwardlng all pertinent information on the matter
to LEAA with a request- that thev issue an opinion on the mattex. v

Mr. oldland responded .on 4 January 1978 in a letter to Mr. Zagel,

‘He asked Mx. Zagel to provide an estimated date by which: a decision on the

Rebate progect would be reached by ‘LEAA, and noted that an éarly decision
date would be desirable as this would reduce associated problems in action

funds planning for, the Joliet UHCR. . No response was received.
o
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"witness assistance and team policing.-

‘ . Sy
Ex-Offender project and recommended that the Council approve one year of

funding to hire a Job Developer—-Restitution Specialist who would previde
skills assessment, job referral, placement, follow-ups, and restitution
scheduling and follow=-up for ex-robbery and burglary offenders from Joliet.

A recommended” project budget was also included in the memorandum.

In the third memorandum mailed out on 23 January, the UﬁER Direc-

-tor discussed several uses for the $122,800 remaining for action projects

as of that date. Two specific areas of programming were suggested: victim-
Discussing the former, the memoran-
dum outlined the UHCR staff research undertaken during the past several
months. According to the memorandum, offender tracking cases had been used
to obtain the names of robbery and burglary victims and witnesses for the

period of December 1976 to summex 1977:‘ A list of 71 such individuals had
been compiled, and actual contact was made with 28 victims and/or witnesses.
According to Mrx. Fitzgerald, this small sample size was due to the fact that
(1) relatively few trials wefe held and (2) prosecutofs preferred to use
experienced witnesses such as police office;s and laboratory experts rather
than citizen witnesses. The memorandum summarizes the survey findings

regarding victim/witness treatment and perceptions of the system. Based

~ on this study, Mr. Fitzgerald regquested in the memorandum that the CRC

Ry

authorize the staff to draft the survey results into a Phase I Plan update
and to draft a grant application for a "Victim-Witness Aide" project in the
Joliet Police Department. The Aide wuuld be responsible for informing

robbery and bhurglary victims and wmtnesses of case developments, arranging

for the provision of necessary assistance to crime victims, developing

”printed material explaining the criminal justice system and the services of

the Victim-Witness Aide, and recommended improvements in the handling of
victims and witnesses. '

‘The second program area recommended in this memorandum concerned team
policin§. ~Mr. Fitzgerald explained that the UHCR staff had studied several
factors related to the team policing concept. While admitting that the

sﬁaff had no empirical data w1th which to support the implementation of team

S
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policing in Joliet, Mr. Fitzgerald recommended’that if, pehding,further
study, the Police Department were té experiment with team policing, support
for the team should be provided through UHCR funds.

On 30 January 1978, Anne Beard, ILEC Evaluation Specialist, submitted
an evaluation review form on the Special Prosecution Unit to Sally Lambertson
6f the Application Review Committee. This evaluation review drew heavily on the
evaluation of the Special Prosecution Unit complted by the Crescent Regional
Criminal Justice Council. In particular, the review suggests that the Special
Prosecution Unit's grant "be under the condition that the data‘andginformation
in the reporting forms...developed by the Joliet Urban.High Crime Reduction
Project planning staff and the Region SyevaluatOrs (j;intly) must be submitted
on a monthly basis to the ILEC Evaluation Unit., If necessary,...fund flow
should be dependent on report submission." With regard to the achievements
of the Special Prosecution Unit, Ms. Beard concluded that "the necessary data
were not available for valid comparisons, or for documentiﬁg project perxrformance
and accomplishments.,"

On 31 January 1977, an agreement was signed between the Will County
Adult Probation Department and the Model Ex-Offender project. This agrée—
ment was drawn in order to "(1l) establish procedures for the referral of
unemployed adglt probationers to the model Bx-offender Proéram; {(2) to
establish opeiational guidelines for the handling of such probationers; and
(3) to estéblish a framework for information reporting."

On 2 February 1978 the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Council met
to discuss offender tracking, Phase III progress, and usé of remaining
action funds. Mr. Fitzgerald reported that the Offender Tracking Report
would most likely be released within the next moﬂth, and that the Neighbor-~
hood Crime Prevention Rebate Project was stillﬁsuspended, pending a decision
by LEAA on its legality. k u

Staff members presented a proposal for a‘"Job Developer-Restitution
Specialist," which was not approved by the Council. Members agrged to dis-
cuss this proposal again at the next meeting. However, substantial support
was demonstrated for a corrections project involving public service work

(symbolic restitution) by offenders. Chief Frederick Breen moved that a
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"victim-witness aide" pogsition be established in the Investigations Sivision
of the Joliet Police Department; this motion was approved. Finally, a
proposal to designate remaining action funds for the support of a team
policing project on Joliet was also approved.

During the first year evaluation of the UHCR program, it had been
decided that Abt Associates Inc. would re&iew the UHCR staffs' evaluation
plans and materials for UHCR action projects, but would not conduct evalu-
ations of these projects itself., In accordance with this agreement, Richard
Xu of Abt Associates directed a memorandum tocinne Beard on 19 February 1978,
qggcussing the evaluation of the Will County Special Prosecution Unit. The
;emorandum>was produced in response to‘an evaluation plan for the Special
Prosecution Unit sent to Mr. Ku by Gary Fitzgerald. In this memorandum
Mr. Ku noted several constraints on data sources and the defendant cohorts
under study. This memoragdum did not address the Crescent Regional Criminal
Justice Council's evaluation of the Unit, as it had not been ;eviewed at the
time the memorandum was authored.

On 17 February 1978, Mr. Fitzgerald sent a detailed letter to
Ms. Barbara Morrell, Evaluation Specialist at the Crescent Regional Criminal
Justice Council, In this letter Mr. Fitzgerald commented on several aspects

of the Crescent Regional CJC evaluation of the Special Prosecution Unit.

' In some cases, Mr. Fitzgerald provided additional information that was not

contained in the evaluation report; in others, Mr. Fitzgerald suggested
i
alternate methods of determining certain performance data.
A response to this letter was written by Ms. Morrell on 24 February

1978, In her letter, Ms. Morrell responded to each of the points raised by

" Mr. Fitzgerald, and argued that the statistical methods utilized in the

CRCJIC evaluation were the cérrqu,méthggg. she also critigued several of
Mr. Fitzgerald's comments reéarding the Eaﬁtents and scope of the evqluatidn.
Ms. Morrell informed Mr. Fitzgerald that copied of hgf response were being
sent to all Joliet Urban High Crime Council members "in orxder to rectify
any misrepresentations which may-have eventuated from your letter.”

On 1 March 1978 Ms. Morrell prepared a letter toAfes Bnne Beard of

the ILEC, explaining the recent correspondence,between‘herself and

0
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Mr. PFitzgerald. She also informed Ms. Beard that the Crescent Regional Form, and Form II - Individual Case Reporting Forxm) would capture the neces-

evaluation staff would be performing an analysis of new, and hopefully more sary data. She also stated that these forms had been slightly modified,

accurate, data on felony dismissals and defendants in the Will County Cir- and asked Mr. %étka's cooperation in their use.

cuit Gourt. She requested that Ms. Beard provide her with the names of all During March 1978, several developments also occurred with regard

B individuals who had réceived the -earlier report so that she could forward

L]

to the proposed Victim-Witness Aide prbject. In early Marchi’the Joliet

i » a copy of this supplemental analysis to those persons. UHCR'prepared and submitted a grant application for that project requesting

Ms. Beard responded to this letter on 16 March 1978. In her letter funds for 3 July 1978 to 31 December 1979. As stated in the grant application,

e

to Ms. Morrell, she listed the individuals who had received a copy of the the objective of this project was to keep target crime victims and witnesses

evaluation report and expressed hope that the difference raised in the informed of the progress of their cases, to provide assistance to victims and

s

correspondence could be resolved in the meeting of the concerned individuals

?: C scheduled for 20 March.

witnesses, and to develop a "long-range system-wide service improvement plan."

On 17 March 1978, Anne Beard sent a memorandum to Sally Lambertson concerning

é , This meeting was held on 20 March as scheduled an&iresults of the an evaluation review of the Victim Witness Aide grant application. 1In this

meeting were detailed in a 30 March memorandum from Abt Associates to Anne memorandum she noted that the research upon which this application was based

Beard. Those in attendance included Richard Ku and Bradford Smith of Abt

studied gnly a "very small sample of victims and an even smallexr sample of

e

Associates Inc; Suzanne Peck, Anne Beard and Anne ?@talovitch of the ILEC; victim-witnesses in the City of Joliet." 1In spite of this, Ms. Beard noted that

* 3 . .
7t ., 317 Barbara ‘Morell and Mike McDaniel of the Crescent Region; and Gary Fltzgeral& of the issues appeared to have fare value. She next observed that the proposed

[ o

the Joliet UHCR program. The purpose of the meeting_wag;to decide on the data to

evaluation plan included only part: of the objectives and measures necessary.

"?f ' be collected hy the Special Prosecution Unit and the Joliet UHCR so that the ‘for evaluation. Listing the other objectives of the program, Ms. Beard noted

Unit's impact on robbery and burglary could be evaluated under its second that measures of achievement should be developed for these objectives, and

i year grant. At that meeting it was agreed that the offender ‘tracking form ‘that provisions should be made for recording information on the services and

would be revised to a closed, rather than open, format; that the completion

activities of the project. ‘In sum, shé recommended that "the evaluation

,
sty

of monthly reporting forms and their Submission to the UHCR Director Would plan should be expanded' anddata cellection forms should be designed to cap—

be the responsibility of the Special Prosecution Unit; and that the Director ture all recoraable data and information pertinent to the evaluation." In-

. ¥ . : ) . R ’ -
of the Joliet UHCR would secure copies! of the monthly :eportlng form of the addition to submitting the grant application to the ILEC, copies wére apparently

Circuit Clerk, for the purpose of comparing cases handled by the Special given to the Crescent Regional Criminal Justice Council for review. On

Prosecution Unit with cases handled by the rest of the<State's Attorney's

22 March 1978, Mr. Michael McDaniel of the Crescent Regional CJC wrote to
Office.

. Ms. Alice Haddix of the Application Review Unit of the ILEC,» In his letter he
On 21 March 1978, Ms. Morrell directed a letter to Mr. Edward Peyka,

enclosed the Victim-Witness Aide grant application and a suggested evaluation

Will County State's Attorney, regarding the resul#s of the 20 March meeting. ‘component for the project developed by the Crescent Evaluatioﬁ”Unit§

3 ’ Ms. Morrell informed Mr. Petka that a major conclusion of the meeting was

Mr. McDaniel noted that implementation of this évaluation componeﬁglwas a

the need for more accurate data by which to assess the unit, and that those condition of the approval recommendation of the Crescent Regional ériminal

present at the meeting had concluded that usé of two data collection forms

Justice Council. i RS

¥

3

recommended by the Crescent Region Evaluators (Form I - Monthly Reporting
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Pinally, on 27 Maxch 197?, a 51gn1f1cant development\occurred in the
phase I Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Project.. On that date Mr.
Thomas J. Madden, Assistant Admlnlstrator for the General Counsel LEAA,
wrote to Mr. James B. Zagel of ILEC to inform him of the LEAA decision con-
cexrning the legality of the project. While finding that it was\not within
the scope of perm1551ble part C funding under the test establlshed in the
earlier LEAA Opl ;on, the letter goes on to state that funding o% the Joliet
program would not establish a "situation of substantial noncompllance wth
the Crime Control Act Restrlctlons on use of Part C funds, partlcularly )

in view of the fact that the funds were awarded prior to the 1ssuance of
Legal Opinion 77-23." The letter.concludes that while ILEC must apply the
provisigns of this Opinion to all programs with a private security componen?
subsequent to 20 June 1977, suspension of funding for the Rebate Prpject

could be removed, and the project could resume. 1

The second year grant for the Special Prosecution Unit began in 1
April 1978.
unit through 1 April 1979.

This grant supplied $64,924 in action funds to support 'the

on & April 1978, the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Council held
a meeting. Members were advised that the staff had changed the location of
their offices, and the new UHCR Secretary was introduced. Copies of the
3901al Prosecution Unit evaluation completed by the Crescent Regional Crim-
inal Justice Council were passed out, and the results of this evaluation were
discussed. Mr. Fltzgerald then summarized the results of reports completed
by the UHCR staff, lnéludlng an Offender Tracking Report, the Repeat Offen-
der.study, and the Target Crime Report for the first quarter ef 1978.

Continuing with the Director's Report, Mr. Fitzgerald stated that
notification had been received that LEAA would allow funds to be spent on
the Nelghborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Project. Woting that $19,280
remained in the grant, Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he would seek an exten51on
until 30 September 1978.

Mr. Fitzgerald then reported on the status of the Vlctlm-WLtnes
Aide grant application. He indicated that Suzanne Peck, had found that the

phage I Plan update included with the grant application did not justify the
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the project under UHCR guidelines. While noting that the application‘would
‘have to be withdrawn as a result, Mr. Fitzgerald remarked that funds for the

project could be sought from 1979 non-UHCR funds,

Finally, Police Chief Frederick Breen reporteﬂ that a preliminary
study of the feasibility of team policing in Jollat had ‘been provided to the

City Council in February, and that a final regort would be ready by the 18

Apria'}978 meeting of the City Council. It was also announced at this time

that UHCR funding for a team policing program would be unlikely, as ILEC

Rad iqgicated that it might be applying a stricter interpretation of the

UHCR guidelines. ' According to Chief Breen, the City Council would have to

decide whether to fund a team policing project out of the regular budget.

Finally, other options for police projects were briefly examined.

On 5 April 1978, ILEC granted the request made on 30 September 1977,

to extend the Rebate Project until 30 June 1978 and to modify the range of

rebate percentages. This notification, with a comment that the grant could

proceed, was received by the City Manager's Office on 10 April, 1978. This
information was relayed to the Director of Neighﬁorhood Sexvices, the Project

Director of the Rebate Project, in a 13 April\ﬁemorandum.

A report on the team policing need and feasibility study was sent

to the Mayor and City Council on 11 April 1978. Presented in memorandum

form, the report reviewed many of the common objectives of team policing,
examined how these objectives have been met by team policing efforts, and

suggested how team policing in Joliet would be likely to fare relative to

The success of other cities (Detroit; Lakewoodl Colorado;
Cincinnati; and Oxnard, California) in implementing team policinégprojects
was also reviewed. Finally, such issues as contractual or police regulation
conflicts arising from team policing, training needs, and availability of

outside funding were examined. It was concluded that "the City should not

adopt a team policing program, per se, but should continue with [its] present
operation with improvements planned and include the team policing elements
likely to enhance our present operation."

A memorandum from Anne Beard of the ILEC to Gary Fitzgerald was

written on 19 April 1978. In this correspondehce Ms. Beard informed

Mr. Fitzgerald of the Crescent Region's development of forms for -the Victim-
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Witness Assistance Project, and the condition that they had imposed regarding
these forms: approval for project f&nding was to be contingent on their
implementation. Realizing that Mr. Fitzgerald might not have received the
final version of these forms,ﬁand that he was to review and comment on the
forms before théir submission to the ILEC, Ms. Beard enclosed copies of the
forms with her memorandum. ;

During April 1978 work on revision of the Offender Tracking proced-
ures was also undertaken. In a letter to Richard Ku of Abt Associates,

Mr. Jérry Celmer of the UHCR staff explained that a new form had been devel-
oped for collection of offender tracking data. According to Mr. Celmer,

the new form was intended to "make the data amenable to computerization."

He also explained that the form had to be adaptable to manual data collection
and analysis as well, since Joliet did not possess the necessary facilities
for computerization of the informat%gn at that time.

A meeting of the Crime Reduéu{on Council was held on 27 April 1978.
Opening the meeting was Mr. Fitzgerald's report on the steps taken to
resume the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Project. Measures included
a public awareness campaign in the target area and a crime prevention train-
ing session for block grant representatives from the target area. Elements
of the Rebate Project evaluéﬁion were explained to Council members.

