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1. INTRODUCTION 

This introduction provides an overview of.the Urban High Crime Reduc-
) 

tion program and our second-year evaluation of that program~ The section 

opens with a brief 4istory <'arid description of the UHCR program, follo\V'ed by 

a discussion of the second-year evaluation objectives and activities .. Con­

cluding is a review of the first-year evaluation findirigs. 

section 2 provides an assessment of the loc;;;al programs under the 

second-year evaluation period. This section consists of two parts for each 

city: detailed and objective chronologies of the activities and processes 

occurring, and evaluative comments based on these chronologies 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 

~ 'c t' t t' r'mes Because no action pro]'ects programs' impact on tl.e::.::c respec ~ ve arge c l. • -

.,.;are iln~Je!nented in Ea.st st. Louis i only Champsloign, Jolie.t. and :I?eod,a data are 

analyzed. 
Finally, in section 4, we formulate our conclusigns for the:,second-

year evaluation and their implications for the third-year and final evaluation 

L~sts of the materials examined are given by city in the of the p~ogram. ... 

Appendix. 

.. 

1. 1 1/ ., UHCR Program Summary 

The Illinois Urban High C~ime Reduction pr?g~am, funded by the Illinois 

Law Enforcement Commission since early 1974, tests the thesis that.local govern­

ments can plan, implement and evaluate action projects designed to reduce 

levels of crimes of their own choosing. Each city participating in the program, 

established. a C:cime Reduction Council consisting of key local criminal justice 

system administ'.rators, 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; provide coordination among the elements 

of the local criminal justice system; and enc~urage cooperation and coordina­

tion among agencies or offices represented on the council. The Mayor, Chief 

of Police, state's Attorney, Chief Judge, and a representative of the state 
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Department of Corrections were required Council members. Up to four. additional 

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

Three major objectives were specified for the local programs: 

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

(2) To evaluate the effectiveness of v~ious 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 th.e local program would'address; develop a 

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

as well as the local program overall~. 

1. 2 Second -Year Evaluation Obj ectives 

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

the program processeS iil each UHCR city and to collect and analyze baseline 

data 9n target crimes. Given the three-year struct.ure and ongoing nature of 

this evaluation effort, the intents of the second-year evaluatiQn were (1) 

to continue the first-~ear efforts by updating our assessment of program 

efforts and target crime data and (2) to lay the (1 groundwork for the more 

extensive investiga'cion of progrC\ID processes and impacts that will OCCllr during 

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

second-year evaluat!ion al.so implicitly re-examines many of the first-year 

conclusioi~s, with regard to program processes. 

Two major objectiy,es~.p.ave guided this se;cond-ycar evcz:luation: 

• to follow the progress of the UHCR programs and the 
administr-ation of the UHCR program by ILEC; 

• to present preliminary and tentative findings with regard 
to target crime impact of the UHCR programs. 
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AlSio 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 s~cond-year evaluation, and were revised prior ~o 

their incorporation in our third-year evaluation proposal. 

Local UECR Program Progress and ILEC Administration 

One of the major ongoing efforts. under this objective was the update 

of the program chronologies b~gun in the first-year evaluation. These 

detailed accounts of program events, actiVities, and processes provide a 

basis for Qu.r evaluation of processes; they highlight the similarities and 

differences 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 with UHCR program participants and site. visits 

to each of the cities. 
, . 

Another important part of our.second-year evaluation was the review 

and commentary provided on local action project evaluaticn 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 st~ffs thus improving 

prospects for identifying successful projects 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 clos~}ly 

adapt their UHCR planning activities to the needs and constraints of their own 

locality. Efforts such as this may become increasingly important as the UHCR 

progr~, and the funding support provided by the program, draw to a close. If 

the staff and Crime Reduction Council are permitted at this point to adapt or 

expand their activities to the more general nee~ls of their communities, tney 

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 

funding. Thus,participation in this revision process has important implica­

tions for understanding the current program processes, for assessing the more 
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lasting impact of the entire UHCR program on the local criminal justice 

systems, and for assisting in the continued ope:r.atioI'l:.s of the advanced 

practices implied in the UHCR program design. 
,J 

Pre]J.rn.inar,Y and Tent~tl.ve Findings on Target Crime Impact 

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 efforts, 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 
obj ecti ve • Among th~in were: 

• updating monthly target crime; 

• updating, the flow of information which the local police 
departm~:nts 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 
programs on target crimes will be based. 

1.3 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 processes relative to the program design as articulated in the guide­

lines, opportunities for the localities partiCipating in the program, ILEC 

administrat.ion of the UHCR program; and the quality of target crime data. 

Th'6 evaluation found that t,he UHCR program had afforded the UHCR 

cities a t~ique opportu~ity to study local crime and criminal justice problems. 

The progr?lll\ guidelines framed the approach that was to be taken, but other­

wise they only minimally stipulated Crime Reduction Council and staff activi­

ties. 01J.:r. evaluation noted the contrast in approaches taken by Peoria and 

the other three UHCRcities. The .Peoria Crime Reduction Council conducted ' . /;P 
a series of studl.e~>to determine how the system has behaved i'D the past with 

respect ,to the target crime of residential burglary. While the studies were 
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only able to address the adult component of the system':wit:hin given time 

const~aints, the p~ocess of postponing the alJ.ocation of iFeso~ces to action 

p~ojects until afte~ the completion of a formal empirical analysis was found 

to reflect most nearly the intent of the guidelines. 

The Urban High Crime Reduction prog'ram 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

year~valuation found that the local progra~s 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 as 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. Exc9pt in Peoria, where regular 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 justice ~gencies with 

an opportunity to experiment with innovative action projects which would 

normally be outside the budget limitations. Participating cities were able 

to implement projects such as' team policing or specialized prosecution c;lnd 

to test the feasibility of those projects, in terms of both policy and 
administr a ti'on. 

Two of the UHCR cities, Joliet and Champaign, had made continuing 

efforts to keep the public informed through the media or the Crime Reduction 

Cluncil. The other two UHCR cities did not appear to make such an effort: 

E~st st. Louis discussed the issue but little action resulted from these dis­

cussions; Peoria maintained a relatively low media profile, possibly due to 

the~~~hnical n~t~e of its program approach. 

The first-year evaluation found that administrative factors of the 

,program were both complex and time-consuming. These factors delayed the 

progress of the p;rogram to some extent, and impeded t~¥l abilit,y of local. 
~ ~~ ru.tL......c:t<:q.., programs to view themselves as a unit working towards r commonAgoal. 

The first-year evaluation noted an unexpected downward trend in 

b~glary and robbery trends which could have serious implications for the 
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analysis of action project impact on target crimes. Over the five-year 

period preceding the first ye"r evaluation, burglary and robbery trends, 

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

UHCR Cities, other ~llinois cities, and the nation as a whole. 

The evaluation also raised serious questions concerning the reli­

ability of the data. Specifically, it was found that therE~ we:ce serious 

internal discrepencies within the crime reporting system of the state Depart­

ment of Law Enforcement and between this system and local crime reporting 
systems. 

Several recommendations were made as a result of the first-year 
evaluation. In part' I 't 

~cu ar,.~ was strongly urged that steps toward replicat-
ing the program be taken t' I . 

. ',' ,cau ~ous y, ~f at all, since extensive preparatory 
act~v~..:~es are necessa,ryt;;o ready local governments for partic~pat~on 

.... _ .... in such 
programs, and since the co'sts and benefits of this approach could noi: yet be 
assessed. 
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2 . PROGRAM PROCESSES 

'.-'\ 

'+'his section provides updates f I.,' o program ~?rocesses and our assessment 
of" t',',hese processes. For each 't h 1 \I c~ y, a c rono ogy 1i\as been prepared .which up- I 

dates the descriptions of the local programs inthl9 interim and fin~l reports 
submi tted in our first-ye, ar evaluat~on.' h ... T ese were derived from our review 
of program materials and from discussions with theilocal program directors 

and the ILEC Program Monitor. * Each city'~ chronolbgy is followed by our 

commental:Y on the course of events during the past ~~ear. This reflects our 

cumulative experience over a two-year per~od, d' k ... an ~S, eyed 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 Pl~n and had begun work on Phase II, which was scheduled for 

completion in July ,1977. Residential burglary W"!-iS chosen as the target 
crime, and a Te P I' , , am 0 ~c~ng-Res~dential Burglary Abatement project had been" 

funded since December 1976. By Ma¥ 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 im~rtant implications for the second­

year evaluation. 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 thiE> meeting of the CRC, the Director of the UHCR program, 

Neil Wei.sman, describe.d recent efforts to estal)lish Ch", . " . a ampa~gn Coun'Cy 
Crime Prevention Counc:i.l, deSigned to present c,rime prevention programming 

information to the metropo~itan Champaign-Urbana area. He noted that volunteers 

from va.;dous agencies interested in crime preventx.;ri
j 

had formed a council 

that a steering committee of about 10 persons had been established, and that 

task for~es were to be formed to investigate issu'es of ... funding, .j?rofit status, 
formulation of" by-laws, and membership. 

* Materials examined are listed by city in Appendix A. 
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was the pl;ogress made under Phase II 

of the program. The s'l:aff ha,'l begun an offender tracking analysis of bur­

glaries cOmIQitted in 1975 and 197\~, and a preliminary report on thes~ findings 

was produced on 5 May 1977. Some of the results of this analysis were pre­

sented and <;liscussed. In particular, it was noted that 18'percent of the 

burglary offenders arrested by the Champaign police Department lived in the II 
, \ 

team policing target area, while an additional percentage lived in the fJ~inge 

ar~as around the target arE:la. Additional types of analysis were also dis­

cussed. 

Finally, suggestions on Phase II action projects were solicited. A 

microfilm storage and retrieval system for States Attdrnies' records was 

suggested" and Neil Weisman stated, that h~ had already made initial conti:l.cts 

with companies capable of providing eqUipment for this effort. The possi­

pility of obtaining criminal reco:td information from other counties using a 

teletype machine was also raised, although state's Attorney T0m Difanis, for-

mer UHCR proglii'am Director in Champaign and now a CRC member by virtue of his; 

office, voiced concern that a machine of this nature would have limited 

utility du@ to data limitations in other areas. ~~rough a motion of the CRC, 

Mr. ~-;reisman,~was instructed to investigate the availability and cost of dif­

ferent types of microfilming/retrieval equipment. 

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 tracking 

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 :t "approach." As described in the Plan, this 

program would consist of three major components: 
~ 

• Priority prosecution of designated burglary cases by 
one designated state's At~orney~ 

• Liaison with the Te9m policing Unit and screening of 
all arrests filed by that"unit; 

• Establishment of a microfilm storage and retrieval 
system for the State's Attorney!s case record files to 
aid in the identification and prosec~tion of repeat 

o o{fenders. !,I-
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Responding to a request for information from Ms. Suzenne Peck of 

ILEC, Mr. Weisman authored a letter on 13 September 1977 which b;defly out-
'i 

lined the activities that could be carried out if $31,000 in additional 

planning funds were made available to the Champaign UHCR staff. Hr. tveisman 

noted that existing funds would support the staff,until 20 January 1978, and 

that the additional funds would enable continued 

1978. phase I, II, III, and IV activities which 

this extended ,period were listed. 

d!?erations through 1 September 
Ii 

d,buld be carried out in 
i 
1 

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

which serves Chc~paign and Vermillion Cotmties, waS designated a Criminal 

Justice Coordini~tingCouncil. 
il 

Accord;i.t,19 to the date indicated on the application, th~ phase II action 

grant applicaticln 
:1 

for the Design6ted Burglary Prosecution Program was completed 

The a?plication requests $65,411 in grant funds for the on 3 October 19 "{7 • 

first 10 months ·'of a two-year program period, beginning 1 Decew.Der 1977. 
'i 

As in the phase in:I plan, the phase II, grant application proposes a three-
il component project, consisting of priority prosecution of burglary cases by a 
~: ... 

designated atto.rhey for the Team Police Unit; and a microfilm storagl; and re-
d 

trieval system f~~r State's Attorney records to allow for the identifj\cation 

and prosecution ~f repeat offenders. A substantial portion of the f~pdS re­

quested for this kroj ect were dedicated to equipment and staff for th1E! 
\\ .\ 

records system. ~;Lthough the Phase II grant application was dated 3 ~~ctober 
II 

1977, documentatioi~ from the ILEC P.pplication Review Committee indicat~es 

that it was not red~ived for review until 10 october., 

On 13 octobe;;r 1977, Mr. vleisman sent copies of the phase II Pl!an 
.', ,! 

and an accompanying letter of transmittal to l-1r. Gary Adams, Chairman;of the 

Champaign County Boar\, Mr. t.villiam Holland, Director of the East cent.::z?-i' 

Illinois Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, and Mr. James Zagel, Execu­

tive Director of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission. In his letter, 

Mr. ~7eisman revie\l7ed the process that resulted in the Phase II Plan and 

asked for approval of the Plan. 

The next documented meeting of the eRC occurred approximately five 

months after the 11 May meeting, on 12 October 1977. At that gathering, 
l.~ 

Neil Wiesman discussed the Phase II project, entitled the Designated 
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Prosecutor project. Council members raised questions regarding the source 

of funding after grant expiration and the operation of the criminal ,records 
. \\ I; 

microfilming ~~~ponent of the pro~sed project. ~inally, 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. Soucie 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-
'I 

tion was tU1~ed once again to ,the Phase II grant application. Mr. Weisman 

stressed, that the Council's input in the application was necessary so that 

the staff could submit the application to ~~e County Board, which was to 

provide the cash match. No problems or issues concerning 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 timetabie for Phase II coinciding \1Ti th 
" 

that qf 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. ~tr. weisman 

reiterated the UHCR Council's support for the CCCPC and expressed the UHCR 

Council's readiness to lend its assistance. 
{ !I~ '\ 

This letter was followed with a series of lette~s"directed to such 

individual$ as Chie!~William Dye, Chief Donald Long of the Urbana Police 

Department;, Chief Paul Dollins of the Univers.;i.ty of Illinois Police, 

j,,? Lt. r.olonei'i. 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 

Pr~vention Council's application for a LEAA Community Anti-Crime discretionary 

10 , 
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grant, and to submit any comments or questions to DIven Fabert of the CCCPC 

or .Neil We.isman of the Joliet meR Program. On the same date, Mr. Weisman 

also forwarded copi(is of the grant application for the Designated,Burglary 

Prosecution Program to Chief Long, Chief Dollins, and'Sheriff,Everett Hedrick 

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

Nith a 31 October 1977 memorandum to Chief Dye, Neil Neisman forwarded 

a Police vehicl,E?,..ytilization study prepared by Gary Spear, UHCR Analyst. 
'\,/ 

Produced at the request of the police depart~ent, this report prov{rded a 

5~i';ies of .s,harts ahd accompanying narrative. describing the use of police 

vehicles in Champaign. 

A proposal for contin~ation funding of the UHCR staff was submitted 

to UHCR Council Members in a 7 No:Vember 1977 memorandum from Neil t1eisman. 

The ~roposal explains that curren~ funding would expire on 20 January 1978, 

aIld,~·that operations could be extended for an additional year (to 19 January 

1979) using $31,000 in supplemental funds made available by ILEC plus $25,000 

from previously alloca~ed IL,~C monies. A proposed budget and list of UHCR 

objectives for 1978,..1979 were included in the memorandfun. In a, 10 November 

memorandum ~o City Manager, Eugene Miller, Mr. Weisman explained the request 

for conti;nuation funding and asked for Mr. Miller's approval to make the 

addition.al gra'1t application. 

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

Sgt. Soucie on the Team Police-Burglary Abatement Project. He noted that the 
j' 

manpower prob1.ems which occasiona:lly had surfaced during the summer had 

b~en 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 II action grant application, 

Neil Weisman stated the project and plan would not go befol~'the ILEC 

Planning and Budgeting Committee for approval until December, as the 

Committee did not hold a November, meeting. The projected starting date 
o 

for the Phase II project was rescheduled f.ur 1 January 1978. Mr. Weisman 

also noted that the staff had begun collecting data for the phase III Plan. 

*It was noted in two interviews that a "minority element" within the team 
area made repeated attempts to discredit the unit. 
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The meeting continued with a discussion of the UHCR funding request, 

which would maintain the CRC sta:ff operations until the end of January 1979. 

Mr. Weisman explained that the application, \'lhich was completed on 10 November 

1977, would be taken to a City Council study session on 22 November, and 

that formal approval from that cody should be received by 6 December. 

On 30 November, the application 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 suppJe-

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

been committed to insure an additional year of staff operation.* 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 

Council and appropriate approval authorities. A letter concerning the request 

for contin?ation funding was sent to ILEC that same day, 16 November. Docu­

mentation from the ILEC Application Review unit indicates that the application 

was received on ~: January 19 ~i,8. 

Following .,up on the progress of the Champaign County Crime Prevention 

Council, Mr. t'1eisman noted that it had incorporated and was in the process of 

obtaining a not-for-profit'status. This citizen organization was to assist in 

and 71evelop 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 cOl~ld 

be difficult for the CCCPC to obtain these funds due to the high level of 

competition and political considerations involved in the discretionary g+ant 

process. 

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 

Interi~ Report, the Champaign CRC had been unable to designate a chairman' 

since its inception. At this meeting no decision was reached concerning a 

chairman, but the\,Council agreed to cOhitinue the discussion on this topic at 

the next meeting. 

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 revi'sed. 
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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 UECR program, submitted a memorandum to Sally Lambertson of the 

Application Review Conunittee, concerning the phase 1:t: Designated Prosecutor 

grant application. In that memo Ms. Beard indicated that the Assistant 

Stat,e's Attorney component of the project was perhaps justified by the data 

presented in the application, but she expressed serious reservations over the 

adequacy of the justification for the proposed microfilm storage an~7retrieval 

system for State's Attorney records. In adaition, the memo raised several 

questions concerning the use of microfilming for any proj&ct funded under the 

Urban High Crime Reduction program--given the existence of computerized 
" records systems--as well as the actual value that any such system might have 

in improving prosecution. 

On 21 December 1977, a Crime Reduction Council meeting was held. 

Hr. Weisman reported that t:he City Council had passed the continuation 

funding proposal on 6 D~cenlber, and the the ECICJCC had passed the proposa~i' 

on 30 November. According to Mr. weisman, formal ILEC approval was expecte9 
in the first or second wee:k: of January. 

Sgt. Soucie reportE!d on the Team policing Unit, stating that the 

Unit had initiated contacts; and interaction with schools in the tq.rget 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\-,,\ door-to-door canvass where officers 
\ , t' t' d informed residents of the burgla't'ie~a:nd offered crJ.me preven J.on J.ps an 

assistance. Gary $pear, the Assistant planner for the Champaign UHCR Pro-
(;) 

gram, described the six-month assessment of the Team policing Unit. Noting 

that the assessment was not yet completed, Mr. Spear presented some prelim­

inary data, which were discussed ,by the Council. 

Mr. Weisman then raii3ed the issue of the Phase II plan and action 

grant applicati'i::m. He stated that these had been presented in part to the 

ILEC Planning and Budgeting Conunittee, and that the Conunittee had ,unani­

mously approved the priority prosecution@d t.eam legal liaison aspects 

of the project. Stating that problems'in obtaining approval of the micro­

filming portion of the proposal were anticipated due to the "general 
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improvement" rather than ,I'burglary speci£ic" nature of the component, 

Mr. Weisman announced that the presentation on that component would be 

delayed until February in order to justify it further. 

Mr. liveisman reported that little progress had been made on the 
.' 

