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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Urban High Crime Reduction (UHCR) Program is being funded by the 

Illinois Law ;nforcement Commission (ILEC) to test the thesis that local units 

of government can plan, implement and evaluate action projects designed to re

duce the level of crimes of their own choosing. Each of the four pa~ticipating 

cities (Champaign, East St. Louis, Joliet and Peoria) was to establish a 

Program Coordination Unit, managed by a Program Coordinator (Director), as 

the staff component of a Crime Reduction Council. These Councils, whose form

ation was required under Program guidelines, were to (a) make major policy and 

action decisions relating to their respective local programs, (b) generally 

guide the work of the staff, (c) provide coordination among the elements of 

the local criminal justice system, and (d) encourag8 cooperation and coordin

ation among agencies or offices represented on the Council. The ~~yor, City 

Manager, Chief of Police, State's Attorney, Chief Judge, and a representative 

of the State Department of Corrections were required by the Program guidelines 

to be Council members. Up to four additional "citizen" members were to be 

chosen by the Mayor. 

Three major objectives were speci.fied for the local programs: 

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

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

(3) To incr~ase coordination bet""een police, courts, and COI'

rections officials in policy development and <:iecision
making at the local level. 

In working towards these objectives, each city was to select the crime or 

crimes the local program was to address; develop a plan'of action; and monitor 

and evaluate projects implemented under the plan, as well as the local pro

gram overall. The product of the work of the Crime Reduction Councils and 

their staff was to be an Impact Plan explaining the choice of actions recom

mended. This explanation was to be rooted in the analysis of target crime(s) 

and its (their) occurrence in the city, and in the performance of the local 

criminal justice system in responding to those crimes. The number of target 

crime categories that could be selected was not expressly limited, but lLEC 

felt that only one or two could reasonably be addressed in each city. 

i 
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The Program design contained two options for the Impact Plan. In the 

first, the plan would be developed in three phases, each followed by tile imple

mentation of action projects approved for that phase. The 'three phases cor

respond to 'the three major criminal justice system functions: law enforcement, 

adjudication, and corrections. The second option was to complete an Impact 

Plan that analyzed all three components before applying for any action grants. 

Abt Associates began its evaluation of the Urban High Crime Reduction 

Program in September 1976. The Peoria program had been in operation for some

what over two-years; * the J'oliet program, for almost two years; the Champaign 

program, a year and a hulf; ,'lnd the East St. Louis program, a year.** No 

action projects were operational, although Phase I Plans had been submitted 

by Joliet and Champaign and had received ILEC approval. East St. Louis was 

planning to complete a combined Phase I/Phase II Plan by December, and Peoria 

was still several months from completing its Adu.lt Master Plan and had begun 

collecting data for the Juvenile Master Plan.*** Major Program events are 

summarized in the Exhibit on the following page. 

The Urban High Crime Reduction Program has been ambitious, and all of 

its participants are to be commended for their accomplishments within state

of-the-art, time and budget limitations. By virtue of delays, action projects 

did not begin opE~rations until more than two years after the first program 

gran1: was awarded, and consequently our first year evaluation concerned itself 

primarily with Program processe::~ and an analysis of baseline data for target 

crimle (s) • 

Major conclusions of our assessment of Program processes are summar

ized as follows: 

• The UHCR Program has afforded its participants valuable experience 
in local criminal justice planning and administration. Individuals 
who a.re ou1:side of constituent criminal justice agencies (the UHCR 
Direc:tors) are in a position to view those agencies as comprising 
a whole, Le., from a systems perspective, and to make recommenda
tions for i:lction from such a persepctive. The exposure of UHCR 

* Because the natUl:e of the Peoria program shif'ted significantly after the 
resignation of its fiJ:st Director, and the Crime Reduction Council was not 
formed prior to that t:ime, most of our perceptions of the program are based 
on material produced in the more recent of these two years. 

** This does not include the period when the first UHCR grant was awarded 
and subsequently terminated due to inaction. 

*** Planning for the Peoria program was done in Adult and JU,venile phases, 
across all criminal justice functions. 

ii 
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Directors to operations, policies and decisions associated with 
the local criminal justice system is an important first step 
toward promoting problem definition and strategy formulation from 
a systems viewpoint. We believe that all the directors took ad
vantage of this exp~s\\re to the extent that they are far more know
ledgeable of their respective local criminal justice systems than 
are many of those who have been part of the system for a much 
longer time. 

• The Program has provided and will continue to provide opportunities 
for line criminal justice agencies to test action strategies that 
otherwise would not be within the scope of local operating budgets 
of the participating cities. Innovative methods such as neighbor
hood team pOlicing in Champaign and specialized prosecution in 
Joliet and Peoria, can be tested for administrative or policy 
feasibility. The cities will have had more hands-on experience 
with (locally) new ways of doing things. 

• That cooperation and coordination within the four local criminal 
justice systems has improved as a result of UHCR, wat unanimouslY 
agreed with in our interviews with Crime Reduction Council members. 
Except for Peoria, which has had regular meetings, scheduled by the 
Chief Judge, of key local criminal justice officials and inter
agency committee meetings under the Violent Crime Reduction Program, 
there was no regular forum for system-wide sharing of problems 
and ideas in the UHCR cities. The Crime Reduction Councils have 
served as such a forum, and according to most of their members, it 
has enhanced both cooperation and coordination among the various 
system components. • 

• Whether the general public should be considered as part of the local 
criminal justice system is debatable, although it seems reasonable 
to state that they are part of the system by virtue of being vic
tims of crime or serving as jurors, witnesses, correctional volun
teers, or in simlar roles. Exposure of the public to the operations, 
policies and decisions made within local criminal justice systems 
and the characteristics of crime must be seen as a Program benefit 
if for no other reason, because officials in the system are either 
elected or appointed by other elected officials. In Jolie~ parti
cularly, and to a lesser degree in Champaign, there have been con
tinuing efforts to keep the public informed through the Crime Re
duction Councilor the media. East St. Louis discussed this aspect 
of the Program, but from what we have seen, relatively little has 
emerged from these discussions. Peoria, by virtue of its technical 
posture, does not appear to have taken as much interest or initia
tive as have the other cities in this regard. 

• ~ninistrative factors relating to the Progra~m are quite complex 
and time-consuming. To some extent, these have delayed progress 
of the Program and have made it difficult for local programs per
perceive themselves as cohesive entities working toward common 
goals. 

iv 
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• We found that burglary and robbery trends over the past five years 
exhibit an increase followed by a decrease of similar magnitude 
in the participating cities, in other Illinois cities (including 
Chicago), and in the nation as a whole. This trend, occurring 
before UHCR action projects became operational, has serious impli
cations for achieving or substantiating target crime reductive 
effects of local programs. 

• Serious internal discrepancies were found within the crime reporting 
system of the state Department of Law Enforcement (Criminal Justice 
Information Services), and between this system and other crime 
reporting systems. While this in itself does not necessarily in
validate the data base we have constructed, it does raise serious 
questions as to the reliability of more detailed data which might 
be used in the evaluation of action projects. 

• The Program has afforded its participants the opportunity to study 
local crime and criminal justice problems. While three of the cities 
may have applied their reviews of the relevant literature and their 
analyses of loCol statistical data to the derivation of action pro
Jects Peoria demonstrated in explicit documented fashion how this 
application occurred. The series of studies conducted by the Peoria 
Crime Reduction Council constitutes the basic components or a model 
that can be used to test the effectiveness of alternative inputs 
with respect to a single output measure--the level of residential 
burgJary. Seen in this light, there can be little doubt i.hat the 
data collected and analyzed under UHCR were put to an explicit set 
of purposes: calibrating, testing, and exercising such a model in 
deriving or supporting anticipated effects of action strategies 
or residential burglary. A. unique blend of circumstances enabled 
the Peoria UHCR program to take full advantage of the opportunity 
to focus on quantitative analysis in planning and decision-making. 

Our major recommendation at this point is that ILEC not proceed tao 

quickly in attempting to replicate the UHCR Program or to undertake a similar 

program in other Illinois cities (or·regions). We have two key reasons for 

this recommendation. The miCR experience indicated a need for extensive acti

vities in preparing local units of government for participation in such a 

program, or in determining the feasibility of successfully implementing such 

a program in given localities. t<toreover, the cost-effectiveness of an analy'

tical approach to deriving action projects for reducing target crime levels 

cannot be assessed fully until action projects have been operational for a suf

ficiently long period and data relating to these projects and their effects 

(as well as crbne data) are available. 

v 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

This section provides an overview of the urban High Crime Reduction 

Program and our evaluation of that Program. We begin with a description of 

the Program's basic elements and design, a summary of major Program events, 

a review of our evaluation activities to date, and an outline of major tasks 

remaining for the second and third year evaluations. 

Section 2 contains our assessment of Program processes, with special 

attention given to the manner in which action projects are derived in each 

city. The selection of target crimes, performance of the four Crime Reduction 

Councils, and administrative concerns are also discussed in that section. Issues 

relating to the evaluation of action projects and the overall evaluations of 

local programs that are to be conducted locally are discussed in Section 3. 

This section highlights the role of evaluation in the planning-action-evaluation 

cycle. 

Section 4 turns to a description of the procedure used to construct 

the data base of monthly counts of target crimes and to our assessments of 

the reliability and validity of these data. A model for describing trends in 

the data and identifying significant shifts is presented next. The manner in 

which this model will be applied in assessing the impact of the Program on 

target crime(s) in each city concludes this section. Concluding observations 

from our first year evaluation are offered in Section 5. 

Severai important appendices have also been prepared. Appendix A con

tains the data base analyzed in Section 4.2 and a description of the method 

we used to remove the effects of seasonal variation from the data. Slliurnary 

statistics relating to the model described in Section 4.2 are given in Appen

dix B. Graphs of five-year trends in robbery and burglary for a number of 

Illinois cities appear in Appendix C. Finally, Appendix D contains extensive 

discussions of sources of our crime data base and discrepancies in the data. 

1.1 Program Design 

The Urban High Crime Reduction (UHCR) Program is being funded by the 

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC) to test the thesis that local units 

of government can plan, implement and evaluate action projects designed to re

duce the level of crimes of their own choosing. Each of the four participating 

1 
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cities (Champaign, East St. Louis, Joliet and Peoria) was to establish a 

Program Coordination unit, mana'jed by a Program Coordinator (Director), as 

the staff component of a Crime Reduction Council. These Councils, whose form

ation was required under Program guidelines, were to (a) make major policy and 

action decisions relating to their respective local programs, (b) generally 

guide the work of the staff, (c) provide coordination among the elements of 

the local criminal justice system, and (d) encourage cooperation and coordin

ation among agencies or offices represented on the Council. The Mayor, City 

Manager, Chief of Police, State1s Attorney, Chief Judge, and a representative 

of the State Department of Corrections were required by the Program guidelines 

to be Council members. Up to four additional "citizen" members were to be 

chosen by the Mayor. 

Three major objectives ' •• 'ere specified f Jr the local programs: 

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

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

(3) To increase coordination between police, courts, and cor
rections officials in policy development and decision
making at the local level. 

In working towards these objectives, each city was to select the crime or 

crimes the local program was to address; develop a plan of action; and monitor 

and evaluate projects implemented under the plan, as well as the local pro

gram ~verall. The product of the work of the Crime Reduction Councils and 

their staff was to be an Impact Plan explaining the choice of actions recom

mended. This explanation was to be rooted in the analysis of target crime(s) 

and its (their) occurrence in the city, and in the performance of the local 

criminal justice system in responding to those crimes, The number of target 

crime categories that could be selected was not expressly limited, but ILEC 

felt that only one or two could reasonably be addressed in each city. 

The Program design contained two options for the Impact Plan. In the 

first, the plan would be developed in three phases, each followed by the imple

mentation of action projects approved for that phase. The three phases cor

respond to the three major criminal justice system functions: law enforcement, 

adjudication, and corrections. The second option was to complete an Impact 

Plan that analyzed all three components before applying for any action grants. 
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A high degree of flexibility was offered for the establishment of 

local policies, operations and procedures. For example, the manner of cre

ating a Crime Reduction Council was left to each city's discretion, as was 

the designation of its Chairman. The frequency of Council meetings, quorum 

requirements, and voting rights were also to be established by each city. 

The organizational placement of the Program Coordination Unit was to be a 

local decision. Each city was to select its target crime(s) from those indi

cated. If warranted by the analysis, target neighborhood(s) and target of

fenders could be designated in the design or selection of action projects. 

The rationals for these choices and the manner in which they would be coor

dinated in working towards cornmon objectives were to be spelled out in the 

Impact Plan. 

An abbreviated schematic of the Program's major organizational com

ponents appears in Exhibit 1. The Program as a whole, and particularly the 

work of the local Program Coordination Units, are monitored and given tech

nical assistance by the ILEC Planning unit. Abt Associates is under contract 

to the ILEC Evaluation Unit for the statewide evaluation of the Program. Action 

projects funded against the local Impact Plans are monitored and given technical 

assistance by appropriate ILEC program units, as well as by the Planning Unit. 

Fiscal review and mon.i toring of all grants is performed in accordance \"i th stan

dard ILEC procedures. While not shown in Exhibit 1, all grant applicati.ons and 

Plans are ~eviewed by the appropriate Crime Reduction Councils, City Councils, 

County Boards, ILEC Regional Offices, and ILEC. 
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1.2 Chronological Summary 

Funds were first allocated to the urban High Crime Reduction Program 

by the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission in its 1973 Comprehensive Plan. 

After a year-long delay, due to uncertainties associated with the appointment 

of a new Executive Director, ILEC took concrete actions to initiate the Pro

gram in August 1974. In Peoria, the LEAA-funded Crime Impact Program began in 

f.1arch 1974. At that time, the individual who is presently Director of the 

Peoria Crime Reduction Council prepared a Master Plan Design for that Program, 

which eventually served as the basis for the UHCR Impact Plan. Another indi

vidual was hired as Director in July 1974, but the Crime Reduction Council was 

not formed until August 1975. Joliet began its local program at that time with 

creation and convening of its Crime Reduction Council. A Director was selected 

by the Joliet Crime Reduction Council and began work in December 1974. How

ever, the Crime Reduction Council did not meet until September 1975. A UHCR 

Program grant was awarded to East St. Louis in 1974, but no action was taken, 

and the grant was terminated. Under a new administration, East St. Louis was 

awarded another UHCR Grant and hired a Director in August, 1975. In Champaign, 

a Director was hired in April 1975, but the Crime Reduction Council did not 

meet until October 1975. The city of Waukegan was originally selected to 

participate in the Program and was one of the first to apply for a grant. 

However, city officials declined the award when they learned of the scope 

of the planning and analysis tasks envisioned. In sum, an average of about 

two years elapsed between the description of the Program in the 1973 Compre

hensive Plan and the shaping of four local programs. 

Because of the delays encountered at all four sites, additional funds 

are being sought from the 1978 Comprehensive Plan to provide support for Pro

gram Coordination Units beyond their present third-year grant periods. Approx

imately $31,000 per city may be available for this purpose. However, specific 

guidelines for utilizing these funds have not been developed as of this writing. 

Champaign, East St. Louis and Joliet opted for the phased version of 

the Program, while Peoria undertook to develop a single Impact Plan covering 

all three phases.* A summary of accomplishments and the Program's status as 

of May 1977 are described below. 

* Actually, Peoria's approach involves a two-part Impact Plan--one covering 
the adult criminal justice system, and the other addressing the juvenile jus
tice system. 
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Champai~ 

Champaign has completed and had approved Phase I of its Impact Plan 

and is scheduled to complete Phase II by July 1977. Residential burglary w~s 

selected as the target crime. A Team Policing-(Residential) Burglary Abate

ment Project was recommended in Phase I, and a grant award was made in Decem

ber 1976 for fifteen months. The Team Policing unit completed a three-day 

t.raining course in Team Building, and it has been on the street since May 1977. 

The Program Coordination unit, consisting of a Director, a Research 

Assistant, and a Secretary, is supported by its third grant, which extends to 

November 1977. The Champaign program has spent nearly $171,000 on planning and 

about $153,000 on action to date. 

East St. Louis 

The East St. Louis program has completed its Phase I Plan, which iden

tifies robbery and burglary as target crimes. Work towards the Phase II Plan 

began co:ncurrently with Phase I, but the city's two UHCR budgets of about 

$187,000 terminated in March 1977, and the Phase II Plan was not cornpleted.* 

Staff of the Southwest Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (SILEC--the ILEC 

Regional Office covering East St. Louis) recommended against a second UHCR 

grant, and the Program Coordination Unit has been supported by other funds 

available to the city sinte March. The Program Coordination Unit consists 

of five full-time staff: a Director, i Planner, a Fiscal cbntrol Officer, a 

Statistician and a Secretary. While a final decision from ILEC is still 

pending, it appears that East St. Louis will continue in the Program, but at 

a reduced staff level. Action grant applications against the Phase I Plan 

will probably be prepared for a Crime Analysis Unit and possibly for a Crime 

Deterrence Squad. Phase II (adjudication) planning will be performed by SILEC, 

which has compiled an offender data base for the region, under a contract that 

will be designated in a revised (third) UHCR grant to the city. 