At this meeting Mr. Fitzgerald also announced that the report on
team policing was being sent to the City Council, but that team policing
would not be a Urban High Crime Reduction sponsored project. In other busi-
ness, Mr. Fitzgerald noted that the Parental Responsibility Ordinance,
adopted by the City Council in April 1977, would reééive?its first court test
during May. >' ‘

Issues concerning the proposed Victim-Witness Assistance Project were
next raised. Mr. Fitzgerald reported that he had received a letter from
Suzanne Peck of ILEC advising that the City reconsider applying for the
grant, and copies of the letter were distributed. ﬁollowing a 23 March 1978
meeting attended by the CRC Chairman, the Deputy City Manager, Mr. Fitzgerald
and Ms. Peck, Mr. Fitzgerald asked for and received permission to withdraw
the grant application, pending collection of further data. M:. Fitzgerald
also announced than an additional $50,000 in planning funds would probably be

made available by ILEC.
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Finally, issues concerned with the Phase III action project were
discussed, including liability of agencies supervising probationers perform-
ing public service work, operations of the program, and management of the
restitution function. |

In an un@ated memorandum, probably written during April or May 1978,
Mr. Fitzgerald informed the members of the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction
Council of the availabilitthf $50,000 in planning funds, and stated that
a grant based on these funds would allow 11 additional months of planning
staff operation. Mr. Fitzgerald recommended "that the UHCR Council request
the City Cceuncil to authorize the Maypr to sign a grant application for
continuation of the Joliet Urban High“Crime Reduction Planning staff."

He also added that if eoproved by the UHCR Council, this item WOuld be placed
on the 6 June 1978 meeting of the City Council. Attached with the letter

was a planning staff budget for the $50,000 which would cover the period of
10 September 1978 to 24 August 1979.

In a 1 May 1978 letter, State's Attorney Edward Petka forwarded
two Special Prosecution Unit data collection forms to Ms. Suzanne Peck of
ILEC for her review and approval. Mr. Petka stated that the secretary to
the Chief of the Special Prosecution Unit would be responsible for completing
these two forms (the monthly reporting form and the individual case tracking
form). Mr. Petka asked for prompt notification of approval‘for these forms,
and noted that he was also forwarding an Implementation Schedule and |
Expected Expenditure Schedule for the second year grant.

On 8 May 1978 Mr. Petka wrote to State Attorney General William J.
Scott, requesting an opinion on the interpretation of an Illinois law
(Illinois Revised Statutes 1977, Subsection 10 of Chapter 38, Section 1005-
6-3) ‘on public service work as a condition of probation. Specifically,

Mr. Petkakinquired whether "public service" work, under that statute, could
inglude work done for a private non-for-profit corporation which perfonms
public service work. A reply to this inquiry was given in a 30 June l§78v
letter to Mr. Petka, indicating thét such work cbuld be included.

On 25 May 1878, the Joliet UHCR Council held a meeting, at which
time the Council members were presented with a Phase III action project

proposal. This proposal recquested $20,436 for a "Target Crime Restitution"

e T A U A ot i e e A



i

£

et

9

if
LB
4
s

3

fominid

Lol

P |

|

E,..—M..(

|

=

4‘ t:}::ﬁ.’:ﬁ ,

[ SO S

project. Designed to serve target crime offenders having monetary restitu-
tion or public service work as a condition of their probation, conditional
discharge, oxr court supervision, the project was fntended to "effect a
recidivism rate among those supervised of less than 10 percent." Scheduled
to last for 15 months (1 November 1978 to. 31 January 1980), the program would
involve the hiring of a Restitution Specialist by the Prison Release
Ministry to work in the Model Ex-Offender program. ;he Specialist would,
among other things, draw up restitution or public service work agreements
with referred targét offenders, monitor the program of the referred offen-
dexr, collect information on the project, and attempt to find full-time
employment for the target probationers.

The Crime Reduction Council meéting of 25 May 1978 opened with a
brief discussion of the status of the Neiqhborhood Crime Prevention Rebate
project and the implementation schedule established, now that the issue of
the program's legality had beeg resolved. Director Fitzgerald announced
that a schedule had been set fgr the months of June to September for the
police crime prevention to visit 17 locations in the target area. It was
noted that the maximum rebate under this program might have to be loweréd
from 40 percent to 30 percent, since the City Council had authorized a maximum
50 percent rebate under the companion HUD-funded rebate program. As this
could bring the total rebate given to any one individual over the combined
maximum of 80 pegéenﬁ established for this program, Mr. Fitzgerald stated
that the reduction might have to be made. ;

The meeting next turned to a disqpssion of target crime trends for
April 1978. Mr. Fitzgerald stated that ﬁhe decline in target crime which
had been noted in the last guarter of 1977 had continued.

After a brief announcement that UHCR staff member Jerry Celmer
would be resigning in June, the Director reported on the Phase III project, .
to be called the Target Crime Restitution Project. He noted that the proj-
ect would last for 15 months with a budget of $20,436.EXProVision'of the
project, proposed operations and procedures, and projéﬁf goals were described
to the CRC members. The Director noted that the estimated caseload of the

Restitution Specialist over the 15-month period would be 75.

i
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The Director asked for approval to submit a grant application on

- this project; such approval was given in a unanimous Council vote. Report-

ing and monitoring procedures for the project were also discussed, and Mr.
Roger Logue, Director of the Model Ex-Offender Program, noted that there
would be a monthly report on clients and 5, 30, 90, and 180 aay follow~ups
of each client. v

Turning to the issue of staff continuation funding, Mr. Fitzgerald
noted that ILEC had made an additional $50,000 available for planning staff
kcontinuation; according to Mr. Fitzgerald, this could extend the planﬁing
staff operations until August 1979. He asked for and received approval to
go before the City Council on 6 June to ask them to authokize the Mayor to
sign the grant application for this funding and to provide thevnecessary five
percent grant match.

On 15 Jﬁne 1978, a grant application for the Target Crime Restitu-
tion project was dompleted by the Joliet UHCR staff. While substantially
reflecting the design outlined in the 25 May proposal to the Crime Reduc-
tion Council, the grant application calls for a starting date of 1 October
1978, provides supporﬁing information on the need for aqd‘applibabiiity of
the program, and presents a more detailed description of the duties of the
Restitution Specialist and the operation of the project.

Finally, a grant applicatidﬁ for $50,000 to support the UHCR staff
for 11 additional months until 15 August 1979 was submitted on 15 July 1978,
and a report on target crime trends in the first half of 1978 was released

in July 1978.

The events described above are depicted in the figure on the following
page.
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Joliet UHCR Program Highlights,.February 1977 - Jul‘y 1978

, Commentary . ‘ - ~ : ‘ fo

!

' « ' : .8 As we noted in our flrst—year Interim Report and can relterate at this »
‘ Rebate Project grant awarded : ’ ‘

stage, a prom:.nent characterlstlc of the Jollet program is its strong, action
3/77

]
orientation. No fewer than six action projects have received serious considera-
: ; . tion at various times by the Joliet program, compared to three for the closest
— Special Prosecution Unit operational : o
v other UHCR city. The UHCR staff also engaged in a number of other related
actions, such as the survey of private attorneys on case preparation time;

the East-side revitalization effort; and most significantly, its instrumental

CRC meeting, 25 May role in the City Council's passage of‘ the Parental Responsibility Ordinance.

CRC meeting, 8 June " The Mayor's alleged insistence that the UHCR program "produce results" is

) ~ further evidence of the desire for action.. Finally, the program's failure to
—< /Mobile Crime Prevention Unit dissolved i
S

evaluate the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit and the«\first year's operation of
[

S’f'& Rebate Project ordered to stop operations st the Special Prosecution Unit provides another indicator of action orientation.

S N P . . . « i = y
= In a city where criminal justice needs are readily identified, the call for

CRC meeting, 25 August » action is not surprising. In comparison to Peoria and Champaign, Joliet had”
: been and continues to be the recipient of modest amounts of outside funding

for criminal justice.

B Phase TIT Plank"tabied" by Planning & Budgeting Unlike the Champaign program, the Joliet program succeeded in

CRC meeting, 25 October ) ’ o - communicating the fact that robbery and burglary were target crimes to Council
members and to those involved in action projects. Persons arrested for

robbery and burglary were tracked through the system, and robbery and burglary

GRC mesting. 14 December :/77 | giz;::i:;on pro;]ect apProved by Plannlng & patterns were described in periodic staff reports. However, as J.n the first
1 year evaluat:.on, we were unable to determine how these data were used in the
selection of action strategies. . Their use appears to have been that of
0 identifying oxr substahtiating problem areas and needs, rather than that of
CRC meeting, 2 February D informing the selection from among several alternative strategies. None- i
. 8 theless, mportant strides have been made in the City's criminal justice
pLannlng ‘and research capabllltles., The target crime and offender tracking
|-t Rebate Project resumed reports that were produced might find other uses in the future, and the City

‘ ~ has been exposed to a broad range of innovative projects‘and related research.

CRC meeting, 27 April ’_." For nearly four years, the Joliet Cr:Lme Reduct:.on Counc1l has remained quite

active and has establlshed a cont:.nulng dlalogue w:.th:.n the local crlmlnal

CRC meeting, 25 May >9 , ~
' Grant application submltted for Target Crime
- Restltuta.on Project

45




e TR P o T e T T T e

i3

B v vt

.'__
et R T
oy N

i e

B s o e AR TR b

T :
L e g

3

-

i
4]

i

)

R s

DA

T

=

-~

p—

|

o |

' N oy
S R e - \), Ll e At e e ] “ e *

‘J‘i“

s

justice community. Flnally through the cooperatlve efforts of the Crescent

Region's Evaluator and the UHCR staff, enhanced project and program evalua-

tion and monitoring capabilities and the use of evaluation findings may emerge

as lasting benefits of the Joliet UHCR program.
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2.3 Peoria
Chronology

The UHCR program in Peoria was:different in several respects
from the programs operated in the three other UHCR sites. First, Peoria
was the beneficiary of two federal grant programs related to UHCR:
the LEAA-funded Crime Impact Program, and the ILEC-funded Violent Criﬁe
Reduction Program. The Crime Impact funds were absorbed under the UHCR,
while the UHCR staff assumed responsibility for monitoring the Violent Crime
Reduction Program and for evaluating the program Second, unllke the other
c;tles under study, Peoria decided not to conduct its program :in phases;
instead, it opted for completing all plannihg phases prior to applying for the

action grants. The Master Plan was to be completed in two parts--the adult

‘system and the juvenile system. The Adult Master Plan was completed in May

1977, Action programs proposed in that plan included a Criminal Information
Center, a Physical Evidence Project, and a Dedicated Presecution project, all
aimed at reducing the target crime of residential burglary. Because the staff
wés not able to complete the Juvenile Master Plan before obligating remaining
Crime Impact funds before their lapse in October, 1977, the Peoria CRC was
forced to commit these funds on the basis of an analysis of the adult system
alone. The Adult Master Plan was approved by ILEC on 24 June 1977. At the
close of the first-year évaluation, action projects were just being initiated,
and data collection for the Juvenile Master Plan had begqun. It was planned
that the Dedic¢ated Prosecution progect operating from the Peoria County State' s
Attorney's Offlqe, would be supported for approximately 1% years, until
November 1978. The first six months of this project would be funded through
Impact funds. The Crimindi'InformatidnExchange and Physical Evidence Projects
were funded for six months eabh,‘béginning May 1877, with‘a combined budget of
approximately $94,000. Funding for these two projects was to be drawn from
LEAA Impaqf”monieé; The UHCR staff was supported through an ILEC %Hird-year
@naﬁt $chég;ledto explre in December 1977.

| *onr the purpose of this second year evaluation, the chronology .of the
Peoria UKCR program will begin with the CRC méeting held on 25 May 1977,“ Phat

meeting opened with the introduction of a'new member of “the ‘CRC, Dr. Harry

I
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Whitaker, Superintendent of the Peoria Public Schools. Also present at that
meeting was Ms. Suzanne Peck of ILEC who offered her comments on the UHCR
program and the approval process for the Peoria Adult Master Plan. Ms. Peck
noted in particﬁiar that ILEC was considering replicating some of the studies
done by the Peoria CRC in other areas of the state, and that the plan pro-
duced by the CRC could be used as a model for other localities.

The discussion then turned to implementation of the action programs
and the funding arrangements for these programs. The Chairman of the Crime
Reduction Council, Superintendent Andrews, stated that in an effort to shorten
the approval time, copies of the Peoria Adult Master Plan had been forwarded
to ILEC and LEAA with a note that the Peoria CRC had not yet given formal
approval of the Plan. A discussion of the Master Plan ensued, followed by a
Council vote to approve the Plan. Superintendent Andrews noted that he had
discussed the Plan with the Police Foundation, and had asked the Foundation to
consider funding some evaluation or study of the methodology. A representative
of the Foundation visited Peoria and had returned with a favorable recommenda-
tion. Continuing the discussioq of replicating certain aspects of the Peoria
Plan, Ms. Peck added that ILEC was interested in replicating the Time Study,
Recidivism Study, and Deterrence Study.

Members of the CRC then turned to a discussion of juvenile offenders.
The UHCR Director, Mr. Aubrey Moore, stated that staff would be approaching

the question of the juvenile justice system in much the same way as the adult

system. The CRC then discussed directions and perceived problems in this study.

Mr. Moore noted that data collection was likely to be a major problem. He also
suggested that the CRC consider the types of gquestions that it would like the
staff to address prior to proceeding with the development of the juvenile plan.
Initial plans for developing the Juvenile Plan and specific data questions
concerning juveniles were examined. 1In a discussion of fﬁnds available feor
work on the Juvenile Master Plan, Ms. Peck informed the CRC that the Planning
and Budgeting Committee of the ILEC had committed an additional $31,000 to the
already reserved funds of $144,911 to ensure that there wéuld be adequate funds
for the planning function. An application for these additional fﬁnds was not
submitted until 27 January 1978; when submitted, it requested the funds for the
period of 1 April 1978 to 1 July 1978.
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Finally, the UHCR Director reported on the status of the action pro-
jects,inoting that evaluation designs for the project were in draft form and
would. be available for review before 31 May; that an additional Crime Scene
Search Officer and Assiétant State's Attorney had been selected and started;
and that the Criminal Information Exchange would become operational in the near
future. Information gained during a 9 August 1978 telephone interview with
Greg Hochsetter, UHCR Analyst, indicates that the Crime Scene Search Officer
and the Dedicated Prosecutor assumed their duties on 10 June 1977.

In a 23 June 19277 memorandum to the members of the Crime Reduction
Council, Mr. Moore summarized the results of the Abt Associates victim?zation
survey conducted in Peoria and Joliet. After a brief overview of the survey
methodology, Mr. Moore described the trends noted in robbery, aggravated
agsaults,; other assaults, household burglary, residential burglary, household
larceny, and citizen attitudes.

On 27 June 1977 Mr. Moore authored a second memorandum to the Crime
Reduction Council in which he provided descriptive information regarding the
juﬁenile study population. Based on anﬁanalysis of 511 burglary arrests, the
memorandum.states that 55 percent of the residential burglaries in Peoria are
estimated to be committed by juveniles. Based on the same data, it was
observed that 73 percent of these incidents occurred within one-half mile of
the juvenile's home. Statistics concerning characteristics of juvenile
offenders and juvenile burglary offenses -are also presented in this memo.

According to the meeting minutes, the first major topics of discussion
in the 29 June 1977 meeting of the Crime Reduction Council was the Victimiza-
tion Survey... In a staff presentation to the Council, the Director first
reviewed the purpose and methodology of the survey. In particular, Mr. Moore
highlighted the findings that victimization rates in Peoria are approximately
the same as national rates and that citizens in Peoria tend to report more
crime than citizens in other communities, especially for the offense of house-
hold larceny. The Director turned the Council's attention to the comparison
of victimization rates between Peoria, Joliet, and national data, pointingwgut
trends for specific crimes. Findings of the citizen attitude section of t;;

survey were also discussed.
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A second staff presentation concerning Peoria‘s juvenile justice é?stem
then followed. Explaining thaé the Adult Master Plan was largely based on an
analysis of dwelling burglaries committed by adults, the Chairman stated that
a similar process would be carried out for juveniles. The Director then opened
the staff presentation by remarking that the current findings were draft only,
as the staff was not yet satisfied with its understanding of the juvenile
justice system, and noted that several problems unique to the juvenile justice
system had been encountered. Specifically, the Director noted the lack of
uniformly applied criteria upon which decisions may be made, and the greater
discretion at various points. Using a flow chart of the juvenile Jjustice
system, staff member Bruce Shepley explained the ‘path by which juveniles of the
target population (residential burglary arrestees) may enter and proceed
through the system. Following the explanation of the flow chart, Counci;
Members addressed questions and comments to the staff.