Phase III plan, and that,~he Champaign County Crime Prevention Council 
! " 

\~ discretionary grant application \\Tas still being reviewed by LEAA. 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 cotr;:9il 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 ECICJCC and coordination of future pl~'s for the CRC 

with the Director of the ECICJCC. 

According to ILEC documentation, the continuation grant application 

for the City of Champaign was received on 9 January 1978. In a separate 

action, the ILEC Application Review 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 microfi~~~ng of State's Attorney records.* 

Opening the 25 January meeting, Neil \'1iesman reported th~t 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 

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. Speaf reviewed the preliminary information 'on calls for 

service, case .files, Part I crimes, and arrests for the Team policing area. 

During February 1978, the second citizen survey was conducted to 

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

* 0 

The minutes of the CRCmeeting of 25 January 1978 make no mention 'of ILEC's 
decision on the Pha's e ):cI action proj edt. It ,is not knmm if the UHCR staff 
had received for.mal notification of the decis~on before this meeting. 
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Champaign residents living in the target area and 500 Ch~paign residents 

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

Results of these surveys and comparisons with the results::)of the citizen 

survey conducted in February 1977 were presented in an evaluation report. 

No exact date is available concerning the issue of t,his report, but it 

seems that it was released some time in May 1978. 

On 6 March 1978, the UHCR'submitted a report: on calls for service 

manpower to police Chief Dye. The report had·been undertaken at the request 
(/ 

of the Chief. In a letter dated 16 March 1978, .Mr. Weisman contacted the 

Information Systems Division of the state Department of Corrections. 
If 

Mr. Weisman briefly explained the phase III activities of tihe UHCR staff 

and requested that the Corrections Department supply data on the characteris­

tics of parolees, burglary offenders receiving parole, and parolees released 

to Ch~apaign County residences. 
At some point during the' period between the 25 January meeting and 

the 17 March CRC meeting, the Phase II Designated Prosecutor project was 

initiated. During the~117 t.1arch ,meeting, Neil Weisman announced the initia-
~r' 

tion of the project arid stated that Henry Lazarro had been .hired as the 

Designated Prosecutor. Mr. Weisman explained that Lazarro would focus on 

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

generated by th,e Team policing unit and act as a. liaison to the unit. At 
I,) 

this time Mr. Weisman also reported that the Phase II microfilm storage 

and retrieval system was not approved by the Planning and Budgeting Committee, 

and explained that the Committee found the proj~ct inappropriate under the 

UHCR guidelines, because its expected impact on the target crime of. burglary 

could not be substantiated.* He also mentioned that ILEC recognized the 

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 end of January 1979. According to Mr. Weisman; $180,000 was available 

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

Team policing unit and planned for the Designated Prosecutor project. 

*The ILEC staff recommendation cited three reasons: inappropriateness for 
testing crime-specific approach; inessential nature of this equipment to the 
project; mismatch between microfilming costs and use Ji this equipment in 
target cases. 
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Discussing progress on the Team policing project, Sgt. Soucie 

stated that the citizen survey had been completed, and that a prelimin~ry 

evaluation would most likely be available r.~y 1 May. 

He also stated that a grant extension for the Team Policing Unit 

had been requested through 30 June 1978. When asked by Dr. Ellen Handl\~r, 

a citizen appointee of the CRC, what would happen to the Unit after 30 June, 

Chief Dye expressed hope that the project would continue, while noting that 

this would depend on the results of the evaluation and budgetary matters. 

Questions concerning expansion of the team concept to other areas, community 

talks by team members, team officer lnorale and problems qf manpower alloca.­

tion were also discussed. 

Progress on the phase III Plan was next examined. ~Ir. Weisman 

indicated that initial data collection was underway, and mentioned that 

~nder Phase III staff had been investigating probation, plea-bar~aining, 

p:t:'esentence investigations, and public service work with probation. 

Mr. tqeisman also reported that the Champaign County Crime Prevention Council 

was still' awaiting a LEAA decision on its discretismary grant applic~tion 

and that it would be sponsoring a citizens/seminar on crime prevention 

in conj unction with the Police 'Training Insti tU,te . 

Finally, Mr. Weisman announced that there would be a joint meeting 

of the Urban High Crime Reduction Program Directors in Champaign on 21 and 

22 t.1arch. At that meeting UHCR programs would be discussed in order to 

revise guidelines, identify problems, and provide for greater flexibility. 

On 5 April 1978, Neil Wiesman visited the Crime Scene Search unit 

of the Peoria Police Department. That same day, Mr. Weisman sent a memo­

randum to Police Chief Dye in which he described the CSSU and suggested 

that Champaign might wish to undertake a sL~ilar effort to improve their 

crime scene search capabilities, \.,ith()a concentration on latent fingerprint 

development and identification. Mr. Weisman stated that such efforts 

co:ud be funded through the UHCR program and. asked permission to studf the 

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

was received by the close of the second,...year evaluation, it is not knpwn 

if any action has been taken. 
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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. In 

these letters l'ir. Spear explained, the Champaign UHCR program and request,ed 

copies of numerous documents dealing with probation issues and programs. 

On 7 April 1978, City Manager Eugene Miller sent a letter to 

Ms. Suzanne Peck of ILEC, in which he explained several proposed modi­

fications to the Urban High Crime progx:am in Champaign. First,Mr. Miller 

explained that the city ~'lould like to submit a continuation grant applica'tion,~. 
, 'j 

for the Team Policing-Burglary Abatement Project, as it was difficult to 

determine the success of this project within a12-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 Champaign were 

next outlined. Mr. Miller stated that in cooperation with the East Central 

Illinois Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, the UHCR program would, ~upon 

completion of phase IiI planning, shift its emphasis to monitoring and evalu­

ation of the two action projects. According· to Mr. !-liller, local assumption of 

the costs of these projects would rest on these evaluations. He noted that the 

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. Closer 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 City Council 

on their recommendations for the next year. 
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!fenry }',azarro I the Designated Prosecutor 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 percent of the burglary 

cases crossing Mr. Lazarro's desk. May I was mentioned as the date that the 

project would be fully operationai. 

Neil Wiesman stated that the offender tracking project for all 1977 

felonies was nearing completion. Other acti vi ties being carried ou't 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. I>1r. t'leisman also reported that following meetings wi th CET1~ 

(Comprehensive Education and Training Act) and Correctional Employment Ser­

vice 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 

coun9il was still awaiting' official notification concerning an LEAA grant 

applicat:i,on. Starting 4 May 1978, the CCCPC and Police Training Inst.itute 

would be .operating a five-week series of crime prevention seminars. Mr. Weis­

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 
f' df~-) d' l' ~n}.;ligs an ~mp ~cations. As no documentation t'las 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 evaluate the impact of the project, and added that ILEC 

had indicated there would be no problem extending the project for a second 

year, provided that some impact on burglary could be demonstrated and that 

continued monitoring and evaluation of the program was planned. He also 

stated that ILEC would like to see 10 perce~t, rather than 5 percent, match 
. "\\ . 

contribution from the c~ty. M M'll th ")C't ... r. ~ er, e ~ y Manager, stai:~d that he 

would recommend continued funding of the Team policing unit to the 
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City Council, but said that he would prefer to continue with the 5 percent 
o ., 

match. He also indicated that he felt the UHCR program should hold down its 

activities, by continuing lhase I and phase II while not proceding much 
j, 

further into phase III. '~ lengthy discussion of the benefits ensued between 

Mr. Weisman, Mr. Miller, Mayor Bland, and Chief Dye. Mr. Miller moved tha't 

the continuation' of the project be recommended to the City Council; the 

motion was unanimously passed. Mr. Miller rioted that the UHCR staff would 

be working c19sely with the staff of the East Central Illinois Criminal 

Justice Coordinating Council in setting up the grant request. 

The evaluation rep'ort on the Team pOlicing Unit, entitled "Team 

Policing in Champaign!" was prepared by Peter F. Nardulli of the University 

of Illinois. No exact date could be found regarding its completion or sub­

mission to the UHCR program. The report describes the team policing opera­

tions in Champaign, and presents ~'1e 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 !)tudents were removed 

from the analysis, 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\:areas 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. n\ 
! I. -;'l 

The phase III Plan was completed 6nd 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. An analysis of 

juvenile offenders and the police is then presented. The Champaign Po.1,ice 
c 

Department Juvenile process is described, and statistics on juvenile 
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offenders, case dispositions, and juvenile case investigations are pre- J, 

sented. The report states that at this time no workable prog.ram design in 

this area could be developed, and recommends that no UHCR funds be ex-

, 11 th plan turns to a des. cription and analysis of probation pended. ' F~a y, e 
, ' t Included in this section are budget, in-services in Champa~gn Coun y. 

1 d data, a descr~pt~on of new probation programs, statistics formaticin, case oa .... ... 
on cases processed, a description of the presentence investigation and 

dispositicmal report process, and an analysis of the,.juvenile process in 

, county Probation Department. In spite of extremely favorable the C~aIllpaJ.;gn 
, t p b t'on Services. the plan r~commends 

finding~) concerning Champa~gn Coun Y ro a ~ • 

that no'UHCR funds be provided in this area. This decision was reached 

t h d 1 . added three ,.!"leW probation officers through because the Coun y a a reaay 
an ILEC grant to improve probation generally, and no evidence could be 

found that the primary project under consideration--a priority probation 

officer handling all burglary cclses--\.,rould' have any positive result~~ 

This conclusion was reached through contacts'with persons operating si~ilar 

h The final conclusion of the phase III plan was programs in lOot er areas. 
that no appropriation of funds be ,made' ·for phase III action projects and 

that the monies be reappropriated into phase I to continue the Team policing 

Project. 
On 27 June a meeting 'W'as held between Suzanne Peck, Neil Weisman, 

Gary Spear, william Holland, and Eugene Miller to determine future d~rections 
for the UHCR program in Champaign. In telephone conversations with Gary 

Spea'r, it was determined that the consensus was to continue the program 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 interns, 
", 

, , 't After this '(holding who would collect data on the Team pol~c~ng proJec . 

period," it was decided that the remaining UHCR s~aff, cQnsisting of the 

h Id rk half-t~Tne' 
Research Analyst (Gary Spear) and the Secretary, w 0 wou wo ....... 

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

the following page. 

Commentary 

While the first··year evaluation detected several difficulties encoun­

tered over the history of the champ~ign 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 II 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 the 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 Planning and Budgeting Committee, where funding of 

the microfilming c9mponent was denied. The issue came to a head with the 

City ·!:1anager"s 7 April 1978 "letter to the UHCR Program Monitor. Three 

main points were made: 

• The City planned to submit a grant application to conti~ue 
team policing operations in the target area, rather than 
undertake further planning of new proj·ects. 

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

• Local assumpti~n of project 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 seeking ways to optimize the use of remaining pro­

gram funds--from the City's perspective-·while making provisions to have some 

information on hand to decide whether or not tpe projects' cost should be 

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

strikes us as a perfectly sound course of action. 
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Champaign UHCR Program Highlights, April 1977 - July 1978 

\': 
CRC Meeting, 11 May 

CRC Meeting, 12 October 
CRC Meeting, 18 October 

CRC Meeting, 16 November 

CRC Meeting, 21 December 

eRC Meeting, 25 January 

CRC Meeting, 17 March 

CRC Meeting, 28 April 

4/77 

~~Team Policing 

t 
unit begins, 16 May 

7/77 

II y 

Phase II Plan released 

1O/77.....c Regional Office becomes eJec, 
1 October 

- ., 

3/.78 

6/7'Q 

UHCR planning grant awarded, 9 January 
Designated Prosecutor project begun, 10 January 

Manager announces shift in program thrust 

Team Policing evaluation report released 

Director ~eisman resigns 

phase III Plan 
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The Champaign UHCR program showed several signs that it lacked un~ty 

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. Crime prevention 

wa~\thedominant 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 re~ersing the trend at this time. 

On the other hand, the remaining program staff has demonstrated a 

capability to provide assistance to the police department in the form of 

specialized 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 UHCE action projects 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 expe!ience. 

Given the City's clear statem~nt of purpose at this stage, it would 
I,. 

seem counterproductive to require coritpliance 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,,Ste( 

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 summary data on Team activity precluded other than the "global" 
" 

evaluation based on the two victimization surveys, it seems reasonable to 

examine Team efforts more carefully in deciding whether this form of police n 

work is suitable for certain areas of the City. While it may be possible to 

'analyze the Team's past efforts from daily act~vity records, a second year's 
\' 

1 t th pro]" ect after ~ ts "growing pains" operation may be necessary to eva ua e e • 

have been cured. 
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2.2 Jol.iet 

Chronology 

The Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Program was originally fUnded 

in September 1974. Prior to the initial grant award, city Officials had 

extensively discussed the possibility of establishing a UHCR program in 

Joliet; a Crime RedUction Council was even t bl' h d ' 
es a ~s e , pr~or to the ,grant 

award, by a City Council Ordinance passed on 4 June 1974. Choosing robbery 

and burglary as the Joliet URCR Target Crimes, the UHCR staff completed "the 

Phase I Plan by October 1975; the Phase II Plan was finished by December 

1976. As pa~t of this planning effort, UHCR staff initiated an Offender 

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

was released in June 1976, and subsequent reports have been issued in 

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 sc1.n!;l,~led 
for completion in JUil!y 1977. 

Jolietuhad .received approval for two Phase I action projects by the 

close of the first year evaluation: a Mobile Crime Prevention Unit, funded 

. from September 1976 through June 1977, and_~~.Neighborhood Crime Prevention 
.~/ ".:::::. 

Rebate project; which was expected, to begin in June 1977. Under Phase II, 

the Joliet UHCR staff submitted both the Phase II Plan and a Phase I.I action' 

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

awarded (prior to the approval of the Phase II Plan) for the Special Prose­

cution Unit in March 1977 for the twelve month period of 1 April 1977 to 

March 1978; however, funding for th.i,s project was committed for a two-year 

period. The Si)ecial Prosecution Unit began operations in April 1977. 

A meeting of the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Council was held 

on 25 May 1977. The meeting .opened with a brief pr1t;!sentation of the status 

of the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit by Police Chief Frederick Breen. Atten_ 

tion then turned to the Neighborhood Crime 1?revention Rebate Project, which 
CJ 

had been awarded a grant on 10 February 1977. 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 noted 
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that a Parental Responsibility Ordinance for the City of Joliet had been 

passed by the City Council on 26 April 1977. ~at Ordinance had been sug­
gested through the UECR Council. 

The meeting continued with a discussion of Phase III projects and 

research tasks. A UHCR staff member, Mr. Jerry Celmer, described three 'areas 

~~ of resE:arch included in Phase III: community and social servj~e=age-ncies; op-

erational analyses of correctional resources; and tracking J( offenders 
~'il ' through the corrections phase. Project areas were then discus/sed. Among 

~! 

those projects perceived most favorably by the CoUncil members were resti-

tution projects, parent effectiveness and youth effectiveness training, 

volunteers in probation, job training, and referral (presumably for offen­
ders), and youth services centers. 

;:i 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 

special interest in the discussion was legislation concerning' the Illinois 

Crime Victim Compensation Act, and legislation concerning treatment of vic­

tims by police ~nd p'rosecutors. On 3 June 1977 a news article concerning 

the panel discussion was printed in the Joliet Herald Neys. 

The UHCR staff continued to examine efforts in the area of victim­

witness assistance during the remaind~r of June. On 14 June 1977, Mr. Fitz­

gerald authored a memorandum to Edward F. Petka, Will County state's 

Attorney, concerning the provision of special parking privileges to witnesses 

subpoened to testify in criminal cases. On that same day, Mr. Fitzgerald 

contacted Angel Lo.\?ez, Community Relations Director of Joliet Police Depart­

ment, concerning the possibility of hiring an individual in the Community 

Relations Department to assist crime victims and witnesses. In a follow-up 

memorandum to Mr. Lopez, Mr. Fitzgerald confirmed this request and outlined 

possible duties for the ~~ctim-witness assistant. 

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

. held in order to continue Council deliberations concerning possible Phase 

III action projects. Several representatives of local social service or 

correctional service agencies attended this"meeting 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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F';. Joliet Work Release Center, which proposed a program of restitution 

combined with work release and periodic imprisonment; Young kin and Associates, 

which proposed a Parent Effectiveness training program; the Model Ey.-uffender 

Program which provides job training and referrals for ex-offenders; and the 

Community Action Agency of Joliet, which suggested'a Youth Services Center 

for delinquent youth. Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he would contact potential 

grantees so that they might begin their project development and'application 

process. j:! 

On 20 June 1977, Charle{5 H. Rowe, Acting Director of the ;r],h,nol.l'J • .\\ii 

Department of Corrections, designated Mr. Dennis J. Wolff, warden of the 

Joliet Correctional Center, ,as the Depar£ffient of Corrections' representative 

to the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Council. Mr. Collins, Chairman 

of'the CRC, was notified by letter of Mr. Wolff's appointment. 

During the period between the 8 June CRS: meeting and the next meet­

ing held on 25 August 1977, several important developments occurred. On 

30 June 1977 the grant for the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit expired, and no 

additionafgrant funds were received for that project. Work on the phase 

III e;an was completed. Finally, the Joliet UHCR received a request from 
(J ILEC that expenditures for the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project 

be halted, as it was possible that the program would fall within the scope 

of a 30 June 197'7 Legal Opinion by the LEAA Office of General Counsel which 
~;., 

proscribed the use of LEAA Part C funds for installation of ala~ systems 
in private residences. 

The 25 August 1977 meeting of the Joliet CRC opE:ned with a status 

report on the UHCR action programs. Mr. FitzgE:rald reported on the evalua-
o tion of the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit, an.d described the status of the 

Special Prosecution(~nit. He also reported that the Neighborhood Crime Pre­

vention Rebate grant could be affected by the Legal Opinion of theLEM 
,-':, 

General Counsel concerning use of/part_c monies for programs of this nature. 

The next item of attention was the planning grant extension for the 

UHCR program in Joliet. According to 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 th~n have to decide whether 

or not to apply for the additi;~nal $31,000 in planning funds'made available 
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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 business, the third Offender Tracking Report, dated 

August 1977, was distributed to Council members. A motion was made and . . 

seconded to approve 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 program. 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. Oldland, City Manager, 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 

re~uested clarification of the decision and asserted that the Joliet program 

differed significantly from the Tennessee program addressed in the General 

Counsel's opinion. In a 26 September letter to Mr. Oldland, Mr. Zagel 

replied that he would examine any materials that might serve to distinguish 

the Joliet program from the Tennessee program, and would then d~cide 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 theILEC, the matter would be submitted toliEAA for consideration. It 

appears that no further correspondence on this matter occurre~ until Decem-
~, 

:. ber 1977, and that all activities on this grant were suspended tmtil March 

1978. 

In a memorandum to the Chief of police, dated 28 September 1977, 

Gary Fitzgerald presented summary data on rbbbery and burglary trends for 

1976 and 1977. The memorandum explained that the data presented were drawn 

from monthly crime bulletins and Illinois Uniform Crime Report 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) resigential burglary was slightly 

decreasing while non-residential burglary was slightly increasing; and (3) 
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robbery had increased substantia}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 zoneli, in spite of the Q~gherp. ~~:tbl officer to resident 
Ii . 

ratio in the east and downtown sections. 

In the OctoberJ.977 issue of the Journal of the International City 

Management Association, a br,ief article appeared on the Joliet Offender;:::i 

Tracking Syst~m. The. article pointed out many of the findings resulting 

from the tracking effot't, 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 information. 