* Due to its late entrance into the Program, East St. Louis had planned 
to complete both Phase I and phase II under its first UHCR grant. 
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Joliet 

Joliet has completed and had approved Phases I and II (law enforcement 

and adjudication) of its Impact Plan, which identified robbery and burglary as 

target crimes. Two grants have been awarded for action projects under Phase 

I: the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit which began operations in September 1976 

and will continue under the grant until July 1977, and the Neighborhood Crime 

Prevention Rebate Program which is expected to begin in June 1977, for ten 

months. One twelve-month. grant has been awarded under Phase II: the Special 

Prosecution Unit, which began in April 1977. The Phase III Plan (corrections) 

is scheduled for completion by July 1977. 

The Program Coordination Unit is operating under its third grant, which 

is presently scheduled to support it until October 1977. The staff consists of 

a Director, a Research Assistant, and a Secretary. Total planning budgets in 

Joliet amount to .about $181,500, and about $155,000 has been spent on action. 

Peoria 

We previously alluded to the fact that Peoria tJ~!CR Program has absorbed 

funds which had been awarded to the city under ttg Crime Impact discretionary 

grant from LEAA. This decision was reached jointly by LEAA, ILEC and the 

Peoria Crime Reduction Council. The UHCR Impact Plan (which was also to serve 

as the Master Plan for the Crime Impact Program) was scheduled to be completed 

in two parts, (Jne relating to projects addressing objectives of the adult 

criminal justice system, and the other relating to the juvenile justice sys

tem. However, it proved impossible for the staff to complete the analyses of 

juvenile system data in time to consider the findings before having to obli

gate the remaining Crime Impact funds before they elapse in October 1977. Thus, 

the Peoria Crime Reduction Council decided to commit these funds to the pro

jects on the basis of an analysis of the adult system alone. The Crime Impact 

award was for $166,000, ()f which about $57,500 was used for planning and 

about $108,500 remains forJHCR action projects for the adult system. 

The Peoria program _,elected residential burglary as its target crime. 

One project in adjudication and two in law enforcement were recommended in the 
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Adult Plan. The Dedicated Prosecutor Project will operate from the Peoria 

County States Attorney's Office. A Physical Evidence Project and a Criminal 

Information Center will operate from the Peoria Police Depar~~ent. The two 

law enforcement projects are scheduled to operate for six months beginning 

in May 1977, with a combined budget of approximately $94,500. Possible con

tinued support of these two projects wi.th UHCR funds will be considered after 

the Juvenile Plan is completed in the fall. The Council voted to support the 

Dedicated Prosecutor Project through November 1978, drawing about $12,000 from 

remaining Crime Impact funds and subsequently from UHCR funds as necessary. 

The Program Coordination Unit presently consists of a Director, two 

Criminal Justice Analysts, two part-time Interns, and a Secretary. The staff 

is supported by a third-year grant which is due to expire in December 1977. 

Total UHCR planning expenses have amounted to about $454,500. 

Exhibit 2 depicts Crime Reduction Council meetings, the arrival and 

departure of local program Directors, and the initiation of action projects 

in the four cities'chronologically. The initiation of Abt Associates' 

evaluation of the Program is indicated by the broken line. 

1. 3. Evaluation of the Urban High Crime Reduction Program 

Abt Associates began its evaluation of the Urban High Crime Reduction 

Program in September 1976. The Peoria program had been in operation for some-

what over two years;* the Joliet program, for about two years; the Champaign 

program, a year and a half; and the East St. Louis program, for little over a 

year.** No action projects were fully operational, although Phase I Plans 

had been submitted by Joliet and Champaign and had received ILEC approval. 

East St. Louis was planning to complete a combinedPhaseI/Phase II Plan by 

December, and Peoria was still several months from completing its Adult ~Iaster 

Plan and had begun collecting data for the Juvenile Master Plan. 

* Because the nature of the Peoria program shifted significantly after the 
resignation of its first Director, and the Crime Reduction Council was not 
formed prior to that time, most of our perceptions of the program are based 
on material produced i.n the more recent of these two years. 

** This does not include the period \\Ihen the first UHCR grant was awarded 
and subsequently terminated due to inaction. 
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It was evident early OI" .• hat the first year evaluation would not- be 

able to examine the impact of a,.~ local program on its target crime (s), since 

the action components would just be becoming operational halfway through that 

time. Thus, the first year evaluation focused on two other key aspects of 

the Program: 

• the process established in each city for administering the local 
program and preparing its Impact Plan; and 

• the data that would be used to measure changes in the level of 
target crime (s) . 

Process Evaluation 

The process evaluation was conducted in three major tasks. First, the 

administrative and technical evolution of each local program was reconstructed 

in order to understand and judge the processes that led or were leading to -the 

development of Impact Plans. Second, the perceptions and roles of people asso

ciated with each local program were captured in face-to-face interviews. An 

average of over 18 such interviews were conducted in the four cities for this 

purpose. Third, we examined provisions made by each Program Coordination Unit 

fo.\~ monitoring and evaluating action projects. 

The first two tasks--examining the process that was undertaken in 

developing Impact Plans and interviewing people associated with the Program

were documented in our Interim Report (31 January 1977). Findings of these 

tasks were also discussed in that report, and Section 2 of the present report 

recasts and updates those findings. 

The third task--that of reviewing and commenting on local provisions 

for monitoring and evaluating action projects--was begun for three action pro

jects, all in Joliet, that were available for our review by May 1977. Findings 

and recommendations relating to this task, and general observations concerning 

the evaluation of action projects appear in Section 3. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The maj or obj ecti ve of the UHCR Program is t.o reduce cr ime. This is 

to be accomplished through action projects which evolve from t!le planning and 

analysis mechanisms guided by the Crime Reduction Councils. The collection 

and primary analysis of data relating to action projects will be done locally. 
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Findings of these evaluations and their relationship to changes in the crime 

level will be locally assessed and documented. We will perform a secondary 

analysis of these data and will integrate our findings with those of the analy

sis for which we are primarily responsible--that of the composite effect of 

local programs on crime levele in the cities. 

Two major types of data will be utilized in measuring crime levels. 

The first are "official" data--crimes coming to the attention of law enforce

ment agencies. We constructed a series of monthly counts of crime for each 

crime of interest, for participating cities and for a sample of cities not 

participating in the Program. In constructing these series, we examined data 

from federal, state and local sources, and the degree of variation among sources 

was analyzed to determine the amount of confidence that could be placed in 

these measures. Preliminary findings of this task and the description of a 

model that will be used in assessing the program's impact on crime were dis

cussed in the Interim Report and have been expanded and updated in Section 4 

Rnd Appendix D of the present report. 

A victimization/attitudinal survey provided the other major type of 

data collected which will be analyzed in evaluating the UHCR Program after a 

follow-up survey is conducted in 1978. The methodology of the survey, a sum

mary of ~ts fi.ndings, and raw data tabulations are given in Victimization in 

Joliet and Peoria: A Baseline Survey (revised, 21 February 1977) .. Although 

the survey was conducted in only two of the participating cities, it and its 

follow-up companion should shed some light on the utility of a survey pair in 

PJ:ogram evaluation, by identifying changes in crime levels and community 

attitudes toward crime and the criminal justice system, from one interval in 

ti.me to another.~· 

Remaining Tasks 

Four major tasks remain in the evaluation of the UnCR Program. Aside 

from the follow-up victimization study and the associated analysis of crime: 

* A telephone victimization/attitude survey was also conducted under the 
auspices of the Champaign Crime Reduction COWlcil. However, documentation 
of the methodology and findings await a follow-up survey planned for 1978. 
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Q The impact of the Program on the four local 
criminal justice systems must be studied. 

• Cost-effectiveness of the Program must be assessed. 

~ Action project evaluation results must be examined 
and the data will be analyzed, to be integrated into 
our overall evaluation of Program effects on crime. 

These will be addressed in second-year and third-year evaluations, after suf

ficient experience with action projects has been gained and sufficient time 

has elapsed for local program effects to have occurred. 
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2. AN ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM PROCESSES 

This section assesses the planning processes undertaken by each of the 

four cities in the UHCR Program. The term "planning process" refers to the 

first link in the planning-action-evaluation cycle that has served as a 

model for government programs for well over a decade. The statements which 

follow were drawn from our assessment of planning activities against guide

lines developed for the Program by ILEC. Sections of our Interim Report 

which deal with local plannning processes have been updated and recast in 

the present section. 

We begin in Section 2.1 with brief descriptions of the processes by 

which target crimes were selected in each city. Section 2.2 summarizes the 

derivation of action projects in each city. Guideline specifications for 

the derivation of action projects and local interpretations of the specifi

cations are assessed in Section 2.3, and other issues relating to Program 

processes are discussed in Section 2.4. 

2.1 Selection of Target Cr.imes 

The Champaign Crime Reduction Council first selected burglary as its 

target crime in its 5 November 1975 meeting, based on burglary and stranger

to-stranger crime statistics compiled by the University of Illinois Psychology 

Department. After more detailed burglary statistics were presented at its 

20 November meeting, the Council decided to focus on community awareness and 

education as prevention strategies for residential burglary. The Champaign 

Phase I Plan cited prevalence, value of property stolen, potential physical 

danger to citizens as other reasons for the selection of residential bu.:t:.glary. 

The Plan stated that rape, robbery, assault, and larceny had also been consid

ered as target crimes. Low volume led to the elimination of rape and robbery, 

and statistics showing that assault occurred chiefly between relatives or 

people who were socially acquainted led to the elimination of assault. In 

short, residential burglary was designated as the target crime in Champaign, 

largely as the result of the Council's observations of statistical data. 

The East St. Louis program initially chose "drugs" as its target crime 

(February 1976), but was persuaded by ILEC to address the drug problem in the 

city only if it could be demonstrated to relate to one of the five eligible 

target crimes. The Crime Reduction Council subsequently adopted burglary as 

13 
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the city's target crime at its March 1976 'meeting. However, both burglary 

and robbery were indicated as target crimes and analyzed in the Phase I Plan 

completed in December 1976, and the staff later indicated that both were indeed 

target crimes for the East St. Louis program. We also note that the council 

frequently discussed the problem of violent crime committed by juveniles. Thus, 

the Council considered a number of possible target crimes, but the staff even

tually prepared the Phase I Plan under the assumption that robbery and burglary 

had been selected.* 

According to its Phase I Plan, burglary and robbery were selected as 

target crimes for the Joliet program because these crimes account for a sub

stantial portion of all crime in the city, they can be affected by a concerted 

effort of the criminal justice system, and they represent a major concern of 

both citizens and criminal justice system officials. Crime Reduction Council 

meeting minutes indicate that the staff began focusing on robbery and burglary 

early in 1975, during their manual examination of police reports, and that 

these were announced as the program's target crimes in April 1975. Thus, the 

selection was essentially a staff decision that evolved in the course of col

l~cting and organizing the data. 

In Peoria, the discretionary LEAA Crime Impact Program, which was sub

sequently absorbed by UHCR, had robbery, assault and burglary as its target 

crimes. Just prior to UHCR, a number of grants were awarded to city and county 

agencies under the Violent Crime Reduction Program, which addressed the crimes 

of robbery and assault. The Crime Reduction Council staff performed studies of 

robbery and residential burglary which were presented at the second Council 

meeting (September 1975). According to these studies. the scope of the analysis 

was residential and non-residential burglaries together, and because resi

dential burglary was the most prevalent and probably most feared by the public. 

The minutes of this meeting indicated that "causative factors for specific pat

terns or discernable trends in robbery" were not suggested by the robbery analy

sis, and the Council moved to drop robbery as a target crime. The fact that 

robbery was being addressed by another program was also noted as a factor, since 

an evaluation of the impact of UHCR on robbery in Peoria would be confounded 

* Since the Council designated burglary as the target crime, we assume that 
the selection was a Council prerogative. The inclusion of robbery as a target 
crime in the Phase I Plan therefore appears to have been a staff addendum. 
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by this situation. In sum, it seems fair to conclude that the selection of 

residential burglary as the target crime for the Peoria program was based on 

a combination of analysis, policy and circumstance. 

It should be evident from these descriptions that widely divergent 

criteria were applied by the four cities in arriving at their respective 

target crimes. The Program had been designed as "crime-specific" upon the 

belief that limiting the scope of crime problems to be addressed would make 

the planning and analysis tasks more tractable than they would be if the 

Program addressed the "general problem of crime." However, the Program guide

lines left open questions of how many of the eligible target crimes could be 

locally designated, what criteria were to be applied in local selections, or 

whether the formal designation was a responsibility of the Crime Reduction 

Councils or its staff. 

The above discussion indicates that the cities referred to baseline crime 

data in selecting their target crimes. For a program such as UHCR, t,i'; "X<" is 

reason for the designation of target crimes to rest on crime counts alone. 

Fear expressed by the public or other community-initiated conce~ns were viewed 

as valuable, by virtue of the inclusion of four "citizen" members on Crime 

Reduction Councils. 

The fact that burglary or residential burglary is a target crime in all 

of the cities is not surprising. Either of these categories outpace any of 

the other eligible crime types in volume. Moreover, in all of the cities, 

enormous difficulty in compiling baseline data would have been enconn t(~~t"ed for 

the remaining eligible categories, which are all stranger-to-stranger c:c~mes 

of violence, since victim-offender relationship is not routinely recorded on 

offense reports in these categories. Even if accomplished, this certainly 

would have delayed the planning component of the Program even further. '1'c 

have devised acceptable action projects that could have been supported by one 

of these other crimes alone would have been difficult as well. 
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2.2 The Derivation of Action Projects 

Action projects which have been funded to date are shown in Exhibit 3. 

Federal, state and local shares of total budget is indicated in parentheses 

under each project title. The derivation of these action project was traced 

from Impact Plans, grant applications, minutes of Crime Reduction Council 

meetings, correspondence, memoranda, local program materials, and discussions 

with people involved with the Program. These processes are organized and 

discussed by city in Sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.4 below. 

2.2.1 Champaign 

Champaign has been awarded one action project under its Phase I 

Impact Plan: A Team Poiicing-Burglary Abatement Project. The project, 

which began operations in May 1977, is essentially fashioned after the 

model described in the LEAA publication, Full-Service Neighborhood Team 

Policing: Planning for Implementation (June 1975), but with a strong resi

dential burglary prevention flavor. 

The Team Policing unit consists of a Team Commander (ser.geant) and 

thirteen officers,* and it works the Northeast section of the city. They 

respond to all calls for service wi-thin the target area, command authority 

resting with the Team Commander, except in emergency situations when the 

Team Commander is responsible to the Shift Commander. The Team will 

eventually assume an investigative function, although at the beginning, its 

major thrust will be on patrol and prevention activities. Team members 

were selected from a list of volunteers from within the department. 

Efforts of the Team Policing Unit will be coordinated with other 

ongoing projects in the Champaign-Urbana area. One of the key features of 

team policing is its c~oser involvement with neighborhood residents than 

is typically found in traditional patrol. In line with this observation, 

the Team Policing Unit plans to make referrals to a crisis intervention 

project in which a .full-time social worker has been assigned to each of the 

three police departments serving the area (Champaign, Urbana and the 

university of Illinois). Project LOCATE (~ogically £riented £rime ~alysis 

!eam ~ffort) also serves those three departments by collating, analyzing 

and disseminating data pertaining to calls for service and crime reports. 

* Of these, only five are covered under the grant. 
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Champaign 

East st. Louis 

(no budgets available) 

I-' 
-.J Joliet. 

Peoria 

- - - - - - - -
EXHIBIT 3 

UHCR ACTION PROJECTS AND AWARD AMOUNTS 
(FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL) 

PHASE I 

• Team policing-Burglary 
Abatement Program 
($137,898/$7661/$7661) 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

Crime Deterrence Project 
--investigation team 
--plain clothes squad 
--public announcements 
Team Policing Project 
Crime Analysis Unit 
Public Information/ 

Education 

Mobile Crime Prevention 
Unit 
($119,700/$6650/$6650) 
--prevention 
--selective enforcement 
--crime analysis 

• Neighborhood Crime 
Prevention Rebate Program 
($20,000/$1111/$1111) 

ADULT 

• Dedicated Prosecutor 
($12,015) 

• Physical Evidence 
($57,193) 

• Criminal Information 
Center 
($37,371) 

PHASE II 

Special Prosecution Unit 
($70,578/$3921/$3921) 

JUVENILE 

- - - - -

PHASE III 
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This project was cited as an important source of information for directing 

the Team's activities and evaluating its impact. Finally, a project to 

install a computer-aided dispatch system, again serving all three depart

ments, will be coordinat,ed with Team operations when that system is 

implemented. 

The Team Policing-Burglary Abatement Project had its origin in the 

work jointly undertaken by members of the University of Illinois Psychology 

Department, the Champaign Chief of Police, and the city's Community 

Relations Department prior to the city's participation in UHCR. The Psy

chology Department prepared and delivered a proposal for UHCR to the Crime 

Reduction Council first Director, Thomas Difanis, between the time Hr. 