In response to Council members'! questions voiced in the previous
’meeting, staff members next provided descriptive information on the juvenile
study population. Tﬁe Director reviewed the findings presented in his 27 June
memorandum: 55 pefcent of the residential burglaries occurring in Peoria were
estimated to be committed by juveni}es; 73 percent of the incidents for which
a juvenile is taken into custody occur within one-half mile of the juvenile's
home. Mr. Moore noted that so far the staff had been able to track approxi-
mately 400 juvenile cases through the juvenile justice system to the dispdsi-
tional hearing, and‘requested Council members to pose any questions that they
might like the staff to consider for inclusion in the juvenile justice system
study. Mr. Joseph Johnson, Director of the Juveqile Court Services, then
adaressed the Council regarding the volume and na%ure of juveniles referred to
his office.

Finally, the UHCR Director reported that the ILEC Planning and Budget-
ing Committee had given its formal approval of the Adult Master Plan onk24 June.
A 27 June letter from the chairman of that committee, complimenting the CRC on
the gquality of the Adult Master Plan was circulated. Mr. Moore also noted -
that preliminary figures indicated that the Physical Evidence Project had

resulted in an increase in b@th the number and rate of latent fingerprints

developed at residential burglary crime scenes.
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-staff had visited similar programs in Kansas City and Miami.

During July 1975, both of the police action projects=-the Criminal

Information Exchangeﬁand the Physical Evidence Project--began operations.

‘However, it was leaﬁhed that due to start-up activities the Criminal Informa-

tion Exchange did n&t become fully operational until September. In particular,
during July 1977 project staff on the Criminal Information Exchange project
conducted a site visit to Kansas City to determine how the Kansas City
police had implemented a project similar to the Criminal Information
Exchange; and site visits to similar programs in Miami and Dallas were also
made in August 1977 and November 1977, respectively. On 19 August 1977
Staff Member Bruce Shepley distributed a copy of an "Analysis of the Illinois
Juvenile Court Act" to Cou%c;l members.,

The 24 August 1977‘ﬁ§eting of the Crime Reduction Council opened
with Bruce Shepley summarizfng prograss made under the action projects of
the Adult Master Plan. Turning to the Dedicated Prosecution Project,
Mr. Shepley noted thaf the Prosecutor, Mr. Joe Gibson, had processed approxi-
mately 25 cases from arrest to indictmeﬁt. Explaining the role of the CRC
staff in this project, Mr. shepley stated they would ﬁonitor Mr. Gibson's
activities to determine if project objectives were being realized.

Mr. Gibson‘was also to complete case tracking forms for each case following

" its final disposition. 1In this way the CRC staff could work on other tasks

while the adult data base would be continually updated.

Mr. Shepley then described progress made on the Criminal Information
Exchange, housed in the Peoria Police Department. He noted that project
Several areas
of study under this project were then identified, including: (1) an exam-
inétion of formal and informal police information sources, to determine
how they are used in residential burglgry apprehehsions and what particular
kinds of information prove most useful, and (2) small-scale experiments to
determine the effects that new information sources might have on the police
department.

Reviewing the progress made on the Physical Evidence Project,

Mr. Shepley stated that there had been a significant rise in the percentage

of residential burglaries for which latent fingerprints were developed.
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He noted that the semi~-automated fingerprinﬁ searching system would be link-
ed into the existing CADOLIS system at the Police Department, and stated
that a preliminary design for the system had been completed and incorporated
in a request for proposal, allowing the software bidding process to begin.

A telepgone interview on 9 August 1978 indicates that the RFP wgé'prepared
on 27 Séﬁtember 1977. Mr. Shepley stated that coding qf fingexprints

would begin tﬁé following week. The 9 August 1278 telephone interview
information shows that coders were hired in mid-September 1977, and that a
contract for production of the software was signed on 26 October ;977.
Evaluation of these three projects would be an ongoing process, according
to Mr. Shepley.

The discussion next turned to progress on the Juvenile Mast%r Plan.
Superintendent Andrews indicated that the Chief Judge had sfated that he
would give access to juvenile court records for the analysis of juvenile
burglary offenses. According tm Mr. Andrews, the CRC would provide t?e
Chief Judge with a bond to ensure that employees using these files would
maintain the necessary privacy and confidentiality., Problems in the
juvenile case data were noted, and the terxminology to be used in the study
was clarified. Attention was then turned to a Juvenile Information Memo-
randum that had been mailed to Council Mewbers. Aaong the topics discussed’
were trends in juvenile recidivism, the frequency with which families had
more than one member arrested or apprehendsd fox residential burglary, and
ﬁhe relationship between locations of‘ﬁéoria-a:ea schools and resid&&tial
burglaries committed by juveniles and occurring during schooldays.
noted that the staff was in the process of collecting data on recidivism
for a juvenile recidivism study. A substantéal discussion on the impli-
cations of family stability and criminality was held, with some CRC
members questioning whether any action could be ﬁaken %9 this area even if
an important relation was discovered between family traits and juvenile
burglaries. The only consensus reached in this discussion was to pursue

the analysis further. FEinally, Mr. Shepley noted that in general no pattereﬂ

, , pd
\ o , : ) y
between school locations and residential burglaries had been found ///
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Mr. Shepley

P

Turning to other businesé, Mr. Shepley stated that ILEC had assigned

10 regions to replicate the time and deterrence studies of the aAdult

i Master
! Plan for all burglaries (residential and non-residential) .

Finally, he
announced that all necessary commissions had approved the Adult Master Plan

and that the staff was drafting a continuation grant for the Des;qnated
g Prosecution Project, \ $/

5
\.

In a series of memoranda dated 7 October 1977, Aubrey Moore dis<”

gﬁ cussed the grant situation for the Peoria Urban High Crime Reduction Pro-
' ' gram,

In the fiirst, dealing with continuation of planning activities,

» Mr, Moore explained that the‘existing planning grant would expire on

31 December 1977, and that at most funds would be available to support the

g staff through 15 april 1978. Mr. Moore added that the analysis of juvenile

" data might not be completed by that time, and that it was most likely that

no juvenile projects would be selected cr implemented by that date.
reviewing the reasons for this delay,

After

the memorandum presented three options
to the Council: k

® Halt production on the Juvenile Master Plan, complete col=- .
lection of juvenile data, update the Adult Master Plan, pre-
pare rigorous evaluations of the Adult Action Projects, and
utilize those action funds intended for juvenile projects
to maintain the three adult action projects through the
fiscal year. . &

Mrl

Moore commented that while this measure would admit some failure on the

part of the CRC, there are no ILEC guidelines prohibiting this approach.

® Accept the planning grant from ILEC and transfer an equal
amount from juvenile action funds to planning. This would
allow staff to operate until 30 June 1978, would allow for
the selection and implementation of some juvenile action

projects, and would allow one staff member to continue be~
yond 30 June.

® Transfer all remaining action funds to support the CrC
planning activities, which would continue the office until
1979. The issue of staff activities, including development
o of a Juvenile Master Plan, would be up to the CRC. '

While Mr. Moore did not recommend adoption of aﬁy one of these options,

he strongly urged that some choéices be maaéi
The second memorandum examined options for continuétion ofvpolice—

related adult action projects. The Dédicated Prosecution Project had
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g} v already been guaranteed support through 30 November 1978. Mr. Moore noted
é ' that three options were available to the Council: terminate the projects;
. continue the pro;ects with local funds; and continue the projects with
.aj those grant funds being held in reserve for implementation of a Juvenile
Master Plan. With respect to the first option, Mr. Moore noted<that no
i'% 3} evaluation of the Adult Action Projects would be possible if they were to be
VT ” : terminated, as they had not been in operation for a sufficient length of
i'% g? ' time. Although declining to make any recommendation, Mr. Moore noted that
- the funds already invested in these projects should weigh heavily in making'
é; ; a decision on their continuation. Finally, the funding support necessary
Y g; for these projects was detailed on an enclosed chart. :
;@ "~ The next meeting»of the Crime Reduction Council was held on 12 October
%i 13 1977. According to the minutes of that meeting, the major item of business

examined by the Council members was grant matters for the CRC staff and

juvenile action programs. The Director briefly examined the optlons open to
the Council, and stated that ILEC was facing a 30 to 40 percent reduction

in funds for continuation of local efforts such as the UHCR. The Director

also noted that there would be sufficient funds to support the staff through

“é' - May 1978, based on the decisions not to £ill a staff vacancy.

R & One of the Council members, Mr. Neumiller, asked how much time was
needed to finish the Juvenile Master Plan. Mr. Moore responded that it

would be difficult to tell until the staff examined the Juvenile data, and

e

1‘3‘ , that problems in obtaining this data were occurring due to dlfflcultles

in obtalnlng bonds for the partles involved.

it

‘_y“‘
ey |

staff and CRC members next discussed the future of the Crime Reduc-

tion Council. The Chairman noted that after completion of all plans and

action projects, consideration .could be-given to continuing the Council's
work with local funding. Under such a city-county effort, the staff's
yfunction would include the systematization of the criminal justice system.
Several members of thé Council expressed serious doubts cOnCerning the
possibility of obtaining local funding. Other options diseusseajincluded
funding through non-profit foundations and the transfer of all action

funds to the planning functions. The Chairman also suggested the formation
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of a city/county Criminal Justice Coordinating Council as a means of obtain-
ing federal funds.

The Director stated that the Council needed to deeide whether or not
to extend the two police action projects. He said that 2 request to extend
Impact funding for these projects for one month (until 30 November) had been
submitted to LEAA but that no decision on this request had been made by
LEAA. Thus, at the close of the meeting, the CRC decided to authorize the
staff to prepare and submit an application for 60 days of ILEC funding for
the two police action projects. It was concluded that this path would allow
the Council additional time to consider other options.

On 14 October 1977 a grant application for (ILEC) UHCR funds was com=
Pleted by the staff. This application requested $45,623 for 13 months of
centinued funding for the Dedicated Prosecution Project and two months of
additional fundingwfor the police action projects.

On 30 November 1977 the CRC met to discuss current progress on the
adult action projects and continuation funding for the police action projects.
A brief description was provided of the Crime Scene Unit operations and the
work on the Physical Evidence Project which began in June 1977. Data com-
paring the performance of the Crime Scene Unit for Aprll-October 1977 to

April-October 1976 was presented, showing substantial increases in the num-

- ber of residential burglary crimes processed, the response rate for the Crime

Scene Unit, and the percentage of total reported residential burglaries
where latent prints were developed. The UHCR Director reported that once
the automated fingerprint searching system is made operational, he believed
that an increase in identification made from fingerprints would be realized.
The CRC chairman, Superintendent Andrews, noted that the Council‘mustvaér
dress the relative costs and benefits of having the Crime Scene Unit
examine a greater percentage of erimes; he concluded that results of the
action project would give a basis for determining the benefits of expanding
Crime Scene.Unit manpower.

Data concerning the performance of the Dedlcated Prosecution Project
was next examined. Specifically, the Dlrector poxnted out that during the
flrst five months of the prOJect's operatlons, the average tlme from arrest

N
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to indictment had decreased while the speed of case processing had increased

overall. Comments on the program and these results were made by Mr. Mlhm,

the Statels Attorney, and Mr. Joe Gibson, ASSlStant State's Attorney assigned

- to the project. 2

; Finally, Seargeant Gary Poynter, superv1sor of the Crlmlnal Informa—

tion Exchange, reported on the unit's brogress. He noted that the unit had

, contributed to 13 felony arrests since 1 September, and that information

,generated by the CIE could be used to supplement. information on warrants,

Accordlng to Sgt. Poynter, appro 1mately 60% of the Peoria police officers

chontrlbuted information to the xchange, and as an incentive to participa~

tion communications were belng sent to otclcers whenever their information
helped in apprehendlng a suspect

Turnlng to the issue of continuation funding for pollce action ﬁ
projects,

the Director commented on the information uresented in a handout

entitled "Avallable Federal Actlon Funds." 'He reporteo that no decision

on the extension request made to LEAA had yet been. made. That request

asked LEAA to extend the current pro;ects through 30 November 1977 using
unspent Impact funds. Mr. Moore then stated that the 14 October appli-

cation to sustain the Dedicated Prosecution Project through 30 November

1978 and continue the Police Projects through 31 December 1977 was still

pending at ILEC. Approval of this award would result in $112,042 belng

available as of 1 January 1978 for the juvenile action projects or ‘contin-

uation cf the two police progects. Stating that the cost of continying

the two police projects for an additional 6 months (January-June 1978)
would be $42,358 (leaving $69,714 for juvenile action projects), the Dlrector
suggested that this additional funding period would give a suff1c1ent

period to conduct an evaluation Of these pro;ects.
noted,

At this point, Mr. Moore
the juvenile plan would be near completion, which would allow the

Council to decide between contlnulng the adult action projects and initiat-
ing juvenile action projecis. k k |

i

o et o oL T SO —

A

it g v 4

In the ensuing discussion, Mr. Mihm gquestioned whether othexr funds
for juvenile projects might be available if the adult action projects were
continued. “Mr. Moore stated that while no other funds would be available

under the UHCR program, funds might be available from other LEAA sources.

\& It was noted that the CRC had .already developed evidence of its efforts
\and benefits in the adult projects; thus, a motion was offered and seconded

‘éhat the Council fund both police projects through 31 December 1978. Pos-

sibilities of obtaining local financial support for the projects were ex-
amined, and the chance of obtaining other outside funds for action projects
was again noted. The CRC then voted to approve funding of the two action

projects through 31 December 1978.

Finally, the meeting turned to the issuie of funding for the CRC staff

once UHCR planning monies are depleted; Superintendent Andrews stated that.

the City of Peoria was "willing to discuss" supplementing the continued
funding of the CRC staff by contributing the Police Department Operations
Research bUdget to the CRC.. Contingencies of such an arrangement might
be (1) increas 1ng the CRC staff functions to 1nclude criminal justice
system operatlons analysis, and (2) assurances that the city would receive

a fair share of the benefits of this research function. Possibilities for

County contributions were briefly discussed as well.

In a telephone interview conducted on 9 August 1978, it was_found
that the original 14 October 1977 continuation grant application had“been
witndrawn and re-submitted in revised form on 9 December 1977. This re-
vised application reguested $115,920 in UHCR funds for all adult action :
progects through December 31, 1978. The ILEC approved this revised appll—u
cation, and a grant for the three projects was awarded on 6 February 1978.

Openlng the 23 February 1978 meetlng;yas the Directox's ‘report
that funding for the three adult actlon/grgjects had been approved through
the end of December 1978. Mr. Moore also reported that the computer soft-
ware for the Automated Searching Process of the Phy51cal Evidence Pro:ect
had been delivered, lnstalled, and tested. Concluding the Directox's
report, Mr. Moore described the last"meetinguof»the'Urban High Crime
Directors. According to Mr. Moore, tﬁe%Pirectors were in the-process of

amending the ILEC guidelines on the UHCﬁJprogram to allow the local staffs
i i
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to expand their activities beyond those delineated in the guldelines, as
‘they then existed. '

| The CRC discussion next turned to progress in the analysis of ju-
venile data. A final version of the Juvenile Justice Flow Chart was pro-
duced for the Council's view; the Director noted that the chart depicted
a juvenile population of 390 different individuals accounting for 516
custodies and 600 residential buiglaries. A brief description of the
flow chart was presented by the Director, and the various processes and
decision points in the chart were explained. Council Members discussed
certain aspects of the juvenile process, and it was suggested by Chairman
Andrews that the juvenile judge for the Peoria area be invited to sit in
on the Council. A '

According to CRC minutes, juvenile arrest records was the next
item of discussion. Noting the strong reliance of the Adult Master Plan
on an analysis of arrest records, Mr. Moore indicated that several problems
had been encountered in trying to produce similar studies of the Juvenlle
system: chief among these was the 1nab111ty of the staff to identify an
accurate arrest hlstory for the juvenile population. Primary sources of
juvenile arrest histories were listed and discussed. These include
juvenile probation files, juvenile folders at the Juvenile inision of
the Peoria Police Department, the Police Department's On-Line Information
System, and the "Flimsy Files" of the Police Department. Limitations of '
each of these sources were noted, and the Director concluded that before
the staff begins snalysis based on these arrest histories, the CRC must
decide if it is willing to make decisions on the basis of analyses of
such data. A brief discussion of this issue ensued., The Director sug-
gested that in the future the staff undertake two studies that are not
‘based on arrest information: a deterrence study and a partial detention
study. The Chairman noted that at the/next meeting the CRC would have

to deécide whether or not to collect juvénile arrest information. Finallyl

several requests that the presentation on the juvenile justice system S

flow chart be given to other members of the criminal justice community
were made. In closing, Mre Moore announced that data collection for the

evaluation of the adult action pro;ects was underway, and that they would
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be completed in April.