Mr. Fitzg,eraia noted that numerous requests for information abou.t the Offen-

der Tracking System had been generated from this article. ;', 

Ii: appears tha.t during the month of October the UHCR staff initiated 

a survey of 20 local attorneys concerning case preparation times. In an 
(, 

undated leBte:c sent to these attorneys, Mr. Fitzgerald explained that data 
~ji 

on case preparation time was part of the UHCR program effort to examine those 

resource needs of the pUblic defender's office that might "ensure that indi­

gent criminal defendants receive case preparation and service similar to that 

rendered by a private . att.orney. " In a second undated letter sent to these 

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

survey questions, and stressed that information was requested on preparation 

time only, rather than prepuration time and court time. It is presumed that 

this second letter was mailed out during the month of November 1977. 

A meeting of the Urban High Crime Reduction council: was held on 25 

October 1977. In a 17 October 1977 memorandum announcing this meeting, ,_ 

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he would report on the status of the phase III 

·plan which had been submitt.ed to ILEC. That plan contained rec(j~,endations 

for projects in the areas of restitution, volunteers in probation, parent 

[;"'ffectiveness training, and job placement fore~-offenders. In his rnemoran~ 

dum Mr. Fitzgerald also informed the council,meInbers that the ILEC Planning 

and Budgeting committeQZ~ad tabled the phase III-Plan at their 14 October 

meeting, pending further research into the recommendation to fund the Model 
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Ex~Offender project, He advised the CRC members that a specific grant appli­

cation to fund the project shou+d not be undertaken until this process was 

completed. 

In the Director's Report sent to council members with the 17 october 

memorandum, Mr. Fitzge~ald reviewed the status of several UHCR undertakings. 

He stated that the Neighborhood 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 Eal?t 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. 

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that several community groups had responded 

to his publicity concerning the availability of LEAA Community Anti-Crime 

Funding, and that the Joliet YMCA and comm~ity Action Agency had begun work 

on grant applications for these funds. He also reported that he had 

assisted these groups in their application process. The exact role of tPt~ 

UHCR program in this area was not made clear in the report. 

The UHCR Director's Report continued with an announcement that UHCR 

staff would be updating plans previously submitted to ILEC, and outlined two 

research projects being \mdertaken at that time: a mail survey of the atti­

tudes and perceptions ,of crime victims and witnesses, and a mail survey, 

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

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

considered in the report were robbery and burglary trends for 1976 and 1977 

and developments in the UHCR budget. Finally, Mr. Fitzgerald announced that 

revisions had been made in the Offender Tracking System, specifically: (1) 

((methods of calculating the percentage of defendants released on'bail would 

be revised, and (2) the tracking project would no longer examine suspects 

arrested for aggravated battery. 

On 25 October 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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sunrr~arized,the Director's Report. This was ~ollowed 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 $1,632 of city funds be provided to match the $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 Herald-

News on 26 October 1977. Th's t' 1 d ~ ar ~c e reporte that the number of burglars 

and robbers facing a judge had increased while case processing time had 

decreased. Features of the Special Prosecution unit were described, and 

some evaluative data on the unit were present~d. 

On 3 November 1977, Mr. Fitzgerald sent another memorandum to the 

Chief of Police concerning target crime trends. In this note Mr." Fitzgerald 

compared reported robbery and bur~lary offenses by zone for October 1976 

and October 1977. Findings were highlighted concerning the SUbstantial 

increases in target crimes for some zones in the city. 

A substantial amount of grant-related activity took ,place during 

November 1977. On 22 November the UHCR submitted a grant application for 

the $31,000 in addi tional planning funds. _'",T, he application t d " reques e support 

for the UHCR staff during the period of 1 February 1978 to 1 September 1978. 
Q. 

On the same date, 22 November, staff com 1 t d t' t' P e ,e a con ~nua ~on grant applica-

/; 

tion for the Special Prosecution Unit •• ' This applic.;!"tion requested $64,924 for 

twelve months of operation, beginning 1 April 1978. Finally, during November 

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 organizations on Joliet's East Side might consider 

engaging in victim assist?l1ce efforts, and,outl;!.ned several activities that 

could be undertaken l::lY a victim assist~ce 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. Oldltand stated that he hadpee~ informed that Mayor 

Keck had periodically contacted Mr. Fitzgerald! asking him to "produce 

results" in the area of crime occurrence. Mr. Oldland went on to state that 

the role of the planning staff i~volved research, evaluation, program 

development, and public education, but did not include actual direction of 

criminal justice projects. A copy of the 1978 Goals and Objectives for the 

Criminal Justice Planning Division was included with the memorandum. 

Finally, on 2'3 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 on the Joliet UHCR program. 

Mr. Fitzgerald first identified several constraints on the use of this statis­

tical information as a measure of police officer 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 consider implementing 

the analysis on a continuing basis. 
I_~" 

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 early 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 dr~ft of proposed performance and effectiveness criteria 

for use in evaluating team policing, which would be one of the initial steps 

taken by the UHCR to assess the feasibility of team policing in Joliet. 

Other initial studies to be undertaken were a manpower allocation study and 

a beat boundary study. Mr. Fitzgerald urged that if the use of team policing 
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p.roved viable· in Joliet, a plan of implementation should be dra,fted. The 

paper attached to the memorandum proposes citizen involvement and satis­

faction, crime statistics, and arrest quality 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 discussion by noting that 

the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project was still suspended, and 

that City Nanager Robert Oldland had written to the ILEC requesting" 

cla;ification of the legal opinion. He further stated that the mattei was 
., -':-J "-:. 

be11"lg foC'~~"'ded to LEAA for their review. 
""'irS -
Mr. Fitzgerald next turned.to a discussion of the options for action 

~ projects under the UHCR program. Among those noted were: Phase~-

Restitution and job oppor~unities and placement for ex-offenders; phase I -

Team Policing; and phase I anti phase II - victim-witness project. Finally, 

the Council heard a presentation from State Representative Harry D. 

Leinenweber concerning recent Illin~is legislation on the death pena1;ty and 

determinate sentencing. 

According to an action grant app'lication written in Slli~er 1978, 

the phase III pian for Joliet was approved by the ILEC on 16 December 1977. 

That plan contained descriptive information ~n the corrections and soc~al 

service systems of Joliet and Will County, and recornrnended that projects be 
'0 

undertaken in the areas of restitution, parent effectiveness training/youth 

effectiveness training, volunteers 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 Cr~Ne Prevention Rebate project ;tnd informed 

M~. Oldland that he was forwarding all pertinent information on the matt;er 

to LEAA with a request that they issue an opinion on the matter. 
\( 

Mr. Oldland responded on 4 January 1978 in a letter to Hr. Zagel. 

He asked Hr. Zagel to provide an estimated date ,by \V'hich a decision on' the 
~:..:.\ \~.,. 

Re8ate project would be reached by LEAA, and noted that an early decision 

date would b~'desirable as this would reduce associated problems in action 

funds planning fOr~the Joliet UHCR. No response was received. 
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During January 1978 several products were completed by the Joliet 

UECR staff. A summary of UHCR activities during 1977 was produced which 

described the Offender Track.ing project, Victim-~i/itness seminar, Special 

prosecution Unit, ~lobile Crime prevention Unit, Neighborhood Crime prevention 

Rebate program, and phase III research and planning efforts'; This summary 

was given to the Joliet Herald-News on 4 January ~~978 for a supplement on 

the Joliet city government. The UHCR staff also issued a Target Crime 

Report for the fourth quarter of 1977 and completed a draft evaluation plan 

for the Phase III Restitution and Job placement project. 
Also .in January, the Regional Office serving vIill County (the Crescent 

Regional Criminal Justice council) released an evaluation of the will County 

special prosecution unit which examined the first year of operations of the unit. 

Although the evaluation did not focus on the operation of the unit within the 

context of Urban High Crime Reduction Program, it did examine the procedures 

ana impact of the unit in relation to its objectives and operations in v1ill 

County. 
On 23 Jan~ary 1978, Gary Fitzgerald sent the CRC members several 

memoranda in preparation for the scheduled meeting on 26 J8nuary. In the 

firi:?t, Mr. Fitzgerald announced the next meeting and called attention to the ,'C' rl 

additional materials supplied in the mailout. In the second, concerning 

phase III programming, Mr. Fitzgerald reviewed the steps th1.t had been taken 

in securing approval of the phase III plan and outlined the preferred 

phase III action program: a Model Ex-Offender project. In discussing 

the plan approval process, Mr. Fitzgerald noted that the phase III plan 
'Ii had been table~ by the ILEC planning and Budgeting Committee pending further 

information of the ex-offender job placement component. Mr. Fitzgerald 

noted that tJis information had been gathered and submitted to the commit-
U ~ 

tee and that~"a modification of the project propos~l was arrived at." 

According to Mr. Fitzgerald, the committee passed the plan in December, 

albeit with some reluctance, as they felt that the "job placement prCiject 

is not sufficiently related to the jurisdiction of the criminal justice sys­

tem. • • also ,the generated work load:' from referral of robbery and. burglary 

probationers to a restitution specialist was felt not to be large ~nough to 

justify a full time individual." Mr. Fitzgerald then described the Model 
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EX-Offender project and recommended that the I Council approve o~e year of 

funding to hire a Job Developer-Restitution Specialist who would prGvide 

skills assessment, job referral, placement, follow-ups, and restitution 

scheduling and follow-up for ex-robbery and b 1 urg ary offenders from Joliet. 

A recommended"project budget was also included in th e memorandum. 

In the third memorandum mailed out on 23 January the UEeR Direc-

tor discussed several uses for the $122 800 " ' , rema~n~ng for action projects 

as, of that date. Two specific areas of programming were suggested,. v'ct' 
wlotness assistance and team pol' , ... ~m-l.c~ng. Discussing the fermer,the memoran-

dum' outlined the UHCR staff res~arch , undertaken during the past several 

months. Accord t long 0 the memorandum, offender track~ng ... cases had been used 

to ~btain the names of robbery and burglary victims and witnesses for the 

per~od of December 1976 to summer 1977 .'" A list of 71 such individuals had 

been compiled, and a t 1 c ua contact was made with 28 victims and/or witnesses. 

due to the fact that According to Mr. p'i tzgerald, this smal.l sample ' s~ze was 

(1) relatively few trials were held and (2) , .prosecutors preferred to use 

experienced witnesses such as police officers and laboratory experts rather 

than cit;lzen witnesses. 

regarding victim/witness 

the survey findings 

of the system. Based 

The memorandum summarizes 

tr7atment and perceptions 

on this study, Mr. Fitzgerald requested' lon the memorandum that the CRC 

authorize the staff to draft the survey results into a Phase I plan update 

and t~qraft a grant' application for a "Victim-witness Alo' de" ' proJect in the 

Joliet Police Department. The Aide .J6uld .. be resI?ons~ble for ' I ' ... ~nforming 

robbe~y and burglary victims and witnesses of case developments, arr~ging 

for the provision of necessary assistance to crime .' ,. printed victims; developing 
material explaining the criminal J'ustice system and the services of 

the Victim-~.qi tness Aide, ahd recommended ' ~provements in the handl~n~ of 

victims and witnesses. 

The seco~d program area recommended in this memorandum concerned team 

policing. Mr. F~tzgerald explained that the UHCR staff had studied several 

t~ctors related to the team policing concept. While admitting that the 

staff had no empirical d t 'th a a w~ which to support the implementation of team 
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polici~g in Joliet, Mr. Fitzgerald recommended that if, pending ,fur~her 

study, the Police Department were to 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 

of the Application Revie~ 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 and information 

in the reporting forms ••• developed by the Joliet Urban, High Crime Reduction 

proj'ect planning staff and the Region 5 evaltlat0rs (jointly) must be submitted 

on a monthly basis to the lLEC Evaluation Unit. If necessary, ••• fund flow 

should be dependent on report submission." with regard to the achievements 

of the Special Prosecution Unit, 1>1s. Beard concluded ,that "the necessary data 

were not available for valid comparisons, or for documenting project performance 

and accomplishments. ',' 

On 31 January 1977, an agreement was signed between the Will County 

Adult Probation Departn~nt and the Model Ex-Offender project. 'l'his agree-

ment was drawn in order to "(I) establish procedures for the referral of 

unemployed adult probati.oners to the model Ex-offender Program; (2) to 

establish operational guidelines for the handling of such probationers; an'd 

(3) to establish 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 use of remaining 

action funds. Mr. Fitzgerald reported that the Offender Tracking Report 

would most likely be released within the next month, and that the Neighbor­

hood Crime prevention Rebate project was still suspended, pending a decision 

by LEAA on its legality. 

Staff members presented a proposal for a ilJob Developer-Restitution 

Specialist," which was not approved by the Council. Members agreed 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 " position be established in the Investigations0i vision 

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 eITaluation of the UHCR program, it had been 

decided that Abt Associates Inc. would review 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 

Ku of Abt Associates directed a memorandum to ~ne Beard on 19 February 1978, 

~~!Scussing the evaluation of the Will County Special Prosecution unit. The 

memorandum 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 memorandum 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 Spec~alist at the Crescent Regional Criminal 

Justice Council. In this letter Mr. Fitzgerald commented on several aspects 

of the Crescent Regional CJCev'aluation 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 . 
/) 

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 poirits raised by 

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

CRCJC evaluation were the correct methods. She also critiqued several of 
-j. -'\--, 

Mr. Fitzgerald's comments regarding the corutents and scope of the ev~luation. 

Ms. Morrell informed Mr. Fitzgerald that copied of her response \V'ere being 
() 

sent to all Joliet Urban High Crime council members "in order to rectify 

any misrepresentations which may" have eventuated from your l~tter." 

On 1 March 1978 Ms. Morrell prepared a letter to~~)~~ne Beard of 

the ILEC, explaining the recent correspondence between herself and 
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Mr. Fitzgerald. She also informed Ms. Beard that the Crescent Regional 

evaluation staff would be performing an analysis of new, and hopefully more 
~ 

accurate, data on felony dismissals and defendants in the Will County Cir­

cuit Court. She requested that Ms. Beard provide her with the names of all 

individuals who had received the earlier report so that she could forward 

a copy of this supplemental analysis to those persons. 

Ms. Beard responded to this letter on 16 March 1978. In her le'cter 

to Ms. Morrell, she listed the individuals who had received a copy of the 

evaluation report and expressed hope that the difference raised in the 

correspondence could be resolved in the meeting of the concerned individuals 

scheduled for 20 March. 

This meeting 'was held on 20 March as scheduled anq results of the 

meeting were detailed in a 30 March memorandum from Abt Associates to Anne 

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

Associates Inc; Suzanne Peck, Anne Beard and Anne 'J.'atalovitch of theILEC; 
,~, 

Barbara'l10rell and Mike McDaniel of the Crescent Region; and Gar:y Fitzgera1.d of 

the Joliet UHCR program. rr:he purpose of the meeting was~ to decide on the data to 

be collected ~y the Special Prosecution unit and the Joliet UHCR so that the 

Uni t' s irnpa9t on robbery and burglary could be evaluated under its second 

year grant. At that meeting it w~s agreed that the offender 'tracking form 

would be revised to a closed, rather than open, format ;th'at the completion 

of monthly reporting forms and their submission to the UHCR Director would 

be the responsibility of the Special Prosecution Unit; and that the Director 
~-\ 

of the Joliet UHCR t'lould secure copiesLaf the monthly reporting form of the 

Circuit Clerk, for the purpdse of comparlng cases handled by the Special 

Prosecution unit with cases handled by the rest of the'state's Attorney's 

Office. 

On 21 March 1978, Ms. Morrell directed a letter to Mr. Edward Petka, 
" will County State's Attorney, regarding the results of the 20 March meeting. 

" Ms. Morrell informed Mr. petka that a major conclusion of the meeting was 

the need for more accurate data by which to assess the unit, and that those 

present at the meeting ha.d concluded that use of two data collection forms 

recommended by the Crescent Region Evaluators (F9rm I - Monthly Reporting 
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Form, and Form II - Individual Case Reporting Form) would capture the neces­

sary data. She also stated that these forms had been slightly modified, 

and asked Mr. ~~tka's cooperation in their use. 

During March 1978, several developments also occurred with regard 

to the proposed Victim-witness Aide proj ect. In early l-1arch',' the Joliet 

UHCR'prepared and submitted a gr'ant application for that project requesting 

funds for 3 July 1978 to 31 December 1979. As stated in the grant application, 

the objective of this project was to keep target crime victims and witnesses 

informed of the progress of their cases, to provide assistance to victims and 

witnesses, and to develop a "long-range system-wide service impro:vement plan." 

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

an evaluation review of the Victim Witness Aide grant application. In this 

memorandum she noted that the research upon which this application was based 

studied only a "very small sample of victims and an even smaller sample of 

victim-witnesses in the City of Joliet." In spite of this, Ms. Beard noted that 

the issues appeared to have face value. She next observed that the proposed 

evaluation plan included only part-of the objectives and measures necessary 

'for evaluation. Listing the other objectives of the program, Ms. Beard noted 

that measures of achievement should be developed for these objectives, and 

that provisions should be made for recording information on the services and 
(,) 

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

plan should be expanded, and data collection forms should be designed to cap­

ture all recordable data and information pertinent to the evaluatibn." lUi':: 
(-', 

addition to submitting the grant application to the ILEC, copies were apparently 

given to the Crescent Regional criminal Justice Council for review. On 

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

Ms. Alice Haddix of the Application Review unit of the ILEC.' In his letter he 

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

component for the project developed by the ~rescent Evaluatior(;!Unit~ 

Mr. McDanie1 noted that implementation of this evaluation componen1 was a 
. () 

condj.tion of the approval recommendation of the Crescent Regional Criminal 

Justice Council. : ~ 
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Finally on 27 March 1978., a significant development( occurred in the 
". I' 

phase I Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project. On thJ,;t date Mr. 

Thomas J. Madden, Assistant Administrator for the General COUl:~sel, LEAA, c-) , \ 
wrote tojir. James B. Zagel o£ ILEC to inform him of the LEAA (1ecision con-

cerning ()~he legality of the project. While finding that it was\not within 

the scope of permissible Part C funding under the test establishrd in the 

earlier LE~ Opinion, the letter goes on to state that funding 0\ the Joliet 

program would not establish a "situation of substantial noncompli~\nce with '.\ (.~ 

the Crime Control Act Restrictions on use of Part C funds, particU:i-arly \ 
\ 

", in view of the fact that the funds were awarded prior to the issuari,ce of 

Legal opinion 77-23." The 1 etter concludes that while ILEC must ap~?ly the 
'I 

provisions of this Opinion to all programs with a private security cllomponent 
,I 

subsequent to 20 June 1977, suspension of funding for the Rebatepr,\:>ject 

could be r~oved, and the project could resume. 

The second year grant for the Special }Irosecution Unit be gall: in 1 
" 

April 1978. This grant supplied $64,924 in action funds to support/the 

Unit through 1 April 1979. 
On & April 197~, the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction Council held 

a il\eeting. Members were advised that the staff had changed the location of 

their. offices, and the new UHCR Secretary was introduced. Copies of the 

Special prosecution unit e.valuation completed by the Crescent Regional Cr.im­

inal Justice Council were passed out, and the results of this evaluation wer~ 
discussed. Mr. Fitzgej:rald then summarized the results of reports completed 

by the UHCR staff, indluding an Offender Tracking Report, the Repeat Offen­

der study, and the Target Crime Report for the first quarter of 1978. 

Contimling with the Director's Report, Mr. Fitzgerald stated that 

notification had been received that LEAA would allow funds to he spent on 

the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate project. Noting that $19,280 

remained in the grant, Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he would seek an exte.nsion 

until 30 September 1978. l:;t 

l-1r. Fitzgerald then reported on the status of the victim-\~itnes~; 
II 

Aide grant application. He indicated that suzanne peck(had found that the 

phase 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 

projectpould be sought from 1979 non-UHCR funds. 