Difanis' appointment to that position was announced and his start date.* 

While no specific reference is made in that proposal to team policing, 

the topic of the research--the nature of police-community relationships-

is one of the basic features of the Team policing approach. The first 

documented Crime Reduc·tion Council statement specifically referencing 

a team policing approa\':.h Vilas found in the minutes of the 2 February 1976 

meeting. At that time, b(,undaries of three target areas were described, 

and the Chief of Police r(~commended that the Council pursue a team 

policing model in. develop:Lng the Phase I action project. He further noted 

that such a project would consume all funds available for Phase I. 

Following this, the Council "agreed" to a team policing concept and directed 

the staff to begin the preparation of an Impact Plan for Phase I and an 

action grant application for team policing. 

Mr. Difanis left 1:he program in April 1976, just prior to the 

completion of the Plan, and Mr. John Horrison, a staff member, completed the 

Plan and delivered it to :CLEC on 27 April 1976. Both of these documents 

indicated a five-man neighborhood police te~~ that would concurrently 

operate in three target areas, devoting most of its time to 'prevention 

efforts. 

Mr. Neil Weisman, who had directed the Joliet UHCR program for 

* Mr. Difanis is presently state's Attorney for Champaign County and 
consequently a Crime Reduc:tion Council member. 
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about 18 months, was recruited for position of Director in August 1976. 

After Mr. Weisman's arrival, the project design was revised to a full

service team policing unit which would operate in a single target neigh

borhood.* Major changes were: 

• from a five-man team to a thirteen-man team, with the eight 
additional men selected from a pool of volunteers from the 
patrol force; 

• in the equipment category, dropping of TAC II alarm equip
ment and adding a crime prevention van; 

• from the University of Illinois Psychology Department to 
Project LOCATE as the primary source of crime analysis and 
evaluation data; and 

• the addition of two citizen surveys, one conducted before 
Team operation began, and one after about one year, for 
evaluating the impact of Team Policing. 

The Team Policing Unit attended a three-day 'training course on team 

building, with a particular emphasis on management s1:yle5 and team decision

making. One component of the training fulfilled the important need of ori

enting the rest of the Champaign Police Department to the nature of team pol

icing, in an effort to prevent it from viewing the t4=am as an "elitist" unit, 

separate and somehow higher in status. 

2.2.2 East St. Louis 

The East St. Louis Phase I Plan describes four proposed action pro

jects.** The crime Deterrence Project, to operate in ,3. specified police district, 

will consist of three major conlponents. 

• Burglary and Robbery investigation teams ,,,,ill work within the 
Investigation Section of the Police Department. A case screening 
procedure is envisioned which will enable these teams to work on 
cases having a high probability of being cleared by arrest. 

• A crime deterrence squad will work specific high crime locations 
in plain clothes. Equipped with hand-held radios, these officers 
will work in unmarked cars, on bicycles or possibly on foot. Offi
cers on the squad will respond only to robbery and burglary calls, 
and their precise working hours and areas of patrol will be guided 
by the data prepared by a crime analyst. 

* It was noted at the 23 September meeting that if the full-service version 
of the project were s~lected, it would operate in only one target area--the 
Northeast. 

** We indicated earlier that of the projects described below, only the Crime 
Analysis Unit and perhaps the crime deterrence squad are being considered for 
fun~ing at the present time. 
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• Media broadcasts will be used to develop a psychological deterrent 
by creating the impression that the Police Department is omnipresent. 

The goal of this project is to reduce robbery and burglary by 20 percent in two 

years. 

The second action project described in the Phase I Plan is a team pol

icing unit that will consist of 36 police officers, covering a broad range of 

police expertise (patrol, investigation, juvenile matters, crime prevention). 

This team will be supervised by a commanding officer and will provide all police 

services in the target area. While' improvements in pOlice/community rela

tionships is indicated as one project thrust, outcomes anticipated include the 

improvement of patrol and investigative functions as well. Aside from its size 

and its emphasis on robbery and burglary, the team policing project is patterned 

after models described in the literature. 

A Crime Analysis Unit is proposed as the third Phase I action project 

for East St. Louis. The number of people comprising this unit is not indicated 

in the Plan. Unit staff will attend all team policing meetings, but its work 

is expected to serve all facets of the department. A manual system for recording 

information on offenses, offenders/criminal histories, suspects, property and 

victims is planned. Daily and weekly summaries of crime patterns and tt"ends 

and potential crime targets will be prepared by the unit frOfil this information. 

The Crime Analysis unit will also be instrumental in converting from Set I and 

Set 2 reporting of data for Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting, and in modifying 

the Police Department's geocoding grid. 

The final action project proposed in the Phase I Plan will focus 0n 

public information and education activities. Using both the media and civic 

organizations, an attempt will be made to encourage citizens to cooperate with 

the police in fighting crime. Block watch programs and a CB crime watchers 

force represent two special features of this project. 

We found it impossible to trace the origins of the four projects des

cribed in the East St. Louis Phase I Plan fl.'om program documentcltion. No 

ment·ion of them could be found in any of the written materials clvailable for 

our review, outside of the Plan itself. Crime Reduction Council minutes make 

no reference to these projects, except inasmuch as they represent a section 

of the Plan. According to ~tr. Stanford Scott, Director of the Program Coor

dination Unit, the projects were developed largely by the Police Department 

with the assistance of his staff. 
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Other action projects had been discussed at Crime Reduction Council 

meetings. In particular, funding for a mounted patrol within the Police 

Department and a Youth Services Bureau were sought in the early s.tages of 

the program. At that time, however, the Council was unaware of the planning 

requirements that had to precede the application for action grants. 

2.2.3 Joliet 

The Mobile Crime Prevention Unit funded against the Phase I Plan became 
operational in September 1976.* It consists of the three components, all 

supervised by a Sergeant: a Crime Prevention Team, a Selective Enforcement 

Team (SET), and a crime Analyst. The Crime Prevention Team consists of patrol 

officers who conduct security surveys, speak at community meetings, distribute 

crime prevention literature, and demonstrate crime prevention techniques from 

a Winnebago van. High-Crime neighborhoods are identified on the basis of daily, 

weekly and monthly reports on burglary and robbery by the Crime Analyst. These 

reports are essentially listings of crime occurring in those categories noting 

the police zone of occurrence, the address, the type of premise, day and time. 

The SET consists of seven officers. It conducts surveillances of 

potential robbery and burglary targets, and also performs decoy operations. 

Surveillance activities are supported by silent alarm equipment which can be 

utilized in up to fifteen locations. Decoy operations of the SET are modeled 

on the New York Street Crime Unit. In general, this team works in plain 

clothes and with unmarked vehicles. Information from the Crime Analyst is 

also utilized in directing SET activities. 

The basic elements of the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit were presented 

to the Crime Reduction Council in its 25 July 1975 meeting. The emphasis was 

to inform the citizen of what was believed to be his role in fighting target 

crimes. Coordination with the city's Communi~r Relations Department was seen 

to be an important means of involving citizens. Although the elements of 

the project were spelled out in this 23 July 1975 meeting, twb workshops of 

* Although the grant was awarded a year earlier, substantial delays were 
encountered in meeting Equal Employment Opportunity objectives, and in se
curing communications equipment and the mobile trailer (the latter funded 
under a non-UHCR grant. 
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the Joliet crime Reduction Council, on 16 July and 12 May, appear to have led 

to its specific formulation.* The community/police crime prevention concept, 

reported on at the 25 June meeting of the Council, was the major outcome of 

the earlier workshop, while deciding on specific project elements seems to 

have been the major task of the Council at the 16 July workshop. 

Earlier ideas for a Phase I action project were submitted to the Crime 

Reduction Council in the form of concept papers. These constituted a point qf 

departure for the 12 May workshop and included the following topics: police 

information systems, selective enforcement, unmarked squads (x-car), and 

burglary-robbery investigative specialists. The investigative specialists were 

ultimately dropped from the Mobile Crime Prevention unit, but specialization 

appeared later as the Special Prosecution unit under Phase II (see below). 

Objectives of the Mobile Crime Prevention unit were discussed at the 

3 Octobe.r 1975 Council meeting. These were to (a) reduce the opportunity of 

becoming a victim of burglary and robbery, and (b) increase the risk of arrest. 

One Council member cited the increased pressure of the adjudicatory process if 

the project were to concentrate on making arrests, and he stated that preven

tion would be the main thrust of the project. 

Dual strategies for addressing the target crimes are embodied in the 

Mobile Crime Prevention Unit: crime preven~ion education to reduce victimiza

tion by opportunity, and selective enforcement to increase the risk of appre

hension, particularly on or near the scene. A second Phase I project, which 

was not described in the Impact Plan, was awarded to the Neighborhood Services 

Division of ~he Community Relations Department.*· This project will enable 

the city to rebate between 10 and 40 percent of certain expenditures for 

improving the physical security of households in a particular neighborhood. 

First mention of the problem addressed by the Neighborhood Crime Pre

vention Rebate Program appeared in the minutes of the 23 July 1975 meeting 

of the Crime Reduction Council. Poor housing construction in certain neigh

borhoods was cited as making it relatively easy to kick in the door in order 

* No notes or minutes were taken at these workshops. 

** Grants for this project, as well as the Phase II project described later, 
were awarded after ~tr. Weisman left his position as Director to become Director 
of the Champaign program. ~tr. Gary Fitzgerald, a staff member, assumed th~ 

position of Acting Director and subsequ.antly was made permanent Director o{ 
the Joliet program. 
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to gain entry. Also it was frequently mentioned at meetings that the preven

tion aspect of the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit should be coordinated with the 

Community Relations Department. 

Further support for the Neighborhood Crime Preven 'ion Rebate Program 

was noted at the 7 January 1976 meeting of the Crime Reduction Council. At. 

that time, it was suggested that prevention projects be linked with related 

federal programs such as those funded by HUD. The HUD program is providing 

10 to 40 percent rebates for general up-grading of housing to meet municipal 

code standards. 

Training by Crime Prevention Team members will enable housing inspec

tors to detect key security weaknesses in homes for which inspection is man

datory under the code, and Crime Prevention Team members will perfonu more 

detailed inspections where requested. Security improvements which qualify for 

rebates are: 

• the installation of lighting for porches, garages, or 
yards; 

• the purchase and installation of solid core doors as 
replacements for hollow-core doors; 

• the purchase and installation of deadbolt locks; 

0 the purchase and installation of ground-level window 
locks. 

In order to receive a rebate, the homeowner is to arrange for these improve

ments a.nd submit receipts indicating that the work has been completed. 

The grant applicatio~ for the rebate Project requested funds to cover 

two neighborhoods--"conservati<:ln" areas targeted for the HUD-funded housing 

code rebate program. Census trill~·ts containing these neighborhoods ranked fifth 

and third (of twenty) in residential burglary in the first six months of 1974. 

Over ninety percent of housing units were built prior to 1939, compared to fifty

six 'percent for the city overall. Other demographic measures, such as percentage 

of substandard housing, median income, and percent of families receiving welfare 

benefits reflect poorer conditions in these neighborhoods than in the city over

all. ILEC limited the project to one area, and the Crime Reduction Council de

cided jointly ,"ith the neighborhood. Security improvements to 100-120 homes in 

'che Spring Creek area are expected under this grant. 

According to the Phase II Plan, three key factors led to the choice 

of the State's Attorney's Office (SAO) to implement the adjudication action 

project. First was the observation tha~.the circuit court is not suitably 

structured for a crime-specific project. Second, the fact that the SAO 
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makes charging decisions w&s cited as key to the entire adjudication 

process. Finally, computations were made to demonstrate that the full 

trial capability of the SAO was lower (in 1974) than that of the judiciary 

or the Public Defender's Office. 

Other factors noted earlier at C~ime Reduction Council meetings 

were the low salary and low incentive at the SAO, making it difficult 

for that office to retain experienced prosecution attorneys. It was 

also conjectured at one of the meetings that 30 to 40 families in the 

city accounted for a disproportionately large number of crimes, leading 

to the notion that priority be given to "repeat" offenders. 

The Special Prosecution Unit that evolved from these factors consists 

of two Assistant State's Attorneys who will prosecute all robbery and bur

glary cases occurring within Will County. These individuals will handle all 

facets of these cases, from screening to final disposition. One Assistant 

is to prepare written guidelines for case screening in determining whether 

a complaint should be filed and if so, what the charge(s) should be. Cri

teria for the identification of "repeat" offenders are also to be established 

for the Unit. Another of the Unit's activities is to work closely with the 

Police Department, to fac.' l,itate the formatting of case information for case 

screening, and to provide up-to-date developments in constitutional inter

pretations or statutory changes relating to search, seizure and interroga

tion functions. 

2.2.4 Peoria 

As we mentioned previously, the Peoria program had initially in

tended to complete planning and analysis for all phases before applying for 

any action grants. This was to have been accomplished in two parts, one 

for the adult system and one for the juvenile system. Time constraints for 

committing Crime Impact funds (see Sect~on 1.2) forced a decision to allo

cate those funds to projects recommended for the adult system only, since 

the analysis of juvenile data is not yet complete. Thus three action pro

jects will begin operations in Mayor June 1977. 

The first action project approved by the Crime Reduction Council 

(19 January 1977 meeting) is entitled "Dedicated Prosecution." In this 

project, one A'ssistant State's Attorney will be dedicated to the task of 
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increasing the speed of residential burglary cases through the adult 

system, particularly from arrest to indictment. In recognition of case

load fluctuations, guidelines have been tentatively established, in which 

cases for which an opportunity exists to reduce the time between arrest 

and indictment are to be assigned highest priority, and within that group, 

cases ~temming from residential burglaries committed within Peoria city 

limits ha~.Te priority. Probation revocation hearings for individuals 

previously convicted of residential burglary and processing/prosecuting 

non-residential burglary cases have lower priority. 

Two other action projects have been apptoved by the Council 

(30 March 1977) for the Adult Plan. The first is a Physical Evidence 

Project consisting of two major parts. In one part, a Crime Scene Search 

Officer and fully-equipped mobile crime lab will attempt to collect latent 

prints and other trace evidence at residential burglary crime scenes. 

The other part of the Physical Evidence Project will substantially 

expand the active suspect fingerprint file and develop a semi-automated 

fingerprint matching capability which would be needed to compare latent 

prints in the expanded file in an efficient and timely manner. This 

computer-assisted matching capability is semi-automated in the sense 

that large numbers of prints on file can be eliminated from consideration 

on the basis of coded characteristics that are matched by the computer to 

corresponding coded characteristics of a latent set of prints. Those not 

so eliminated would still have to be compared manually with the latent 

set. This part of the Physical Evidence Project will support the purchase 

of a computer terminal and printer (for entering codes and retrieving 

search results), computer programming services (to develop a "matching" 

computer program), and the services of a fingerprint classification special

ist (to encode prints that will be contained in the expanded active file).* 

The third action project recommended in the Adult Plan is the 

establishment of a Criminal Information Center. This unit will consist of 

a Sergeant, an Officer and a Clerk/Typist who will constitute a formal clear

inghouse for the exchange of information related to the offense of 

* With the exception of the terminal, existing computer facilities of the 
Peoria Police Department will be utilized. 
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residential burglary. Information describing patterns of residential burglary 

and the modus operandi of suspects will be formatted and disseminated by the 

Center in a timely manner. The staff will also prepare reports to assist 

Police Department management in making decisions concerning policies, proce

dures and operations. 

The derivation of action projects in Peoria occurred in three stages 

of the program. The first stage entailed the 90-day development of a 

Master Plan Design for the LEAA-funded Crime Impact Program. This work was 

done by L. Aubrey Moore under contract to the City of Peoria. Essentially, 

the Master Plan Design cbntained an approach to developing a Master Plan for 

action under Crime Impact. While work towards the Master Plan Design was in 

progress, Peoria learned that funds were available for UHCR, whose analytic 

requirements were more stringent than those of Crime Impact. Nonetheless, 

the product of the work outlined in the Master Plan Design would satisfy 

both sets of requirements. Thus, the agreement was reached that technically 

planning for Crime Impact would simply be absorbed by planning for UHCR. 

This stage occurred between March and June, 1974. 

The second stage of the Peoria UHCR program began with the re

cruitment of Howard Rickard as Director. During this stage, some material 

was added to the Master Plan Design, but the approach described in that 

document was not executed. Moreover, the "Maste'r Plan" failed to receive 

ILEC approval. We note that all three of the full-time professional staff 

of the present Crime Reduction Council were working on the "Master Plan" 

during much of this second stage, but that the Crime Reduction Council had 

not been formed. This stage spanned the one-year period beginning in July 

1974. 