Interim evaluation reports on the Dedicated Proseuction Project and
Physical Evidence Project were completed during April and May 1978, and
were presented to the CRC at the 5 June 1978 meeting. According to the
Draft Minutes of that meeting,.Mr. Moore opened with an introduction to
the mvaluation reports in which he remfﬂded Council membeis that the two
major objectives of the Adult Master Plan were to increase the risk of
apprehen51on for residential burglars and to sg@ed up the operation of the
crlmlnal justice system, T%e Director then summarized the performance of
the Dedicated Prosecution Pf?ject in relation to its three major objectives,
According to the Interim Ev;tuation Report, the first objective -- to have
all target crime cases_intoﬁthe Circuit Court within 30 days of the target
crime arrest -- was met’and exceeded. Mr. Moore next’observed that the
second objective == to achieve final'disposition of all such cases within
60 days of entering Circuit Court --had mot been met, but that substantial
progress had been made.toward that objective. Specifically, the average
time to disposition hsd been lowered from 133 days to 75 days, and the range

of case length had been reduced. Prior tc the project, the range was

"2 to 661 days, while during the project the range was 3 to 107 days.

Finally, the Director noted that the third objective - to decline to enter
into plea negotiations within 10 days of the date set for trial - had not
been met. Further discussion of the evaluation results, the exhibits
submitted in the interim evalﬁation, and the benefits of the Dedicated Prose-

cutlon approach followed.

The Council members next turned to a discussion of the Phy51cal

Evidence Project. Mr. Moore stated that evaluation of the project had

been complicated by .the fact that at the same time the additional Crime

Scene Search Officer was assigned to the project, the Superlntendent of Police
had issued an order that the Crime Scene Unit should be notlfled of all
residential burglaries and respond to as many as poss1ble.“ While not. able

to isolate the effects of these'two‘factors, Mr. Moore noted that the

evaluation had found that as a result of the Proﬁect there had been a 35‘

percent increase in the number of identifications. Before adjournment of

the meeting, Mr. Moore announced that' the evaluation of the Criminal
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Information Exchange would be provided at the next CRC/meeting. At the close Peoria UHCR Program Highlights, March 1977 - July 1978

of the second-year evaluation, no firm date had yet been set for that meeting.

\

During the telephone interview conducted on 9 August 1978, it was

. . . . . Ad .
found that the Physical Evidence Project had begun use of its automated CRC meeting, 25 May ‘I" ult Master plan completed

search capabiiity during July 1978. It was also found that the original

'< Dedicated Prosecutor pro- i
| oject operational
CRC meeting, 29 June : - Adult Master plan approved

)‘< Physical Evidence Project operational

27 January 1978 grant application for $31,000 in planning funds had been

modified on 5 July 1978. This revised grant application requested both the
originai $31,000 in planning funds and the additional $50,000 in planning
funds made available to each UHCR program by the ILEC in the spring of 1978,

Thus, the total revised request was for $81,000 to support operations from = —

CRC meeting, 24 August >1 -

1 April 1978 to 31 December 1978. The modified request was approved by
9/77

ILEC on 13 July 1978.

- . : . . . -~ Crimina i .
b In this same interview it was learned that the evaluation of the CIE 1 Information Exchange operational

) L,‘,.,;J
A
Y\
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was not yet completed, and that the current projected completion date for CRC meeting, 12 Octobe
[ r »
the Juvenile Master Plan is December 1978. Staff of the Peoria UHCR program :

currently consists of the Director, two analysts, a secretary, and from

CRC meetin 3
two to five student interns. 9. 30 November »

: Peoria highlights are summarized in the figure on the next page.

Commentaxry

The Peoria UHCR program has been thoroughly documented in the materials

e

distributed to CRC members and the minutes of Council meetings. While the

g Grant awarded to continue all action

CRC meeting, 23 February projects through 12/78

development of a Juvenile Master Plan proceeded steadily through the period of

e

e S

our second-year -evaluation, the CRC staff spent much of its time monitoring and

R

evaluating action projects. The Council focused its attention on two major
A :
¥ ‘:T‘z

“4

G
R

o

areas:

- Interim evaluation reports on Dedicated

Prosecutor and Physical Evidence Projects
released ‘

o
| &
® assessments of trade-offs between the planning function,

possible future juvenile system action projects; and
continuation of action projects based on the Adult Master
Pian alone;

3

e

® possible continuation of the Council's and staff's CRC me,eting,asf June ) %

activities after federal funding ends. L
' , —+ Automated fingerprint search capability
Because funds were not sufficient to accomplish all three options named in the operational

first point, the Council had to decide how to allocate the remaining program

monies. Informing these decisions were the results of staff activities’
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relating to these areas. Prospects for juvenile action projects emerging

from the Juvenile Master Plan were discussed extensively in terms of the com-
plex%ﬁy in the juvenile justiée system; the level of discretion that could be
exercised; and the quality and accessibility of juvenile data, These issues
were thoroughly researched by the staff. The decision to continue action
projacts appeared to have rested heavily on preliminary results from monitor-
ing the projects and the evaluation designs that had been prepared by the staff

for these projects. The monitoring results were thus timely, and they provided

essential information on which the Council made its decision. Our review of

the action project evaluations ledus tobobse;ve that the designs were thought-
fully conceived and faithfully executed by the.CRC staff.

Sigge October 1975 with the arrival of L. Aubrey Moore as Director of
the Peoria\érime Reduction Council, the PeoriaoUHCR program has remained
strictly dedicated to the goal of reducing the level of residential burglary
in the city. Virtually every action or decision of the CRC has been keyed to
the question of whether a reduction in the target crime could be expected to
result. Startihg with a "program structure" that delineates possible avenues

of achieving this goal, the program staff systematically conducted studies of

" past experience in Peoria with the target crime, the behavior of the system

with respect to adults arrested for these offenses, and the subsequent
behavior of those who had been convicted of residential burglary. In the
Director's own words, the CRC became a Frankenstein; calling into question all
statements of a cause/effect nature, and requiring an empirical basis for
making its decisions.

We believe that this was the process that the framers of the UHCR Pro-

gram had in mind some five years ago. A somewhat unique combination of circum-
stances made this possible. These were discussed in the first-year evaluation x

|
i

final report, but bear reiterating here.

e FPirst, Superintendent of Police Allen Andrews had promoted
the UHCR Program when he was Executive Director at ILEC, due
to his interest in having decisions affecting the criminal
justice system--particularly those relating to the allocation
of resources--based on more knowledge than was typically the
case. ~ This background placed the Superintendent in a very- _
natural leadership role as Chairman of the Peoria UHCR Program.

Ty
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® Second, the heavy investment of resources in the staff
function that would be required to implement the program was
offset by two other factors: the awarding of action funds to
city and county agencies under ILEC's Violent Crime Reduction
Program, and the awarding of discretionary funds by LEAA under
its Crime Impact Program. This would seem to have made the
funding of a staff of five for UHCR more palatable to a tradi-
tionally action-oriented public. Further, during the Program's
first two years of operation, economic conditions were rela-
tively good, facilitating the implementation of an "experi-
mental program" that would likely be a low priority item in
more difficult financial times.

e Third, continuity in strong leadership prevailed with the city's
re-hiring of L. Aubrey Moore as director.* Mr. Moore shares
many of the same aspirations for government decision-making
as Superintendent Andrews, and the two complement one another
ideally, as Director and Chairman of the Council. The research
design skills and the hard work the staff must have done to
fulfill these designs were clearly demonstrated in the Adult

. Master Plan.

; Through these circumstances, it was possible for the Peoria program to be under
the control of the CRC and its staff, even to the extent that Mr. Moore was
designated project director for the three action projects placed into operation
to date¥* Almost paradoxically, this appears to have promoted a rnon-threatening
environment in which monitoring and evaluation of projects could occur guite

routinely.

K

The failure to complete a Juvenile Master Plan within the anticipated
time frame was described as the most notable disappointmen; to the Director.
Had both the Adult and Juvenile Plans been finished beforebaction projects
were selebted, the alternatives conéidétéd and Council's decisions may well
have&xﬂn;quite different. The fact that the Council has sﬁpported the decision
to proceed with the Juvenile Plan (over 700 residential burglaries involving juven=
ile custodies have been tracked to date);.with the intention to seék*funding from
non-UHCR sources if there are particularly persuasive findings, suggests at least
partialyacceptaﬁgg of the:program process in Peoria, in addition to demonstrat-
ing‘theﬁfeasibi%ity of the process. ' ‘

i

* 3 8 ‘
Recall that Mr. Moore prepared the Master Plan Design, undexr a 90-day contract
with the City more than a year before he was hired as Directox.

*% ' . : -
This stance was facilitated by the fact that the City provided the cash match

on the project that is hosted by the State's Attorney's Office, a county agency.
. E ’ N
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2.4 East St. Louis

Chronology

East St. Louis' participation in the Urban High Crime Reduction.Pro-
gram formally ended with the terminaﬁion of 'its second-year planning grant
in July 1978. De facto, the program ceased functioning ldng before:;the'
last Crime Reduction Council meeting was in April 1977. The Phasé I plan,
completed in December 1976, never received the approval of the Crime Reduc-
tion Council because the Council was unable to achieve its self-imposed
quorum., Under the second-year planning grant, .the staff was reduced from
six to four, and it relocated at the Police Department, where the director,

X
fiscal officer, and secretary shared an office, and sggpe was provided to

' the statistician in the records room. The move occurred in January 1977.

While no further Impact Plans were produced, the East St. Louis
program staff did develop two grant applications for Phase I action projedts.
The first would involve the establishment of a Crime Analysis Unit within
the East St. Louis Police Department. This would be staffed by a director,
a fiscal control officer, and a secretary.Q At a cost of nearly $100,000,

a computer system and a first year's serviée contract were to be purchased
under the grant. The Crime Analysis ﬁnit's chief function was td! provide

data describing the time and location of burglary and robbery (the target
crimes) within East St. Louis--data presumably to be compiled from offense
reports by the computer.

With the Crime Analysis Unit operating as described, a Speecial
Tactical Unit, funded under the second grant épplicatibn reviewed, would be
able to be "optimally deployed." According to the grant application, the
Tactical Unit would patrol only one area--Police District 10--and would con-
cern itself solely Qith the target crimes of robbery and burglary. The

unit was to be staffed by a ten-man squad, aided by a statistician and a

film technician. Only the Jatter two would have been funded under the grant.

The ten police officers were presumably to have been selected from among the
existing complement; training was to have been provided at no cost by the

Kansas City, Missouri Department.
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formally actegd upon, the stateq

being bPerformed

Pin maps ang robbery and burglary
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executed, ** o

The CRC was unable to achieve a

P

N
’and the last meeting of the Co
raquirements,

quorum after itg February 1977
. ungil was in April 1977.
v which had been established in +the bylaws adopt i
v were five membersg altogether, i
City agencies.

meeting,
The quorum

the secongd

- with at least two from other than
Four such individuals were 4

St. Louis Crc by virtue of the progranm guid

meeting,

automatically named to the Eaét
elines: the st !

o _ | . ate's Attor

e Chief Judge of the Circuit Court, and two repres .

Department of Corrections. i o

”By the end of 1977, the two Department of

N ‘
These viewpoints were o

: ffered ing i : : . '
Regional Office state, during interviews with UHCR staff and

respectively. -
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Corrections representatives had left their jobs, the jobs were abolished,

and no replacements were made to the Crime Reduction Council. Resignation

of the State's Attorney in the summer of 1976 also damaged the Council's
chances for meeting the required gquoxum.

CRC meeting attendance by City-based members was also rather dis-
I
mal. During one interviewLﬁyé'were teld that the Mayor was frequently repre-

i

sented by his Adﬁ?ﬁiéﬁ?gﬁive Assistant at Council meetings, as well as in~
communications on other Program matters. Problems with attendane by
mayorally appointed CRC members are repeatedly mentidned in the minutes of

early CRC meetings. The City was without an appointed police chief from
AN

August\i976 to June 1977. The Acting Chief was then made full Chief, but
ten months later he was asked to resign, alledgedly for the Department's
failure to respond quickly enough,cnka call for service, in whgt proved to

bé?élviolent crime.  As of this writing, the Mayor is serving as Police
i
Chief.

1

z’ By the end of our first-year evaluation it became clear that suc-

cessfﬁi participation in th%{UHCR Program by the City §§.East St. Louis

would be highly ﬁnlikely.krjg retrospect, it seems clear that-~except for

o

the high rate of crime in the city——thé UHCR -Program was totally inappropri-

ate for East St,‘Louis. The following factors led to this conclusion.

® In interviews we were told that the City had never per-~
formed successfully on an ILEC grant, and that under a
previous administration there had been instances of fiscal .
impropriety alleged (hence, possibly, inclusion of a
full-time fiscal officer position in three of the
four grant applications we reviewed). The Urban
High Crime Reduction Program involved a highly complex
administrative process, not to mention its program-
matic content. Prospects for a city with poor prior -
experience on far simpler grants were .dim at the outset.

e The racial separateness between the City of East St,
Louis (black) and surrounding St. Claire County (white),
and the comparatively poverty~stricken government of
the City relative to the County, in themselves pre-
cluded the possibility of rational allocation -of Program
funds batween City and County agenciés, or for that
mattéf, cooperation and coordination among all criminal
Jjustice agencies serving the City. With "failure to

O R s it e R A A B R 9 i R 0 s

communicate" assumed to be on the low end of cate-
gorical measures of cooperation or coordination,

this more modest goal was not even achieved 'in the East
St. Louis program. \

o The”city's needs seem to be far more basic than could be

‘ fulfilled by the UHCR Program. Its appearance alone--
boarded buildings, structures burned to the ground, only a
sprinkling of commercial establishments (which appear to
have diminished in the past two years, by our experience),
and substantial numbers of young people on the street during

' the day (suggesting a high unemployment rate)--indicates

that the high level of crime is not unrelated to gtlier
problems confronting East st. Louis, and that simply pro-
viding basic municipal services is a serious challenge.
In the grant application's own words, training of the ten
officers in the Special Tacticalﬁnnit would result in their
"know [ing] and understand{ing] the'laws they are sworn to
enforce, and the procedures by which they must abide,"

For most departments, these are two of the goals of basic
training.™

@

The reason for Eastxép. Louis' inclusion as a UHCR participant was
: .

its high rate of serious crim%i?ﬁhe Sole criterion used by ILEC in selecting ©

cities for the program. Even assuming that a totally objective approach to’
selecting the cities was. appropriate, ILEC had frequent signals that the East
St. Louis program was struggling. The Council and the program staff had to
be reminded on several occasions of the relatively narrow scope'of the program,
and that business conducted under UHCR grahts should stay within the framework.
Problems of acéess to: court records for pburposes of developing’a Phase II Plan
were unlikely to change, because of the réasons postulated earlier. Production
of the Phase I Plan alone (both Phases I and II having been anticipated) should
have been recognized as an unlikely accompliéhment without the assistance of
an experienced~consultant. “The significance of the CRrC's inabilitg to achieve
a‘quofﬁm should have been recognized.

It was unanimously agreed in our interviews that these siénals1were

detected by ILEC, but there was disagreement over-how lohg a period remedies

. 'should be sought. We, too, were exposed to most of the problem signals

during the first-year evaluation but largely refrained from passing judg-
ment in our first-year evaluation. This was due in part to our concluding
that;Fhe proﬁlem sighals were so prominent as not to need documenting, but
also ﬁo our own uncertainties about the relative "positions" of ‘the four .
Ioéal'problems on our scale of local program performénce.

1
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2,5 ‘ synthesis of Program Process Findings

Our<;;nthe515 of Program process flndlngs can be organlzed around

five major topics:
4l

® Monitoring of action projects;

e Development of actlon project evaluation designs;
@ Action project evaluation activities;

e Program administratiOn; and

e Local assumption of programs

These are discussed individually below and are followed by a brief sumnary
statement of second-year findings relating to program processes. The assess-
ments are based primarily on Champaign, Joliet, and Peoria experiences with

the Program, but illustrations are occasionally drawnﬁfrom the East St. Louis

experience.

Monitoring of Action Plojects

Action projects were monitored in all three cities, if by this term.
it is meant that the local program staff kept their respective Crime Rednctxbn
Councils verbally'informed of project activities and problem areas. dollet
went one step further than Champaign, by also'providingfthe‘Council with
periodic updates of target crime trends. As noted earlier, the fact that
selection of residential burglary as the target crime by the Champaign CRC be~
came obscured in project operatlons is consistent with our finding that the
program staff has been unable to maintain monthly. residential burglary counts.