Finally, Police Chief Frederick Breen report~Q that a preliminary 

study of the feasibility of team policing in Joli~t had'been provided to the 

City Council in February, and that a final re~urt would be ready by the 18 

Apri~ ~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 

llad in~icated 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 ma~e on 30 September 1977, 

to extend the Rebate ProJ'ect until 30 June 1978 and to ' mod~fy the range of 

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

proceed, was received by the City !-1anager's Offi.ce on 10 April, 1978. This 

information ~vas relayed to the Director of Neighborhood Serv';ce' s . ~ , theP~oject 

Director of the Rebate .~roj ect, in a 13 April Dlemorandum. 

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 t4ese objectives have been met by team policing efforts, and 

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

these objectives. The success of other cities (Detroit; Lakewood, Colorado; 

Cincinnati; and Oxnard, California) in implementing teaI!\ policings'projects 

was also reviewed. Finally, such issues as contractu~l or police regulation 

conflicts arising from team policing, training needs, and availability of 

outside funding were examined. It \'las 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. I' 

A memorandUm from Anne Beard of theILEC to Gary Fitzgerald was 

written on 19 April 1978. In this correspondence 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 impos,ed regarding 

these forms: approval for project f~ding was to be contingent on their 

implementation. Realizing that Mr. Fitzgerald might not have received the 

final version of these forms, 'and that he w~s to review and comment on the 

forms before their 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 wa.s also undertakeh. In a letter to Richard Ku of Abt Associates, 

Mr. Jerry 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 informatign at that time. 
" \ 

A meet.ing of the Crime Redudvion Council was held on 27 April 1978. 

Opening the meeting was Mr. Fitzgerald's report on the steps taken to 

resume uhe Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Project. Measures included 

a public awareness canwaign in the target area and a crime prevention train­

ing session for block grant representatives from the target area. 

of the Rebate project evaluation were explained to Council members. 

Elements 

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 receive its first court tes.t 

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. Following 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. Mr. 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 undated memorandum, probably written during April or May 1978, 

Mr. Fitzgerald informed the members of the Joliet Urban High Crime Reduction 

Council of the availabili ty'of $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 ti:.:uncil to authorize the Mayor to sign a grant application' for 

continuation of the Joliet Urban High \:Crime Reduction Planning staff." 

He also added that if 29proved 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 ~..rhich 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 tVilliam J. 

Scott, requesting an opinion on the interpretation of an Illinois la~., 

(Illinois Revised Statutes 1977, Subsection 10 of Chapter 38, Section 1005-

6-3) on public sOl.vice work as a condition of probation. Specifically, 

Mr. Petka inquired whether "public service" work, under that statute, could 

include work do~e for a private non-for-profit corporation which performs 

public service work. A reply to this inquiry was given in a 30 June 1978 

letter to Mr. Petka, indicating that such work could be included. 

On 25 May 1978, the Joliet UHCR Coundil held a meeting, at which 

time the Council members were presented with a phase III, action project 

proposal. This proposal requested $20,436 for a "Ta~get Crime Restitution II 

o 42 



___ ~,,~.~'_~' _-,- _, __ C '~, -, ~~~ 

(1, 

" 

i 
o ' , I 

" 

.. 11 

I 
I 

£lU
fi
, 1 

,'I. 

----, ~-.. -. -------~'''- '" 

project. Designed to serve target crime offenders having monetary restitu­

tion or public service work as a condition Qf their probation, conditional 

discharge, or court supervision, the project was intended 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. The Specialist would, 
r 

among other things, draw up restitution or public service work agreements 

with referred target offenders, monitor the program of the referred offen­

der, collect information on the project, and attempt to find full-time 

employment for the target probationers. 

The Crime Reduction Council meeting 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 been resolved. Director Fitzg'erald announced 
",J 

that a schedule had been set for 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 lowered 

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 anyone individual over the combined 

maximum of 80 perceni:: established for this program, Mr. Fitzgerald stated' 

that the reduction might have to be made. 

The meeting next turned to a disd\'~ssion of target crime trends for 

April 1978. Mr. Fitzgerald stated that the decline in target crime which 

had been noted in the last quarter 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. _,provision of the 

project, proposed operations and procedures, and proj€ct goals were described 

to the CRC members. The Director noted that the estimated case load of the 

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

'" , ~\ "~ 
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The Director asked fo:1:' 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 day follow-ups 

of each client. 

Turning to the issue of staff continuation funding, Mr. Fitzgerald 

noted that ILEC had made an additional $50,000 available for planning staff 

continuation; according to Mr. Fitzgerald, this could extend the planning 

staff operations until August 1979. He asked for and received approval to 

go before the City Council on 6 June to ask them to autho~ize the Mayor to 

sign the grant application for this funding and to provide the necessary five 

percent grant match. 

On 15 June 1978, a grant application for the Target Crime Restitu­

tion project was completed 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 supporting information on the need for a~d appl~cability 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 applicatioft 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 a-epicted ~n th f' • e ~gure on the following 
page. 
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Joliet UHCR Program Highlights,. February 1977 - July 1978 

3/77 

CRC meeting, 2 5 ~1ay 
-6/77 

CRC meeting, 8 June 

CRC meeting, 25 August ~/77 

CRC meeting, 25 October 

12/77 

CRC meeting, 14 December 

CRC meeting, 2 February 

3/78 

CRC meeting, 27 April 

CRe meeting, 25 ~a~ ~/78 

l~ 

Rebate Project grant awarded 

Special Prosecution unit operational 

Crime Prevention Unit dissolved 

Rebate Project ordered to stop operations 
/./ 
./ 

Phase III Plan "tabled" by Planning & Budgeting 

Restitution project approved by Planning & 
Budgeting 

,,' 

Rebate Project resumed 

Grant application submitted for Target Crime 
Restitution project 
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I' Conunentary 

As we noted in our first-year Interim Report and can reiterate at this 

stage, a prominent characteristic of the Joliet program is its strong action 
D ' 

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 

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 

role in the City council's passage of the Parental Responsibil~ty Ordinance. 

The ~1ayor' s alleged insistence that the UHCR program "produce results" is 

further evidence of the desire for action. Finally, the program's failure to 

evaluate the Mobile Crime Prevention unit and the first year's operation of 
;~\ 

'-/ 

the special Prosecution Unit provides another indicator of action orientation. 

J.n a city where criminal justice needs are readily identified'; the call for 

action is not surprising. In comparison to Peoria and Champaign, Joliet had l 

been and continues to be the recipient of modest amounts of outside funding 

for criminal justice. 

Unlike the Champaign program, the Joliet program succeeded in 

conununicating 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 

patterns were described in periodic staff reports. However, as in the first 

year evaluation, we were unable to determine how these data were used in the 

selection of action strategies. Their use appears to have been that of 

identifying or substantiating problem areas and needs, rather than that of 

informing the selection from among several alternative strategies. None-
,,;:, 

theless, important strides have been made in the City's criminal justice 

planning and research capabilities: The target crime and offender tracking 

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. 

For nearly four years, the Joliet Crime Reduction Cou~?il has remained quite 

active and has established a continuing'dialogue:' Within the local criminal 
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justice community. 

Region's Evaluator 

I 

Finally through the coope,rative' effo~ts 
G 

and the UHCR staff, enhanced project and 

of the Crescent 
~."~ 

program eva) .. ua-

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

as lasting benefits .of the Jolie,t UHCR program. 

o 
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2.3 Peoria 

Chronology 

The UHCR program in Peoria was ;;g.ifferent 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 Crime 

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, unlike the other 

cities under study, Peoria decided not to conduct its program in phases; 

instead, it opted for completing all planning phases prior to applying for the 

action grants. The Haster 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 ~ Criminal Information 

Center, a Physical Evidence project, and a Dedicated Pr~secution project, all 

aimed at reducing the target crime of residential burglary. Because the staff 

was not able to complete the Juvenile Master Plan b~fore obligating remaining 

Crime Impact funds before their lapse :;'n 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 evalua.tion, action projects were just being initiated, 

and data collection for the Juvenile.Ma.ster Plan had begun. It was planned 

that the Dedicated prosecution p,roject, operating from the peoria County state's 

Attorney's Offi~e, would be supported for approximately l~ years, until 

November 1978. The first six months of this project would be funded through 

Impact funds. The criminal InformationExchange and Physical Evidence Projects 

were funded for six months each ,beginning May 19:]7 , with a combined budget of 

approximately $94,000. Funding for these two projects was to be drawn from 

LEAA rmpacfmonies. The UHCR staff was supported through an lLEC ':bhird-year 

gr~nt sChe~uled to expire in December 1977. 

.For the purpose of this second year evaluation, the chronology of the 

Peoria UHCR program will :begin with the CRC, meeting held on 25 May 1977. That 

meeting opened with the introduction of a' new member qf'the 'eRC, Dr. Harry 
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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 partic~lar 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 Fo~ndation, and had asked the Foundation to 

consider funding some evaluation or s~udy of the methodology. A representative 

of the Foundation visited Peoria and had returned with a favorable recommenda­

tion. Continuing the discussion of replicating certain aspects of the Peoria 

Plan, Ms. Peck add~d 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 probl~. He also 

suggested that the CRC consider the types of questions 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. In a discussion of funds available for 

work on the Juvenile Master Plan, Ms. Peck informed the CR~ 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 would be adequate funds 

for the planning function. An application for these additional funds 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, noting that evaluation designs for the project were in draft form and 

would be available for J~view before 31 May; that an additional Crime Scene 

Search Officer and Assistant 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 1977 memorandum to the members of the Crime Reduction 

Council, Mr. Moore summarized the results of the Abt Associates victimization 

survey conducted in Peoria and Joliet. After a brief overview of the survey 

methodology, Mr .• Moore described, the trends noted in robbery, aggravated 

assaults, other assaults, household burglary, residential burglary, household 

larceny, and ~itizen attitudes. 

On 27 J~ne 1977 Mr. Moore authored a second memorandum to the cr~e 

Reduction Council in which he provided descriptive information regarding the 

juvenile study population. Based on an. analysis 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. Statist.i.cs 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.;,...Ina staff presentation to the Council, the Director first 
v 

reviewed thepUJ:'pose and methodology of the survey. In particular, Mr. Moore 

highlighted the findings that victimization rates in Peoria are approximately 

the same as nationaJ, rates and t:hilt '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, pointing cut 
o 

trends for specific crimes. Findings of the citizen attitUde section of the 

survey were also discussed. 

\~ 
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A second staff presentation concerning Peoria' s juven~le justice system 

then followed. Explaining that 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 fo~ 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 justice 

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 membe:r:s t questions voiced in the previous 

meeting, staff members next provided descriptive information on the juvenile 

study population. The Director reviewed the findings presented in his 27 June 

memorandum: 55 percent of the residential burglaries occurring in Peoria'were 

estimated to be committed by juveniles; 73 percent of the incidents for wnich 

a juvenile is taken into custody occur within one-half mile of the juvenile's . 
horne. 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 disposi­

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 Juvenile Court Services, then 
':\ 

addressed the Council regarding the volume and nature of juveniles referred to 

his office. 

Finally, the UHCR Director reported that the ILEC Plann~ng and Budget­

ing Committee had given its formal approval of the Adult Master Plan on 24 June. 

A 27 June letter from the chairman of that committee, complimenting the CRC on 

the quality 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 bbth the number and rate of latent fingerprints 
5 ~~ 

developed at residential burglary crime scenes. 
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During July 1977, both of the police action projects--the Criminal 

Information EXchange:: and the Physical .Evidence Project--began operations. 
I 

However, it was le~hed that due to start~up activities the Criminal Informa-
I 

tion Exchange did nd.: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 l-liarni 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 Comlcil members. '\\ '-', 

The 24 August 1977 ~l;eeting of the Crime Reduction Council opened 
Ii 

with Bruce Shepley stunrnariz.{ng progress made under ·the action projects of 

the Adult Master plan. Turning to the Dedicated Prosecution Projoct, 

Mr. Shepley noted that the Prosecutor, Mr •. Joe Gibson, had processed approxi­

mately 25 cases from arrest to indictment. Explaining the role of the CRC 

staff in this project, Mr. Shepley stated they would monitor l-tr. 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. In 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 

costaff had visited similar programs in Kansas City and Miami. Several areas 

of $tudy under this project were then identified, including: (1) an exam­

ination of formal and informal police information sources, to determine 

how they are used in residential burglary apprehensions 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. 

Revie\'ling 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 \'lere developed., 
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He noted that the semi-autoinated fingerprint searching system would be linR~ 

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 telep~one interview on 9 August 1978 indicates that the RFP was prepared 
'(, 

on 27 September 1977. Mr. Shepley stated that coding of fingerprints 

would begin dle following week. The 9 August 1978 telephone interview 

information shows th,:.;!t c()ders were hired in mid-September 1977, and that a 

contract for production'of the software was signed on 26 October 1977. 

Evaluation of these three projects would be an ongoing process, according 

to Mr. Shepley. 

The discussion next turned to progress on the Juvenile Hast;r Plan. 

S,'Uperintendent Andrews indicated. that the Chief Judge had stated that he 

would give access to juvenile C()urt' records for the analysis of juvenile 

burglary offenses. According b::> Mr. Andrews, the CRC would provide the 

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 terminology to be, used in the study 

was clarified. Attention was then turned to a Juvenile Information Memo­

randum that had been mailed to Council Melliliers. A.=tiong the topics discussed 

were trends in juvenile recidivism, the frequency with which families had 

more than one member arrested or apprehendad for residential burglary, and 

the relat:i,onship between locations of Peoria-area schools and resid~ntial 
" burglaries committed by juveniles and occurring during schooldays. Mr. Shepley 

noted that the staff was in the process of collecting data on recidivism 

for a juvenile recidivism study. A substantial discussion on the impli­

cations of family.stability and criminality was held, with some CRC 

members questioning whether any action could be taken in this area even if 
c~'") 

an important relation was discovered between family trai,ts and juvenile 

burglaries. The only consensus reached in this discussion was to pursue 

the analysis funher. Fci,.nally, f.lr. Shepley noted that in general no pattern 

between school locations and residential burglaries had been found. /' 
n /' 
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Turning to other business, Mr. Shepley stated that ILEC had assigned 

10 regions to replicate the time and deterrence studies of the Adult Master 

Plan for all burglar4 es (res 4 dent4 al d ' ... ~, ... ... an non-res~dential). Finally, he 

announced that all necessary commissions had approved the Adult Master Plan 
and that the staff was drafting a continuation grant for the Desf~nated 
Prosecution Project. , (J 

In a series of memoranda dated 7 October 1977, Aubrey Moore dis";::) 
cussed the t 't t' gran s~ ua ~on for the Peoria Urban High Crime Reduction Pro-

gram. In the first, dealing with continuation of planning activities, 

Mr. Moore explained that the existing planning grant would expire on 
31 December ~977, and that at 

staff through 15 April 1978. 
most funds would be available to support the 

Mr. Moore agded 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 or implemented by that date. After 

reviewing the reasons for this delay, the d , memoran urn presented three options 
to the Council: 

. a Halt prC)duction on the Juvenile Master Plan; complete col- , 
lection of juvenile data, update' the Adult Master Plan pre­
pa7e.rigorous evaluations of the Adult Action projects; and 
ut~l~~e t~ose action funds intended for juvenile projects 
t~ ma~ta~n the three adult action projects through the 
f~scal year. I; 

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

part of the CRe, there are no ILEC guidelbles prohibiting this approach. 

• 

• 

Accept the p~anni~g gran~ from ILEC and transfer an equal 
amount from JU'lTen~le act~on funds to planning. This would 
allow staf~ to operate until 30 June 1978, would allow for 
the,select~on and implementatibn of some juvenile action 
proJects, and would allow one staff member to continue be­
yond 30 June. 

Trans~er all,r~~ining ~ction ~unds to support the CRC 
plann~ng act~v~t~es, wh~ch would continue the office until 
1979. The,issue of staff activities, including development 
of a Juven~le Master Plan, would be up to the CRC. 

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

he strongly urged that some choices'be mad~~ 

The second memorandum examined options for continuation of police­

related adult action projects. The Dedica,ted Prosecution Project had 
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already been guaranteed support through 30 November 1978. l-1r. Hoore noted 

th~t three options were available to the Council: terminate the projects; 

continue th~ projects with local funds; and continue the projects with 

those grant funds being held in reserve for implementation of a Juvenile 

Master Plan • with respect to the first option, Mr. Moore noted:;;tha t no 

evaluation of the Adult Action Projects would be possible if they were to be 

terminated, as they had not been in operation for a sufficient length of 

time. Although declining to make any recommendation, Mr. M.oore noted that 

the funds already invested in these projects should weigh heavily in making 

a decision on their continuation. Finally, the funding support necessary 

for these projects was detailed on an enclosed chart. 
II 

\\ 
;; 

. f th Cr~me Reduct~on Council was held on 12 october The next meet~go e. • 

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 options, open to 

the Council, and stated that I,LEC 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 

May 1978, based on the decisions not to fill a staff vacancy. 

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 

that problems in obtaining this data were occurring due to difficulties 

in obtaining bonds for the parties involved. 
" Staff and eRC 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 

function would include the systematization of the criminal justice system. 

Several members of the Council expressed serious doubts concerning the 

possibility of obtaining local funding. Other options discussed included 

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 decide whether or not 

to extend the blO police action projects. He said that,a 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 

continued funding for the Dedicated Prosecution Project and two months of 

additional funding for 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 Evidenc~ Project which began in .JUne 1977. Data com-
\ 

paring the performance of the Crime Scene Unit for Ap~il-Oct9ber 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 Directbr reported that once 

the automated fingerprint searching system is made operational, he believed 

that art increase in identification made from fingerprints would be realized. 

The CRC chairman, Superintendent Andrews, noted that the Council must ad­

dress the relative costs and benefits of having the Crime Scene Unit 

examine a greater percentage of crimes; 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 t;!:;l,e Dedicated Prosecution Project 
" was next examined. Specifically, the Director pointed out that during the 

first, five months of the project's operations, the average time f:!:,om arrest 

~ 
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to indictment had decreased, while the speed of case processing had increased 

overall. COIt4'11ents on the program and thes e resul ts were made by Mr. Mihm, 

the State~"s Attorney, and Mr. Joe Gibson, Assistant state's Attorney assigned 
to the project. 

Finally, Seargeant Gary Poynter, supervisor of the Criminal Informa­

tion Exchange, J::'eported on the unit's progress. He noted that the unit had 

~') \, contributed to 13 felon¥ arrests since 1 September, and that information 

[generated by the CIE couidb~ 'used to supplement information on warrants. 

:'According to Sgt. Poynter, 0appro~.imately 60% of the Peoria police officers 

contributed information to the,Exchange, and as an incentive to participa-
; 

tion communications were bein.g sent to officers whenever their information 

helped in apprehending a sU;ipect~ 
:'! 

Turning to the issue of continuation funding for police action ~ 
~I projects, the Director commented on the information n~esented in a handout 

entitled "Available Federal Action Funds."tre, reported, that no decision 

on the extension request made 1;0 LEAA had yet been ptade. That request 

asked LEAA to extend the current projects 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 pqlice Projects through 31 December 1977 was still 

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

available as of 1 January 1978 for the juvenile action projects or 'b:mtin­

uation of the two police projects. stating that the cost of contint1ing 

the two police projects for an additional 6 months (January-June 1978) 

would be $42,358 (leaving $69,714 for juvenile action projects), the Director 

suggested that this additional funding period would give a sufficient 

period to conduct an evaluation of these projects. At this point, Mr. Moore 

noted, the juvenile plan would be near completion, which would allow the 

Council to decide between continuing the adult action projects and initiat­
ing juvenile action projec.:J';. 