The third and present stage of the program began with the formation 

and first meeting of the Crime Reduction Council (27 August 1975). At 

this time, a formal briefing was given by an Operations Research Special

ist with the Peoria Police Department~ who was serving temporarily as 

Director of UHCR in Peoria until a full-time permanent Director could be re

cruited. This briefing outlined the goals of the program and the approach 

to be taken. Copies of briefing materials and sections of the Master Plan 

Design were sent to Council members. The selection of L. Aubrey Moore as 

Director was announced at the second meeting of the Crime Reduction Council 

in October 1975. Mr. Moore began as Director shortly after this meeting. 
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The (Adult) Master Plan evolved as a series of studies, each de

signed to test hypotheses about relationships between actions, policies or 

practices of the (adult) justice system and (a) the indicence of residen

tial burglary or (b) the behavior of adults arrested for that crime. These 

hypotheses are keyed to a program structure, which exhibits alternative 

strategies for reducing the level of target crime. Five major studies were 

performed in testing the hypotheses. These dealt with: 

• comparisons among various categories of persons within 
the "target population" (Le., arrested for a residential 
burglary occurring within Peoria city limits between 1 
January 1971 and 1 July 1976) with respect to re-arrests, 
and estimates of the number of residential burglaries 
that would not have occurred during this period if 
there had been no recidivism (the Recidivism Study); 

• relationships between sanctions of the (adult) criminal 
justice system (two sanction variables for police and one 
for each·of pre-trial processing, verdict, and sentencing) 
and the number of residential burglaries estimated to 
have been committed by adults (Deterrence Study); 

• relationships between the speed of the system (overall 
and between designated case processing benchmarks) and the 
number of residential burglaries estimated to have been 
committed by adults (Time Study); 

• relationships between (a) the probability of not securing 
release on bail and the number of residential burglaries 
estimated to have been committed by adults and (b) the 
amount of pre-trial jail time associated with target 
(adult) arrests and the number of residential burglaries 
estimated to have been committed by adults (Bail/Bond 
Study) ; 

• relationships between the system's identification of an 
response to individual social problems (e.g., drug abuse 
of the target population and these individuals' subsequent 
re-arrests for residential burglary (Diversion/Rehabili
tation study). 

The studies utilized a data base consisting of information about adults 

arrested for residential burglary from 1972 through the first half of 1976. 

This data base was compiled by the staff from source records. Findings 

of these studies--summarized in terms of the major elements of the program 

structure--are quoted from the Adult Plan as follows:* 

* Adult Master Plan, City of Peoria Crime Reduction Council, pp. 10-11. 
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I. ~educe Opportunity 

There currently exists no body of facts upon which to 
make a determination of whether or not, or to what ex
tent, Reducing the Opportunity to commit residential 
burglary in Peoria will lead to a reduction in this 
offense. In order to answer this question, it would 
be necessary actually to implement, and of course, 
evaluate, a program designed to accomplish this. 

II. Increasing the Risks 

Action taken thus far related to the Risk of P9tec
tion has been to determine exactly what those risks are 
now. The Victimization Survey recently conducted in 
Peoria provided us with information regarding how many 
residential burglaries actually occur in Peoria, as 
distinct from the number that are brought to the 
attention of the Police Department. 

Our analysis has indicated that, of the remaining com
ponents under this section of the Program Structure, the 
two most important are, in priority order: Prompt Case 
Disposition (particularly at the front end of the system) 
and Increasing the Risk of Apprehension. 

III. Reduce Recidivism 

Ot~ analysis has revealed that recidivism for the of
fense of residential burglary is not a serious problem. 
Our study of Diversion/Rehabilitation practices reveal 
that this does not occur frequently enough to draw any 
conclusions regarding possible or potential crime re
duction effects. Our studies do suggest that Bail-Bond 
practices probably do have an effect on the incidence of 
residential burglary in the City.* 

In summary, our analyses of the facts suggest that the most 
important actions the Crime Reduction Council should take are 
to increase the likelihood that, if an individual commits a 
residential burglary he will be caught, and that he will be 
dealt with in a swift manner. The three action projects 
described in this plan are intended to accomplish these 
objectives. 

The Dedicated Prosecutor Project was recommended to address the 

program structure objective, "Prompt Case Disposition." This recommenda

tion, which was described as based upon discussions with the State's 

Attorney, stemmed from the observations that cases could best be accel

erated between arrest and indictment using an Assistant State's Attorney 

* Further analysis in the area of Bail-Bond practices is being undertaken. 
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to screen residential burglary cases and to move these cases to the Circuit 

Court within 30 days. 

A more elaborate procedure was followed to select the two projects 

designed to increase the risk of apprehension. Four methods were used to 

develop an initial list of about 125 projects. First, an examination of 

target arrests (used in the studies) was made to identify key factors 

leading to these arrests. Next, personal interviews with more than 60 

line police officers were conducted to solicit their ideas. Third, eval

uative research relating to action strategies tried elsewhere was reviewed. 

Finally, activities of existing components of the Police Department were 

studied, 

Based on criteria relating to administrative and management feasi

bility, the availability of facts to support a belief that a project could 

be expected to increase the risk of apprehension, the possibility of accom

plishing project objectives through procedural or operational changes, time 

and financial constraints, and prior experience with similar projects else

where, several categories of action projects were presented to the Council, 

along with the results of staff examination of projects in these categories. 

From this point, three action projects were recommended: Physical Evidence, 

Criminal Investigation Center, and Fencing Operations. Further study indi

cated that sUbstantial resources would be required to implement the Fencing 

Operations Project properly, and that project was subsequently dropped from 

consideration. In regards to the Physical Evidence Project, it was noted 

in at least two Council meetings that this would facilitate the prosecution 

function by (a) providing physical evidence in a more timely manner (~hereby 

assisting the Dedicated Prosecutor Project) and (b) strengthening the case. 

We note that during the period of development of the Adult Plan, 

particularly in the early stages, action projects were discussed in 

Council meetings, and two major opportunities arose to fund action 

projects under the aegis of UHCR. The first was a burglary prevention 

project which was in fact implemented for several months under the 

direction of the Peoria Police Department. This project used Civil 

Defense volunteers, trained by the Police Department, to conduct premise 

surveys and enroll households in Operation Identification. 'The Crime 

Reduction Council adopted this project as experimental, given the absence 
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of information relating to the "Reduce Opportunity" objective of the pro

gram structure, and the staff prepared an evaluation design for it. The 

project's activities were limited to a single area of the city. However, 

after about 25 percent of the households in the area had been contacted, 

the project was terminated due to a lack of manpower. No UHCR funds were 

requested or expended for this project. 

The other major project which was seriously considered by the 

Council was TASC (Tre~tment Alternative to Street Crime). Funds for 

this project were available to the city from the Illinois Dangerous Drugs 

Commission, and the Council deliberated for several months, finally 

deciding in its 3 March 1977 meeting to drop TASC from consideration on the 

following grounds: 

• There was not adequate time to gather facts necessary 
to design a local TASC project. 

• The local drug treatment facility was operating at 
capacity and consequently would not be able to 
accommodate a large number of new referrals. 

• Persons arrested for residential burglary may not 
qualify for the local treatment pro~ram because of 
the seriousness of the charge. 

• Confidentiality regulations would preclude law en
forcement officials from questioning an individt.:al 
in treatment. 
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2.3 Assessment of the D8rivation of Action Projects 

Guidelines for local UHCR programs promulgated by ILEC in August 

1975 contained a number of specifications relating to the derivation of 

recommended action projects: 

• specific objectives; 

• anticipated impact on target crime, goals, needs, standards, 
and the community as a whole; 

• major project components; 

• measures of project effectiveness and evaluation procedures; and 

• future funding requirements. 

Specific objectives were to be framed in terms of expected project accom

plishments, e.g. more arrests, improved police/community relations, faster 

case processing, and so forth. The manner in which the attainment of 

these specific objectives would affect target crime, goals, needs, 

standards, and the community as a whole was to be described nex·t. A 

parenthetical statement in the guidelines indicated that these anticipated 

impacts be related to the data analysis in other parts of the plan. This 

was to be followed by descriptions of the actions that would be taken to

wards the attainment of the projects' effectiveness with respect to the 

their specific objectives, and procedures for assessing effectiveness, were 

to be specified next. The last specification was for future funding 

requirements for projects. 

The UHCR Program was designed to promote a planning approach which 

would be anchored in ends rather than means. Action projects were to be 

selected or designed on the basis of what they were expected to accompli~h 

with respect to target crime reduction, other goals of the Crime Reduction 

Council, needs and standards for the local criminal justice system, and goals 

of the community for the criminal justice system. This was implicitly con

trasted with project justifications on a grant by grant basis, where no single 

set of statements toward which several actions could work in common. 

Item (1) under Phase I of the Plan Format section in the guidelines 

asked from each local program a planning and program design, analysis and 

data collection plans, an organizational structure, a workplan/timetable, 

and a performance management system to monitor the progress of the planning 
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effort. Briefly, these amounted to a plan for meeting specifications for 

deriving action projects. Execution of this plan could therefore result in 

an Impact Plan for local UHCR programs. The planning and program design 

would provide a framework for deriving action projects in compliance 

with specifications, and the analysis and data collection plans would 

provide a methodology for developing or supporting anticipated impacts 

of alternative action strategies, within the framework of the planning 

and program design. An organizational structure, locating the staff of 

the Crime Reduction Council =ity government and describing the respective 

responsibilities of the Council and staff, was also to be prepared. A 

workplan and timetable were to be specified for performing planning tasks, 

and a performance management system was to have been developed to monitor 

the work. 

Ideally, a number of action projects, that might be hosted by any 

agency of the local criminal justice system, would be assessed in terms of 

anticipated impact before recommending specific projects for funding. 

Implementing the Program in phases limited action proj ect choices to wi thin 

the major criminal justice functions of law enforcement, adjudication 

and corrections. The Champaign, East St. Louis and Joliet programs adopted 

this option. The Peoria program attempted to assess the impact of 

possible actions on a range of criminal justice system objectives, but 

time constraints precluded the completion of studies relating to the 

juvenile justice system before Crime Impact funds had to be committed. 

Thus some action projects were selected on the basis of adult system studies 

alcme. 

Plans for meeting specifications for the derivation of action pro

jects were submitted as outlines by Champaign, East St. Louis and Joliet. 

Essentially, these consisted of objectives, tasks and responsibilities 

associated with the planning effort. The Joliet plan also included a 

program structure which outlined three major strategy objectives for 

reducing the level of robbery and burglary. The outlines had been formu

lated prior to, or during the course of planning activities, and they 

were included in Phase I Plans of these cities, as implied in the guidelines . 
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In Peoria, the plan consisted of three parts: the Mastec Plan Design, 

which had been developed for the LEAA Crime Impact Program as described in 

Section 2.2.4 above; a program structure; and a task outline which, among other 

objectives, indicated that a series of studies would be made in order to assess 

relationships between criminal justice system actions and the level of residen

tial burglary. 

Each city's plan for deriving action projects addressed at least 

one of the five items on which action projects were to have an impact 

(target crimes, other goals, needs standards, and the community). None 

of the plans, however, specified in a comprehensive and systematic manner 

how data analysis would be applied in assessing action project impacts on 

",,11 of these items. That the plans were not comprehensive is not surprising, 

given the enormity 0f this task and the limited time frame for planning. That 

they also did not seem to be aware of the full implications of these guidelines 

indicates that the guidelines were not written as clearly as they might have 

been. 

The plans for deriving action projects were actually submitted to 

ILEC for the most part as performance management systems. However, pro

cedures were not specified in any of the cities for determining whether 

tasks were being carried out according to these plans. In one case, the 

relevance of such a system for planning activities was called into 

question. More generally, the intent of performance management with 

respect to a planning effort did not seem to have been fully understood 

or appreciated. The cities had little prior experience in criminal 

justice planning that could be tapped in establishing realistic timetables 

or in developing procedures for monitoring their progress. Horeover, 

ILEC was not altogether confident in its own estimates of the time that would 

be required to complete tasks in the development of Impact Plans. On balance, 

it seems fair to conclude that the performance management component of the 

Program was not implemented as anticipated, although the material submitted 

by the cities as performance management systems apparently guided their 

respective planning efforts to some degree. 

Despite the absense of comprehensive and systematic plans for 

deriving action projects, we stated above that the items upon which these 

33 



,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

actions were to have an impact were addressed either implicitly or explicitLY 

to some degree in all of the cities. statements concerning the anticipated 

impact of action projects on target crimes, other goals, needs, standards, 

and the community were drawn from three major sources: 

• expertise of Crime Reduction Council members and their experience 
with local conditions; 

• documentation of research results in criminology, evaluation 
findings of programs tried elsewhere, and descriptions of 
such programs; and 

• quantitative analysis of local data describing crime and the 
criminal justice system. 

General statements concerning the anticipated impact of projects on goals 

other than target crime reduction, and on needs, standards, and the community 

appear in the Champaign and Joliet Phase I Plans and in the Joliet Phase 

II Plan. These statements seem to have been drawn from the first two data 

sources listed above. Virtually no mention is made in East st. Louis Phase 

I Plan of the anticipated impact of action projects on these items. The 

Peoria Adult Master Plan focused solely on the anticipated impact of action 

projects on target crime levels, and it has relied on data from all three 

sources in this effort. Since target crime reduction is the major goal 

of the UHCR Program, the remainder of this secti.on addresses the application 

of data analysis (particularly quantitative analysis) in supporting or de

veloping anticipated effects of action projects on target crime levels.* 

The Joliet and Champaign programs placed significant emphasis on 

the community in their Phase I Plans. Anticipated impacts of projects on 

the community are discussed extensively in program materials, and crime 

preventinn through community participation was taken as a key strategy for 

Phase I in both cities. In Joliet, it was anticipated that target crime 

levels would fall as a result of community crime prevention and increasing 

the risk of apprehension. The latter was expected as a consequence of se

lective enforcement activities. In Champaign, reduction in the level of 

residential burglary (as well as other offenses) in the target area were 

anticipated from community crime prevention and improved police-community 

* LEAA has more recently expressed concern about the ar:plication of quantita
tive analysis to the planning process, as evidenced by their support for the 
development and delivery of training courses in plann::.ng, analysis and 
evaluation. 
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relations, as well as from the additional police manpower that would be 

pres'ant in the target area in the form of team policing. 

The two Phase I projects in Joliet complemented one another towards 

the attainment of the community crime prevention objective. The Neighborhood 

Crime Prevention Rebate Project was a natural follow-up to the efforts of 

the Hobile Crime Prevention unit in educating the public about household 

security. support for the expectation that a community crime prevention 

strategy, supplemented by the selective enforcement team, would lead to 

reduction in robbery and burglary was implied in the Plan. The observation 

was made that a substantial percentage of burglaries did not involve the use 

of force to gain entry, and that additional household security measures would 

either remove the opportunity or make it more difficult to gain entry, thereby 

increasing the chance of detection and apprehension. Further, it was believed 

that the presence or threat of presence of alarm equipment located on prospective 

burglary or (commercial) robbery targets would (a) increase the risk of 

being arrested on or near the scene or (b) prevent the crime from occuring 

due to perceived fear of being caught in the act. 

The reasoning summarized in the previous paragraph appears sound in 

explaininlJ expectations for the impact of the two Phase I projects on target 

crimes in Joliet. Its soundness, however, does not depend in any significant 

"'lay on the data collected, compiled and analyzed in the Plan, except for 

the first observation made about the percentage of no force burglaries. 

Rather, the soundness of the reasoning sterns from its common sense appeal 

and the beliefs that (a) the behavior of the public with respect to pro

tecting itself against robbery and burglary can be modified by crime prevention 

efforts and (b) the behavior of would-be offenders will be altered by the 

operations of the selective enforcement team. The utility of other data 

(which are extensive) may be found in guiding project operations in serving 

as baselines for the evaluation of action projects. 

The Special Prosecution unit which was derived in the Phase II Plan 

was also associated with a significant data collection and research effort. 

Descriptions of agencies and groups relating to the adjudication process 

were embellished with insights to problems and bottlenecks in this process, 

drawn from discussions with apprupriate officials. The adjudication of 
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both adults and juveniles was covered in the Phase II Plan. Statistical data 

relating to the flow of adult defendants arrested for robbery and burglary 

in 1974 was also discussed in the Plan. 

Specific objectives of the Special Prosecuti~n Unit are to increase 

the capability of the State's Attorney's Office to take felony defendants to 

trial and to effect "high-quality" prosecution of felony defendants, especially 

those accused of target crimes and those identified as repeat offenders. 

More effective prosecution can reasonably be expected to deter would-be 

o£fenders from committing target crimes or to lead to the conviction and 

to the incarceration of repeat offenders. Both of these outcomes could in 

turn be expected to result in reductions in target crime levels. However, 

we found no evidence that the data were used to derive or suppor.t these 

anticipated outcomes. 

Computations made from the workload data for the State's Attorney's 

Office, the Circuit Court and the Public Defender's Office were in part 

responsible for the decision to place the Phase II action project in the 

State's Attorney's Office. These resulted in the observation that the 

full trial capability of the SAO was below that of the other two components. 

The additional two prosecutors to the staff under the Special Prosecution 

Unit grant brings full trial capability measures of these three adjudicative 

elements into parity. While notable in itself, this application of data 

analysis does not address project outcomes with respect to target crime 

levels. In sum, the three Joliet projects addressed two of the three major 

strategy objectives of the program structure described earlier, bu~ the 

relevance of the data in deriving these projects was found to be limited. 