In contrast to these two cities, action project monitoring by the
Peoria staff included the timely preparation of project reports that were
kKeyed to questions of whether explicit project objectives were being achieved.
Epart from serving‘as a partial basis for Council membexs' assessments of
where remaining program funds would best be allocated,. the monitoring data
collected will eventually feed the "explanatory model," developed by the staff,
for residential burglary.

‘The Peoria program staff also monitored its own efforts toward the

development of a Juvenlle ‘Master Plan. While progress on this plan has oeen

relatively slow, often for reasonsg beyond the control of tﬂe Lounecil, The ques—
tion of possible juvenile justlce projects surfaced over and over agarn durlng

the past year. Each time, the staff reassessed the efficacy of proceedlng

By
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an impact on robbery and burglary levels in the Clty,

informative 1f comparl

with work on‘'a Juvenile plan to inform the ‘Council of prospects for signifi-

cant flndlngs that might warrant holding program funds in reserve for
juvenile projects.

The UHCR guidelines originally specified the use of a "performance
management system" by the local program staffd\to monitor their own work as
- well as the progress of projects funded under the local UHCR program.
Chlefly because neither the c1t1es nor ILEC had any previous experlence ‘with
the UHCR approach to plannlng realistic program plans were not’ developed and

the performance management system—-as a formal monltorlngvdev1ce—-was

abandoned. However, the requirement that the program staff monitor action .

projecte remained. Without such a monitoring function, action projects

could not be locally held accountable for operating in accordance with the

strategy indicated in the city@F Impact Plan. Ancther purpose of the monitor-

ing fupction was to ensure the collection of data«needed to evaluate action
plans. : =

Whether the types of project monitoring that occurred in Champaign

and Joliet is sufflc1ent to fulflll ‘these purposes remalns an open question

at this time. If the local Program directors lack the authority to keep

actlon progects on track, thelr coordinator role will be greatly diminished.

We examine this issue more exten51vely in our thlrd year evaluation.

. Development of Action Project Evaluation Designs

As we noted in our first-year final report two dlStlnCthe types of

evaluation designs were received from the local program staffs. De51gns for

the Joliet program will provide basic lnformatlon on progect performance.
Because the achievementof these performance objectives was expected to have
but these relationships
were not cast in an analytic framework, the queatlon of prOJect impact on crime

can at best be answered from only a global hlstorlcal perspective,
our own approach to assessing local programs!
in section 3.2 below).

much as in
1mpact on target crlme (described

The unanticipated 1nvolvement of . the’ Crescent Reglonal

evaluator holds some promlse for "tlghtenlng" actlon project evaluatlon designs

to somezﬁxtent The evaluatlon of the special Prosecutlon Unit will be more

a/ns of 1ts berformance are made w1th the performance of

the State Attorney s Jfflce on similar case

s 1n prior years.*

*More willybe%said on Re

o gional Office 1nvolvement in
Admlnlstration.section,

UHCR programs under the
below.
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Again, the Peoria program, due to the nature of its planning effort,

provides an opportunity to move one step beyond this more traditional approach'

to project evaluations.* Using project performance data as input to the resi-
dential burglary "explanatory model," estimates of'“expected" residential
burglary levels—-oomputed in the model, can be made. Comparingctﬂese estimates
with observed levels provides a means of validating the model; comparing both
of these data sets with resrdentlal burglary levels prOJected from & pre-progeot
time trend (which is tantamount to assumlng that no prOJecLs were in operation;
and examining residential burglary trends over the same time period in other
parts of the state, will tighten the confidence that can be placed in the find-
ings of the evaluation to a degree rarely found in the literature. Ironically,
the first of these three analytic tasks is already known to be faced with the
problem of feeding data to the "explanatory model" that fall outside the range
of values that were used to calibrate the model. This occurred because one of
the model's explanatory variables is time from arrest to indictment, which .
fell shaxply after the Dedicated Prosecution Project was implemented.**

The Champaign program's evaluation design for the Team Policing Project
consisted of.lists of criteria and measures that would be considered in the
evaluation. However, the lack of structure for this design precluded our’
understanding of what was actually being planned. Local evaluation plans we
have seen for the Designated Prosecution Project are similarly vague.

In sum, our findings with respect to local action project evaluation
designs echo those of our first year evaluation: that regardless of how well

or when they are executed, little additional insight as to projects' impact on

N

target crime is anticipated, excépt possibly in Peoria. Even in this case,
it may be found that the technical problems confronting the designs will be

difficult to overcome.

Action Project Evaluation Activities

Action project evaluation activities have takeh place in all three
: b .
cities having action projects. After missing the chanke to evaluate the

i
t

*
We relterate that it is the process, and not the analytlc technlques, that is

the object of this discussion.
%%
The guestion at issue here is whether the relationship, between residential

burglary and the speed with which adults arrested for that crime are pro=-
cessed through the system, can be expected to hold outside the range, of
observations. ,

Iy
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Moblle Crime Prevention Unit, the Joliet program staff is now rece1v1ng monthly

tabulatlons of case information for the Special Prosecution Unit in its second

Year. However, no assessment of these data havg surfaced to date.

As noted earlier, an evaluation of the Team Policing Unit was conducted
by a consultant for that Champalgn project. This effort was also "global"
inasmuch as no data on Team actiVities were presented in the evaluation.*
Rather, the evaluation relled on the results of two telephone surveys=--one each

\\ﬁ in February 1977 and 1978--conducted within and outside the team area. Changes

in vitimization rates, reporting of crime, fear of crime, and premise security

measures taken foxr the two groups were assessed and no srgnlflcant dlfferences
were foxnd Viewed as "preliminary" since it was based only -on one year's
operations, this evaluation appeared to have had no impact on the City's
decision to apply for continuation funding for Team Policing.

‘The interim gvaluations prepared by the Peoria CRC staff for the Dedicated

Prosecution Project and the Physical Evidence Project, were comprehensive and

carefully documented. As we indicated above, these evaluations speak only to
the question of whether these projects ‘ire meeting their objectives of speeding
up the system with respect to target crime case processing and 1ncreas1ng the
number of target crime suspects identified and consequently,’ the number of
arrests for residential burglary.

Administration

In our first-year evaluation, we stated that improvements could be made
in the manner that ILEC administers the UHCR Program in the four cities, and
we indicated that one of the key dlfflcultles was the lack of a Program Monitor
whose primary duties would be to update the Program guidelines as the Program

~evolved in the four cities; detect and correct, to the extent possible, local

program departures from these guidelines; and facilitate the grants admlnlstratlon

procedures that have been instituted for all ILEC grants.,
The designation of such an individual proved infeasible. As a result,
ka number of administrative problems were encountered over the course of our:

second—year evaluatlon, such as the thirteen-month- delay in Joliet's Rebate

*The scope of the evaluatlon was not lntended to include

an . i
Team activities. Aranalysis.of

7
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project; indecisiveness over the fate of the East St. Louis Program; local
uncertainties about what action projects might qualify for funding under the
UHCR guidelines; and whether certain types of program staff activities ﬁight
be permitted within the scope of the Program. ‘
The dual ILEC monitoring structure for the Program (joint monitoring
byethé UHCR Program Monitor and project area specialist) and the apparent
jylack of communication bétweén ILEC staff and regional office stgff who dealt
with Program matters were also sourcés of administrative difficulty. For
example, only shortly before the grant application fgr Joliet's Victim-Witness
. Aide projéct was withd;awn, two documents were prepared regarding evaluation -
. of the project, one of them an evaluation design for the project. While the
availability of this design may prove to be of value to other victim-witness
projects, this effort might have had a different priority if the regional
evaluator had been informed of the possibility that the application would
" “‘either be withdrawn or denied by the Planning and Budgeting.Committee. The
involvement of the Crescent regional evaluator in UHCR program matters would
have come as less of a surprise (with evaluation of the Special Prosecution
Unit), if communications between ILEC and the Crescent Region had been better.
We found that instances such as these wesre detrimental to the morale of local
program staff, causing a noticeablé degree of cynicism toward the Program. In
another example, East St. Louis, after submitting a grant application for the
Tactical Unit, received a number of suggestions from ILEC (at times conflicting)
for revising the application. In the meantime, the Police Chief was asked to
resign, leaving uncertain the specific type of project® the department wanted.

Ultimately, no satisfactory action project was developed.

Local Assumption of Programs

One of the major issues confronting the UHCR programs in Champaign,
Joliet and Peoria during our second-year evaluation has dealt with the future
of the program,kthe UHCR staff, and the Crime Redﬁction Council, when ILEC
funding ceases. This, of course; is an issue faced by any administrator of
grant programs or projects, buﬁ”becéuse of the two-pronged planning/action

nature of UHCR, these decisions are more difficult to make.
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~ year, than in the first.

- steps taken twoards i

evaluation functions. Similarly,
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Whether the local programs, or their component parts will be assumed

under local budgets is, in the final analysis, a function of their perceived

value by loc€}~governyent officials. Clearly, an assessment of the capabilities

of UHCR program staff beyond managing a federal/state program will have to be

made in each city, within the context of competing priorities For local funds

As things presently stand, the Champaign p:ogram staff is funded through

January 1979; the Joliet staff through August 1979, and the Peoria staff
: ’
through December 1978. ‘ '

‘Because the Program guidelines have at times been narrowly intérpreted

by ILEC, there have been limits to the activities in which program staff have

; engaged. These limits, in turn, have not given the local program staffs

a full opportunity to demonstrate its value much beyond the scope of what could

be achieved within the guidelines. This has been less true for Champaign and

Joliet than for Peoria which, as indicated earlier, has taken great Precaution

to maintain the integrity of its work with regard to the target crime and the

decision-making process. The overriding factor that will influence the shape

of th%7lOCal programs after ILEC funding, howevér, is likely to be the economic

conditions within the cities‘and the financial status of theylocal governments

inve . od 1 i i
lved. . As noted in one of our interviews, assumption of costs for a local

criminal justiqe planning unit is difficult in the face of lay-offs in fire

and ‘police departments.,

inally, We observe that, except in Peoria, the ILEC regional offices

appear to have played a more active role in UHCR matters during the second
Whether this is a conscious or &hconscious result of
. ypstitutionalizipg some of the UHCR functions within the
feglon can only be surmised. In Champaign, the intenf was reasonably clear
‘lnvthe City M?nager's 7 April letter: ‘ »
with the East Central Illinois Criminal

matters would bz sought par

that;a greater level of coordination
Justice Coordinating Council on program
ticularly for the action project mdhitﬁring and

though reached by a différent route, the

role of the Crescent Region in the Joliet pbrogram has, to date, been in the
area of project evaluation designs (as well as the eval k k

‘ nations: themselves when
the data became available) . | |

Thi§ cqmpared toywhat“appéared to' be a purely

administratd . i .
qlstratlvef(reVLew)‘role during our first-year evaluation. In East St. Louis
N " ) ’ ’ !

o ) : .
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3. ANALYSIS OF TARGET CRIME DATA

7

o ‘ we already mentioned that consideration had once been given to having the . . - . . . ‘ e i
: ~ ‘ This section examines crime trends in relation to local programsi All

2/

region develop the Phase IX Impact Plan under contract to the City. While o, . . . . .
' , of the data referred to in this section pertain to crimes coming to the atten- :

this never came to pass, the influence of the Southwest Illinois Law Enforce- . - 4 , ‘s s \ :
i : tion of the law enforcement authorities (i.e., the number of reported crimes,
| ment Commission in criminal justice matters affecting East St. Louis cannot be E i ' L . ~ ; .
rather than the number of actual crimes).. Section 3.1 updates from the first-

-

§@ k denied. Although the region servin Peoria contlnues to be represented at ! . , . . .
' , , g g 9 p yvear evaluation the manner in which a complaint' made “to law‘enforcement officials

CRC meetings and to recelve program materials, we found no indication of an ) . $ o . Vs
' is processed and eventually appears in a crime count. A description of our

increased level of involvement in decisions affecting the shape of the program . . . .
~ " construction of the data base of target crime(s) for each of the UHCR cities
after ILEC funding ceases. ' '

and observations concerning the level of confidence we place in the data was

included in the first-year evaluation. Aan update to this deséription concludes

Summary : ’ ’ section 3.1l. Section 3.2 presents a detailed explanation ofgthenmethod used
; - Our second-year evaluation findings have been delineated with far more to analyze shifts in crime trends when action projects were made operational.
%S B . confidence than was achievable in the first year. While our findings speak to i k “ : v : !
R "~ a number of problems with the Program and assert that only Peoria carried out’ 3.1 Data Origins
P : ,

the process originally intended for the Program, we belieVe that a number of 7.

Beginning in 1972, law enforcement agencies:in the state have been sub--
’ steps can be taken at this juncture to optimize local program ef*orts in the mitting monthly crime ana agencyastatistics to the T1lircis Department of Law i
o other two' cities-over the t;me‘remalnlng.* These are Outllndd in the Enforcement's Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS). Among the data ‘
! ’qonclusions and recommendations provided in Section 4. submitted are those that fulfill the reporting needs of the FBI's Uniform

Crime Reportlng System (UCR) , including monthly data for Return A and the

Supplement to Return A.- These offense and clearance: StatlSthS ‘had prev1ously

been reported directly to the FBI on standard forms by Ipcal and state law
\_

P )|

enforcement agencies. Offense and clearance counts are faltled on Return A

‘for the standard crime‘categories of the UCR system. The Supplement to
k'Return A provides a more detailed examination of property crimes, including

breakouts of residential and non-residential burglary and the type and

yalue.of property stolen. Data compiled from these two forms constitute

the core“crime statistics in the FBI's annual report, Crime in the United

States. A general descrlptlon of the forms used to submit data to CJIS
and the- output reports they provide was included in the flnal report of .the
first-year evaluation. The data flow through the police departments are

-schematically presented in Figures 3-1 through 3-3. -They have in common a

reported incident as 1n1tlal input and three IllanlS Unlform Crlme Reports

*Bast St. Louis" departure from the Program will release unspent fuuds that
might be applied to continue the other local programs beyond the dates

indicated earlier..

(I-UCR) as final output.

[nt
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Champaign (Residential Burglary)

e \ . . ‘ :
Residential burglary countskweﬂe estimated for years 1972, 1973, and

1974.* Counts appearing in Monthly Return of Offenses Known. to Police reports
were used to construct the data base for 1975 through the first five months

of 1978. No othe¥ counts of residential burglary were available in Champaigh.

Joliet (Robbery and Burglary)

- Robbery and Buiglary counts were obtained from Offense and Clearance
Trénds reports for the years 1972-1976. ‘Counts for 1977 and 1978 were
obtained from the CrimebAnalysis Unit of the Joliet Police Department. We
felt as a result of our pfocess.evaluation that these were the most reliable
figures. Although there are small differences between‘these values and
counts obtained from Offense and Clearance Trends reports, use of the latter

counts would not change any of our conclusions.

-

Pecria (Residential Burglary)

Residential burglarygcountsvwere obtained ‘from the staff of the Crime
Reduction Council forx 1972; from the Peoria Police Department's On-line
}nformation System for 1973 through 1976; from the Peoria.Pblice Department's

' Specific Crime Search Program for 1977 and the first three months of 1978; and
from the Uniform Crime Report for April, May, and June of 1978. Differences
between alternative data sources do not appear to be great and the use of an
alternatf%e data source would not change any of our findings. Staff of the
Crime Réduétion Council called to our attention the fact that we'hadwzeversed
the counts for April -and May of 1976. " This error has been cgi;ected for this
report, | . ’ - “

- Monthly crime counts for 1977 ahd 1978 uséd in *his report and
described above areé presented in Table 3-1.%% serious questions about the

‘reliability of these time series were presented in the:finai'report of the

first-year evaluation. These caveats should be taken into consideration by

*The procedure used for this estimate was given in the final report of the

first~year.evaluation. :
**Monthly crime counts for 1972 through 1976 are included in Appendix B.
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TABLE 3-1
. INCIDENCE OF TARGET CRIMES BY MONTH FOR 1977-1978
) ;
ear i &
%ith R%i‘é‘i’ii'i’il R o
urgl%ry Robbery Burglary Burglary
1977
Januar& 48 18 127 1
February 27 34 liG gj
Zz::? /(FQ\\jz 19 l61 | 105
ﬂ 12 149 - 135
May ¢ 40 18 156 156
June 46 20 119 160
ngy 79 20 - 205 191
August 89 17 134 159 !
w}September 59 29 161 179
Qctober 86 1% 146 : 185
November 62 22 134 175
December 124
1ome 24 116 121
January “ 52 | 16 97 114
February.. . 47 24 117 123
1 March 45 20 82 110
April 54 14 . 88 109
May 28 Y 128 155
June 9 123‘ 121
s . S
N
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i ] it i indon that the substantive con-
the serious reviewer. However, it is our@fp £ ‘

clusions of this report would,not/shiftfuithin the range of error made ;
explicitiby alternative data sources. Whether our conclusions would stand,
given a more intensive auditing effort than was*possible within the scope of
the program evaluation, (particularly when -incidents are first reported to

the police) must still remain an unanswered question.