'::::::.,:~:--:, 
c..:,: 
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In the ensuing discussion, Hr. Mihm questioned whether other funds 

for 'I . t m;ght be available if the adult action projects were juven~ e proJec s • 

stated that while no other funds would be available continued. Mr. Moore 

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 

f;'hat the Council fund both police projects through 31 December 1978. Pos-
" I, 

sibilities oj: obtaining local financial support for the projects were ex-

amined, and t e c ance 0 • • h h f obta;n;ng other outside funds for action projects 

was again noted. The CRC en vo e th t d to, approve f unding of the ,;,i-",~wo action 

projects through 31 December 1978. 

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

o~ce UECR planning mon~es are ep e e • _ , d 1 t d Super;ntendent Andrews stated that 

the City of Peoria was "willing to discuss" supplementing the continued 

funding of the CRC staff by contributing the Police Depaxtrnent Operations 

Research budget to the CRC. Contingencies of such an arrangement might 

be (1) increasing the CRC staff functions to include cruainal justice ' 

system operations analysis, and (2) assurances that the city would receive 

a fair share of the benefits of this research function. p09sibilities 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'\geen 

withdrawn' and re-subrnitted in revised form on 9 December 1977. This re', 

vised application requested $115,920 in UHCR funds for all adult' action 

projects through December 31, 1978. The ILEC approved this revised appli­

cation, and a grant for the three projects was awarded on 6 February 1978. 

Opening the 23 February 1978 meeti~~,1asthe Director's report 

that funding for the three adult action pi/Jjects had been approved through 
'",=-// 

the end of December 1978. l-lr. Moore also reported that the computer soft-

ware for the Automated Searching Prdcess of the Physical Evidence Project 

had been delivered, ir:stalled, and te~:ted. Concluding the Director's 
\ u " -

report, Mr. Moore described the last ~e~ting of the Urban High Crime 

Directors. According to Mr. Moore, the~irectors were in the process of 
\ 

amending the ILEC guidelines on the uHcRilprogram to allow the local staffs 
,I 
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to expand their acti vi ties beyond those delinea'ted in the guidelines, as 

,~hey 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 acc?unting for 516 

custodies and 600 residential burglaries. A brief description of the 

flow chart was presented by the Director, and the various processes and 

d~cision points in the chart were explained. council Members discussed 

certain aspects of the juvenile process, and it was suggested by Chairman 

Andre,.,s that the juvenile judge for the Peoria area be invited to sit in 

on the Council. 

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 Juvenile. 

~ystem: phief among ~hese was the inabilit; of "the staff ~o identify an 

accurate arrest history for the juvenile population. Primary sources of 

juvenile arrest histories were listed and discussed. These include 

juvenile probation files, juvenile folders at the Juvenile Division 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 conc+uded that before 

the staff begins ~nalysis 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 

st,udy. The Chairman noted that at the next meeting the CRC would have 

to decide whether or not to collect juvenile arrest information. Finally, 
'" 

several requests that the presentation on the juvenile justice system 

flow chart be given to other members of the criminal justice community 

were made. In closing, Mr. Moore announced that data collection for the 

evaluation of the adult action projects 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,,~~. Moore opened with an introduction to 

the evaluation reports in which he remibded Council members tbat the two 

major objectives of the Adult Master Plan were to increase the risk of 
e 

a~brehension for residential burglars and to s~ed up the operation of the 

cr.iminal justice system. T~e Director then summarized the performance of 
(~, 

t.he Dedicated Prosecution pr0ject in relation to its three major objectives. 

According to the Interim EvJ~uation Report, the first objective -- to have 

all target crime cases into/the Circuit Court. within 30 days of the target 

crime arrest -- was met:1 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 not been met, but that substantial 

progress had been made to:ward that objective. Specifically, the average 

time to disposition had been lowered from 133 qays to 75 days, and the range 

of case length had been reduced. Prior to 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 lO days of the date set for trial - had not 

been met. Further discussion of the evaluation results, the exhibits 

submitted in the interim evaluation, and the benefits of the Dedicated Frose­

oq:tipn approach followed. 

The Council members next tur~ed to a discussion of the Physical 

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

been complicated by ,the fact that at the same .time the additional crime 
a 

Scene Search Officer was assigned to the project, the superintendent of Police 

had issued an order that the Crime Scene Unit should be notified of all 

residential burglaries and respond to as many as possible., While not able 

to isolate the effects of these tw~ factors, Mr. Moore noted that the 

evaluation had found that as a result Of the project there had been a 35 

percent increase in the number of identifications. Before adjournment of 

the meeting, Hr. Mobre announced that the evaluation of the Criminal 
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Information Exchange would be provided ,at the next CRC i,meeting. At the close 

of the second-year evaluation, po flrm date had yet been set for that meeting. 

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

found that the Physical Evidence Project had begun use of its autom~ted 

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

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 

original $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 

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

ILEC on 13 July 1978. 

In this same interview it was learned that the evaluation of the CIE 

was not yet completed, and that the current projected completion date for 

the Juvenile Master Plan is December 1978. Staff of the Peoria UHCR program 

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

two to five student interns. 

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

commentary 

The Peoria UECR program has been thoroughly do~~ented in the materials 

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

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

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

evaluating action projects. The Council focused its attention on two major 
.," i/·-/'\., 

areas: r-~ . l' 
C......r,5 

• aSSessments of trade-offs between the planning function, 
possible future juvenile system action projects; and 
continuation of action projects based on the Adult Master 
Plan alone; 

• possible continuation of the Council's and staff's 
activities after federal funding ends. 

Because funds were not sufficient to accomplish all three options named in the 

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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Peoria UHCR Program Highlights, M h 
arc 1977 - July 1978 

CRC meeting, 25 ~1ay 

eRC meeting, 29 June 

eRC meeting, 24 August 

CRC meeting, 12 October 

CRC meeting, 30 November 

CRC meeting, 23 February 

" 
CRC meeting, 5 June 

~ 
12/77 

61.78 

Adult Master Plan completed 

Dedicated Prosecutor Project operational 
Adult Master Plan approved 
Physical Evidence Project operational 

Criminal Information Exchange operational 

Grant awarded to continue all action 
projects through 12/78 

Interim evaluation reports on Dedicated 
Prosecutor and Physical Evidence Projects 
released 

Automated fingerprint search capability 
operational 
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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

plexi~!y in the juvenile justice 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 

projects 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 led us to observe that tne designs were thought­

fully conceived and faithfully executed by the.CRC staff. 

Since October 1975 with the arrival of L. Aubrey Moore as Director of 
\(; 

the Peoria Crime Reduction Council, the Peoria,UHCR program has remained 
I.· 

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. Starting with a "program structure" that delineates possible avenues 

of achieving this goal, th~ program staff systematically conducted studies of 

past experience in Peoria with th~ 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 :j.n mind some five years ago. A somewhat unique combination of circum­

stances made this possible. These were discussed in the first-year evaluation 

final report, but bear reiterating here. 

• First, 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 progfam. 
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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 othe~ factors: the awarding of action furtds to 
ci ty and county agencies undi;;Jr ILEC' s Violent Crime Reduction 
Program, and the awarding of discretionary funds by LE~ 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 10VI priority item in 
more difficult financial times. 

• ThirCf, continuity in strong 17adership prevailed with the city's 
re-hiring of L. Aubrey Moore 'as director.* Mr. Moore shares 
many of the same aspirations for government deGision-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. 

J' Th,rough 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 promote~ a non-threatening 

\,,1 

environment in which monitoring and evaluation of projects could occur quite 

routinely. 
II 

The failure to complete a Juvenile Master Plan within the anticipated 

time frame was described as the most notable disappointment to the pirector. 

Had both the Adult and Juvenile Plans been finished before action projects 

were selected, t he alternatives considered and Council's d,ecisions may well 

have been quite different. The fact i:.hat the Council has supported 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 seek'funding from 

non-UHCR sources if there are particulariy persuasive findings I "suggests at least 

partial accept~ce; of the program process in Peoria, in addition to demonstrat­

ingthe, feasibihty of the E>ro<;.::ess. 
Ii 
1\ 

* Recall that Mr. Moore prepared the Master plan Design, under a gO-day contract 
with the City more than a year before he wa,s hired as Director. 

** This stance was facilitated by the fact that the City provide~ the cash match 
on the project that is hosted by the.,State's Attorney's Office, a county agency. 
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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 termination 9-fits second-year planning grant 
, ' 

in July 1978. De facto, the program ceased functioning long before...:'-the. 

last Crime Reduction Council meeting was in April 1977. The Phas~ 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 g'rant, ,-the staff was reduced from 

six to four, and it relocated at the polic~ Department, where the director, 
.0.1 

fiscal officer, and secretary shared an office, and sItFe was provided"to 

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

~1hile no further Impact Plans were produced, the East st. Louis 

program staff did develop two grant applications for Phase I action projects. 

The first would ~,nvolve the establishment of a Crime Analysis Unit within 

the East st. Louis Police Department. This would be staffed by a director, 

a fiscal contrpl officer, and a secretary. At a cost of nearly $100,000, 
:::::-, 

a computer system and a first year's service contract wer~ to be purqhased 

under the grant. The Crime Analysis Unit'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 Special 

Tac~ical Unit, funded under the second grant application reviewed, would be 

able to be "optimally deployed." According to the grant application, the 

Tactical Unit would patrol only one area--Police District lO--and would con­

cern itself solely with 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 il.atter 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, Hissouri Department. 
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While neither of th 
~ e grants was f 1 

functions of the C ',~ orma ly acted upon, the stated 
r~} e Analysis Unit were, until rec tl ' 

manually by the fortiler UHCR t ' " en y, be~ng performed 
s at~st~c~an P' tabul t' • ~n maps and robbe 

a ~ons were maintained by th' , " ry 9nd burglary 
~s ~nd~v~dual. 

Commentary 

The sketch given above of the East 
st. Louis UHCR program reflects 

review in our second-year 
the only materials sent to us for 
While there may be further evaluation. 

relevant documentation 
fact remains th t in program files, the 

a little was accomplished ' 
framework of the Urban H' h' ~n East St. Louis within the 

~g Cr~me RedUction Pro ' 
Phase II Plan was stymied b gram dur~ng this period. A 

y the lack of access to 
in East st. Louis robbery and b 1 Court files on defendants 

" urg ary cases 
to th '. e St. Clair County court's barr' 

This apparently d was ue both 
. ~ng of the UHCR t ff 

court records and t ' s a from a _ 0 the ~nability ccess to 
wer d of the s'j:aff to demonstrate why the 

e nee ed. * A tentative plan data 
Ph for the Regional Office to develop the 

ase II Plan unde,r contract to th C· 
executed.** ";\', e ~ty (using UHCR funds) was never 

The CRC was unable to ach' 
meetin .. C') ~eve a quorum after its February 1977 

g, and the,' last meeting of the C ' 
, oun9~1 was in Apr'l 1977 

requ~rements, which had b' ~. The quorum 
een establ~shed in th b 

meet' e ylaws adopted ~n the 
~ng, w~re five members altogether 'th • secqnd 

C't ' w~ at least two f ~ Y agencies. Four such' d' , rom other than 

St L ' , ~n ~v~duals were automatically named to the Eas((t 
• ou~s CRC by v~rtue of the ' -

, program gU~deJ.ines: th-
the Chief Judge of the Circuit e State'~ Attorney, 

Court, and two representat~ves 
Department of Corrections. • from the State 

" By the end of 1977, the two Department of 

* The~e viewpo~nts were offered durin 
Reg~onal Off~ce staff ,g , :respect~vely 

** . 
interviews with UHCR staff and 

"._::~1:') 

The question 
Illinois Law 
affirmative. 

of access to Court records b th '" 
Enforcement Commission is y e staff c£ the Squthwest 

presumed to be answered in the 
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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 S~ate's Attorney in the summer of 1976 also damaged the Council's 

phances for meeting the required quorum. 
Ii 

CRC meeting attendance)->4 City-based members was also rather dis­
il 

mal. During one interview ,~}'.:~were told that. the Mayor was frequently repre-
\(~~-.----~~, .::;:::;:::-:- .-' 

sented by his AdmimStrative Assis.tant at Council meetings, as well as in 

communications on other Pr.ogram matters. Problems with attend~ce by 
({-. 

mayorally appointed CRC members are repeatedly mentioned in the minutes of 

early 9RC meetings. The City waswithcut an appointed police chief from <:. 
August 1976 to June 1977. The Acting Chief was then made full Chief., but 

ten months later he was asked to resign, alledgedly fo!:, -t!he Department's 

fail~re to respond quickly enough on a call for service, in w~~t proved to 
""', :/ 

be '\(~ violent crime. As of this \V'ri ting, the Mayor is serving as Police 
Chief. 

II 
( By the end of our first-year evaluation it became clear that suc­
\~\\ 

cessfll], participation in the)! UHCR Program by the City '~;i. East st. Louis 

would be highly ~likely '(Ro~dh retrospect, it seems clear that--except for 

the high rate of crime in the city--the UHCRProgram 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 p~ior 
experience on far. simpler grants were ,.dim at the outset. 

• The racial separateness between the City of East st. 
Louis (black) and surrounding st. Claire County (white), 
and the compara.tively poverty-stricken government of 
the City relative to the County, in themselves pre­
cludedthe" possibility of rational allocation of Program 
fundst;Cltween City and County agenciEls, or for that 
matte'r, cooperation and coordination among all criminal 
justice agencies serving the City. ~lith "failure to 
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communicate" assumed to be on the low end of cate­
gorical measures of cooperation or coordination 
h ' , 

t ~s more modest goal was not even achieved in the East 
st. Louis program. \\ 

The> City's needs seem to be far more basic than could be 
fulf~lled by the UHC~ Program. Its appearance alone-­
boa:ded,buildings, structures burned to the ground, only a 
spr~nkl~ng of commercial establishments (which appear to 
have diminished in the past blO 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 other 
p7~~lems c~nfron~ix:g East st. Louis, and that sj.lllply pro­
V~aJ..ng bas~c mun~c~pal services is a serious challenge. 
In the grant application's own words, training of the ten 
officers in the Special Tactical 1mi t would result' in their 
"know ringJ and understand [ing] t11'e' 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. II 

The reason for East\.~"t. Louis' inclus:d.on as a UHCR participant was 
.. ~~~ " 

its high rate of serious cr~me~~he sole cr~ter~on used by ILEC in selecting ,: 

cities for the program. EvenassUI!1ing that a totally objective appr?ach to' 

selecting the cities was appropriate, ILEC had frequent signals that the East 

sf. 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 grants should stay \'lithin the framework. 

Problems of access to court records for purposes of developing a Phase II Plan 

were unlikely to change, because of the reasons postulated earlier. Production 

of the Phase I Plan alone (both Phases I and. II having been anticipated) . should 

have been reco.gnized as an unlikely accomplishment without the assistance of 

an experienced consultant. r::The signif'icance of the CRC's inability to achieve 
a quorum should have been recognized. 

It was unanimously agreed in our interviews that these signals were 

detected by ILEC, but there was disagreement over how long 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 pass:i,ng judg­

ment in our first-year evaluation. This was due in part to our concluding 

that .~he problem signals were so prominent as not to need documenting, but 

also to our own uncertainties about the relative "positions" of the four 

local problems on our scale of local program performance. 
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2.5 Synthesis of Program Process FindingS 

(j of Program process findin~.,s can be organized around Our synthesis . 

five major topics: 
(, 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Monitoring of action projects; 

actJ.'on proJ'ect evaluation designs; Development of 

Action project evaluation activities; 

Program administration; and 

Local assumption of progr~s 

These are discussed individually below and are followed by a brief summary 

statement of second-year findings relating to program processes. The assess-

I' t and Peoria experiences \.;i th ments are based primarily on Champaign, Jo J.e , 
, all drawn from the East st. Louis the Program, but illustrations are occasJ.on y ,'i 

experience. 

Monitoring of Action projects 

Action projects were monitored in all three cities, if by this term 

it is meant that the local program staff kept their respective Crime Reduction 

Councils verbally informed 

went one step further than 

of project activities, and problem areas. 

Champaign, by also providing the Council 

Joliet 

with 

d As noted earlier, the fact that 'd' updates of tar.,get crime tren s. 
perJ.o J.C th Ch aign CRC be-
selection of residential burglary as the target crime by e amPQ 

operations is consistent with our finding that the c~., e obscured in project 

unable to maintain monthly residential burglary counts. program staff has been 

these two cities, action project monitoring by the In contrast to 

Peoria staff included the timely preparation of project reports that were 

keyed to questions of whether explicit project objectives were being achieved. 

'I b I assessments of Apart from serving as a partial basis for Counc~ mem ers 

where remaining 11 t' d the monitoring data program funds would best be a oca e I::; 

collected will eventually feed the "explanatory model," developed by the str.l.ff, 

for residential burglary. 

The Peoria program " f.e ts toward tJ:va st'aff also monitored its own e .Lor 

Juve'nile Master plan. While progress on this plan has J)ee, n developmen t of a 

often for reasons beyond the control of 't::leCouncil, t.he que's­relatively slow, 

tion of possible juvenile justice projects surfaced over and over aga~~n during 

ff re, assessed the efficacy of proceeding the past year. Each time, the sta 
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with work on'a Juvenile plan, to inform the 'Council of prospects for signifi­

cant findings that might warrant holding program funds in reserve for 

juvenile projects. 

The UECR guidelines originally specified the use of a "performance 

management system" by the local program staffs;) to monitor their own work as 

well as the progress of projects funded under the local UHCR program. 

Chiefly because neither the cities nor ILEC had any previous experience with 

the UHCR approach to planning realistic program plans were not developed, and 

the performance management; p,Ystem--as a fo~al moni toring devic'~--was 

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

projects remained. Without such a monitoring function, action projects 

could not be locally held 

strategy indicated in the 
accountable for operating in accordance with the 

I 

citY@? Impact Plan. Another purpose of the monitor-

ing fQ?ction 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 sufficient to fulfill these purposes remains an open question 

at this time. If the local program directors lack ~e authority to keep 

action projects on. track, their coordinator role will be greatly diminished. 

We examine this issue more extensively in our third year evaluation. 

Development of Action Project Evaluation Designs 

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

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

the Joliet pro~ram will provide basic information on project performance. 