The Champaign Phase I Plan indicated that certain patterns wer: 

exhibi ted in residenti ~'l burgl~.r~§.; ",'!h;i.ch make it possible to have an 

impact on the level of th~t ~rime "throu9'h caref'.d p.;., ... ~~i!~? stratec;:l.es. ii 

The data analysis presented in the Pha.se I Plan highlighted the a};-/~ence of 

witnesses, the proportion of no force burglaries, and the observation that 

theft and burglary cases are adjudicated more frequently in juvenile court 

than are any other offense. 

Assuming that police/community relations do improve as a consequence 

of team poli.cing, to the point that these problems are alleviated, the 
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favorable impact of this result on the level of residential burglary was 

assumed to follow. To our knowledge, no studies of this relationship was 

documented for Champaign; nor were studies of the relationships between 

the performance of criminal justice system components and the target crime 

or target offenders documented i'S il1dicated in the plan outline described 

earlier. This summarizes what we were able to learn from materials which 

alluded to the application of data analysis in fonrulating the anticipated 

impact of the Team Polir:ing-B1.lrglary Abatement Project cln residential burglary 

in Champaign. 

The East St. Louis Phase I Plan contains a variety of statisticS', 

relating to robbery and burglary. The major use of these data appears t.o 

have been in the description of target areas for the proposed Crime Deterrence, 

TealTl Policing, and Public Information/Education proj ects. We found no 

evidence of the use of these data in supporting the anticipated effects of 

these projects on target crime levels. 

It should be evident from the description of the Peoria program that 

it differed significantly from those of the other three ci tit:ls in its 

utilization of quantitative analysis for d~riving action projects. The 

program structure served as a foundation for-the studies that were performed 

by the Crime Reduction Council staff. Although Peoria and Joliet both keyed 

their programs to similar program structures the use of this tool differed 

noticeably between the two cities. In Jo.liet, the achievement of three major 

strategy objectives (reduce opportunity, increase risks, reduce recidivism) 

was believed to be sufficient for reducing target cr~me levels, and action 

projects were selected on the basis of their ability to achieve those strategy 

objectives. In Peoria, relative effects on target c~ime levels of achieving 

these strategy objectivc~ were treated as unknown, and the thrust of the planning 

effort was to determine these relative effects on the basis of the local 

data that had been collected. Action project candidates for achieving the 

strategy objectives were found to have the greatest relative effect on the 

targ~t cJ;."ime were th(=n considered for further study. Supplemental data were 

collected and analyz,ed to identify those projects which could most reasonably 

be expected to achieve these strategy objectives. 
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The development or support of expectations ~bout the impact of al

ternative actions on target crime, from an empirical perspective, is 

certainly an important factor in making the best choice(s) from among those 

alternatives, given limited resources. Making optimal choices with limited 

resources is a fundamental principle of planning and the focal point of 

most operations research methods. The UHCR program was designed to encourage 

greater emphasis than is typically found in criminal justice planning on 

the relative importance of this factor with respect to others. Thus, 

while the best mix of all these factors may vary with particular cir

cumstances, and correctly so, one aim of UHCR was to give local units of 

government the opportuni t~' to test the efficacy of stressing the analytic 

factor--using local data--in developing or selecting action projects to 

reduce the level of selected crimes.* Our conclusion is that this test can 

only be made in Peor.ia, since it was the only city to satisfy the premise 

of the test. The only major departure from the Master plan Design was 

the selection of action projects prior to the completion of both the Adult 

and Juvenile parts.** Whether these choices might have been different other

wise is a point that will be addressed by the Crime Reduction Council when 

the Juvenile Plan is complete. 

Our evaluation of the UHCR Program process suggests that a number of 

factors led to the conclusion just stated. The first, and perhaps most 

important factor, concerns the guidelines themselves. We are sensitive to 

the problems associated with implamenting new or complex programs, and 

UHCR had both of these characteristics. tve can only conjecture as to 

specific reasons why the application of data analysis discussed in 

this section are understated in the guidelines. If more attention had been 

devoted to explaining this aspect of the planning effort face-to-face or 

through more carefully constructed guidelines before city officials decided 

to participate, implementation of the Program would have probably been 

delayed further and some of the cities might have declined participation. 

In Waukegan, the fact that the Program contained a planning component at all 

was apparently sufficient to deter that city from participating. 

* This is discussed at greater length in Section 5. 

** One might describe the apparent exclusion of the strategy objective "Reduce 
Opportunity" from furhter consideraton, on the basis of no factual evidence con
cerning its effectiveness in reducing residential burglary, a somewhat severe 
decision. 
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Several factors peculiar to Peoria led that city to stress the analytic 

factor in the derivation of action projects. For one, the context of the 

Peoria UHCR program enabled a stronger emphasis on planning activities 

than in the other cities. Several major action grants had been awarded 

to the city, easing pressure which may otherwise have been present to 

turn UHCR more towards action. These included the Crime Impact grant (LEAA) 

and the Violent Crime Reduction Program (ILEC), both described in Section 

1.2. In addition, grants to train police officers in handling possibly 

explosive domestic problems and to link the Police Department's Computer 

Aided Dispatch with its On-Line Information System were awarded to the city 

at about the same time as UHCR. The latter led the Police Department to 

begin examining its various data bases and familiarized Department personnel 

with data available and their for~mat. This would seem to be of benefit to 

the Crime Reduction Council staff in its data collection efforts.* 

The leadership of the Chairman and Director of Peoria's Crime Re

duction Council has been essential to the adherence by the Peoria program 

to its rigorous planning approach. A reading of Council meeting minutes 

indicates that, on numerous occasions, either the Director or the Chairman 

redirected discusslons towards the program structure or the target crime of 

residential burglary. The Council was also frequently reminded that state

ments made in relation to factors affecting the target crime would plways 

be subject to empirical test. In instances where decisions were made about 

treatment of the data or where the findings needed qualification, these \'lere 

always explicitly documented. 

Peoria allocated significantly more of its share of UP.CR funds to 

planning than did the other cities. This was made possible in part by the 

availability of LEAA Crime Impact funds, of which about $108,500 of $166,000 

was reserved for action projects. More than a half million dollar~ will 

have been spent on the planning component of the Peoria program, compared 

to an average of about $177,000 in the other cities. Despite the apparent 

lack of progress of the planning effort during its first year under the 

first Director, the staff was able to familiarize itself with sources a.nd 

* Computer reports were manually validated by the staff, and offender tracking 
data were manually compiled. Thus, while computer-based data systems aided 
the staff's work indirectly, a considerable amount of manual data collection 
was nonetheless required. 
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nature of relevant data during this period. Thus, while we do not contend 

that the additional funding Peoria allocated to planning would have 

led to noticeably different planning efforts in the other cities, we do 

believe that it was an important factor in enabling the Peoria program to 

conduct its planning activities in the manner it has. 

Finally, we note that meetings of key figures in the local criminal 

just.ice system were not new to Peoria under UHCR. The Chief Judge of the 

Circuit Court had been holding informal meetings of criminal justice system 

officials in his chambers, and the new Chief Judge has continued this 

practice. Also, a commit.tee, consisting of representatives from the five 

agencies receiving grants under the Violent Crime Reduction Program, was 

formed to discuss issues and problems associated with that program. 

We stated in our Interim Report that the UHCR Program was w~bitious 

and we concluded that ILEC severely underestimated the orientation and 

level of effort that would be needed to implement the Program in four cities 

that had been selected on the basis of ~.heir crime problem alone. It is 

important at this point for ILEC to re-examine the objectives associated 

with the remaining planning phases in Joliet, Champaign, and East St. 

Louis. particularly with all of the cities in their third and final year 

of UHCR (planning) grants, it is unlikely that the Program Coordination 

units in these cities will dramatically shift their approach. ILEC should 

exercise caution not to promote the UHCR concept--with its research-type 

planning approach--at a pace faster than most local communities are prepared 

for, or befofe its effectiveness as a planning approach for crime reduction 

can be assessed. 

The real question of the efficacy of data analysis to develop or 

support action project expectations cannot be assessed until the second 

and third year evaluations. The fact that it will have taken Peoria nearly 

three years to complete all planning activities seriously raises questions 

of timeliness. * As the discussion 5.n Section 4 suggests, crime problems 

may begin to abate before any action can be taken towards their abatement. 

These issues are discussed at greater length in Section s. 

* The excellent documentation of all aspects of the Peoria program will 
certainly facilitate replication efforts, but this would still involve a 
substantial effort in most cities. 
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2.4 Other Process Considerations 

One of the objectives of UHCR was to promote interagency cooperation 

and coordination within tile four local criminal justice systems. Such 

cooperation and coordination must exist as well between various levels of 

government (city, county, region, state), since law enforcement is largely a 

city-level function (although county sheriffs are represented on two of the 

Crinie Reduction Councils); adjudication is a county or circuit level function; 

and corrections, other than community-·based activities, is operated at the 

state level. This section begins by examining the organization and performance 

of the four Crime Reduction Councils toward these ends. 

Of the four cities, only Joliet established its Crime Reduction 

Council by City Ordinance, and only East st. Louis drew up by-laws to regu

late meeting procedures. Aside from these two formal actions, Crime Reduction 

Councils were established informallY in all of the cities. 

With regard to the East St. Louis by-laws, the major consequence has 

been the Crime Reduction Council's difficulty in meeting self-imposed quorum 

constraints, which required minimum representation from city and county mem

bers. Thus, much of the Cotmcil's business has been "unofficial." Unfortun

ately, Council discussions about proposed Phase I action projects took place 

without a quorum, with the consequence that decisions made and work undertaken 

were not documented. 

The Joliet Crime Reduction Council has not been hampered by the formal 

nature of its establishment, except in one instance where a dispute arose over 

the prerogative of the Mayor to choose a citizen member. We have observed in 

Joliet, one source of potential difficulty that should be assessed carefully 

in replicating the Program. Because a City Council votes on all city ~ppro

priations, individuals sitting on both bodies might abstain from voting on 

Crime Reduction Council matters that ~ill ultimately be considered by the City 

Council. This might have the effect of diluting decision-making responsibili

ties of a Crime Reduction Council.· 

Judging from the above descriptions, the method used to establish Crime 

Reduction Councils does not appear to have been a major factor in local program 

processes. It was evident from the materials we examined and the interviews 

* In practice, this does not appear to have been a problem in Joliet. 
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we conducted that the Joliet crime Reduction Council has not been reluctant 

to exercise its role in policy formulation. The fact that Joliet was the 

only city where the Council was formed first and took an active role in recruiting a 

Director attests to its concern that it be in control of the program. By con

trast, the East st. Louis Crime Reduction Council has been slow in understanding 

the purpose of the Program from the time it was established, despite its formal 

by-laws and its regular monthly meetings. * Only a small fraction of the Council's 

business has been concerned with the formulation of policy toward directing the 

work of the staff. OUr observations at three Council meetings and our reading 

of meeting minutes suggest that most of the time was spent discussing fiscal 

matters, explaining the Program design and purpose to new Council members, or 

discussing topics that were not directly related to the program. 

The Champaign and Peoria Crime Reduction Councils were established 

informally. In Champaign, minutes were not taken at early Council meetings, 

and a Chairman has never been selected.** As recently as October 1976, 

concern was expressed over what was described as a lack of initiative in 

securing Council input to decision-making.*** We would find it difficult to 

justify an assertion that the Champaign Crime Reduction Council, as a body, 

has provided significant leadership in that program. Although the Peoria Crime 

Reduction Council was not formally created, nor are there formal rules of con

ducting business (except the traditional rules of order), our attendance at 

two Council meetings indicates that these are conducted in a business-like 

manner. Moreover, all meetings of the Crime Reduction Council in Peoria are 

tape-recorded, transcribed, reviewed and edited by staff and reviewed by the 

Director prior to their inclusion in materials distributed for the next meeting. 

While equally extensive procedures may have been undertaken in other cities with 

regard to meeting minutes, they were not disclosed during the course of our 

interviews. 

It is difficult to provide an accurate assessment of the relative 

roles of the Crime Reduction Councils and their staffs (the Program 

* These apparently have not been held since March 1977, due to the expiration 
of the city's UHCR grant. 

** In December 1976, the Council agreed that the Director would lead its 
meetings, ~plying a decision not to elect a Chairman. 

*** 28 October 1976 memorandum to Neil Weisman from City Manager Eugene Miller. 
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Coordination Units) in developing the Impact Plans. Data were collected and 

analyzed by staff, and findings or observations from the data were presented 

to Crime Reduction Councils. In Joliet and Champaign, Council requests for in

formation were typically met, although there were exceptions. In East St. 

Louis, a request was made to study the relationships between "crime and drugs," 

but this does not appear to have been acted upon by the staff, nor were other 

studies cited. In Peoria, the Director generally took the initiative in de

signing the studies and performed more in-depth analyses, or indicated expli

citly why they could not be performed, at the request of the Council. 

The creation and meeting of Crime Reduction Councils has been of bene

fit to all of the participating cities. With the exception of Peoria (see 

previous section) this was the first time that representatives of all agencies 

comprising the local criminal justice systems have had the opportunity to dis

cuss mutual problems and concerns, and have jointly made decisions as to how 

funds would be allocated. In particular, Councils have provided a forum for 

members to view local criminal justice activities as part of a system, and to 

mutually assess "downstream" affects. 

ILEC procedures for administering the UHCR Program were specially 

tailored within the framework of its standard procedures for grand administra

tion. The UHCR (planning) grants are monitored by the Chief of Planning, and 

technical assistance requests relating to this grant are made to that individ

ual. Action grants awarded against Impact Plans are co-monitored by the Chief 

of Planning and the appropriate lLEC program spe.cialist. For example, the 

Crime Prevention Specialist co-monitors Joliet's Mobile Crime Prevention unit 

and Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program, as well as Champaign's Team 

Policing-Burglary Abatement Program. Action project evaluation requirements 

have, in most cases, appeared as special grant conditions, although this was 

not done in every instance. Fiscal monitoring of local programs and action 

projects are performed in the usual manner. If any fiscal decisions or actions 

are pending for UHCR, the Chief of Planning is.supposed to be notified. Fiscal 

problems encountered by the East St. Louis program suggest that this has not 

always been the case. 
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Traditional ILEC procedures have also been followed in the approval 

chain for both planning and action grant applications. If local match funds 

are involved, the City Councilor County Board must approve a grant application 

as justification for a local appropriation. Next, the Regional Office of ILEC 

must approve a grant application, or more specifically, an application must re

ceive a favorable vote from the appropriate regional criminal justice policy 

board. * This is to ensure that grant awards are consistent with Regional Plans. 

The ILEC Planning and Budgeting Committee then has final approval authority 

over both planning and action grant applications submitted under the UHCR 

Program.** 

Impact Plans must also follow an approval chain. The UHCR Program 

guidelines state that Impact Plans must receive the endorsement of the Crime 

Reduction Council and the City Council. They also msut be approved by the ap

propriate ILEC Regional Office as compatible with Regional Plans, and the ILEC 

Planning and Budgeting Committee gives final approval before action grants can 

be awarded against recommended projects. 

Because of the large number of individuals or boards administratively 

involved with UHCR, considerable time must elapse between the time a grant 

application or an Impact Plan is completed and the time it is ultimately 

approved. If concurrent approval is possible, then this process can take as 

little as one month. However, with poor-timing or large agendas, several 

months can elapse before the approval chain is complete. 

Our major comment on the administrative procedures described is that 

their complexity and decentralized nature work against a unified UHCR Program. 

While we realize that a certain degree of checks and balances is required for 

any government program, the treatment of administrative aspects of the Program 

in an essentially "business-as-usual" manner might tend to lead local Crime 

Reduction Councils and their staffs to view individual grants as separate 

entities and to lose sight of the fact that all grants support a single pro

gram. Moreover, local program Directors have no direct authority to ensure 

* For Joliet, two regional policy boards are involved: the Ivill County 
Criminal Justice Planning Commission and the Crescent Regional Criminal 
Justice Council. 

** The Chief of Planning sits on this Committee. 
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that action projects are implemented as intended or described in Impact Plans. 

While we realize that modifications to project descriptions are almost always 

necessary in actually implementing a project, the individual designated as 

Project Director has full authority to operate a project within the limitations 

of the project description in the grant application and special grant conditions. 

If these are not tightly defined in relation to the local UHCR program, or if 

ILEC is not stringent in its interpretation of an action project "relating" to 

the intent of the project as described in the UHCR Impact Plan, there is little 

a Director can do to re-route project activities more in the direction of the 

original design.* 

TWo major actions relating to this issue are planned for the Peoria 

program. In the first, all action grants--both under UHCR and Crime Impact 

will be awarded to the city, even those not hosted by city agencies (such as 

the one for the Dedicated Prosecutor Project which will operate from the 

State's Attorney's Office, a county agency). Complementing this, the UHCR 

Director will seek to be designated as project director on all action pro

jects.** According to the Peoria Director, these administrative conditions 

are essential to ensure faithful execution of the action projects and their 

evaluation, and that to rely on coordination and cooperation (in this instance, 

between host agencies for action projects and the Crime Reduction Council which 

consists of representatives from these) is insufficient for this purpose. 