3.2 Analysis of Crime Trends

Our analysis strategy JS to fit . thelmonthly crime counts as closely
as éosslble for secular trend, subtract the f£it, and look at the reSiduals
‘for evidence of a program effect. This entails transformation and representa—

tion of the data in an iterative fashion, examining the "significance" of
successive iterations to improve the £it to: the data. We begin with a
description of the models used to fit the four target crimes in the three
UHCR cities and conclude with a discussion of the~direction in which we are
moving to make judgments about “significant" shifts in trends over periods

when action projects are operating. : : ¢

S

- \
i The Descriptive Models

% Examination of the crime counts for all four target crimes suggests a
gene\al increase from 1972 through 1275, followed by a decline in 1976 and a
: easonal varia-
recent increase. The target crimes all erhﬁbit some level of s .
tion, with crime counts tending to be lowér in the early spring and higher j7
’ ! : =) : ‘
- during the summer. 7

Rather than discuss our model building exerCise only at the general level,

N

£
it may be more helpful to the réader to go through an example taken from one o
the UHCR cities.

134.0.

The average for all 78*% monthly counts of burglarv in Joliet is
with a standard deviation of 40 3. .We note that this is equivalent to
stating that the sum of squared reSiduals (SSR) ‘of the data from the mean

value (our first "model") is 124,867.

<

Given no other information,** we would

*January 1972 to June 1978 .

C**We, of course, do have othexr infbrmation about the crime counts--their
Ssequence.
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‘adjusted count in month t; and Y(t)

. of the target crime data suggests that with ‘the exception of burglar

TS

i i

estimate 134.0 burglaries a month in Joliet. There would be conSiderable

uncertainty about the accuracy of this estimate, as reflected in the standard

deViation, because approx1mately one time out of three the burglary count Wlll
be less than 93.7 or greater than 174.3 (134.0 + 40.3).* The data can be
represented uSing the following model:
Y(t) = bO ' . {t=1,2,...,78) (1)
/4 : :

where b_ is the mean of the monthl

R ( ~
Y burglary count in Joliet and Y(t) is

computed for’§:= 1,2,...,78. It is of course a constant (i.e., 134.0).

In view of what appeared to be monthly patterns in the level of crime

from year to year, the first step of our analysis was to seasonally adjust the

Taw monthly counts; using the ratio-to—mOVing—average technique, **

; ‘This was
accomplished by deriving a set of twelve "typioal seascnals™:

which adjust the

monthly counts in each year to a hypothetical value absent "seasonality."

The number of target crimes has been seasonally. adjusted so that changes that

occur between consecutive months can be ascribed *to other than seasonal factors
(e.qg., climate, number of days in the month,

holidays, whethexr students are in
school, etc.).

Application of these factors to the burglary count in Joliet
reduced the standard deviation from 40.3 to 36.4,

or equivalently, reduced the
SSR by 22,890 to lOl 977.

It is also important to note that thé mean of 134 kA%
remains the best gquess of burglary in Joliet, even thou

gh the level of uncertainty
has been reduced.

Consequently, the first model also applies to the Seasonally

adjusted data base.

Vs . ‘ o
In the next step, the data was modeled as g linear function of time:

"
. ¥(8) =b+ bt

1 o : (t =1, 2,//...,78) (2)

where b and bl minimize the SSR between Y(t) and Y(t); Y.(t) is the seasonally

is computed from eqiation (2). Examlnation,

y in Joliet
there is little linear

This is corroborated by the relatively

(with an increase in explained SSR from 18 to 26 percent),

trend for the remaining target crimes.

*It was actually outSide the ‘range of the two values 23 times out of 78.

**This Procedure was discussed in detail in the final report of the first-
Year evaluation. - . =
***The mean of the seasonall

Y, adjusted data may shift slightly (usually less
than one percent) from th

8" mean of the unadjusted data. £
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small SSR\reduction in moving from the 'seasonally adjusted model (1) to model (2).

Examination of the crime trends suggested that the SSR might be further
reduced by using a model containing a second degree polynomial. The next step
kin our analysis, therefore, repreeented the data as:

T(t) = by + bt + b2t2 e =1,2,0..,78)  (3)

where again bO’ bl and b2 were Chosenkto minimize the SSR between Y(t) and
?(t). The use of a model containing a gquadratic term reduced the "unexplained"
SSR for burglary in Joliet by 38, 178 more, to 52, 864. With the exception
of reSLdentlal burglary in Champalgn, model (3) provided a 51gn1flcant
improvement (p <.001) in fit over model (2). This reflects (confirmed by
examination of the figures) a generally increasing level of target crime from
197£>to 1975 and a generally declining level of crime from 1975 to the present.
The apparent upturn of reported crime over the last vear suggested the

use of a model containing a cublc term. Thls model took the following form:

: _ 2 3 , - 7
Y(t) = bo + blt + b2t + b3t (t ;1'2"f"78) | (4)

with bO' bl"b2 and b, chosen to minimize the SSR between .Y(t) and T(t).

. This model resulted in‘an SSR reduction of 2,692, with a remaining unexplained
SSR of 51,698 for burglary in Joliet. Model (4) provided a signiflcant,improve—
ment (p < .05) in fit over Model (3) for both burglary and robbery in Joliet.
There was no significaht improvement (p > .05) in fit for residential burglary’
in Champaign ané Peoria.

Inspection of the reported residential burglary counts in Champaign
suggested three turns in the series® 'a decline from the beginning of 1972 to
the beginning of 1973, an increase from the beginning of 1973 to the beglnnlng
of 1975, a decline from the beginning of 1975 to the beginning of 1977, and an
increase from the beglnnlng of 1977 to the beginning of 1978. We applied a
model coutaining a fourth degree Polynomial}to represent the data:

¥(t) = by + byt + b, £2 + b3t3‘+ 5;t4 (€ =1,2,...,78) (5)

with bo, bl' b2, b3, and b again chosen to minimize the\SSR between Y(t) and
Y(t) The results for champalgn are both dramatic (compare the relatively.
unchanging models in Figures 3-4 through 3-5 with,Flgure 3-9) and significant
(p < .001). Although no similar patterns could be seen for the remaining
three target crimes, we nevertheless applied model,(S),to the data. No;”

significant improvements (p > .05) in fit were found nor was any significant

e b ot o et Aty e

- improvement (p > 05) in £it found . by attempting to fit the Champalgn data

with a model containing a fifth degree term.

The fitting of.a model to data,

for which we cannot see the pattern
it is meant to represent,

suggests that what we are doihg may in part be based

on judgment rather than replicative rules. For example, another researcher
14

finding no improvement in £il% using 11near, quadratlc, and cublc models may,

de01de that the best model is 51mply the mean of
_the seasonally adjusted data.

Judgment . Not "seeing"

for reasons of parismony,

"Seeing" three turns in the data requires a

three or four turns in the serles of reported crimes

also requlres a judgment. The analysis of data is in paxt, after all, an art

After flttlng a model to the data that was both a "51gn1f1cant"

. improvement over a model with one less term and that looked' reasonable when
graphed agalnst the reported. crime counts, a binary (dummy) variable--

representing the presence (value 1) ox absence (value 0) of action projectse—

* . s
was added. If a "significant" reduction 1n the SSR were to occur at thls stage,

such a flndlng would add evidence to the possibility of a program effect in-

the overall evaluation of the ‘UHCR Programs. With this term in the model havmng

unit value for the months of October, November, and December 1976 and after,.

and zero values elseWwhere as in equation (5) below, the "unexplained" SSR for

- burglary was reduced in Joliet by 4,972 to 46,727. . ' |

The final model for the Joliet burglary data can be written as:

¥(t) = b+ 2 34 ' |
(t) = by bt + b t” + bt™ + b3ﬁ (t=1,2,...,78) (6)

where bO' bl’ b2, and b3 are as before and x = 0 for.t =1,2,...,57 and@d x = 1

for t = 58, 59,...,78.

Table 3-2 summarlzes the discussion. above for burglary in Joliet as

well as the other three target crimes. For each equation, the unexplalned SSR,

the 1ncrease in explalned SSR obtained by using a model 1ncorporat1ng the next
hlgher order polynomlal the cumulative explained SSR,
cent of the explalned SSR have been provided.

of the "Unexplained SSR" and the

and the cumulative per-
It should be noted that‘the sum

"Cumulatlve explained SSR" is always equal to

the "Unexplalned SSR" for the unadjusted data of equatlon (1) /75 ~ 124,867 for

» *Champalgn S resxdentlal burglary data

CK Sy
i
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was fltted by a guartic model,

both rabbery and burglary in Joliet by a cubic model, and a quadratlc

model for residential burglary in Peoria.

o

- 85

i . S

—————— T — R . e
DA R ‘ -‘_» i Lol S : ‘ ‘ ) " ' E 2




s ' ‘ : ( b
: | - \ W2 il
iy _ 3
Y . burglary in Joliet. Each successive model moves some of the SSR from the * %‘f
) E "Unexplained" to the "Explained" column. The question we address below is
; : [
\BLE 322 whether a "significant" amount”of the SSR has moved from the "Unexplained" &
TABLE 3-2 . ;
i
DESCRIPTIVE MODELS OF MONTHLY CRIME COUNTS AND SUMMARY OF SSR to the "Explained" column.
REDUCTION FOR THE FOUR TARGET CRIMES IN THE THREE UHCR CITIES |
T " In addltlon to Table 3-2, Figures 3 4 to 3-27 provn.de a graph:.c ) 5
’ " cumulative presnntatlon of the successively improved models used to fit the data for
Un- Increase in Cumulative - percent of . R - :
explained explained explained axplaine ‘each of the target crimes. They also provide the percentage of unexplained
dodels W SSR SSR SSR SSR(i.&.,R ) ) R N o : /
, . and explained SSR for each of the fitted models. I
i
Champaign ]
Residential burglaryb : ) - ) ‘
o 1) () = 60.7 (Unadjusted data) . 21,667 0 0% Significance .0of Successive Models : ; {
(1) ¥(t) = 61l.4 (Seasonally adjusted data) ) 20,069 o 1,598 - 1,598 7 - 5 o ; o : = )
[ : : . ‘ , s . W s o "
(@) &) = 63.7 - 059t , L 19,934 ] 135 1,733 8 ' We turn nrow_ to’ the question of judging "significance" at each step of ;%
(3) ¥(t) =61.7 + .089t - .002t 19,879 55 1,788 8 ; ; R the analysis des'cribed -above: The regression procedures we have descrlbed to i
| oo o . 2 3 ; ‘ :
(¢ =63.0 =*.095t + .004t" - 00005t ~ © 12,865 14 1,802
{8) (e} = €3.0 ¢ 3 3 P o , : thls po:.nt may be properly v:.ewed as descr:.ptn.ve, but techniques used to judge
15) ¥(t) = 79.0 - 4.0t + .22t° - 004t # .00003t 18,174 - 1,691 3,493 8 . : ‘
(6) () = 80.6 - 4.3t + 2382 - 004t + _ | 15,330 2,844 6,337 29 TR - s:.gnlfa.cance are couched Ain the la"xguage of inferential statistics. By
‘ 3 N o = ’ . 3 & i )
Jéliet .00002t" # 39.3x N B 1, xferent:.al stat:.st:.cs, we refer to)analys15 performed on sample data that
Robber:
ey o SR : 0% (R . w:Lll be general:.zed to a populat:.cn (i.e., estimating populatlon parameters
(1) Z(E) = 20.3 (Unadjustedi gy 4,467 ; 0 , i ; '
(1) (&) = 20.6 (seasonally dd%isted data) 4,395 . 72 72 2 R 3 from sample regress:.on statistics ppr testing statistical hypothesis about
’ s T . 1 1 ‘ 2 - B 3 ' ' i ‘
{2) - ¥{£) = 19.5 + ,028t 4,364 3 0. ‘ AN T population parameters). For statistical inference in regression analysis,
3 2 ‘ : 396 499 11 e ‘ ‘ ‘ , . ~
(3) ¥(t) = 14.3 + .42t - 005t 3,968 . A . | : A . . . ‘
< 5 3 . ‘ 468 067 22 , S o stochastic error;! terms—-assumed to have normal distributions with mean zero-=-
(4) -¥(t) = 7.2+ l.4t - 3037t + .0003t” 3,500 R .= BT a ‘ ‘ } :
v N 3 e ERE ' > . Y
(57 $(t) = 6.6+ 1.5t - .039t% + .0003t> + 5.1x 3,420 80 1,047 .23 jv R are postulated for the model. This in effect requires treatment of the oo
f - R ; 3 . . ) A . . §
. ; - I model's parameters (the b's in the previous equations) as stochastic variables
. Burglary ' 5 X AT . R LV . . L )
(1) 2(8) = 134.0 (Unadjusted data) b 124,867 o, 0% g . . ﬁ of which the given data set provides mean and variance estimates. We have in
= 0 ] i . - ’ iy R o R
(1) () = 134.3 (Seasonally adjust‘ed\\l‘data) ‘ 101,977 .- 22,800 . @ 22,890 . *~7l8 this report also used the usual hierarchical method of decompos;LtJ.on to tast
L) = ! ‘ 92,568 9,409 32,299 |26 ~
(21 %(k) = 115.0 + ,49t i ! oo . ! 5 : & 1 o the improvement in fit using models of higher order polynomials.c However,
(3) %tk = 3.6 + 4.3t - .049t l' 54,390 38,178 70,477 56 e . ‘ i ~
(4) B(E) = 46.8 + 6.8¢ ~ .13t% 4 00()7t3 51,698 2,692 © 73,169 39 3 ; we have used it as an estimate of a significance test described below, that :
{5) @it} = 42.0 + 7.5t - 14e2 +=-°°¢5°t3 + 40.3% 46,727 L 78.1al &3 S ﬂ ‘ does not assume that we are making inferences from a sample to a population,
A o - . B . . . :
: I Bl but makes reference only to the properties of theé given crime data.” This non-
Peoxia - ; ! I “ ) ] - ; ; .
Residential Burglary ; . parametric approach has considerable intuitive appeal, treating the data
~ . i . . . @t N : . “ Y R .
(1) ¥(t) = 159.3 (Unadjusted data) | 141,349 0 0% 4 . base ‘as;a population rather than as a sample from some population (whose
5 : 6,070 18 - - , ! ' ‘
1) €(t) = 161.0 (Seasonally adl tiid data 115,279 26,070 26,0 RN e : ‘oo .
o ~( oy (easgnaliy adi ” : ' 26,482 1 conceptualization we found elusive) .* - Our measure of significance with the
(2) (&) = 157.0 + .10t / ‘ - 114,867 az ' 9 I ' .
(3 §(6) = 105.4 + 4.0t - .og9t? ¢ ; 76,391 38,476 7 64,938 R 8 , ; 5 it - . °
(4) $(t) = 96.3 + 5.0t - .067¢2 4 40.2x = 71,521 ' 4,870 69,828 49 :
; & - *See Morrison\ and Henkel, The Signifitance Tegt Controversy, for a historical
~ treatment of|the philosophical and methodological issues in this regard.
/" - Especially relevant is the art"'cle by Hagood, "The Notion of a Hypothetical .
/ , Universe." - ‘ '
// 5. it
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introductian of each new model is based on the increase in explained SSR

ratio.