Because the achievementof these performance objectives was expected to have 

an impact on robbery and burglary levels in the City, but these relationships 

wene not cast in an analytic framework, the question of project impact on crime 

can at best be ans;qered from only a global histd:dcal perspective, much as in 
t\ 

our own approach to assessing local programs I imrllact on targ'et crime (described 
I, 

in Section 3.2 below). The unant,icipated involvement of the Crescent Regional 

evaluator holds some promise for "tightening" action project evaluation designs 

tosome~xtent. The evaluation of the Special Prosecution Unit 
, f t' 'f ,)1 't " t J.n orma J.ve J. . compar7tls of J. s performance are made WJ.th he 

the State Attorney '~pffice on similar cases in prior years. * 
_.,~., ,0 

will be more 

perfonnance of 

*More will be<:-,said on Regional Office involvement in UHCR programs under the 
Administration section, below. 
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Again, the Peoria program, due to the nature of its planning effort, 

t 't t one step beyond this more traditional approach provides an oppor un~ y 0 move 

to proj ect evaluations. * Using proj ect performance data as input to the resi­

dential burgle.:ry "explanatory model," estimates of "expected" r~~dential 

burglary levels--cornputed in the model, can be made. Comparing -these estimates 

with observed levels provides a means of validating the model; comparing both 

of these data sets with residential burglary levels projected from cf' pre-project 

, h' t t t to assum~"'g that no proJ'e'cts were in operation; time trend (",h~c ~s an amoun . . ... . 

and examining residential burglary trends over the s~e 'cime period in other 

, th f'd that can be placed in the find-parts of the state, will t~ghten e con ~ ence 

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 sharply afte~ the Dedicated Prosecution Project was implemented.** 

The Champaign program'~ e~aluation 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' 

11 b · la ned Local evaluation plans \.,e understanding of what ,.,as actua y emg p n • 

have seen for the Designated pros~cution 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 

'target c;:rime is anticipated, except possibly in Peoria. Even in this case, 

be f ound that the technical problems confronting the designs will be it;, may 
,\ 

difficult to overcomG. 

Action Project, Evaluation Activities 

, 't evaluation activities have taken place in all three Act~on proJec ;1 

, 't After missing the charibe to evaluate the cities having act~on proJec s. 

n 
! 

* , th nd not the analytic 'techniques, that is We reiterate that it ~s e process, a 
the object 0+ this discussion. 

**The question at issue here is whether the relationship, between re~idential 
burglary and the speed with which adults arrested for that crime are pro­
cessed through the system, can be expected to hold outside the rang~, of 
observations. 
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Mobile Crime Prevention Unit, the Joliet program staff is now receiving monthly 

tabula:tions of case information for the Special Prosecution .LJnit in its second 

year. However, no assessment of these data hayr, surfaced to date . 
v 

As noted earlier, an evaluation of the Team Policing Unit was conducted 

by a consultant for that Champaign project. This effort was also "global" 

inasmuch as no data on Team activities were presented in the evaluation.* 

Rather, the evaluation reli~d on the results of two telephone surveys--one each 

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 for the two groups were assessed, and no significant differences 
., 

were 'fo\ind. Vie,.,ed as "preliminary" since it ,.,as based only on one year's 
(J 

operations, this evaluation appeared to have had no impact on the City's 

decision to apply for continuation funding for Team Policing. 

The interim ,~'valuations prepared by the Peoria CRC staff for t.he Dedicated 

Prosecution Project and the Physical Evidence Proje~t, were comprehensive and 

carefully documented. As we indicated above, these evaluations speak only to 

the question of whether these projects -:::'::'::e meeting their objectives of speeding 

up the system with respect to target crime case processing and in?reasing the 

number of target crime suspects identified and conseguently,'the number of 

arrests for residential burglary. 

Administration 

In our first-year eva~uation, we stated that improvements could be made 

in the manner that ILEC administers the UHCR Program in the four cities, and 

we indicated'~fat one of t~e key difficulties was the lack of a Program Monitor 

whose primary duties would be to .update the Program guidelines as the Program 

evol ved in the four cities; detect and (.:orrect, .. to the extent possible, local 

program departures from these guidelinesi and facilitate the grants administration 

procedures that have been instituted for all ILEC grants. 

The designation of such an iridi vidual p~'oved infeasible. Asa result, 

a number of administrative problems were encountered over the course of our 

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

*The scope of the evaluation was not intended to inclUde an .analysis of 
Team activities. 
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, h f t f the East St. Louis Program; local project; indecisiveness over tea e 0 

uncertainties about what action projects might qualify for funding under the 

. t of 'program staff activities ~ight UHCR guidelines; and whether certa~n ypes 

be permitted within the scope of the Program. 

. . f the Program (joint monitoring ~h d al ILEC mon~tor~ng structure or __ .e u 

by the UHCR Program Monitor and project area specialist) and the apparent 

lack of communication between ILEC staff and regional office staff who dealt 

of administrative difficulty. For with Program matters were also sources 

t application f~r Joliet's Victim-Witness example, only shortly ,before the gran 

" two documents were prepared regarding evaluation Aide project was withdrawn, 

'h . t While the one of them an evaluation design for t e proJec . of the project, 

. may prove to be of value to other victim-witness availability of ~his des~gn 

th;s effort might have had a different priority if the regional projects, ... 

evaluator had been informed of the possibility that the application would 

"'either be withdrawn or denied by the Planning and Budgeting Committee. The 

evaluator in UHCR program matters would involvement of the Crescent regional 

( . h evaluation of the Special Prosecution have come as less of a surprise w~t 

t R . n had been better. Unit), if communications between ILEC and tpe Crescen eg~o 

, detr;~ental to the morale of local We found that instances such a.s these wsre .. " 

program staff, causing a not~ce e egree . abl d of cynicism toward the Program. In 

t st L ;s after submitting a grant application for the' another example, Eas. ou ... , 

Tactical Unit, received a number of suggest~ons rom . f ILEC (at times conflicting) 

t · the Police Chief was asked to for revising the application. In the mean ~e, 

. tth department wanted. resign, leaving uncertain the specific type of proJec" .e 

Ultimately, no satisfactory action project was developed. 

Local Assumption of Programs 

One of the major issues confronting the UHCR programs in Champaign, 

our second-year evaluation has dealt with tne future Joliet and Peoria during 

the UHCR staff, and the Crime Reduction Council, when ILEC of the program, 

funding ceases. This, of course, ~s an ... , ;ssue faced by any administrator of 

.. because of the two-pronged planning/action grant programs or projects, but 

nature of UHCR, these decisions are more difficult to make. 
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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 loca~ government officials., 

l: , 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 program staff is funded through 

January 1979; the Joliet staff thrpugh August 1979, and the Peoria staff, 
through December 1978. 

Because the Program guidelines have at times been narro\v!y interpreted 

by ILEC, there have been limit's 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 

b~ achieved within the guid~lines. 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 the local programs after ILEC funding, however, is likely to be the economic () 

conditions within the cities and the financial status of the local governments 

involved •• As noted in one of our interviews, assumption of costs for a local 

criminal justice planning unit is difficult in the face of lay-offs in fire 
and police departments. 

Finally, we obse~ve that, except in Peoria, the ILEC regional offices 

appear to have played a more active role in UHCR matters during the second 

year, than in the first. Whether this is a conscious or unconscious result of 

steps taken twoards institutionalizing some of the UHCR functions within the 

region can only be surmised. In Champaign, the intent was reasonably clear 

in the City Hanager's 7 April letter: that a greater level of coordination 

with the East Central Illinois Criminal Justice Coordinating Council on program 

matters would be sought pcu.'ticularly for the action project monitoring and 
evaluation functions. :'; 

Similarly, though reached by a different route, the 

role of the Crescent Region in the Joliet program has, to date" been in the 

area of project evaluation designs (as well as the eValuations' the.mselves when 

the data became available). This compared to what appeared to be a purely 
1 

administrativ~ (review) role during our first-year evaluation.' In East St. Louis, 
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we already mentioned that consideration had once been given to having the 

region devel,op the Phase II .Impact Plan under contract to the City. While 

this never came to pass, the influence of the Southwest Illinois Law Enforce­

ment Commission in criminal justice matters affecting East St. Louis cannot be 

denied. Althcmgh the region serving Peoria continues to be represented a~ 

CRC meetings and to receive program materials, we'found no indication of an 

increased level of involvement in decisions affecting the shape of the program 

after lLEC fundi'ng ceases. 

Summary 

Our second-year evaluation findings have been delineated with far more 

covfidence than was achievable 'in the first year. While' our findings speak to 

a number of problems with the Program and assert that only Peoria carried out' 

the 1?rocess originally intended for the Program, we believe that a nUItlber of 0 

steps can be taken at this juncture to optimize local program ep:orts in the 

other two cities over the time remaining.* These are outlined in the 
.,;:.-' 

qonclusions and recommendations provided in Section 4. 

\\ 

*East st. Louis" departure from the Program will release, unspent funds that 
might be applied to continue the othef l,ocal programs beyond the dates 
indicated earlier. 
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3. ANALYSIS OF TARGET CRJME DATA 
[(J 

This section examines crime trends in relation to local programs;"? A:Ll 

of the data referred to in this section pertain to crimes coming to the atten­

tion of the law enforcement authorities {i.e., the nUItlber of reported crimes, 

rather than the number of actu~l crimes}. Section 3.1 updates from the first­

year evaluation the manner in which a complaint'made to law enforcement officials 

is processed and eventually appears in a crime count. A description of our . 

construction of the data base of target crime(s) for each of the UHCR cities 

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

included in the fir,st-year evaluation. An update to this desar.iption concludes 

section 3.1. Section 3.2 presents a de1!ailed explanation oL,the method used 
. {t. 

to analyze shifts in crime trends when action projects were made operational. 
co 

3.1 Data Origins 

Beginning in 1972, law enforcement agencies in the state have been sub­

mitting monthly crime and agency ' statistics to the Illinois Department of Law 

Enforcement's Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS). Among the data 

submitted are those that f8lfill the reporting needs of the FBI's Uniform 

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

Supplement to ,Return A. These offense and clearance statistics had previously 

been reported directly to the FBI on standard forms by ]pcal and state law 
" ~. 

enforcemen~ agencies. Offense and clearance counts are fa~:='];!ied on Return A 

for the standard crime categories 9f the UCR system. Th1 supplem~nt to 

Return A provides a more detailed examination of property crimes, including 

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

value of property stplen. Data compiled from these two forms constitute 
I,' I 

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

States. A general description of the ~prms used to submit data to CJIS 

and the output reports they provide was included in the final 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 con~on a 

reported incident as initial input and three Illinois Uniform Crime Reports 

(I-UCR) as final output. 
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Champaign (Residential Burglary) 

II 
Residential burglary counts we10e estimated for years 1972, 1973, and \) 

1974. * Counts appearing in Monthly Return 6f 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 Champaign. 

Joliet (Robbery and Burglary) 

Robbery and Burglary cOUL~ts were obtained from Offense and Clearance 

Trend::; reports for the y~ars 1972-1976. Counts for 1977 and 1978 were 

obtained from the Crime Analysis unit of the Joliet Police Department. We 

felt as a result of our process 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. 

Peoria (Residential Burglary) 

Residential burglary'counts were obtained "from the staff of the Crime 

Reduction Council for 1972; from the Peoria Police Department's On-line 

~nformation System for 1973 through 1976; from the Peoria Police Dsparbnent'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 ~se of an 

alternatf~e data source would not change any of our findings. Staff of the 

crime Reduction Council called to our attention the fact that we had ~eversed 
)(' 

the counts for April and May of 1976 .. This error has been corrected for this 

report. 

Monthly crime counts for 1977 and 1978 used in this report and 

described above are presented in Table 3-l!*Serious questions about the 

reliability of these time series were presented in the: final 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 
fir::;t-year.evaluati'On. 

**Monthly crime counts for 1972 through 1976 are included ~h. App,endixB. 
(> 
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~ear 
and 
Month 

1977 -

I) 

Januar~ 
February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

september 

October 

November 

December 

1978 

January 1\ 

February~_ 

1\ March 

April 

May 

June 

.*" hI 10 

\! 

TABLE 3-1 

INCIDENCE OF TARGET CRIMES BY r.10NTH FOR 1977-1978 

Chamj?aign 
Residential 

Burgl<7,ry 

48 

27 

rTr~' 55 
( \ 
\ '36 
\1 
, 40 

46 

79 

89 

59 

86 

62 

124 

52 

47 

45 

54 

28 

, ;U 

o 

" 

Robbery 

18 

34 

19 

12 

18 

20 

20 

'17 

29 

17/) 

22 

24 

16 

24 

20 

14 

27 

9 

81 

Joliet 

Burglary 

127 

116 

161 

149 

156 

119 

205 

134 

161 

146 

134 

116 

97 

117 

82 

88 

128 

123 

Peoria 
Residential 

Burglary 

108 

97 

105 

135 

156 

160 

191 

158 

179 

189 

175 

121 

114 

123 

110 

109 

155 

121 
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:However, it is our. opin~<;m that the substantive con-the serious reviewer. '",,, -t", ' 

would not shift' wi thin the range of error m,ade clusions of this report 

explicit by .... v alternat4..~~e 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 

to fit the monthly crime counts as closely Our analysis strategy is it 

ubt t the fit, and look at the residuals as possible for secular trend, s rac 

for evidence of a program effect. This entails transformation and representa­

tion of the data in an iterative fashion, examining the "significance" 

successive iterations to improve the fit to, the data. We begin with a 

of 

,., f . t th f target crimes in the three description of the models used to ~ e our 

UHCR cities and conclu e _ _ d W~th a d~scus.sion of the direction in which we are 

". . f' t" shifts. in trends over periods moving to make judgments about s~gn~ ~can 

when action projects are operating. 

I, 
\1 

~ 
The Descriptive Models 

\ 
\' cr~"'e counts for all four target crimes suggests a \'e Examination of the ...... 

gene~al increase from 1972 through 1975, followed by a decline in 1976 and a 

recent increase. The target crim'es all ex,~j(bit some level of seasonal varia­

tion, with crime counts tending to be low£J:n the early spring and higher '~ 
during the summer. 

Rather than discuss our model building exerc!seonlY at the gene,ral,level, 

it may be more helpful to the rEhader to gO' through an eITamPle ~aken from on; of . 

the UHCR cities. The average for all 78* monthly counts of burglary in Jol~et ~s 

~ 40 3 We note that this is equivalent to 134.0. wi th a standard deviation 0.-. • 

sta6.n~ that ~e sum of squared residuals (SSR) of the data from the mean 

valU:e(our first "model" ~s , • _ ~ ) . 124 867 'G~ven no other". information,** we would 

*January 1972 to June 1978. 

do have other information about the crime counts--their **We, of course, 
sequence. 
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estimate 134.0 burglaries a month in Joliet. There would be considerable 

uncertainty about the accuracy of this estimate, as reflected in the standar,d 

deviati9n, because approximately one time out of three the burglary count will 

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) 

/f...
1 

where bo is the mean of the monthly burglary count in Joliet and Y(t) is 

computed for 1: = 1,2, ••. ,78. It is of course a constant (1. e., 134.0). 

In view of what a~peared to be monthly patterns in the level of crime 
. , 

from year to year, the first s.tep of our analysis was to seasonally adjust the 

l:1aw monthly count~; using the ratio-to-moving'-average technique. ** This was 

accomplished by deriving a set of twelve "typicai seasonals" which adjust the 

monthly counts in each year to a hypothetical value absent "seasonality." 

The number of target crimes has been se;:lsonally,C\djusted so that changes that 

occur between consecutive months can be ascribed ·to other than seasonal factors 

(e. g., climate, number o(~ days in the month, holidays,' whether studen.ts 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 eq1livalently, reduced the 

SSR by 22,890 to 101,977. It is also important to note that the mean of 134.3*** 

remains the best guess of burglary in Joliet, even though the level of uncertainty 

has b~en reduced. Consequently, the first model also applies to the seasonally 
adjusted data base. 

(? 

In the next step, the data was modeled as a linear function of time: 
/'. 

Y (t) 
(2) (t = 1,2,~ •• ,78) 

/I " " where bO and bl minimize the SSR bet\l7een Y (t) and Y (t); Y.(t) is the seasonally 
..... 

adjusted count in month t; and Y(t) is computed from eql~ation (2). Examination, 

of the target crime data suggests that with the exceptiori., of burglary in Joliet 

(with an increase in explained SSR from 18 to 26 percent), there is little linear 

trend for the remaining target crimes. Thi.s is cOi'roboratedby the relatively 

*It was actually outside the range of the two values 23 times out of 78. 
~"\ (l 

**This Procedure was discussed in detail in the final report of the first-
year evaluation. 0 

***The mean of the seasonallY",adjusted data m~y shift slightly (usually less 
than one percent) from th~ mean of the unadjusted data. 
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small SSR~eduction 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:aecond degree polynomial. The next step 

h f t d the data as: in our analysis, t ere ore, represen e 

(t=1,2,.· .. ,78) (3) 

d b were Chosen to minimize the SSR between y(t) and where again bO' bl an 2 

Y(t). The use of a model d . t reduced the "unexplained" containing a qua rat~c erm ie:: 
SSR for burglary in Joliet 

of resi~ntial burglary in 

by 38,178· more, to 52, 864. with the exception 

champaign, 'model (3) provided a significant 

improvement (p <.001) in fit over model (2). This reflects (confirmed by 

examination of the figures) a generally increasing level of t'arget crime from 

1972 to 1975 and a generally declining level of crime from 1975 to the pre~ent. 

The apparent upturn of reported crime over the last year suggested the 

use of a model containing a cubic term. This model took the following form: 

(t=1,2, .•• ,78) (4) 

h b b and b
3 

chosen to minimize the SSR between Y(t) and Y(t) • wit bO' 1'· 2 
This model resulted in'an SSR reduction of 2,692, with a remainin~ unexplained 

SSR of 51,698 for burglary in Joliet. ModeJ: (4) provided a significant improve­

ment (p < .05) in fit over Model (3) for both burglary and :;obbery in Joliet. 

There was no significant improvement (p > .05) in fit for residential burglary 
[:' 

in Champaign and 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 b~ginning 

of 1975, a decline from the beginning of 1975 to the beginning of 1977, .and an 

increase from the beginning of 1977 to the beginning of 1978. We applied a 

model containing a fourth degree folynomial to represent the data: 

(t = 1,2, ... ,78) (5) 

with bO' bl , b2 , b3 , and b4 again chosen to minimize the"SSR between Y(t) and 

Y(t). The results for Champaign are both dramatic (compare the relatively 

unchanging models in Figures 3-4 through 3-5 with Figure 3-9) and significant 

(p < .001). Although no similar patterns could be seen"for the ~emaining 

three target crimes, we nevertheless applied model (5) to the data. No 

significant impr~vements (p > • 05) in fit were found nor,.,was any significant 
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improvement (p > .65) in fit found by attempting to fit the Champaign data 
\ 

with a model containing a fifth degree term. 

1'he fitting of,a model to data, for which we cannot see the pattern 

it is meant to represent, suggests that what we are doing may in part be based 

on judgment rather than replicative rules. For example, another researcher, 

finding no improvement in fji~ using linear, quadratic, and cubic models may, 

for reasons Of parismony, decide that the best model is simply the mean of 

the seasonally adjusted data. "Seeing" three turns in the data requires a 

judgment. Not "seeing" three or four turns in the series of reported crimes 

also requires a judgment. The analysis of data is in part, after all, an art. 

After fitting a model to the dat:a that was both a "significant" 

improvement over a model with one leSS term and that looked reasonable when 

graphed against the reported crime counts, a binary (dummy) variable-­

representing the presence (value 1) or absence (value 0) of action projects-­

w'as added. * If 2f "significant" reduction in the SSR were to occur at this stage, 

such a finding would add evidence to the possibility of a program effect in 

the overall evaluat;on of theUHCR programs. With this term in the model having 

unit value for the months of October, November, and December 1976 and after, 

and zero values elsewhere 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: 

,. 
" ,. 

Y(t) = bO + bIt + b2t2 + b3t3 + b~~ 
U 

(t = 1,2, ... ,78) (6) 

where bO' bl , b2 , and b3 are as be~ore and x = a for t = 1,2, ... ,57 and x = 1 
for t = 58, 59, ..• ,78. 