These proposed actions would clearly facilitate adherence to action project 

activities as prescribed in the Peoria ~~ster Plans and the evaluation plans, 

but they go well beyond the provisions in the guidelines. Whether these mea

sures will be sufficient for the purpose at hand, or whether they will create 

operational difficulties for action projects remains to be seen. 

Given that funding support for Crime Reduction Council staffs is waning, 

and that some action projects will outlive the Program coordi.nation units 

(unless these are supported locally after ILEC funding ter.minates), the admin

istrative measures taken in Peoria seem less radical than might otherwise be 

the case. Without the Council and at least one staff person, a local UHCR 

Program would quickly lose its identity. 

* There is an implicit assumption that Project Directors for action grant 
cooperate with the Crime Reduction Council and its staff. However, the only 
realistic way for ILEC to enforce this condition is by terminating grant funds 
if the condition is not met. This action is appnrently difficult to justify 
since it is rarely taken. 

** As of the present, this issue is still pending for UHCR-funded grants. 
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There is reason to believe that this is already occurring to some de-

gree in Champaign and Joliet. While attending the three-day seminar to team 

management for the Champaign Team Policing Unit, we asked several team members 

about their views of UHCR and how they proposed to deal with the crime-specific 

aspect of the Program. In responding, they indicated little familiarity with 

the Program or the Crime Reduction Council and seemed not to be aware that 

there was a target crime. In Joliet, plans for the Selective Enforcement 

team to concentrate in target areas were vague from the beginning, but it was 

implied that these would be tightened when the team became operational. How

ever, this seems not to have occurred to a degree that will permit valid com

parisons to be made between target areas and other areas in evaluating the 

team's deterrent effect.* We emphasize that we are not criticizing the manage

ment of these projects per se. We are simply citing these as examples of the 

difficulties in coordinating action project activities with planning units 

under ordinary administrative arrangements. 

The question of the Program Coordination unit's involvement in criminal 

justice grants other than UHCR was raised by ILEC for the East St. Louis program. 

The decision was made that the Unit ~ould deal solely with UHCR matters and 

was not to become involved in the administration of other grants or the prepar

ation of grant proposals not directly related to UHCR. It is evident, howev~r, 

that Peoria and Joliet have also been involved to some degree in activities 

outside the scope of UHCR. 

In Peoria, the Program Coordination Unit has responsibility for fiscal 

management and internal evaluation of the Violent Crime Reduction Program.** 

Minutes of Crime Reduction 'Council meetings in Joliet indicated staff activity 

in police and court information systems, a youth service project hosted by the 

YMCA, a court-watching project sponsored by the League of Women Voters, and a 

court administrator project.*** 

* Memorandum from Gary Fitzgerald to Sergeant James Grace dated 12 1-1ay 
1977 . 

** This was part of the agreement reached when the city, ILEC and LEAA were 
coordinating the Crime Impact, UHCR and Violent Crime Reduction Programs. 

*** These activities occurred over a year aqo and seem to have abated 
since that time. 
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The distinction between ensuring coordination with related programs and 

becoming "involved" with them is a difficult one to make. We believe that the 

coordination of UHCR with related programs is of benefit, even though some 

UHCR staff time may have to be diverted for this purpose. The treatment of 

East St. Louis in this regard appears to have been an attempt to make up time 

for that program's late start. 

Aside from their review and approval function and their ex-officio 

seats on Crime Reduction Councils, the ILEC Regional Offices were to have had 

only a samll role in local programs. * This proved to be the case in Joliet and 

Peoria. Staff of the East Central Illinois Criminal Justice Council (covering 

Champaign) expressed dissatisfaction early in the program over not being in

formed of Crime Reduction Council meetings and has been vocal in its opinion 

that the UHCR program should have involved Champaign and Urbana, an adjacent 

city.** Moreover, they felt that the police departments of these cities, as 

well as the Universit~ of Illinois Police Department (which is of substantial 

size) should have jointly been involved in developing the Phase I Plan. From 

the standpoint of geographic considerations and the geographic scope of other 

criminal justice programs (see Section 2.2.1), we must concur with ECICJC 

staff. However, we are also sensitive to the administrative difficulties that 

the program might have encountered if two city governments and three police 

departments had been involved.*** On balance, the decision to limit the pro

gram to Champaign, with special attention tOI be given to coordination with 

regional programs, was probably the most reasonable alternative. 

We have already alluded in Section 1.2 to recent difficulties between 

the East St. Louis program and the staff of the Southwest Illinois Law Enforce

ment Commission (SILEC). If the tentative decision to award the city a grant 

for a Crime Analysis unit and possibly a Crime Deterrence Squad and to contract 

* ILEC Regional Offices are private non-profit organizations established 
and funded by ILEC. 

** The target area of the Team Policing-Burglary Abatement Program shares 
a boundary with Urbana. 

*** If Champaign and Urbana had been treated as a single unit, its combined 
rank in terms of severity of its crime problem would have disqualified it as 
a Program participant. 
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Phase II planning to SILEC staff becomes firm, it would be difficult for us to 

view East St. Louis as still participati.ng in UHCR, except perhaps in a strictly 

administrative sense. Local planning, regardless of the approach taken, was to 

have been the key UHCR Program element. Ive believe that it would be more appro

priate for the East St. Louis program staff to cull relevant portions of the 

SILEC offender transaction data base than for this task to be contracted to 

SILEC staff, and for the latter to provide technical assistance in this effort. 

If ILEC believes the tentative plan to be more efficient, then it should recog

nize that the East St. Louis program would no longer resemble the UHCR design. 
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3. LOCAL EVALUATI CN ISSUES 

Program guideline::; specify that local provisions be made to evaluate 

action projects, as well as the local program overall. The first aspect of 

these evaluations would seek to identify differences between anticipated and 

actual impact of action projects and to explain why these differences occurred. 

Thus, actual project effects which were not anticipated or anticipated effects 

which failed to materialize were both to be determined in these project evalua

tions, and--to the extent possible--also explained. The overall local program 

evaluations were to address crime reduction effects of action projects in the 

aggregate. 

~fter our Interim Report was delivered on 31 January 1977, it was 

agreed that the Crime Reduction Councils would develop evaluation plans for 

action projects and that we would comment on these, perhaps recommending ways 

in which they might be improved. The decision as to whether these recommenda

tions would be adopted was to rest with the Councils and ILEC. This plan 

would afford the local programs the initial opportunity to document the design 

of action project evaluCl,tions and the methods by which these designs would be 

executed. 

Since this agreement was reached, we have received action project 

evaluation designs for the three action projects in Joliet. Several statements 

of objectives and a comprehensive list of measures have been submitted in rela

tion to Champaign's Team Policing-Burglary Abatement Project, but these have 

no't been integrated into a plan of how the measures would be used to determine 

the degree to which objectives have been attained. * In Peoria, action project 

evaluation plans have been described as virtually complete. The Director 

indicated that action projects will not be implemented until their respective 

evaluation plans have been accepted by the Crime Reduction Council. Finally, 

because of th~ questionable state of the East St. Louis program, no action 

projects have been selected and consequently no evaluation plans were submit

ted. 

* A baseline victimization survey was conducted in Champaign, and a follow
up survey is planned, for measuring changes in victimization rates and citizen 
perceptions of police services. However, survey methodol09Y and findings will 
not be documented until the completion of the follow-up survey next year. 
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The question that is central to th~ evaluation design for action 

projects is whether desirable changes in the le,vel of target crime are 

observed and can reasonably be attributed, at least in part, to the project. 

To the extent that the relationship between project activities and the level 

of target crimes has been analyzed in the planning stage, an evaluation plan 

can begin with clear and concise statements of what a project expects to 

achieve in terms of its specific objectives and the impact on target crime 

of achieving these objective~. 

For example, a project involving "saturation patrol" may be expected 

to bring about a reduction in shopping center robberies and purse snalches. 

This relationship might have been decomposed in deriving this project as 

follows: 

(a) The saturation patrol will increase police visibility 
(specific objective). 

(b) An incr.ease in police visibility will discourage would
be robbers and purse snatchers from actually carrying 
out these acts, thereby reducing the levels of these 
crimes (anticipated effect on target crime). 

Or, equally plausible, the following decomposition may be offered: 

(c) The saturation patrol will increase the frequency 

(d} 

of in-progress arrests (specific objective). 

The increase in the arrest rate will deter robbers and 
purse snatchers from operating in the vicinity, thereby 
reducing th~ levels of these crimes (anticipated effect 
on target crime) . 

The appropriate choice from such alternatives will depend on specific aspects 

of the project--p..g. whether the saturation patrol team works in uniform or 

in plain clothes--and on the analysis of data and judgments which led to the 

design or selection of the particular action strategy. 

If an analysis of what a project can be expected to achieve has been 

perfcrmed satisfactorily during the planning stage, then the evaluation of 

the project amounts to a procedure for validating this analysis using data 

from actual project experience. This involves two stages, corresponding to 

(a) a determination of whether specific objectives have been met and (b) an 

analysis of whether the attainm~nt of these objectives has led to a reduction 

in the level of target crimes as anticipated. Returning to Ollr examples, it 
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must first be determined whether there is an increase in police visibility in 

the area of concern, or whether more in-progress arrests are made, according 

to pre-designated measures. Such measures might be derived directly from 

patrol logs or from arrest reports, respectively, 

In examining the question of whether the attainment of specific objec

tives has led to a reduction in the level of target crime(s), the evaluator 

must relate the measures associa.ted with these to target crime levels, possi

bly using the same methodology as was used in analyzing this relationship 

during the planning stage, This is generally a far more difficult determina

tion to make because of di.fficulties in controlling for the presence of numer'

ous other factors which might affect crime levels. 

If the process leading to the selection or design of action projects 

has been centered on expectations about the impact of the project on target 

crime, then the setting of evaluation objectives can be achieved directly 

from a recasting of the expectations. The level of specificity reflected in 

target crime reduction goals will depend on the confidence one can place on 

the findings of the analysis that was performed to derive the expectations. 

Returning to the saturation patrol example may clarify this point. Suppose 

that the analysis of crime and arrest data during the planning stage indicates 

that as the number of arrests for target offenses increases, the number of 

target offenses declines. * Suppose further that a plainclothes sa~uration 

patrol is determined to be the most effective way of making arrests, also 

based on the analysis of data. If these relationships can be expressed numeri-. 

cally with an adequate degree of confidence, then the statement of objectives 

may be equally specified. Thus, if the analysis indicates that x plainclothes 

officers can be expected to produce a y percent increase in arrests, which in 

turn leads to a z percent decrease in the level of target crime, then target 

crime reduction goals and specific objective could be stated explicitly in 

terms of x, y and z. In this way, the hypothesis relating x,y and z that was 

developed in the planning stage is tested and refined in the evaluation stage 

on the basis of actual project experience. 

* In this example, it is clear that some condition would have to be 
placed on the "quality" of arrests, i.e., that simply arresting people with 
no cause is not sufficient to bring down the level of target crime. 
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This is an explicit version of the process which we believe the 

guidelines were intended to promote in the UHCR Program. However, since only 

one of the cities derived action projects in a manner that would link with 

evaluation in this way (although perhaps with less specificity), the evalua

tion of action projects 'in the other cities must be viewed from a different 

perspective. In this case, essentially the same steps must be taken, but 

target crime reduction goals and specific objectives will not be grounded in 

the analysis of data as described above. Instead, they will reflect what 

projects hope to accomplish, and the nature of the evidence needed to deter-, 

mine whether the project was successful in accomplishing its objectives must 

be somewhat arbitrarily selected after the project's basic activities and 

operations have been specified. 

An example from the evaluation design submitted for Joliet's Hobile 

Crime Prevention Unit will serve to clarify the distinction. We observed in 

Section 2.4 above that the UHCR Director requested of the 1>1obile Crime Pre

vention Unit Supervisor that the selective enforcement component concentrate 

its activities in a target area, to make it possible to assess the preventive 

effect of that component. This would be accomplished by comparing changes in 

crime counts in the target area to those in a "comparison" area not receiving 

s.elective enforcement services. This modification was recommended after it 

was observed that selective enforcement, supported by remote alarm equipment, 

failed to produce the large number of arrests anticipated when this component 

of the project was proposed in the planning stage.* The uncertainty about the 

nature of the effect of selective enforcement activities reflects our conten-

tion that this had not besn studied during the planning stage. If it had 

been studied, or if the suggestion of the Peoria Chief of Police had been 

known at that time, i1: is unlikely that the expectation of more arrests 

would have been developed. Even if an analysis of the data had indicated that 

many an:ests could be expected as a result of selective enforcement, but in 

* The Director of the Joliet program also stated that the possibility of 
the preventive potential of the equipment was suggested by the Peoria Chief 
of Police who had also experienced difficulty in attributing arrests to the 
use of similar equipment. The Peoria experience, however, was not part of 
the UHCR Program. 
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fact few arrests were actually made, a framework would at least have been 

present for analyzing this discrepancy. 

While on the face of it, this approach to evaluation may resemble that 

which evolves directly from analysis applied to the derivation of the project, 

the distinction between the two can be found in the relative utility of evalua

tive findings in subsequent planning. The continuity of the planning-action

evaluation cycle is lost if evaluative results fail to inform the next plan

ning stage. 

Having placed the concept of action project evaluations in two dis

tinct perspectives, we ~an outline an approach to developing post hoc plans 

to evaluate an action project's crime-reductive effects. As will be seen from 

the discussion that follows, such a plan need not be statistically sophisti

cated or complex. Far more important is the clarity of the logic it cont.ains. 

An evaluation plan begins with an unambiguous statement of what a'pro

ject expects to achieve in terms of specific objectives. By this we mean that 

objectives refer to immediate results of the project's operations, such as en

rolling a certain number or percentage of households in an Operation Identifi

cation, citizens taking action tc upgrade household security, making more ar

rests on dr near the scene of a crime, reducing case processing time, reducing 

recidivism, and so forth. Attainment of specific objectives such as these 

would yield some information about the project's contribution to the program 

goal of reducing the level of target crime(s). In contrast, observing "signi

ficantly" fewer target crimes in areas or committed by individuals "treated" by 

a project during a designated period enables an evaluator to make stronger 

assertions about the impact of a project on target crime(s). 

Setting a certain number of enrollments as a target can be monitored 

by a straightforward record-keeping system. Determining "s:Lgnificance" is 

generally far more difficult--depending on the nature of the evidence required. 

This evidence may be the outcome of a statistical test; it may reflect the 

informed judgments of selected individuals; or it may fall somewhere between. 

The nature of the evidence needed to assert that a project has led to 

a reduction in target crime levels can be posed in the form of criteria Which 

entail some measurement process. This may be a complex computational procedure l 
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a classification scheme (e.g., good, fair, or poor), or something in between. 

Again, an evaluation plan should describe the measurement process and specify 

the measures that will be associated with the prescribed evidence. 

The next stage in the development of an evaluation plan is the speci

fication of data needed to make the measurements, a description of the proce

dure for deriving measures from the data, and the number of each measure re

quired. The nature of these data depends on the types of measures selected 

and ranges accordingly in complexity. Once data requirements have been deter

mined, sources of the data must be identified. We note that the existence of 

data sources and the difficulty in assessing data from them typically impose 

severe constraints on an evaluation plan. 

In order to render an evaluation design into an evaluation plan, it 

remains to specify t~sks needed to execute the design and a timetable for this 

work. Briefly, this involves making arrangements to extract data from its 

source (including the schedule of collection and the development of data col

lection forms); determining computational and skill requirements for the analy

sis (converting data to measures and using measures to assess the evidence); 

making tentative provisions for dealing with problems that are ant:i.cipated and 

will almost surely be encountered; and delegating responsibilities for com

pleting the tasks. 

To summarize, a post hoc plan for evaluating the impact of an action 

project on target crime levels begins with 

• specific objectives, whose attainment is believed to effect 
target crime levels; 

• criteria for determining whether sufficient evidence exists 
to assert a project's crime-reductive impact; 

• measures corresponding to the criteria established; 

• data for deriving measures; and 

• sources of data. 

Adding data collection forms, analysis plans, and work plans yields a compre

hensive evaluation plan for a particular action project. 

It should be clear from this discussion that the elements of an 

evaluation plan are closely related to the design and operations of the pro

ject to be evaluated. These may limit the confidence one can place in evalua

tive conclusions, particularly if project design or operations have to be 

modified to meet unexpected needs. The loss of evaluative pO~ler can be 
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minimized by assessing in advance possible contingencies of this nature and 

accomoJating them in the evaluation plan. 

Responsibility for action project evaluations exhi.bits some variation 

among the Champaign, Joliet and Peoria programs. In Peoria, staff of the 

Crime Reduction Council will assume this responsibility in accordance with 

the evaluation designs they prepare. Although we have not yet seen the eval

uation designs for Peoria action projects, we can reasonably assume that 

action project staff will be responsible for periodical completion of data 

collection forms developed as components of these designs. 