Incremental SSR
_ due to new model/ 1 ‘
Unexplained SSR/ (N-k-1) e

where K is the number of independent variables in the eguatjion, and N is

7%

the sample size (or, as conceived below, the population size). Models of
o higher order éolynomials were retained if they provided a significantly bettexr
-fit (at the conventional .05 level) over models with one less term., Three of
the models tbat represented the crime data as a linear function of time did
not significgntly improve the fit over -the mean of the seasonally adjusted
data. In all but Champaign, the introduction of the quadratic model dramatically
increased the level of explained variation. It should be noted that the
quadratic term includes not just t2, but t as well:‘ k

We turn now to our own method, which treats the crime data as a popu~-

lation and generates its own comparison frame for judging significance. It is
our intention to develop and, if it proves féasonable, utilize this technique
‘in the third year,evaluation. The technique is straightforward: with each
successive model of higher order polynomial, we lccate the increase in explained
SSR within the context of increases in explained'SSR that result from the
réndomly—generated permutations of the (in this case) 78 data points. Thus,
if we set our significance level at five percent, the increase in explained
SSR for the actual sequence of reported crime counts must be larger than the
increase in explained SSR for other permutations more than 95 percent of the
time. Cleafiy,’the set of all possible permutations is too large to consider
calculating the increase in explained SSR for all its members. With the aid
of ¢omputers, however, performing the calculation for a random sample of, say,
10,000 of the. 78! possible permutations cf the 78 monthly crime counts is
perfegtly feasible. For a sample of this size, the increase in explainéd SSR
for the given data would have to be larger than those resulting from randomly
generated permutations in af; least 9,500 cases. A demonstration of "significance"
is seen as reducing the protébility of a chance relationship between the monthly
counts of crime, time, and the dummy variable representing the presence or
absence of action projects. The conventional test of significance used in

this report is viewed as an approximation of this procedure. This new procedure

112

over the model with one less term. Each new model is evaluated by the F - . -

7

would be statistically morekconservative, that is, it would not find signifi-
cance in some cases where conventionai statistical tests that assume such
parameters as normality, independence, and sampling from an infinite universe,
might.

To ¢onciude, none of the dummy variables used to measure the impact
of action programs detected a reduction in target crime. To the contrary, they
all provided significantly better fits while exhibiting upward shifts in target
crimes. However, just as we tautioned attributing statistically significant
reductions in the level of target crimes to program effects, these increases °
may also be caused by other factors. The argument that either an increase or
decrease in crime was due to program effects rests on additional monthly data
and further analyses of these data (such as by lagging the dummy variable's
interruption point); the findings of the victimization survey battery (Joliet
and Peoria only); and on judgments relating to action project performance and

other qualitative and quantitative project characteristics.
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4. b CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our central conclusion about the processes of the Urban High Crime
Reduction Program separates the four cities into three groups.
@ Peoria, which due to a unique combination of circumstances,
was’ able to carry out the UHCR processes (planning and

analysis, project monitoring, and project evaluation) as
conceived in the design of the program.

e Joliet and Champaign, which found themselves in the middle of
a mismatch between the UHCR design and local criminal justice
system needs. , ’ -

e FEast St. Louis, which was simply unable to cope with the’program.

The Peoria program demonstrates that the process can work, albeit only rarely.
At the outset of our first-year evaluation, we would have been quite skeptical
about reaching such a conclusion. At the other end of the spectrum, the UHCR
design was simply a pcor match with the ngeds of East St. Louls. General
improvement funds would be far more appréé}iate.

In between lay the Joliet and Champaign programs, which were con-
fronted with tension between the progfam design and local needs. However,
this tension was insufficient to snap the program tie with ILEC, as had
occurred in East St. Louis. We felf that the planning approach in both cities
put the cart before the horse: project areas were examined, then ways wére
explored to tailor the top-ranking project to the target crime; suspects and
defendants in target crime cases; or people convicted of target ¢rimes. Data
presented as part of the planning effort were left to speak for themselves.
As a result, interpretations of the datakby Council members tended to reflect
their experience and preferences, and were generally left unstated. Many
people find it difficult to interpret statistical and tabular data, for the
purpose of providing “or suggesting answers to queétions. Organizing the data
in a mannér that can be utilized in speaking to questions is the key to . .
analysis. These are difficult and challenging tasks that were not success-
fully met in Joliet or Champaign. Champaign was one step further removed from
the program design, in that the target crime of residential burglary seemed at
times almost incidental.

At the close of our first-year evaluation, it was evident that Champaign,

Joliet and Peoria had viewed the UHCR program differently. All three perceived
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local determihation of problems and needs, within a limited range, and the
allocation of program funds to these, as uqderlying program elements.
Peoria adopted the guidelines quite strictfy, keying virtuwally all its pro-
gram activities and decisions to the question of their probable impact on
the incidence of residential burglary, and subjecting this question to

empirical test where possible. By planning action projects in phases, the

Champaign and Joliet programs essentially answered at the outset some of the

questions posed by the Peoria program. Thus, for example, while Peoria

stud;es were being undertaken to determine, among other things, the relative
effectiveness of increasing the speed of case processing and reducing recidivism
in reducing the incidence of residential burglary, before deciding on the allo-
cation of action funds, Joliet was studying recidivism, among other things,

after program funds had already been;éxpended on or committed to action projects

in earlier phases. Given the Champaign City Manager's decision to use remaining

UHCR funds to continue operating the Team Policing Unit prior t¢ the completion
of the Phase III Plan, that city's ability to rest funding decisions upon com-

parisons of empirically-based analyses was similaxrly limited.
In the final analysis, the Champaign and Joliet programs may be more

realistic examples of the local criminal justice planning function in the

context of a grant program. Indeed, we noted previously that the Peoria

program resulted from a unique set of circumstances. 1In our view, the

Peoria program successfully distinguished the UHCR design from more typicél
crime impact efforts. Whether Peoria's crime impact can also be distinguished
from those of the other cities; whether the Peoria approach to project planning
can be justified on other than crime reduction grounds; and whether other
program benefits‘ogtWeigh costs in each of the cities remain to be addressed

in the third and final year evaluation,

Recommendations

The second-year evaluation finds the Urban High Crime Reduction pro-

gram in the following situation:

® East St. Louis participation in the program was términated;
due in large measure to this city's inability to convene
its Crime Reduction Council.
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® While the other three cities have remained in the program,_
only one has captured the essence of the pProgram design.

8¢ Whether target crime has declined significantly since the
implementation of action pProjects needs further analysis;
whether a decline, if identified, can be attributed to the
program (and its component projects) remains to be answered.

® All three cities are faced with the question of what form,

if any, the UHCR program should take when state funding
stops.

Based on these observations, our first recommendation is to utilize
that portion of the unexpended East St. Louis program funds to maintain
local program staffs in the other three cities until ILEC funding of action
projects ends. This is a necessary (though not sufficient) condition to ;
having projects continue their operations towards the common goal of reducing
target crime. Any funds remaining after this should be allocated equally to the
three cities, to bolster planning, monitoring or project evaluation efforts, to
continue action projects in operation, or to fund new action projects. ‘

Our second recommendation is that greater emphasis be given to loeal
monitoring and evaluation of action pféjeéts,in'the time that remains, since
we will rely in part on the findings oé”local action project evaluations in
our overall evaluation of impact on target crimes. Keeping_yhe programs
intact through monitoring is one of the main reasons why our first recommen-
dation was made to continue funding of the local program offices. If action
projects were to operate as though they were not part of a larger proggam,
then there would be little need for a program staff component.

Our third recommendation calls for the scope of allowable staff
functions to be expanded, thereby providing an opportunity for the staff
to demonstrate its capabilities beyond the UHCR deéign. These“might

include: 4
® technical assistance to line agencies (but not te supplement
general line agency staff work);

® service as an interagency or intergovernmental liaison
within the local criminal justice system, and between this
system, other municipal functions, and communit organiza-
tions; orx

e service as a local criminal justice research agent, to
conduct studies and evaluations;
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The expanded Scope of activitieg notwithstanding, our fourth recom-

mendation is that Crime Reduction Councii meetings continu

Plan updates prepared, for the allocation of remaining UHCR actien funds¢7

The formal local Program decision—making should not be discontinued

Finally, brogram guidelines éhould be amended, alluded to earlier to
- - 14

Permit immediate implementation of these recommendations
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Crime

MATERIAL EXAMINED: CHAMPAIGN

4

(/

B . . i
Reduction Council Minutes

3 March 1977

11

12
18
16
21
25
17
28

May 1977

October 1977

October 1977

November=1977 ’ \\§
December 1977

January 1978 .

March 1978 " /

. | | | y

April 1978 8

Correspondence and Memoranda

6 May 1977: N. Weisman to CRC members, re: Possible Phase II
programs to be discussed at 1l May 1977 CRC meeting
13 september 1977: N. Weismaas to S. Peck, re: Activities that could

13
13
13
27
28
‘28

28

be undertasken with $31,000 in additional planning
o

funds

October 1977: N. Weisman to G. Adams, re: Transmittal of Phase IT
Plan -

Octo?er 1977: N. Weisman to W. Holland, re: Transmittal of Phase II

§ Plan . : «
October 1977: N. Weisman to J. Zagel, re: Transmittal of Phase IT
: Plan ,

October 1977: N. Weisman to O. Fabert, re: UHCR support for Champaign
County Crime Prevention Council .

October 1977: N. Weisman to W. Dye, re: Review of Champaign County
Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant application

October 1977: N. Weisman to D. Long, re: Review of Champaiyn County
Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant application

October 1977: N. Weisman to P. Dollins, re: Review of Champaign County

Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant application

28 October 1977: N. Weisman to R. F. Mottley, re: Review of Champaign
County Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant

- application . :

28 Qctobexr 1977: N. Weisman to E. Hedrick, re: Review of Champaign

e County Crime Prevention discretionary grant application

28 October 1977: N. Weisman to D. Long, re: Review of Designated

' Prosecutor grant application

28 October 1977: N. Weisman to P. Dollins, re: Review of Designated
Prosecutor grant application

28 October 1977: N. Weisman to E. Hedrick, re: Review of Designated
Prosecutor grant application

31 October 1977: N. Weisman to F. Dye, re: Transmittal of Police Vehicle

' Utilization Study ‘
7 November 1977: N. Weisman to.CRC members, re: Proposal for continuation

10 November 1977:

°funding

to the ILEC for continuation funding of the UHCR program

“N. ‘Weisman to E. Millsw®, re: Approval to make application -

ey

LY
-y

Q@

.....

~—=~"Preliminary Findings from Initial Citizen Survey,

University of Illinois,
Champaign Urban High Crime cCit
"Team Policing in Champaign '™

16 November 1977

17 November 1977

: 12‘Decémber 1977;

6 March 1978
16 March 1978:

6 April 1978.

6 April 1978:

3, 4, 6 and 7
April 1978.

7 April 1978:

Program Documents

g A e SR — Sy <L
- A R e b 531 3

E. Miller to ILEC, re:
Funding :
E. Miller to Mayor and City Council, re:
for Continuation of UHCR program

A. Beard to s. Lamberton, re: ‘Review of Designated
Burglary Prosecution grant application

UHCR Staff to F. Dye, re: cCalls for service analysis
N. Weisman to p. Mateson, re: Collection of data on

Request for Continuation

Application

‘parolees in Champaign County

N. Weisman to p. Gerontes, re: Briefing on Peoria
Police Department Crime Scene Search Unit
N. Weisman to F. Dye, re: Visit to-reoria's Crime

Scene Search Unit and possibility of such a unit in
Champaign

G. Spear to various sources of documentation on proba-
tion services, re: Possibility of obtaining documents
on probation issues and services

E. Miller to s. Peck, re: Modifications fo the Champaign
Urban High Crime Program- :

Phase .II. Plan - Adjudication, dated September 1977

C@;mpaign Urban High Crime Pro

gram Burglary Offender Tracking Project,

/1975 and 1976 Preliminary Report, 5 May 1977

undated

" by Peter F. Nardulli,
undated .

izen SurVey Instrument, February 1977
" by Peter F. Nardulli, University of Illinois,

Preliminary Report - Combined Police Services

Phase III Plan

Other

News article:

- Social Services and Corrections, dated July 1978

"Lazarro Makes Switch from Lawman to Lawyer," Champaign

Morning Courier, undated

Police Vehicle Utilization Study,

Grant Applicatioqs and Authorizations

produced by UHCR staff, 31 October 1977

prepared 10 June 1976 for the peri
Grant application for Designated B
3 October 1977 for the period 1

W

[}

urgla;y Prosecution Program, prepared
‘December 1977 to 30 September 1978
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Clty Councrl Bill 77-362 Authorizing City Manager to Execute an Appllcatlon"
to Illinois Law Enforcement Commission f6r the Urban High Crime Impact
Progect dated 6 Decembér 1977 @
o Appllcatlon Review of Designated Burglary Prosecutlon Program recelved
28 October 1977 for the grant period 1 December 1977 to 30 September 1978

UHCR grant application prepared 10 November 1977 for the perxod,l January
1978 to 1 January 1979 _ ; _ o :
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MATERIAL EXAMINED;

. " JOLIET
Crlme Reduction Counc1l Mlnutnsp
L
15 December 1976
23 March 1977 S .
25 May 1977 .
8 June 1977 S o .
25 August 1977 . T 7
25 October 1977 ‘ ) o
- 2 February 1978 <:7 X\ o
6 April 1978 ® \ »
25 May 1978 Vo
Corresgpndence and Memoranda : ' ’ &
5 January 1977: S. Lamberton to B. Gerhart, re: Neighborxhood Drime _
' Prevention Rebate “Program 5 :
24 January 1977: B. Gerhart to S. Lamberton, re: Respdhse to questions
- o on grant appllcatlon for Nelghborhood Crime Prevention
‘ Program .
25 January 1977: F. Breen to G. Gersey, re: request for oﬁe month grant
' : : extension.for Mobile Crime Prevention Unit .
10 Pebruary 1977: D. Fogel, ILEC Director to N. Reck, Mayor, re: Award
‘ of grant for Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program
15 Pebruary 1977: G. Fitzgerald to CRC members. not . present at 14 February
. ., 1977 meeting, re: proceedlngs of 14 February meeting
3 March 1977:v .. G. Fitzgerald to- 'F. Breen, re: Application for crlmlnal -

7 March 1977:
8 March 1977:
11 March 1977:

11 March 1977:

21:March 1977
23 March 1977:

23 April 1977:

27 April_

6 \June 1977:
3

’14\gune\1977a

the Special Prosecution Unit

“semlnar on crime
- G.~Fitzgerald to

‘on UHCR

justice information for research purposes
F. Breen.to G. Gersey, re: explanation of request for

- grant adjustment for Mobile Crime Prevention Unit

S. Peck to M. Colllns, re: completion of Phase II Plan

‘and subm;ssmqp ‘of the Phase II action grant application
A, Beard to G. Gersey via J. R. Oksas, re:

‘Condition of
award for the helghborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program
G. Fitzgerald aﬁd B. Gerhart to S. Peck and G. Gersey,

re: revised budget for Nelghborhood Crime Prevension

‘Rebate Program

E. -Petka to S. Peck re:- purghase of a typewrlter for

G. Fitzgerald to R. Feeley, Corporatlon Council, re:. N

‘Parental responsibility\ordingnce

G. Fitzgerald to A. Bearov re: ‘proposed evaluatlon de51gn

'for the Special Prosecutlén Unit

G. ;Fitzgerald to CRC member » re: proposed workshop-
victim and witness assistance ~

Sgt. J. Gracs, Superv1sor of Mobile Crime
Prevention Unit, re:. performaﬁce of the Selectlve Enforce-
ment Unit : \\ ¥