Table .3-2 summarizes the discussion above for burglary in Joliet as 

well as the other three target crimes. For each equation, the unexplained SSR, 

the increase in explained SSR obtained by using a model incorporating the next 

higher. order polynomial, the cumulative explained SSR, and the cumulative per­

cent of the explained SSR have been provided. It should be noted that the sum 

of the "Unexplained SSR" and ,the "Cttmulative explained SSR iI is always equal to 

the "Unexplained SSR" for the unadjusted data of equati~n (1)<::/- 124,867 for 

*Champaign's residential burglary data was fitted by a quartic model, 
both robbery and burglary in Joliet by a cubic model, and a quadratic 
model for residential burglary in Peoria. 

o 
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:.'.>.BLE 3-2 

;)ESCRIPTIVE HODELS OF :·10NTHLY CRINE cOUNTS .'1...'<0 SU~CoIARY OF SSR 
REDUCTION FOR THE FOUR TARGET CRI:'!ES IN THE THREE UHca CITIES 

Un-
explained 

:·lodels SSR 

Champaign 

Residential burglary 

hl y (t) = 60.7 (Unadjusted data) 21,667 

(I) yet) = 61.4 (Seasonally adjusted data) 20,069 

(2) yet) = 63.7 - .059t 19,934 
'1 

.• 1 7 89 .002t2 19 879 53) yet) = 6. +.0 t ~ , 

:(4) yet) = 63.0 -' .095t + .004t
2 

- .00005t
3 

19,865 

(5) yet) = 79.0 - 4.0t + .22t2 .004t
3 

+ .00003t
4 

'181,174 

(6) yet) = 80.6 - 4.3t + 23t2 .004t
3 

+ "".' 15,330 4 (.' 
Joliet .00002t + 39.3x 

Robbery 

(l) l' (t) 
til yet) 

(2) y ttl 

~.r, 

= 20.3 (Unadjusted 5 ;l 
= 20.6 (Seasonal.lv acthssted data) 

-.-~ 

= 19.5 + .0281: 

(3) yet) = 14.3 +.42t - .005t2 

(4) yet) 7.2. + lo4t - ;;037t2 ,+ .0003t3 

(5)' yet) = 6.6 + loSt - .039t2 
+ .0003t3 + 5.lx 

Burglary 

(1) yet) 

(1) yet) = 
(2) yet) 

(3) y(!:) 

(4) yet) 

(5) yet) 

Peo~ia 

\. 
134.0 (unadjusted dat.a) 1\ 

. • .11 
134.3 (Seasonally adjusted\1 data) 

115 • () + ,) 49t ;1 

63.6 + 4.3t - .049t
2 

'\i 
2 ,. .i 3 

46.8 + 6.8t - .13t + .00C!7t 
'2 !I 3 

42.0 + 1.5t - .14t +,.00{6t + 

Residential Burglary 

(ll 

(1) 

(2) 

yet) = 159.3 (Un~djusted data) , 

y(t) = 161.0 (Seas';:mally adS::)tfMi data) ". ,I 
yet) = 157.0 + .10t V 

(3) y(I:) = 105.4 + 4.01: ~ .049t2 

yet) = 96.3 + 5.0t - .067t2,~ 40.2x (4) 

40.3x 

o 
4,467 

4,395 

4,364 

3,968 

3,500 

3,420 

124,867 

101,977 

92,568 

54,390 

51,698 

46,727 

141,349 

115,279 

114,867 

76,391 

71,521 

86 

'Increase in 
explained 

SSR 

1,598 

135 

55 

14 

1,691 

2,844 

72 

31 

396 

468 

80 

22,890 

9,409 

38,178 

2;692 

4,972 

26,070 

412 

;;13,476 

, 4,870 

Cumulative 
explained 

SSR 

o 
1,598 

1,733 

1,788 

1,802 

3,493 

6",337 

o 
72 

103 

499 

967 

1,047 

o 
22,890 

32,299 

70,477 

73,169 

,78,141 

o 
26,070 

26,482 

64,958 

69,828 

(} 

Cumulative 
percent of 
el<Ellaine~ 

SSR(Le.,R l 

O~ 

7 

8 

8 

8 

16 

29 

0\ 

2 

2. 

11 

22 

23 

26 

56 

.59 

63 
~/ 

0'\ 

18 

19 

46 

49 
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burglary in Joliet. Each successive model moves some of the SSR from the' 

"Unexplained" to the "Explained" column. The question we address below i's 

whether a "significant" amount·· of the SSR has' moved from the "Unexplained" 

to the "Explained" column. 

In addition to Table 3-2, Figures 3-4 to 3-27 provide a graphic 
'i) 

presentation of the successively improved models used to fit the data for 

each of the target crimes. They also provide the percentage of unexplained 

ahd explained SSR for each of the fitted models. 

Significance of Successive Models 

We turn now to the question of judging "significance" at each step of 

the analysis describedabove~ The regression procedures we have described to 
. (t 

.' 
~~is point may be properly viewed as descriptive, but techniques used to judge 
'. ~ ., 

significance ar.e couched Jin the liir\guage of inferential statistics. By 
/I )/ '\\ 

if~erentia1 statistics, we refer tOJanalysis performed on sample data that 

will be generalized to a pOPulatio( (Le., es'timating population parameters 

f~om sample regression statistics tr testing statistical hypothesis about 

population parame .. ters). For stati~.~ical inference in regression analySis, 
.~~ 1\ 

stochastic errorl terms--assumed to hare normal distributions with mean zero--

are postula~ed for the model. This ih effect requires treatment of the 

model's parameters (the b' s in the pr.evious equations) as stochastic variables 

of which the gi'llen data set provides mean and variance estimates. We have in 
" 

this report also used the usual hierarchical method of decomposition to test 

the improvement in fit using models of higher order polynomials.\) Howeve.r, 

we have used it as an estimate of a significance test described below, that 

does not assume that we are making inferences from a sample to a popUlation, 

but makes reference only to the properties of-the given crime data. This non­

parame(;tric approach has considerable intuitive appeal, treat;ing the data 

base aspa pOPll:lation rather than as a sample, from some population (whose 

conceptualization we found elusive).* Our measure of significance with the 
rp 

o 

{)' ·i 

*See Morrison\\ and ~enkel, The Signifi6ance Test Cbntroversy, for a historical 
treatment of I! the philosophical and methodological" issues in this regard. v 
Especially;rel'evant is the~artlc1.~ by Hagood, "The Notion of a Hypothetical 
universe." >! 
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FIGURE 3-4 
MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY IN CHAMPAIGN WITH MODEL (1): 

~ =60.7 ' 
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1\' --.--... _. • 

Y tt) = 6.6 + 1.5 t - .039 t 2 + .0003 t 3 + 5.1x 
50r-------------~~~~r:~----------------_r------.__r--------_r--------~--------_, 

ttt23~·i) 0 Uilexplained SSR 
J';.:: .' .,~~ ff) Explained SSR !I 17% 

~------~--------~~~I 
Total. SSR = 4467 

+ 
>40 
G: 
W 
In 
In 
0 + 
a:: 
u. 
0 
w + 
~30 
w + 
C 
U 
~ 
c 
w 
~ 

.~ 
,pO 
~ 
> 
-I 
-I 

+ ~+ 
+ + + .. ... + 

+ ++ +. 

+ + 

~ .' :2 i 
0 
(I) 

« 
~ 10 ++ + 

/ + 'I 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

o ,." 

;, l PROJECTS 
I BEGIN 
I 
I 
I 
• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I '+ 
I , , 
I 

++ 

~ ',l+ ... 
~ +++ 

, ., t + 

"l­
I· 

... 

+ 

... 

, , +, , , 
I , , , 
I , , , 
I 

It/ 

'" 

+ , 
II 

+ .. ~ 

... 

0~ ________ ~ ______ ~~ ______ ~ ________ ~ __ ~ __ ~1 ~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ______ ~ 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Data Source: Offense and Clearance Trends reports. Crimihal Justice Information Services (1972-1976) 
Crime Analysis Unit. Joliet Police Department (1977-1978) ;. 

•• 0 

. '~t fR". d~~ :'\\ 
~': / .. .' . 

.. 
'y.\ 

(l;.-

(] 

\ 

.' 

,1., 

", .. 

.\ 

, 

-



__ ~ .. ~F~.j'--. ~ -.-.. -.-.-.-

r 
orr-' 

\1 

;/ 

" 

, " 

, .. ~ 

o ' 

--/ 

AO, 

,; c\ 
It> 

-~.~ ~ 

I, 

'" "-, 
.~ f / . 
.' " . . t, 

, . 

I 

I 
1. 
II 

f 
I 

.. ~ 
'" ~y 

I 
,0 ' 

"1 
.~ i ~j, 

. " ..... :~ 

• 
" 

.' 

..-

W: 1 at '91:'91. 1 

-' 
0 
-' 

, , 
I> 

300 

250i 

>-a: 
~ 
...I 
c; 200 a: 
:l 
en 
u. -
0 
w 
0 
2 
~ 150 
(3 
z 
a 
w ... 
en 
~ 100 a 
~ z 
:l 

50 + 

o 

{~.' 

'Uf IU! • 't. ... ' l' ' t 1 11-.' T? if r I OWl nn.,,? rmnr '.III'I1n 

L:J 

FIGURE 3-17 
II MONTHLY BURGLARY IN JOLIET WITH'MODEL (1): 

II 
Y (t) = 134.0 

o Unexplained SSA 
100% EI Explained SSA 

Total SSA = 124,867 pLJECTS 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ ++ ++ '. 
+ 

--
1972 

"'. 

. 
BEGIN 

_.+ 

" 

+ 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + If' 

-l 
+ + I 

~ + I oj + + " 

+ + + I + ++ tl 
+ + + of I + . I '.' 

+ I +-+ 
++ + 

1+ 
f- + 

+ 'I-+ +' I + , .... ~ of + 
... + I + + + + -

ft. ... I 
+ 

+ 
" 

5' 

- :,..;-, 

------ " 

. 
-, 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Data Source: Offense and Clearance Tnmds reports, Criminal Justice Information Services (1972-1976) 
Crime Analvsis Unit, Joliet Police Department (1917-1978) 

", .. 

, . 
c 

I ' 

I 
I 

-
1/ 

(r 

( 
'\ 

'i 

1919 

o 

o 

Q 

"" 

p 
~ 

'0 

'fl'" " 
" .. 

"" 
. , 

".\ < .< 
" 

, 



or 'b 

il';. 

>, 

r'o ' 

" , 
., 

o . . 
o 

.t 

. " 

" 

a , 

f I 

>. . 

1 

J 

~ II 

\~ 
" 

~ 
{j' f. 

.,~ 

" 

i'-::, ', ___ r 

.... 
o 
N 

> a: 
<t 
..J 
CJ 
a: 
So 
II. 
0 
w 
U 
2 w a 
o 

300 

250 

200 

2 150 
a 
w 
t; 
:J ..., 
a « 
> 
..J 
..J « 
2 
"~ 
« 
w 
en 

100 

50 

o 

+ 
+ 

l-
+ 

FiGURE 3-18 
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FIGURE 3-19 
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FIGURE 3-20 
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FIGURE 3-21 
SEASONALLY MONTHLY BURGLARY IN JOLIET WITH MODELc(4): 
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FIGURE 3-22 
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED MONTHLY BURGLARY IN JOLIET WITH MODEL (5): 
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FIGURE 3-24 
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FIGURE 3-25 
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED MONTHLY RESlDENTIAL BURGLARY IN PEORIA WITH MODEL (2): 
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FIGURE 3-26 
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED MONTH LX .f\(:~IOENTIAL BURGLARY IN PEORIA WITH'MODEL (3): 

Y (t) = 105.4+4.0 t - .049 t 1 " 
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fiGURE 3-27 
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED MONTHl.,V RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY IN PEORIA WITH MODEL (4): 
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introduc:.tic>n of each new model is based on the increase in explained SSR, 

over the model with one less term. Each new model is evaluated by the F0 

ratio. 

Incremental SSR 
due to new model/ I 

F = =::......;::.;::-~~=..::~~=:--:"7'­
Unexplained SSR/(N-k-l) 

where K is the number of independent variables in the equatJon, and N is 

the sample size (or, as conceived below, the population size);c, Models"of 
'. 

higher order polynomials were retained if they provided a significantly better 

fit (at the conventional . as level) over models with one less term~, Three of 

the models tl'~at represented the crime data as a linear function of time did 

not signific1ntlY improve the fit over khe 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 t 2 , but t as well. 

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 ~~ 

our intention to develop and, if it proves reasonable, utilize this technique 

in the third year evaluation. The technique is straightforward: with each 

successive model of higher order polynomial, we locate the increase in explained 

SSR within the context of increases in explained SSR that result from the 

randomly-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. Clea~'ly, the set of all possible permutations is tob large to consider 

calculating the increase in explained SSR for all its members. With the aid 

of computers, however, performing the calculation for a random sample of, say, 

10,000 of the, 78! possible permutations af the 78 monthly crime counts is 

perfectly feasible. For a sample of this size, the increase in explained SSR 

for the given data would have to be larger than those resulting from randomly 

generated permutations in at, least 9,500 cases. 
\:. 

A demonstration of "significance" 

is seen ~s reducing the probability 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. 
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would be statistically more conservative, that is, it would not find signifi­

cance in some cases where conventional statistical tests that assume such 

parameters as normality, independence, and sampling from an infinite universe, 

might. 

TO conclude, 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 cautioned attributing statistically significant 

reductions in the level of targe,t crimes to program effects, these increases 

may also be caus~~by other factors. The argument that e~ther 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. CONCLUSIONS AND RECO~1ENDATIONS 

Our c,entral 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, 
wa&) able to carry out the UHCR processes (planning and 
analysis, project monitoring, and project evaluation) as 
conceived in the design of the program. 

• Joliet and Champaign, which found themselves in the middle of 
a mismatch between the UHCR design and local cJ:iminal justice 
system needs. 

• East St. Louis, which "'las simply unable to cope with the program. 

The Peoria program demonstrates that the process ~ 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 poor match with the needs of East st. Louis. General 

improvement funds would be far more appr~riate. 

In between lay the Joliet and Champaign programs, which were con­

fronted with tension between the program design and local needs. However, 

this tension was insufficient to snap the program tie with ILEC, as had 
" 

occurred in East St. Louis. We felt that the planning approach in bo~h cities 

put the cart before the horse: project areas were examined, then ways were 

explored to tailor the top-ranking project to the target crime; suspects and 

defendants in target crime cases; or people convicted of target crimes. Data 

presented as part of the planning effort were left to speak for themselves. 

As a result, interpretations of the data by Council members tended to reflect 

their experience and preferences, and vlere generally left unstated. Many 

people find it difficult to interpret statistical and tabular data, for the 

purpose of providing"or suggesting answers to questions. Organizing the data 

in a manner 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 ra~oved 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 de,termination of problems and needs, wi thin a limited range, and the 

allocation of program funds to these, as underlying program elements. 
( 

Peoria adopted the guidelines quite strictly, keying virtually all its pro-

gram actj~ities and decisions to the question o~ 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 

studies 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 fm\ds, Joliet was studying recidivism, among other things, 

after program funds had already been~~xpended 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 to the completion 

of the Phase III Plan, that city's ability to rest funding decisions upon com­

parisons of empirically-based analyses was similarly 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 

progra~ resulted from a unique set of circumstances. In our view, the 

Peoria program successfully distinguished the UHCR design from more typical 

crime impact efforts. Whether Peoria'S crime impact can also ,be distinguished 

from those of the other cities; whether the Peoria ~pproach to project planning 

can be justified on other than crime reduction grounds; and whethe~' oth,~r 

program benefits o_utweigh costs in each of the cities remain to be addressed 

in the third and final year evaluatio!h 

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 terminated, 
due in large measure to this city',s inability to convene 
its Crime Reduction Council. 
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• While the other three citieshave remained in the program, 
o~ly one has captured the essence of the program design. 

• Whether target crime has declined significantly since the 
implementation of action projects 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 local 
\( 

monitoring and evaluation of action prl)jects ,in' the time that remains, since 
\\ 

we will rely in part on the findings of local action project'evaluations in 

our overall evaluation of impact on target crimes. Keeping th6 programs 

intact through monitoring is one of the main reasons why our first recommen­

dation was made to continue funding of the local program offi.ces. If action 

projects were to operate as thuugh they were not part of a larger prog.r.am, 

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 design. These might 
include: 

• 

• 

• 

technical assistance to line agencies (but not to 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; or 

service as a local criminal justice research agent, to 
conduct studies and evaluations; 
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The expanded scope of activities notwithstanding, our fourth recom­
mendation is that Crime Reduction Council meetings cont;nue t b 

... 0 e held, anti 
plan updates prepared, for the allocat;on f 

... 0 remaining 
/" .. 

The formal local program decision-making shOUld not be 
UHCR acti.on funds ~/ 

discontinued. 
Finally, program guidelines ~hould be amended, alluded 

to earl'ler, to 
permit immediate implementation of these recommendations. 

117 



~ .1 
u APPENDICES 

il 
/I 

o 

&~"':~'W-r'7"'-U 

I 
I 
I 
I 
D 
II 
n 
D 
[J 

n 
0 
n 
0 
n 
n 
n 
u 
I 
I 

" 

\\ 

APPENDIX A 

LIST OF MATERIALS EXAMINED 

e' 

0 

~.) 

Q 

;f 

',' 

() 
" 

\ 

l! 
Ii 
P 
Ii 
i! 
ff 
fi 

I: 
tl 
r, 

~ 

I 
I 
I 
y 

I 
I 
1 

, ' 



• • 
I MATERIAL EXAMINED: CHAMPAIGN 

Crime Reduction Council Minutes 

.11 Ij 

3 March 1977 
It May 1977, 
12 October 1977 
18 October 1977 
16 November"'1977 
21 December 1977 
25' January 1978 
17 March 1978 
28 April 1978 )\ 

l i 

D,,! 
Correspondence and Memoranda 

,j 
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n 
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'E.';'! : 1 \ 

.' 
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6 May 1977: 

13 September 1977: 

13 October 1977: 

13 octo~\er 1977: 

13 Octobe'x' 1977: 

270ctober'1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

28 October 1977: 

31 October 1977: 

7 November 1977: 

10 November 1977: 

!.~ ~ 1,, __ _ 
~- i'!.. 40IW --,..,', .... ----;-. 

• 
" ., I 

N. Weisman to CRC members, re: Possible Phase II 
programs to be discussed at 11 May 1977 CRC meeting 
N. Weism~ to S. Peck, re: Activities that could 
be undertaken with $31,000 in additional planning . 
funds 
N. Weisman to G. Adams, re: Transmittal of Phase II 
Plan 
N. Weisman to W. Holland, re: Transmittal of Phase I~ 
Plan 
N. Weisman to J. Zagel, re: Transmittal of Phase II 
Plan 
N. Weisman to O. Fabert, re: UHCR support for Champaigrr 
County Crime Prevention Council 
N. Weisman to W. Dye, re: Review of Champaign County 
Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant application 
N. t'1eisman to D. Long, re: Review of Champaign County 
Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant application 
N. Weisman to P. Dollins, re: Review of Champaign County 
Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant application 
N. Weisman to R. F. Mottley, re: Review of Champaign 
County Crime Prevention Council discretionary grant 
application 
N. Weisman to E. Hedrick, re: Review 
County Crime Prevention discretionary 
N. Weisman to D. Long, re: Review of 
Prosecutor grant application 

of Champaign 
grant application 
Designated 

N. Weisman to P. Dollins, re: Review of Designated 
Prosecutor grant application 
N. Weisman to E. Hedrick, re: Review of Designated 
Prosecutor grant application 
N. ~veisman to F. Dye, re: Transmi ttal of Police Vehicle 
Utilization Study 
N. Weisman to, CRC members, re: Proposa,l for continuation 

ofunding 
GN. Weisman to E. Mill!::!?, re: 
to the ILEC for continuation 

.---.~-------., ....... , , .. ",-"." , 

Approval to make application 
funding of the UHCR program 

(j 

\ 
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D 

16 November 1977: 

17 November 1977: 

12 ,December 1977: 

6 March 1978: 
16 March 1978: 

6 l}pril 1978: 

6 April 1978: 

3, 4, 6 and 7 
April 1978: 

7 April 1~78: 

Program Documents 

E. Miller to ILEC, re: Request for Continuation 
Funding 

E. Miller to Mayor and City Council, re: Application 
for Continuation of UHCR program 
A. Beard to S. Lamberton, re: Review of Designated 
Burglary Prosecution grant application 
UHCR Staff to F. Dye, re: Calls for service analysis 
N. Weisman to P. Mateson, re: Collection of data on 
parolees in Champaign County 
N. Weisman to P. Gerontes, re: Briefing on Peor,j,a 
Police Department Crime Scene Search Unit 
N. Weisman to F. Dye, re: Visit to Peoria's. Crime 
Scene Searc;h Unit and possibility of such a uni.t in 
Champaign 

G. Spear to various sources of documentation on proba­
tion services, re:possibility of obtaining documents 
on probation issues and services 
E. Mi~ler to S. Peck, re: Modifications to the Champaign 
Urban High Crime Progr¥!'. 