In Joliet, the Supervisor of the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit will 

have primary responsibility for, the evaluation of that project. The UHCR 

Director and the Supervisor of the Mobile Crime Prevention Unit will evaluate 

the Neighborhood Crime Prevention Rebate Program, although the Planning Divi

sion of the Community Relations Department will provide some data on percep

tions of neighborhood safety from surveys it has conducted for the HUD-fund~d 

rebate program. Evaluation of the Special Prosecution Unit will be the respon

sibility of the Unit Supervisor. 

Responsibility for the evaluation of the Team Policing-Burglary 

Abatement Program in Champaign will be shared by the Commander of the Team 

Policing Unit and the UHCR Director. Data for the evaluation will be drawn 

from Project LOCATE and the two vi9timization/attitudi~al surveys/ one of 

which has been completed and the other planned in about twelve months. 

Program guideline specifications relating to local evaluation efforts 

indicate that each city is to evaluate the local program as a whole, as well 

as individual projects. The evaluation of local programs would seem of 

necessity to be the responsibility of the Crime Reduction Council and the 

staff. We have seen no material, however, from any of the cities, relating 

to this task. Moreover, the sharing of project evaluation responsibilities 

might make it difficult to coordinate individual project evaluations with pro

gram-wide evaluations in Champaign and Joliet. 

In conclusion, we believe that further exploration of action project 

expectations and evaluation responsibilities are necessary before we can pro

vide meaningful comments and suggestions for local evaluation efforts. To 

require the projects or the staff of the Crime Reduction Council to record 

data that would cover a wide range of evaluative contingencies would place a 
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burden on these individuals which would probably not be warranted by the 

utility of these data after final decisions are made concerning project 

evaluation plans. Records kept by these projects as a matter of course and 

other secondary data are likely to suffice for these evaluations. 
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4. ANALYSIS OF TARGET CRnlE DATA 

This section describes and analyzes the data that will ultimately be 

used to examine crime trends in relation to local programs. It is important 

to recall that all of the data referred to in this section relate to crimes 

coming to the attention of law enforcement authorities. Section 4.1 reviews 

the manner in which a complaint made to law enforcement officials eventually 

becomes a "statistic" -- it appears in a crime count. This section ends with 

a brief 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. Section 4.2 presents an analysis of time trends in the data 

and the method we will use to analyze shifts in these tre"ds when astion pro

jects are operational. \fuile constructing the data base for each city, we en

countered a number of inconsistencies in the various sources of crime data 

available to us. These are described at length in Appendix D. 

4.1 Data Origins 

Beginning in 1972, law enforcement agencies in the state have been 

submitting 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 fulfill the reporting needs of the FBI's 

Uniform Crime Reporting system (UCR), including mon~;ly data for Return A 

and the Supplement to Return A. These offense and clearance statistics had 

previously been reported directly to the FBI, on sta~dard forms, by local 

and state law enforcement. agencies. Offense and clearance counts are tallied 

on Return A for the standard crime categories of the UCR system. The Supple

ment to Return A provides a more detailed examination of property crimes, in

cluding among others, breakouts of residential and non-residential burglary 

of the type and value of property stolen. Data compiled from these two forms 

constitute the core crime statistics in the FBT's annual report--Crime_in the 

United States. 

CJIS views the statistics it forwards to the FBI as part of its data 

base that is used to produce the annual report--Crime in Illinois. We there

fore sought to tap the Illinois-Uniform Crime Reporting (I-UCR) system in 
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order to construct a trend of monthly offense counts for each of the six 

target crimes selected by the UHCR cities. This data base had the advan

tages of being recognized as "official" by the state, bc:ing stored on compu

terized files at a single location, and covering a five-year period. I:'ive 

years is adequate to calibrate a descriptive model of monthly crime trends. 

Such a model and its use in evaluating the effects of UHCR on target crimes 

are discussed in Section 4.2. 

In order to assess the reliability of the numbers that would even

tually play a si~nificant role in our evaluation, we traced the data back to 

its origins--reported incidents to the four police departments.* While in 

each of the four cit.ies, we determined 'i:he flow of information from a complaint 

made to the police to the inclusion of that complaint in official crime counts. 

Figu!:"es 4-1 throu.gh 4-4 are schematic representations of this f1.ow. ** They 

have in common a reported incident as initial input and three I'-UCR reports as 

final output. 

The suggestion has oft.en been made tilat the police can adjust 

crime statistics to suit their own needs. While our observations in this 

regard are by no means conclusive, it appears highly unlikely that the four 

police departmem:s would readily adjust their crime statistics for nefa:r:ious 

purposes. Problems of data accuracy are more likely to be due to in

creasing demands for more detailed data for planning and research purposes. 

All four police departments complained of a lack of s~itable personnel tQ 

meet these demands. 

11 The accuracy, reliability ana validity of crime statistics is repe,;ttedly 
challenged in the media and the literature. Moreover, the question of data 
quality was raised in a number of interviews we conducted as part of our UHCR 
process evaluation. 

*11 Forms appearing in the schematic were reproduced in Appendix. C of our 
Interim Report. 
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Figures 4-1 through 4-4 indicate that the four departments have sim

ilar paper flow procedures for crime reports. The Peoria Police Department 

prepares, from its On-Line Information System a tape file which it forwards 

to CJIS each month. The I-UCR system then reads this file directly. 

Until March 1977, the Joliet Police Department keypunched the data and pre

pared a monthly printout for CJIS. In turn, CJIS keypunched the data from the 

printout, for entry into the I-UCR system. Sin<::e Harch, Joliet data are 

entered on line each day into the I-UCR system from a computer terminal in 

the Police Department. The Champaign and East St. Louis Police Departments 

forward two forms each month to CJIS. This method is the predominant one, 

and standard reporting forms have been designed by CJIS for this purpose. 

The basic form is called Offense and Clearance Report-Set 1. This 

is a four-page form which has preprinted offense categories listed, and the 

preparer enters tally marks and makes monthly counts within the various cat

egories. The categories are compatible with (though more detailed than) those 

on Return A used in the UCR system, and monthly counts made from this form com

prise the off'~cial Return A data. The other form is called Offense Analysis In

formation-Set 1 and collects data for inclusion in the Supplement to Return A of 

the UCR system. Thus, more detailed information on the value of property stolen 

by offense category is recorded on this form by local agencies. Since data des

cribing individual offenses are listed down the page, there are as many pages as 

are needed to accommodate 'the number of offenses reported in a given month. 

CJIS has also designed a form called Offense Summary-Set 2. The 

format of this form resembles that of the Offense Analysis Information-Set 1 

form, but it also captures all of the relevant offense-related information 

entered on the Offense and Clearance Report-Set 1 form. Thus, the Offense 

Summary-Set 2 form is a "composite" of the two Set 1 forms. 

Since January 1975, the computer printout sent to CJIS by the Joliet 

Police Department is entered into the I-UCR systr~ in the format of the Of

fense summary-Set 2 form, and as mentioned previously, the information has 

been entered daily from a terminal since March 1977 (in Set 2 formac). The 

monthly file submitted to CJIS by the Peoria Police Department is compatible 
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with the two Set 1 forms, and the Champaign and East St. Louis Police Depart

ments submit the completed forms themselves each month. * 

We note that CJIS is encouraging law enforcement agencies in the state 

to convert from the two Set 1 forms to the Offense Summary-Set 2 form. This 

is viewed as a first step toward reporting in the manner of the Joliet Police 

Department since March 1977--daily via computer terminal. The East St. Louis 

and Peoria Police Departments are exploring this alternative at the present 

time. 

Three monthly reports are compiled by CJIS from the data on the forms 

described above:** 

• Offense and Clearance Trends; 

• Property Analysis; and 

• t-lonthly Return of Offenses Known to Police. 

Offense and Clearance 'rrends reports are compiled from Offense and Clearance 

Report-Set 1 forms and constitute Return As, which are submitted to the FBI 

The other two r~ports are compiled from Offense Analysis Information-Set 1 

forms and constitute Supplements to Return A, which are also forwarded 

monthly to the FBI. 

The Offensp. and Clearance Trends report breaks target crimes of inter

est into the following categories: robbery, burglary-forcible, burglary-nc 

force, and burglary-attempts. The Property Analysis reports that were avail

able for our review contained data for the firs't three of the categoriE;.:s, but 

the printout explicitly states that atteI"':ots are not included. *** 110nthly 

* We note that CJIS collects more detailed data than are requested by the 
FBI, and that local agencies may produce more detailed data than is used by 
CJIS. Nonetheless local and state systems are in theory compatible with the 
UCR system. 

** These output reports are compiled either from the two Set 1 forms or 
the single Set 2 form. The description of the output reports is cast in terms 
of the two Set 1 forms because these are used by three of the four UHCR cities, 
and cross-checks for internal consistency could be made. (See Appendix D.) 

*** OUr assumption is that this is because no property is stolen in attempts. 
While this is true by UCR definition, our analysis of the data suggests that 
reporting practices for attempts and property values are quite complicated. 
(See Appendix D.) 
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Return of Offenses Known to Police reports break out target crimes of interest 

into robbery, residential burglary and non-residential burglary. The relation-

ship between input forms and output reports discussed is summarized in Exhibit 4. 

The construction of target crime data bases is described by city below. 

Champaign (Residential Burglary) 

The natural counts to use would be those for residential burglary 

appearing in the Monthly Return of ,Offenses Known to Police reports. We 

noticed, however, that totals for residential and non-residential burglary 

were considerably ,lower than the totals of forcible, no force and attempted 

burglaries in the Offense and Clearance Trends reports for the years 1972 

and 1973,* and somewhat lower in 1974. We therefore applied a factor, equal 

to the ratio of total burglaries taken from the two reports, to the resi

dential burglary coun'~ for each month in those three years to ~btain the 

counts for our data base. That is, for each of the 36 months, ~Je estimated 

the number of residential burglaries as: 

where 

TBoct 
= RBmr x TB 

rnr 

ERB = the estimated number of residential burglaries; 

RB 
mr 

TB mr 

= the number of residential buxglaries indicated in I-lonthly 
Return of Offenses Known to Police reports; 

= the total number of burglar~es indicated in Offens~ and 
Clearance Trends reports; 

= the total number of burglaries indicated in [.lonthly 
Return of Offenses Known to Police reports. 

Counts appearing in l>lonthly Return of Offenses Known to Police reports were used 

in the data base for 1975 and 1976. 

East St. Louis (Robbery and Burglary) 

Monthly counts for robbery and burglary were taken directly f:r'om the 

Offense and Clearance Trends reports in all five years. One minor adjustment 

* A description of internal I-UCR inconsistencies and a discussion of pos
sible explanations can be found in Appendix D. 
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EXHIBIT 4 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN I-UCR INPUT FORMS 
AND OUTPUT REPORTS FOR CRIME REPORTING 

OUTPUT REPORTS ~ 

OFFENSE AND CLEARANCE TRENDS 

• Robbery 

• Burglary - Forcible 

• Burglary - No Force 

• Burglary - Attempt 

PROPERTY ANALYSIS 

• Robbery 

• Burglary - Forcible 

• Burglary - No Force 

MONTHLY RETURN OF OFFENSES KNOWN TO POLICE 

• Robbery 

• Residential Burglary 

• Non-Residential Burglary 

66 

~ ~ 
I 

E-l E-l 
r.l r.l 
Ul Ul 
I I 

~ Z 
0 

0 H 
~ E-l 

~ ~ 
r.l 0 N 
CJ ~ (,') :z E-l 

~ ~ H r.l 
Ul 

0 .:t: Ul I 
~ r.l H ~ ...:l Ul 
E-l CJ ~ .:t: 
::;l ::E: 
~ Cl .:t: ::E: 
Z Z :z ::;l 
H .:t: .:t: Ul 

I 
r.l r.l r.l 
Ul Ul Ul 
Z Z Z 
W r.l C:J 
~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ r.:.. 
0 0 0 

X X 

X X 

X ' X 

--



,I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

was made, however. The reports for January and May 1972 showed 338 and 0 

burglaries, respectively. Coun'ts indicated for those two months in the FBI's 

Return A were 185 and 183, respectively. Although the total for the two 

months was 30 more in Return A than in the I-UCR Offense and Clearance 

reports, the two matched within random error in other months of 1972. There

fore the FBI figures were used for January and May 1972.* 

Joliet (Robbery and Burglary) 

As with East St. Louis, we used monthly counts of robbery and burglary 

from 1972-1976 Offense and Clearance Trends reports in our data base. Counts 

of zero were found in the burglary-attempt category in December, for the 

years 1972 through 1975. Comparing the Offense and Clearance 'I'rends reports 

with the Property Analysis reports indicated that the counts in this category 

had not simply been inadvertently tallied into one of the other two burglary 

categories (i.e., burglary-forcible and burglary-no force matched within random 

error). tole therefore estimated values for burglary-attempt for December 1972, 

1973, 1974 and 1975 as the average of counts in this category for October, 

November, Jan~ary and February of those respective years. 

We also found the same value (102) in the burglary-forcible and 

burglary-no force categories for December 1974. Again, because of the close 

correspondence between the!se two categories in the Offense and Clearance 

Trends and Property Analysis reports, we used trie number appearing in the 

latter (16) in our count for burglary-no force that month. 

Peoria (Residential Burgl_~ 

As was the case for Champaign, we sought monthly residential burglary 

counts for 1972 tl~ough 1976 in Monthly Return of Offenses Known to Police 

reports. However, we found zeros listed under that category in 197~, 1973 

and 1974, despite the fact that figures were available for'l973 through 1976 

* Further discrepancies in offense counts from different data bases for 
East St. Louis are described in Appendix D. 
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from the On-Line Information System of the Peoria Police Department.* Work 

perfm'med by 'the staff of the Crime Reduction Council was us€.\d for 1972 monthly 

residential burglary counts. They had recompiled monthly residential burglary 

counts for 1973 through 1975 by reviewing source dc-cuments (offense reports 

and supplements of the Peoria Police Department). Although this resulted in 

the identific~tion of between one and five percent more monthly offenses in 

that category, there was generally a close correspondence between the two sets 

of fignres. +"* Since there is no assurance that monthly counts beyond 1975 will 

be recompiled by the Crime Reduction Council staff in this way, we decided to 

use its data for 1972 only, and to use On-Line Information System data for 

1973 through 1976 in our data base. 

The data base resulting from the procedures described above is pre

sented in Appendix A. Some differences exist between this data base and the 

one constructed for the Interim Report--mostly for Champaign and Joliet. None 

of the 1976 I-UCR data were available when the InterLn Report was being pre

pared. We therefore obt,ained offense counts for the first six months of 1976 

from the four police departments. Since the Monthly Return of Offenses Known 

to Police reports were not available when we were preparing our Interim Report, 

other methods were used to estimate residenti.al burglary counts in Champaign. 

In Joliet, figures supplied for the first six months of 1976 erroneously inclu

ded offenses that were subsequently determined to be unfounded. This was dis

covered in our examination of the Offense and Clearance Trends reports, which 

contain offense counts b3fore and after unfounded cases are removed. Dif

ferences between figures used in the present report and the Interim Report are 

listed in Appendix A. 

The changes we found necessary to make between figures used in our 

Interim Report and the present report, and observations documented in Appen

dix D pose serious questions about the reliability of data that reilect a 

* We were unable to account for the reason these figures failed to appear 
in the CJIS printout in 1973 and 1974. 

** These differences are described in Appendix D. 
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greater level of detail than appears in Offense and Clearance Trend reports. 

It is probably safe to assume the "correctness" of counts appearing in these 

reports, relative to those a.ppearing in Property Analysis reports and Monthly 

Return of Offenses Known to Police reports. 

Judgments about the validity of Offense and Clearance Trend report 

counts, however, depend on a far more intensive aUditing effort than was 

possible within the scope of the Program evaluation. In order to assess the 

reasonableness of the actual procedures used t.o measure levels of crimes 

coming to the attention of law enforcement officials, considerable time on site 

would be required to make necessary observations. We believe that the data 

base constructed as described in this section is accurate within this limitation. 

To recapi<tulate, the data base consists of monthly counts of the six target 

crimes in the four UHCR cities for the years 1972 through 1976. 

69 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4.2 Analysis of Crime Trends 

TheJte. .v., no e.v-Lde.ne.e. .to -Ln.cUe.a..te., nOJt Jte.a..6on :to be.t<..eve., 
:tha..t .the. !tb.,-Lng le.vel. 06 QJuJne. bl WU~ . .t 
undeJtgo an unde6igne.d aba.teme.n-t bl the. bOJte6 e.e.able. 6u.:tuJte.. 
Inde.e.d, an e.xcun.[na.u.on 06 C!UJne. pa:t:teJtYIJ.J dtVt..i..ng Jte.e.e.n.t 
y~, bo:th in and in e.ompaJtable. m~~opoLi..-
ta.n aJte.a..6, in.Me.a..tu a. .6:tJto ng :tJte.nd e.haJta.c.-te.Jtiz e.d by a 
e.o YIJ.J:ta.nil Y a.e.e.el.eJta.Ung Jta..t e. 0 6 inc.Jte.M e. . 