G. Fltzgerald to K. Heyman, res newg coverage;of[seminar =
G. Fitzgerald to E. Petka, re: spécial parking privileges = ~
for witnesses in criminal cases . R B

o - e :1 ,‘k ‘
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15 June 1977: n G. Fitzgerald to A. Lopez, Community Relations Director, - : ; ) .
S7 T ! , X 1 March 1978: . to A. : . ' 1
: re: hiring of a Victim-Witness Advocate in the Community e io §§2r25213a2io§e2;déh:eSpeﬁialF;zzgzziigoi éiiiJnse
Relations Department o - : : .
20 June 1977: C. Rowe to M. Collins, re: appointment of Dennis J. Wolff, & March 197§' ZeuizitzéaizzO;zigr§§;er:i tolfeb?iizglié ghzﬁsa;ggent 1
‘ Warden of Joliet Correctional Center to the CRC . ; . ! - 4 . e a
1 August 1977: G. ‘Fltderald to F. Breen, re: - nonappearance of defendents anzﬁgiﬁzos g;vgiziztiiiformlng public service work as
w ' : t led t proceedi
= 1 Bugust 1977: 2 :2:2§:r:ldc:2rN pKegie ;Z?S "Operation Jaws" 16 March 1978: A. Beard to B. Morrell, re:; correspondence concerning
, 7: . F . P : . . . .
{ 9 - September 1977: . G. Pitzgerald to G. Mueller, re: east side rev1tallzatlon Eﬁitcrescent region evaluation of the Special Prosecution y
5 o and crime control suggestions ) ;
i ~ : ~ s 7 h 1978: . . Lamb i . i : i ’
' ¥ 14 September 1977: G. Fltzgerald to E. Petka, re: offender based t:acklng 1 Marc 9 iev?::rgftzh: Cit i;tzng::,i Gi;itlzaniizzéioivilzatlon !
L - 15 September 1977 ; 20n21523:§:id to City Manager, re: pexmis sablllty of Victim-uitness Aiﬁe Project - é
2 H O ¥
ol : . 21 March 1978: . : . : i i
e : Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program o ~ grogzziiftoniitPEtka’ re: data fomms for the Special g
g% EZ 16 September 1977: R. Oldland, City Manager to J. Zagel, Executlve Director : S ; {J 22 March 1978 M. McDaniel to A. Maddox, re transmitted letter for
i o . . .- )y L3
: of ILEC, re: clarification of use of LEAA funds for ; grant application with ncte concerning evaluation com=
: ; Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program i , ponent for Victim-Witness Assistance Project
s 22 September 1977: G. Fitzgerald to Chief Judge Orenic, re: access to o ] ~30 March 1978: T. Maddox, Assistant Administrator to General Council of
} _ traffic records and on-line computer criminal records u ) : LEAA to J. Zagel, Executive Director of ILEC, re review
o 4 for the courts & 1 . pr M S d : .
e 26 Séptember 1977: J. Zzagel to R. Oldland, re: legality of Neighborhood A I gmNiigﬂg:rg‘l’:: giiﬂ: g‘;ﬁgiﬁi’;ﬁii:ﬁiPf:‘.’gr:moreg:ﬁg”ég
i l: » Crime Prevention Rebate Program T , v g fungs ctions on
¥ N . . N " ' .
! . 28 September 1977: G. Fitzgerald to Chief of Police, re: robbery and ; e ¥ - 11 April 1978: R. Oldland to Mayor and City Counc1l re: report on :
5 ) burglary trends T ' ) i :
i . : T - Team Policing Need and Feasibility Stud
; [} 28 September 1977: R. Oldland to J. Zagel, re: lega}lty of Nelghborhood ERER. 13 April 1978: Gs Fitzgeralg to Director of NeigiborhoZd Services
} ’ Crime Prevention Rebate Program - Sy & T . N » . : "
i 4 October 1977: G. Fitzgerald to Lt. T, Trevision, re: privacy regulations izgatiepzzgzzgentatlon of Neighborhood Crime Prevention
; ~ 3 Novemker 1977: G. Fitzgerald to Chief of Police, re: target crime trends ) . . .
z; {3 . , Octobergl976 and~Octoberfl977 ¢+ I® g ! ; 1 : 19 April 1978: A. Beard to G. Fitzgerald, re: Evaluation Component-
. 8 November 1977: G. Fitzgerald to F. Albert, Director of Community Develop- R T R 26 hpril 1978 gOl;:zkvtgt;m 31:2::iaizslizanc:pgiz;iEZteness of the
1 X - B . . N . —~—— : .
o i : ment, re: "Evaluation of SENQ Street Light Program . - . -
',i ] 22 November 1977: City Manager to Mayor Peck, re: role of Criminal Justice = e : 1 May 1978: glcgétizltge:s ;Zii p;ZJech;iozagHgi g;zgegoifigizon
A Planning Division : S L) : :
,g 23 November 1977: G. Fitzgerald to F. Breen, re: data on patrol officer Lo 1 May 1978; gorgitﬁgzrziz :ﬁeglaéeiiosiz?tozcgzgzs taken in response
aoey , effectiveness 5, Lo - , ) i : * v ; .
‘ ; 1 13 December 1977: G. Fitzgerald to R. Colv;n, Joliet Region Chambex of E i § t:o: Peck’s letter on victim-witness aide grant applica-
y i Commerce, re: encouraging businessmen to enable employees N B
S = ; oL 8 May 1978: . Jd. t inoi : .
S to cooperate with low enforcement and criminal Justlce \ 7 Y gtaiiz:: Ezgzrafngsgﬁﬁifzziﬂiﬁ Sirxl'irzrj; piibatiiilmns
DR agencies o\ 18 May 1978: amb : ' ith-
IR { 23 December 1977: , J. Zagel, Executive Director of ILEC to R. Oldland City Al o ; géaaal z;tzgetgigéiifsiénz:e azgzno:iiig:meizc:£izﬁe with .
R E . Manager, re: Nelghborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program . I ?'5\ Spring 1978: . Fitégerald 6 CRC members, re: gavailai?lity of
R | B ; : - : . Fi ’ : ‘ ]
B . compliance with LEAA guidelines : T I additional $50,000 for UHCR planning
T & - 4 January 1978: R. 0Oldland, City Manager to J. Zagel, Executive Director - Undated: G. Fitzgerald to F. Breen, re: proposed performance
St I of ILEC, re: Neighborhood Crime Preventlon Rebate Program DA g - measures for team police .
, v : compliarice with LEZAA guidelines e K U : “
b . ; ~ , ndated: . t t :
i [: 23 January 1978: G. Fitzgerald to CRC members, re: Phase IIT programmlng i} : GreF;r:gizililmz local attorneys, re survey on case
Y . E ’ 23 January 1978: G. Fitzgerald to CRC members, re: Project area recommen- ; S - : Undated: N g gitz erald to local attornevs, re: Survey responses
R . : dations for use of remaining funds ’ ' o BEER b R ) ' f;om logal attornevs Yo, ¥8: Y P
7 ] V 30 January 1978: A. Beard to S. Lamberton, re: Evaluation Review- : : Y
£ ) continuation grant for the Spec1al Prosecutor Unit S I
; 17 February 1978: G. Fitzgerald to B. Morrell, re: specific responses to o
Lk . items in the Evaluation of the Special Prosecution Unit T .
- L ig 24 February 1978: - B. Morrel to G. Fitzgerald, re: response to Mr. Fitzgerald e mz '
2 %' ‘ : 17 February letter : g B Bl
. i ‘ B ‘
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Program Documents

Offender-Based Tracking Report, January 1977
phase II Proposal, Special Prosecution Unit, 1 February 1977
Phase III Impact Plan, August 1977
Offender Based Tracking Report, 25 August 1977
Director's Report for Meeting of 25 October 1977
Proposal for a Neighborhood Victim Assistance Project given to Neighborhood
Services Divisicn, November 1977
- Addendum to Evaluation Plan for Nelghborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program,
17 November 1977
Statement of Goals for 1978 for the Joiiet UHCR Program, prepared by the Office
of City Manager, Division of Criminal Justice Planning
Goals and Objectives, Criminal Justice Planning Division, 1978
Evaluation Plan Outline Draft Phase III Corrections, January 1978
_ Offender Tracking Form II for Defendant Demographic Data
.~ Target Crime Report, Fourth Quarter 1977, released January 1978
Phase III Proposal, 25 May 1978 '

Other

News Article: "Special Prosecution Unit Funds Sought," 24 November 1976

News Article: . "Prosecution Unit Praised,” (Herald-News) 30 April 1977

News Article: "Two Convicted in $21,000 Robbery," (Herald-News) 30 April 1977

News Article: "Punch Sought for Crime Victims Act," (Herald-News) 3 June 1977

News Article: "40 Officers Sweep Area for Suspects," (Herald-News) 22 July 1977

News Article:; "Number of Robbers Facing Judge Doubles," (Herald-News) 26 October 1977

Journal Article: "Offender Tracking System Pinpoints Problems," (Internatlonal
City Management Association) Vol. 6, Issue 9, October 1977

News Article: "Ex~-Offender Program Mandatory for Jobless on Probation," (Herald-
News) 1 January 1978

News Article: "Massive Crackdown on Burglars," (Herald-News)

Memorandum to .SPAL Directors concerning "Use of Block Grant funds for Security
Systems™ 13.July 1977

November 1976 Joliet Police Department Monthly Crime Bulletin

December 1976 Joliet Police Department Monthly Crime Bulletin

January 1977 Joliet Police Department Monthly Crime Bulletin

February 1977 Joliet Police Department Monthly Crime Bulletin

March 1977 Joliet Police Department Monthly Crime Bulletin

26 November 1976 Resolution of County Board, re: Approving Application for a
Special Prosecution Unit '

1977 Highlights, Criminal Justice Planning Division, City Manager's Office

Outline on Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Program Phase III Corrections

Non-disclosure. of Criminal Justice Information Agreement between the Metropolitan
Area Narcotics Sguad and the Joliet Criminal Justice Planning Division e

Non-disclosure of Criminal Justice Information Agreement between the Joliet Pollce
Department and the Joliet Criminal Justice Planning Division

An Agreement between the Will County Adult Probation Department and the Model
Ex~Of fender Program, 31 January 1978

An Evaluation of-che Special Prosecution Unit, prepared by the Crescent Regional
Criminal Justice Council, January 1978

Rt

3 U= &2

]

—

Grant Applications and Authorization

Grant Application for Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program dated
1 November 1976 for the period 1 January 1977 to 1 QOctober 1977

Statement of Grant Award, Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program dated
10 February 1977 for the period 1 February 1977 to 30 November 1977

Statement of Grant Award for Special Prosecution Unit dated 8 March 1977 for
for the period 1 April 1977 to 31 March 1978

Request for Grant Adjustment for the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate
Program asking for extension from 30 November 1977 to 30 June 1978

-Grant Application for the Special Prosecutor's Unit, prepared 22 November 1977
for the period 1 April 1978 to 1 April 1979

UHCR grant application, prepared 22 November 1977 for the period 1 February 1978
to 1 September 1978

Grant Application for the Victim-Witness Aide Project, prepared 23 February
1978 for the period’'3 July 1978 to 3 January 1980

Grant Application for the Victim-Witness Aide Program, prepared March 1978 for
the period 3 July 1978 to 31 December 1979

Request for Grant. Adjustment, Mobile Crime Prevention Unit, 1 March 1977

ILEC response to Grant Adjustment request for the Neighborhcod Crime Prevention
Rebate Program 5 April 1978, approving grant extension from 30 November 1977
to 30 June 1978 ’

Grant Application for the Target Crime Restitution program, prepared 1 July 1978
for the period of 1 October 1978 to 1 January 1980

UHCR grant application, prepared 15 July 1978 for the period of 16 September 1978
to 16 August 1979.
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MATERIALS EXAMINED: ' PEORIA

Crime ‘Reduction Council Minutes

19 Januvary 1977

3 March 1977

30 March 1977

25 May 1977

29 June 1977

24 August 1977

12 Qctober 1977 ; ‘

30 November 1977 : : R .
23 February 1978 &

5 June 1978 (Draft)

Correspondence and Memoranda

27 June 1977: R. Mills to A. Moore, re:

congratulations on Adult
Master Plan :

9 May 1977: A. Moore to R. Sommerfeld, re: proposed budgets for
. ’ Peoria Action Projects '
‘1 July 1977: A. Moore to S. Hendron, re: proposed evaluation plan
% ; for Adult Master Plan Projects

2 March 1977

recommendations
1 March 1977: A. Moore to CRC members, re:
related to residential burglary
1 March 1977:
27 March 1977:

27 March 1977:

A. Moore to CRC members, re: Anti-fencing operations
A. Moore to CRC members, re: Criminal Information
Center goals and potenelal operations

A. Moore to CRC members, re: Automated Flngerpllnt
Searching Project

A. Moore to CRC members, re: Summary of Vlctlmlzatldn
Survey

A. Moore to CRC members, re: Descriptive Informatlon
Regarding Juvenile Study Population

B. Shepley to CRC members, re: An Analysis of the
Illinois Juvenile Court Act

27 March 1977:
23 June 1977:
27 June 1977:

19 August 1977:

7 October 1977: A. Moore to CRC members, re: Grant Matters
7 October 1977: A. Moore to CRC members, re: continuation of planning
activities :

7 October 1977: A. Moore to CRC members, re:

continuation of adult
~action projects SR

Program Documents.

. May 1977 Crime Impact Action PrOJecLs - Operating Budgets
~Undated - Adult Master Plan PrOJects Evaluatlon Plan
June 1978 Dedicated Prosecution Project, Interim ‘Report
June 1978 Physical Evidence Project, Interim Report

e

A. Moore to CRC members, re: summa:y of police project
" Police tactlcal operatlons

A. Moore to CRC members, re: Physical Ev1dence PrOJect

‘,;5 ; . s

o

Other,_’

Manella, Frank L. "An Analysis of the Illinois Juvenile Court Act," in
Youth and the Law. Champaign-Urbana: Police Training Institute,
University of Illinois, 1976.

28 November 1977 Crime Scene Unit Operations, Pre and Post Project Performance
Data

28 November 1977 Dedlcated Prosecution Pro;ect Processed Residential Burglary
Defendants, June 10 1977 to November 13, 1977

Crime Reduction Council Resolution, re: provision of funds to extend two
police action projects through i% December 1978

Grant Applications and Authorization

UHCR grant application, piepered 12 October 1976 for the period from
1 December 1976 to 31 December 1977

Statement of grant award, dated 4 January 1977 for the term:'1l December 1976
to 31 December 1977

UHCR Action Project grant application revised 16 December 1977 for the period
-1 December 1977 to 31 December 1978

Statement of gran E\award for adult master plan action projects dated
6 February 1978f§or the -term 1l December 1977 to 31 January 1979
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F INCIDENCE OF TARGET CRIMES BY MONTH FOR 1972~1976 K
o ’ ,.\; [ n . a
‘ 1 ' . - tear * _Champaign __Joliet . _Peoria it
‘ i kY . = and = Residential 2 v Q & Residential
3ol = : stonth Burglary . : Robbery Burglary Burglary
{ © [ . . .
in 1572
: g u S : January 68 : i ) 20 55 : ’ 97
g - February 52 7 10 69 109
3 { “‘March 57 7 60 117
A * . April 77 . : 14 73 . 131
1 May o 80 s 14 . 72 o 106
§oL June 49 13 99 : 111
e o { July 64 - 20 130 157
‘ . August 69 . 10 114 - 134
’1 o 5 September . : 73 . 10 74 ) 1123
October - 49 11 73 137
L. November : 60 15 86 144 .
e S [ December i N 55 10 76 +131
-y = ] ‘ 1973 . ) :
i . January 56 . 18 92 - 129
& : ; Fabruary 31 17 30 o 120
§ March ~ 29 18 102 ‘ 147
N T i ‘April 74 26 108 ) 136
, ~ 3 ‘ vay : 67 ‘ 16 134 f 129
‘ N , June 57 26 118 147
= R RS July - 63 21 ‘158 197
: i : August 80 ) 31 133 169
A : -3 Septamber 60 & 26 159 208
3 : oLl . October 60 - 35 135 171
[ 4 APPENDIX B : : : R ) , November & . 18 151 175 .
. s : ) - : Decembér 44 . . 21 165 ‘ 207
. P . - 1974 s :
T4 . ’ . — : > *"January . . ‘ S0 27 ’ 163 126 o g
Yo i . . X Februaty 41 To29 179 : 127 -
. 1 March 56 ¥ 24 ‘212 , 160 -
: April , 46 15 , 133 138
| : ‘ [ ) May o 74 » 25 204 142 o~ R
P . g June 64 33 ;281 , 147 ‘ : .
N ; Julys 69 ; i1 . 253 : 208
: “ 8 ™ Auygust 83 28 , 194 206
: . September . . 84 .19 125 147
L . L. ‘ Cctober 77 31 127 179
i - . November - 88 . 29 145 . 213
o s * December . 80 ; 37 128 245 p
I : p - 1975 : « X
. 1 , ’ Tanuary o : 93 ' 32 110 ‘ 266
s B | Pebruary - 67 24 102 o
£ ‘ : ¢ ‘1\. ‘ March 71 . o 19 115
- i April’ . 59 16 122
R - § i May . 84 . 13 la0
- i June 65 : 32 . 184 !
1 . o ¢ % ; July A 68 : 30 171
= ~ \ ) August 83 . . 30 193 -
- ! ‘ September - 73 28 142
. ' October 68 : C13 . Fi29
November oo 56 13 104
December o -1 , 27 152
1976 , ‘
January . - 87 : SRR 29 135 T
‘February 9 S & 1ol \ N
wareh ~ 43 : 13 153 e
ApEil ‘ g4 - L 4 161 | R
ay : 43 S12 49 I
June . 53 : 14 170 ) \* k
July ‘ . 55 : 23 ' - 186 .),‘:) ) o
August ’ S 66 . - 13 144 3
Séptember 49 S33 152° , ;
October . <39 20 i 177 : ”
Novemrber ' 47 . 17 121 - ;
Dacembey : :
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