--->;;-

[ '1 Phase ,II Plan - Adjudication, dated September 1977 
p Ch~npaign Ur~an High Crime Program Burglary Offender Tracking Project, 

~~/j /1975 and 1976 Preliminary Report, 5 MCiY 1977 

[] 
~~c->~/"preliminary F;i.ndings from Initial Citizen Survey," by Peter F. Nardulli, 

University of Illinois, undated 
Champaign Urban High Crime Citizen Survey Instrument, FebFuary 1977 

[
' "Team Policing .in Champaign~'" by Peter F. Nardull.i, Uni versi ty of Illinois, , J undated 

Preliminary Report - Combined Police Services 

n 

u 

n 
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Phase III Plan - Social Services and Corrections, dated July 1978 

Other 

News article: "La::;arro Hakes Switch from Lawman' to Lawyer," Champaign 
Morning Courier, undated 

Police Vehicle Utilization Study, produced by tiHCR staff t 31 October 1977 
" 

Grant Applications and Authorizations 

Statement of grant award for Team Policing ... , Burglary Abatement Program, 
dated 10 December 1976, for the grant period 1 January 1977 to 31 March 1978 

Grant application for. Team Policing - Burglary Abatement Program, prepared 
10 June 1976 for the period 30 September 1976 to 30 September 1977 

Grant application (revised) fot' Team Policing - Burglary Abatement Program, 
prepared 10 June 1976 for the, period 1 January 1977 to 31 March 1978 ,"' 

Grant application for Designated Burglary Prosecution Program, prepared 
3 October 1977 for the period 1 December 197;7 ,to 30 September 1978 

", , 0 

I 
f ; 

! 

I 



~,~, 

() " 

-, 

.. 

'0 ' o 

·1
' 

I 
"'I 

'~ 'I , 

n 
n 
n 
n 

(j! 

D '~ 
e, 

0 
f], 

I~ '0 

P , I,' 

~J 

0 
G 

0 
f~ 

co 

'J 
( 0 

[L", 

o 

Q .-, it () 

City Council Bill 77-362" Authorizing City ~anager to, Execute o?lIl Application 
to Illinois Law Enfors:ement Commission (Ol:' the Urban High Crime Impact 
Project, dated 6 December ,1977 0" 

Application Review of DesignateCl Burglary prosecution Prqgram received 
28 Octobe~ 1977 for the grant period 1 De,cember 1977 to 30 September 1978 
UHCR grant application prepared 10 Novexpber 1977 for the period?'l January 
1978 to 1 January 1979. 
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MATERIAL EXru.1INED:' JOLIET 

Crime Reduction Council Minutes It 
I 

15 December 1976 
23 March 1977 
25 May 1977 
8 June 1977 
25 August 1977 
25 October 1977 
2 February 1978 
6 April 1978 
25 May 1978 

Correspondence and Memoran,da 

5 January 1977: 

24 January 1977: 

25 January 1977: 

10 February 1977: 

15 February 1977: 

3 March 1977: " 

7 March 1977: 

8 March 1977: 

11 March 1977: 

11 March 1977: 

21 March 1977: 

23 March I977: 

S. Lamberton to B. Gerhart, re: Neighborhood Drime 
Prevention Rebate~program 
B. Gerha;t to S. Lamberton, re: Respol),se to questions 
on grant application for Neighborhood Crime Prevention 
Program " 
F. Breen to G. Gersey, re: request for one month grant 
extension.for Mobile Crime Prevention Unit; 
D. Fogel, ILEC, Director to N. Reck, .Mayor, r~: Award 
of grant for Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rep,ate Program 
G. Fitzgerald to CRC members not present at 14 February 
1971 meeting, re: proceedings of 14 February meeting 
G. Fitzgerald touF. Breen, re: Application for criminal 
justice information for research purposes . 
F. Breen,\\to G. Gersey, re: explanatiop of request for 
grant adj"tlstment for Mobile Crime Prevention Unit 
s. Peck to'M. Cpllins, re: completion of Phase II plan 
and sUbmissiqn Vofthe Phase II act.i,on grant application 
A. Beard to G\ Gersey via J.R. Oksas, re: Condition of 
award for the ~eighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program . ,~ G. F~tzgerald anq B. Gerhart to S. Peck and G.' Gersey, 
re: revised budget for ~eighborhood Crime Prevension 

'Rebate Program ' 
E. Petka to S. Peck, re: purchase of a typewriter for 
the Special Prosecution Unit ' 
G.Fitzgerald to R. Feeley, Corporation Council, re: 
Parental responsibi1ity~r.dinance 
G. Fitzgerald to A. Beara" re: proposed evaluation design 

\\ ' 

, 23 A1?ril 1977: 
\ 
\ 27 April 1977, 

. . ,\2 May 1977~ 

6\June 1977: 

14 \tune 1977: 
'I', ' 
~. 

:!J::< 

for the Spegial prosecutio~ unit 
G. ;.,F,itzgerald to CRe member\" re: ,proposed workshop'" 
seminar on crime victim and \~tness assistance 
G. Fitzgerald to Sgt. J. GracE:.\t SU1;?erv~sorof Mobile Cnme 
Preventi'on Unit, re: pe, rfomarl,e ~f the Se~;et:tive Enf,orce-
ment, Unit "\ I' 
G. Fitzgerald to K. HeYljian, re: new~ coverage of seminar "" 

~~ ~~~~gerald to E. Petka, re: S~cicU pi~king privileges 
for witnesses in criminal cases ~, 

" 

\ 

= 
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15 June 1977: 

~O June 1977: 

1 August 1977: 

1 August 1977: 
9 'September 1977: 

14 September 1977: 

15 September 1977: 

16 September 1977: 

22 September 1977: 

26 September 1977: 

28 September 1977: 
" I,! 

28 September 1977: 

4 October 1977: 
3 November 1977: 

8 November 1977: 

22 November 1977: 

23 November 1977: 

13 December 1977: 

23 December 1977: 

4 January 1978: 

23 January 1978: 
23 January 1978: 

30 January 1978: 

17 February 1978: 

24 February 1978: 

.. 

, , 
,,{I 0. , 

'\.., " .. I, 
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G. Fitzgerald 'to A. Lopez, Community Relations Director, 
re: hiring of a victim-Witness Advocate in the Community 
Relations Department 
C. Rowe to M. Collins, re: appointment of Dennis J. Wolff, 
Warden of Joliet Correctional Center to the CRC 
G. Fitzgerald to F. Breen, re: 'nonappearance of defendents 
at'scheduled court proceedings 
G. Fitzgerald to N. Keck, re: "Operation Jaws" 
G. Fitzgerald to G. Mueller, re: east side revitalization 
and crilne control suggestions )., 
G. Fitzgerald to E. Petka, re: offender based tradking 
bond figures 
G. Fitzgerald to City Manager, re: perm!ssability of 
Neighborho'od Crime Prevention Rebate progra.\\ 
R. Oldland, City Manager to J. Zagel, Executi:iv~; Director 
of ILEC, re: clarification of use of LEAA funds for 
Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program 
G. Fitzgerald to Chief Judge Orenic, re: access to 
traffic records and on-line computer criminal records 

(I for the courts 
J. Zagel to R. Oldland, re: legality of Neighborhood 
Crime Prevention Rebate Program 
G. Fitzgerald to Chief of police, re: robbery and 
burglary trends 
R. Oldlal1.d to J. Zagel, re: legality/ or Neighborhood 
Crime Prevention Rebate Program ;i 
G. Fitzgerald to Lt. T. Trevision, re: privacy regulations 
G. Fitzgerald to Chief of Police, re: target crime trends, 
October 1976 ,and, October 1977 
G. :Fitzgerald to F. ,Albert, Director of Community Develop­
ment, re': Evaluation of SENO Street Light Program 
City Man'ager to Mayor Peck, re: role of Criminal Justice 
Planning Divisioa 
G. Fitzgerald to F. Breen, re: data on patrol officer 
effectiveness 
G. Fitzgerald to R. Colvin, Joliet Region Chamber of 
Commerce, re: encouraging businessmen to enable employees 
to cooperate with low enforc~ment and criminal justice 
agencies, ! 
J. Zagel, Executive Director of ILEC to R. Oldland, City 
Manager, re: Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program 
compliance with LEAA guidelines 
R. Oldland, City Manager to J. Zagel, Executive Director 
of ILEC, re: Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate progr~ 
compliartce with L:!::,1V\ guidelines " 
G. Fitzgerald to CRC members, re: Phase III programming 
G. Fitzgerald to CRC members, re: project area recommen­
dations for use of remaining funds 
A. Beard to S. Lambel:'ton, re: Evaluation Review- " 
continuation grant for the Special Prosecutor unit 
G. Fitzgerald to B. Morrell, re: s;pecific responses to 
items in the Evaluation of the Special Prosecution unit 
B. Morre1 to G. Fitzgerald, re: response to r-Ir. Fitzgerald 
17 February letter 
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m 1 March 1978: 

n 
{t5 March 1978: 

u 16 March 1978: 

fJ 
17 March 1978: 

21 March 1978: 

[J 22 March 1978: 

0 ,.30 March 1978: 

D 
11 April 1978: 

0 13 April 1978: 

0 19 April 1978: 

26 April 1978: 

0 1 May 1978: 

L1 
1 May 1978: 

8 May 1978: 

0 18 May 1978: 

Ll 
Spring 1978: 

Undated: 
\\ 

6 Undated: 

Undated: 

[J 

0 
0 
' , 
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B. Morrellto A. Beard, re: Mr. Fitzgerald's resptJnse 
to the evaluation of the Special Prosecution Unit 
W. Scott, Attorney General to T. Difanis, Champaign 
County States Attorney, re: liability to a governmental 
entity to a juvenile performing public service work as 
a condition of probation 
A. Beard to B, Morre~ re: correspondence concerning 
the crescent region evaluation of the Special Prosecution 
Unit 
A. Beard to S. Lamberton via R. Sullivan, re: evaluation 
review of the City of Joliet's Grant Application for 
Victim-Witness Aide Project 
B. Morrellto E. Petka, re: data forms for the Special 
Prosecution unit 
M. McDaniel to A. Maddox, re: transmitted letter for 
grant application with note concerning evaluation com­
ponent for Victim-Witness Assistance Project 
T. Maddox, Assistant Administrator to General Council of 
LEAA to J. Zagel, Executive Dir~ctor of ILEC, re: review 
of Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program regarding 
compliance with Crime Control Act restrictions on Part C 
funds 
R. Oldland to Mayor and City Council, re: report on 
Team Policing Need and Feasibility Study 
G.: Fitzgerald to Director of Neighborhood Services, 
re: Re-implemen~ation of Neighborhood Crime Prevention 
Rebate Program 
A. Beard to G. Fitzgerald, re: Evaluation Component­
Joliet Victim Witness Assistance Project 
S. Peck to G. Fitzger~~d, re: Appropriateness of the 
victim-witness aide pipject as a UHCR funded effort 

)/ ' . 
E. Petka to S. Peck, re: approval of data collect~on 
forms for the Special Prosecutor Unit 
G. Fitzgerald to S • .Peck, re: actions taken in response 
to S. Peck's letter on victim-witness aide grant applica­
tion 
E. Petka to W. J. Scott, Attorney General, re: Illinois 
statutes regarding public service work on probation 
S. Lamberton to N. Keck, re: acknowledgement of the with­
drawal of the victim-witness aide grant application 
G. Fitzgerald to CRC members, re: avail~pility of 
additional $50 vOOO for UHCR planning 
G. Fitzgerald to F. Breen, re: proposed performance 
m~asures for team police ' 
G. Fitzgerald to local attorneys, re: survey on case 
preparation time 
G. Fitzgerald to local attorneys, re: survey responses 
from local attorneys 
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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 Division, November 1977 
Addendum to Evaluation .Plan for Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program, 

17 November 1977 
Statement of Goals for 1978 for the JoQiet 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) 00 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: "Numb"er of Robbers Facing Judge Doubles," (Herald-News) 26 October 
Journal Article: "Offender Tracking System Pinpoints problems," (International 

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) 
Memo:r;:andum to SPA 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 Jol'iet 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 Squad and the Joliet Criminal Justice Planning Division . 
Non-disclosure of Criminal Justice Information Agreement between the Joliet police 

Department ruld the Joliet criminal Justice Planning Division 
An Agreement bE.~tween the Will County Adult Probation Department and the Model 

EX-Offender l?rogram, 31 January 1978 
An Evaluation ()t::'~he Special Prosecution Unit, prepared by the Crescent Regional 

Criminal Justice Council, January 1978 
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I Grant Applications and Authorization 
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Grant Application for Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program dated 
1 November 1976 for the period 1 January 1977 to 1 October 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 Neighborhdod 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 January 1977 
3 Narch 1977 
30 March 1977 
2S May 1977 
29 June 1977 
24 August 1977 
12 October 1977 
30 November 1977 
23 February 1978 
S June 1978 (Draft) 

Correspondence and Memoranda 

* 

27 June 1977: 

9 May 1977: 

1 July 1977: 

2 March 1977 

1 ~arch 1977: 

1 March 1977: 
27 March 1977: 
27 Narch 1977: 

27 March 1977: 

23 June 1977: 

27 June 1977: 

19 August 1977: 

7 October 1977: 
7 October 1977: 

7 October 1977: 

R. Mills to A. Moore, re: congratulations on Adult 
Master Plan 
A. Moore to R. Sommerfeld, re: proposed budgets for 
Peoria Action Projects 
A. Moore to S. Hendron, re: proposed evaluation plan 
for Adult Master Plan Projects 
A. Moore 'to CRC members, re: summary of police project 
recommendations, 
A. ,r.1oore to eRC members, re: police tactical operations 
related to residential burglary 
A. Moore to CRC members, re: Physical Evidence project 
A. Moore toCRC members, re: Anti-fencing operations 
A. Moore to CRC members, re: Criminal Information 
Center goals and potential operations 
A. Moore to CRC members, re: Automated Fingerprint 
Searching project 
A. Noore to CRC members, re: Summary of Victimization 
Survey 
A. Moore to CRC members, re: Descriptive Information 
Regarding Juvenile study Population 
B. Shepley to CRC members, re: An Analysis of the 
Illinois Juvenile Court Act 
A. Moore to CRe'members, re: Grant Matters 
A. Moore to CRe members, re~ continuation of planning 
activities 
A. Moore to CRC members, re: continuation of adult 
action projects 

Program Documen~ " 

May 1977 Crime Impact Action Projects - Operating Budgets 
Updated - Adult M~ster Plan projects: Evaluation Plan 
Jun~ 1978 Dedicated Prosecution Project, Interim Report 
June 1,?)78 Physical Evidence Project, Interim Report 
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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 Novemb~r 1977 Grime Scene Unit Operations, Pre and Post Project Performance 
Data 

28 November 1977 Dedicated Prosecution Project, Processed Residential Burglary 
Defendants, J'une 10 1977 to November 13, 1977 

Crime Reduction Co~.cil Resolution, re: prov~s~on of funds to extend two 
police action projects through 31 December 1978 

, ~ 

Grant Applications and Authorization 

UHCR grant application, prep~red 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 1 December 1976 
to 31 December 1977 

UHCR Action project grant applicati¢n revised 16 December 1977 for the period 
. 1 Decell'.ber 197"(( to 31 December 1978 

31 Statement: of gr~\~ award for adult master plan action projects dated 
6 February 1978 'f,or the term 1 December 1977 to 31 January 1979 
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TABLE B 

0 INCIDENCE OF TARGET CRIMES BY. MONTH FOR 1972-1976 

" 
" f;, n Il 

n 'lear Chamj2ais! n Joliet 
(] 

Peoria 
and Residential () Residential 

'~:, 

U 
)!onth auiglary Robbery Burglary Burglary 

'~':: 

G .ill1 
January 68 20 55 97 

0 
February 52 I 10 69 109 
Harch 57 7 60 ll7 

[l 
Ap:r;il 77 14" 73 131 
May 80 14 72 ~ 106 
June 49 13 99 III 

0 July 64 20 130 157 
August 69 10 ll4 134 

0 September 73 10 74 123 
October 49 11 73 137 

D 
November 60 15 86 144 
December 55 10 76 -131 

~ 

0 .!2.Zl 
Januar/ 56 18 92 129 
February 31 17 90 120 n March 29 18 102 147 
April 74 26 ,108 136 

0 ~!ay 67 16 134 129 
"- June 57 26 118 147 

n July 63 21 158 197 
AUgust 80 31 133 169 

0 
September 60.r::"" 26 159 208 
October 60 35 135 171 

APPENDIX B November 56 18 151 175 

'U December 44 21 165 207 

0 
1974 

~' "'--:Ja'nuary 50 27 163 126 -,~ 

-If 
February 41 29 179 127· 

n March 56 24 212 160 
April 46 15 133 138 

0 
:1ay 74 25 204 142 

0 

{) , 
June 64 33 251 147 
July' 69 11 253 208 

n A~gust 83 28 194 206 
September 64 19 125 147 

0 October 77 31 127 179 
November 68 29 145 213 

:,;:;......-. .::::.~::::::-~;.....-. 

U 
"December 80 37 128 245 

•• 1 

',' .!:.ill. 

0 January 93 32 110 266 

1\ 
February 67 24 102 2ll 

J March 71 19 115 160 
I, 

D April 59 122 2ll 16 
~!ay 84 13 140 205 

·0 \ 
June 65 32 184 226 
July 68 30 171 234 

;U August 83 30 193 258 
September 73 28 14~ 179 

C?, ,I 
October 68 13 <:rr29 , 208 

0 II November 56 13 104. 216 
\1 December 56- 27 152 263 

" 

I " 1976 

;0 
--:Ja'nuary 87 29 135 ~, 140 

February 39 13 101 1 (} 133 
~:arch 43 lil 153 

\ 
149 

·'1 
April 64 4 161 154 <J 

\} 
Hay 43 12 149 12,1 

53 14 170 ~, '-:' 127 
, 

U 
June 
July 55 23 156 ~.) ~43 
August 66 13 144 20Q 

B September 49 33 IS2 135' 
October 39 20 177 122 

0 D Nove:r.ber 47 17 121 162 
D.acember G9 18 157 128 
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