- A UHCR ImpLlc..t Plan 
(Augu..6t 1975) 

Our approach in analyzing trends in target crimes in relat.ion to 

UHCR Program activity is to formulate a descriptive model of monthly crime 

counts that will detect significant shifts in the trends, if they occur, 

over periods when action projects are operating. The five years of baseline 

data and two to three years of data when projects are opera~ing imply the 

need for a model that could describe crime trends over a seven to eight 

year duration. Thus, the major underlying assumption of our approach is 

that the model would have been valid over the latter two to three years 

if action projects had not been operational. 

We began calibrating our model by adjusting the raw monthly counts 

(see Appendix A) for seasonal variation. These are variations that occur 

in regular sequence at specific intervals of time, in this case, IT!0nth~'. 

There is good reason to believe that the level of the target crimes may 

in part be the result of seasonal factors such as climate conditions, 

number of days in the month, holidays, or whether students are in school. 

The number of target crimes has been seasonally adjusted so that changes 

which occur between consecutive months can be ascribed to other than 

seasonal factors. Additionally, seasonally adjusted values produce 

smaller standard e~rors of estimate--the standard deviation of the 

difference between observed values and values computed from the model. 

This will allow greater sensitivity in detecting program effects. 

Seasonal variations were removed using the ratio-to-moving-average 

method. * Centered twelve month moving averages represent the hypothetical 

values which would be observed in the absence of any season~l variation. 

* Definitions of te,rms and a worked example of this technique appear in 
Appendix B. 

70 



.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Specific seasonals for each month are obtained by dividing the number of 

reported crimes by the centered twelve month moving average. The medians 

of the four specific seasonals for each mon.th, called typical seasonals, 

appear in Table 4-1 for each of the target crimes. 

Typical seasonals give information about the usual effect of a season 

(i. e., month) on the particular number of crimes in that season. For the data 

in Table 4-1, the typical seasonal of .68 found for February in Champaign for 

residential burglary indicates that in February the number of crimes is 68 

percent of that of the "average month." These percentages by themselves 

may be of some value in allocating resources toward the reduction of target 

crimes. 

In order to determine what the trend would have been if there had 

been no seasonal variation, the number of reported crimes is divided by the 

typical seasonal. For example, there was a count of 31 residential burglaries 

in Champaign in February ],973. Dividing this figure by .68 gives an adjusted 

value of 46 for February 1973. The set of adjusted values used in the analysis 

that follows contains the theoretical monthly number of reported crimes tha~ 

would have occurred in the absence of any seasonal variation. 

After tbe number of reported crimes "'J,as seasonally adjusted, the 

monthly counts were corrected for secular trend. The secular trend is that 

characteristic which extends consistently throughout the entire period of 

time under consideration. An attempt was first made to account for time in 

a linea~ fashion. In equation (1), t refers to month, a and b are parameters 

estimated from the adjusted data, and y(t) denotes the count in month t as 

calculated from the equation: 

y(t) = a + bt (1 ) 

An examination of Figure 4-5 through 4-10 suggests that all target 

crimes exhibit a recent downturn. For Champaign we plotted the incidence 

of residential burglary for the years 1973-1976 since no tr:end was evident 

with 1972 included, but the examination of the scatter plot showed residen

tial burglary decreasing over the last two years.* 

* The trend lines are meant to be descriptive; our intent is not to 
model all. of the data exactly. 

71 



'----------------~-------------

I ' 

! 
I 
I 

t 

! 
" ii 
I( 
~: , 
i. 
, 
F' 



------ - - -.- - - - - - -- - -
TABLE 4-1 

TYPICAL SEASONALS FOR 1972-1976 FOR THE SIX TARGET CRIMES 

Champaign Eas'c st. Louis Joliet Peoria 

Residential Residential 
Month Burglary Robbery Burglary Robbery Burglary Burglary 

January 1.12 .97 1.03 1. 21 .91 .87 

February .68 .80 .92 .98 .79 .82 

March .85 .90 .94 .88 1.01 .92 

!1pril .98 1.04 .88 .64 .90 .89 

May 1.16 1.06 .88 .72 1.06 .90 

-.J June .99 .92 .84 1.28 1. 22 .92 
tv 

July 1.04 1.06 1.19 1.13 1. 32 1. 22 

August 1. 20 1.11 1.18 1. 22 1. 22 1.10 

September 1. 07 .88 1. 05 .92 .91 .93 

October 1.04 1. 29 1.13 1. 01 .84 1.07 

November .96 .90 1.04 .88 .91 1.10 

December .94 1. 07 .92 1.14 .92 1.26 
- I 

= 
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FIGURE 4-5 

MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY TREND IN CHAMPAIGN 
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FIGURE 4-6 

MONTHL Y ROBBERY TREND IN EAST ST. LOUIS 
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FIGURE 4·7 

MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN EAST ST. LOUIS 
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FIGURE 4·8 
MONTHLY ROBBERY TREND IN JOLIH 
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FIGURE 4·9 

MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN JOLIET 
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FIGURE 4-10 

MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY TREND IN PEORIA 
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Because of the recent downturn in all six target crimes, a quadratic term 

was added to capture this pattern. The terms comprising the resultant 

equation are as before, with b
l 

and b
2 

replacing b as parameters: 

(2) 

The addition of the quadratic term in equation (2) provided a significant 

increment of information (p < .001 for all target crimes). This indicates 

that the quadratic component accounts for mOllthly variance in the number of 

crimes over and above what is accounted for by a straight line. Substantively, 

this implies that time relationships are more suitably represented by curves 

depicting a recent decline for the six target crimes.* 

We continued our attempts to include exogenous economic variables 

that would reflect local economic conditions in our model. Our attempts to 

obtain data on monthly unemployment rates prior to January 1975 were unsuc

cessful.** We also attempted to estimate the effect of retail sales on the 

number of monthly crimes, but a visual examination of scatterplots indicated 

a steady increase in retail sales, leading us to conclude that no substantively 

meaningful relationship would be found. We will continue our attempts to 

include exogenous variables in the second and third year evaluations. 

Finding a declining crime rate for all six target crimes suggested 

that an explanation for the decline may not lie solely with local socio

economic or criminal justice system conditions. Therefore, crime trends 

were examined in seven non-UHCR cities in Illinois. Graphs shown in Appendix 

C reveal similar trends for robbery and burglary in most instances.*** 

Declining crime trends in these other Illinois cities prompted us to 

examine crime trends for Chicago and the entire state of Illinois. As shown 

in Figure 4-11 and 4-12, Chicago has shown a 33 percent decrease in the 

* A discussion of tests of significance, the equations describing these 
curves and other summary statistics are given in Appendix B. 

** Illinois Bureau of Employment Security, Labor Force Information Report 
(Illinois Department of Labor), May, 1976. 

*** Where monthly counts were sufficiently largE!, typical seasonals were cal
culated and appear in Table C-8 of Appendix C. In our judgment, cases where 
the average monthly crime count was less than ten were more confusing than 
illuminating, so five robbery trends are drawn from yearly, rather than monthly 
counts. 
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YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN CHICAGO 
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YEARLY BURGLARY TREND IN CHICAGO 
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number of robberies and a 24 percent decrease in the number of burglaries 

between 1974 and 1976. As can be seen from Figure 4-13 and 4-14, similar 

trends are exhibited by the state. We note that while Chicago accounts for 

lll'9l:'e than '70 percent of the stat.e' s robberies, only 32 percent of the burg

lari~s report.ed statewide are reported to Chicago authorities. 

The Uniform Crime Reports' 1976 Preliminary Annual Release shows 

~hat cities with populations between ,000 and 250,000 exhibited a 14 percent 

reduction for robbery (down 10 percen~ for all cities) and a 6 to 7 percent 

r~duction for burglary (down 5 percent in all cities from 1975). The 1972-

1976 criJl1.e trends for robbery and burglary in the United States are shown 

in F.iguret~ 4-15 and 4-16. 

'The set of circumstances that has led to a reduction of robbery and 

burglary in the Unit.ed States and Illinois is very likely 1:6 be in part the 

s~~e set of circum~tances that has led to a reduction of target crimes in 

the four UHCR cities. A decrease in the number of robberies and burglaries 

&1$10 occurred nationally from 1971 to 1972, but, as shown in Figures 4-15 

and 4-16, quickly began to increase again from 1972 to 1975. Can we 

again expect a rise in the number of robberies and burglaries? Can we 

extrapolate the downward trend to even lower levels? It can be said without 

great risk that the downward trend will level off at some point and will 

perhaps begin to rise again. Nevertheless, why has the level of robbery 

and burglary been decreasing over the last couple of years? The explana

tion for these decreases is elusive.* 

Crime trends are noto~iously not easily linked to socioeconomic 

conditions. The decreases are taking place too rapidly to be accounted for 

by the decreasing number of city-dwelling, young, adult males responsible 

for much of the property crime in the United States. Theories about changes 

or differences in crime rates are generally more applicable in comparing 

geographic areas than they are in accounting for pervasive societal level 

* That this may remain so is suggested in the Campbell and Stanley book, 
Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research, on page 42: "It also 
seems imperative that the X [the independent variable(s)] be specified before ex
amining the outcome of the time series. The post hoc examination of a time series 
to infer that X preceded the most dramatic shift must be ruled out on the grounds 
that the opportunistic capitalization on chance which it allows makes any approach 
to testing the significance of effects difficult if not impossible." 

81 



.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

on 
0 
0 
2-
>-a: 
w 
co 
co 
0 
a: 
u.. 
0 
w 
u z 
w 
C 
U z 

.on 
o 
o 
2-
>

FIGURE 4-13 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN ILLINOIS 

45 

40 

35 

30 

25 

~ ..--

~ 
". 

20 
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

FIGURE 4-14 
YEARLY BURGLARY TREND IN ILLINOIS 

150r-------------------------------------------------------------~, 

135~----~------------------~--------------~~--------------------~ 

~ 120~------------------~--------------------------------------------
..J 
<.:l 
a: 
:) 
CO 
u.. 

~ 105~----------~~----------------------------------------------------~ 
u z 
w 
C 
U 
z 

95~--_7~----------------------------------------------------~ 

80~----------------------------------------------------------~ 1972 1973 1~74 1975 1976 1977 

Data Sources: Crime in Illinois: 1975 
Preliminary Release, Criminal Justice Information Services: 1976 

82 



,I 
'I 

FIGURE 4-15 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN THE UNITED STATES 
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changes in crime rates. Whether this is the case will be the subject of our 

assessment of the impact of action projects on the target crime rates in the 

second and third year evaluations. 

The possible effect of the local UHCR action programs will be assessed 

using a dummy variable in the model. Thus the final equation for our model is: 

where x is a dummy variable, and other terms are defined as before. The 

dummy variable x is assigned the value 0 for months that action projects are 

not operational, and the value 1 when they are. 

The change in the level of target crime is measured by the value of 

the coefficient for the effect variable (b
3
), estimated from the data points. * 

If the coefficient is negative and significantly different from zero, then we 

would be in a position to state that the target crime(s) had dropped signifi

cantly. However, caution would have to be exercised in attributing such ,11 

observed change (even if it is statistically significant) to program effects. 

Other factors (such as those that might be driving the present decline in rob

bery and burglary) may have changed at the same time, in which case their 

effects would have also been captured in the effect variable. The argument 

that such a reduction was due to the Program would then rest on a judgment 

of project performance and on specific qualitative and quantitative project 

characteristics. 

* This is equivalent to the significance of increases in "explained" 
variance due to the dummy variable. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

The Urban High Crime Reduction Program has been ambitious, and all of 

its participants are to be commended for their accomplishments within state

of-the-art, time and budget limitations. By virtue of delays (reviewed in 

section 1.2), action projects did not begin operations until more than two 

years after the first program grant was awarded, and consequently our first 

year evaluation concerned itself primarily with the planning and evaluation 

elements of the planning-action-evaluation cycle discussed in Section 2.3. 

We begin our conclusions with a review of general benefits of the Program to 

local units of government and local accomplishments, and proceed to a discus

sion of lessons for ILEC derived from the UHCR experience. Th<:: Program is 

next viewed from a broad perspective, and this leads into a discussion 

of outstanding issues relating to the trade-off between studying a problem and 

taking action against it. The section ends with recommendations for continued 

evaluation of the Program over the next two years. 

Possibly the greatest single benefit the UHCR Program has afforded its 

participants has been in the form of general experience in local criminal 

justice planning and administration. Individuals who are outside of consti

tuent criminal justice agencies (the UHCR Directors) are in a position to view 

those agencies as comprising a whole, i.e., from a systems perspective, and to 

make recommendations for action from such a perspective. The exposure of UHCR 

Directors to operations, policies and decisions associated with the local 

criminal justice system is an important first step toward promoting problem 

definition and strategy formulation from a systems viewpoint. We believe that 

all the Directors took advantage of this exposure to the extent that they are 

far more knowledgeable of their respective local crinlinal justice systems than 

are many of those who have been part of the system for a much longer time. 

A second benefit the Program has provided and will continue to provide 

to the participating 8ities is in the form of opportunities for local line 

criminal justice agencies to test action strategies that otherwise would not 

be within the scope of local operating budgets. Even outside of the crime

specific context of the Program, innovative methods such as neighborhood team 

policing in Champaign and specialized prosecution in Joliet and Peoria, can be 

tested for administrative or policy feasibility. The cities will have had 

more hands-on experience with (locally) new ways of doing things, which will 
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contribute eventually to improved system performance. 

That cooperation and coordination within the four local criminal justice 

systems has improved as a result of UHCR, was unanimously agreed with in our 

interviews with Crime Reduction Council members. Except for Peoria, which has 

resular meetings of key local criminal justice officials scheduled by the Chief 

Judge and interagency committee meetings under the Violent Crime Reduction Pro

gram, there was no regular forum for system-wide sharing of problems and ideas 

in the UHCR cities. The Crime Reduction Councils have served as such a forum, 

and according to most of their members, it has enhanced both cooperation and 

coordination among the various system components. Whether crime has been af

fected or the administration of justice has improved are two major topics of 

subsequent evaluation activities. 

That the general public should be considered part of the local 

criminal justice system is debatable, although it seems reasonable to state 

that they are part of the system by virtue of being victims of crime or serv

ing as jurors, witnesses, correctional volunteers, or in similar roles. 

Exposure of the public to the operations, policies and decisions made within 

local criminal justice systems and the characteristics of crime must be seen 

as a Program benefit, if for no other reason, because officials in the system 

are either elected or appointed by other elected officials. In Joliet parti

cularly, and to a lesser degree in Champaign, there have been continuing ef

forts to keep the public informed through the Crime Reduction Councilor the 

media. East st. Louis discussed this aspect of the Program, but from what we 

have seen, relatively little has emerged from these discussions. Peoria, by 

virtue of its technical posture, does not appear to have taken as much interest 

or initiative as have the other cities in this regard. 

We view the opportunity which the Program has afforded its participants 

to study local crime and criminal justice problems, as a general Program bene

fit, but with certain reservations. We concluded in section 2.3 that, while 

the other cities may have applied their reviews of the relevant literature and 

their analyses of local statistical data tv the formulation of action strate

gies, Peoria demonstrated in explicit documented fashion ~ this application 

occurred. The series of studies conducted by the Peoria Crime Reduction Coun

cil constitutes the basic components of a model that can be used to test the 
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effectiveness of alternative inputs with respect to a single output measure-

the level of residential burglary. Seen in this light, there can be little 

doubt that the data collected and analyzed under UHCR were put to an explicit 

set of purposes: calibrating, testing, and exercising the model.* 

The collection, organization and analysis of statistical data have 

provided a description of crime and criminal justice system operations in the 

other three cities and have assisted their Crime Reduction Councils in identi-

fying new problems or in reconfirming the presence of problems already known 

to exist. As discussed in Section 2.3, we found little evidence in the other 

three cities that statistical data were used to inform the selection of action 

projects on the basis of anticipated outcomes. 

Two related questions of significance to ILEC emerge from these find

ings. The first concerns the trade-off between planning and action: at what. 

point does studying a problem and analyzing possible consequences of alterna

tive solutions cease to be an effective use of ILEC funds with respect to that 

agency's objectives and to local objectives? The second question seeks to 

determine whether there are other good reasons for allocating ILEC funds in 

order for local units to collect data from other than secondary sources (e.g., 

Uniform Crime Reports, annual agency reports, data from studies performed in 

other contexts), again with respect to both ILEC and local ob~ectives. It has 

been suggested, assuming an ILEC/local objective concerning a reduction in the 

level of a certain type of offense, that the UHCR Program be perceived as an 

experiment from which answers to the first question may be posited. If these 

answers indicate that the trade-off weighs heavily in favor of action, and the 

second question is also answered in the negative with respect to both ILEC and 

local objectives, there would be little reason to continue funding local planning 

units. 

* These uses of the data are conceptually similar to the manner in which cost 
and workload data are used by Alfred Blumstein's JUSSIM (Justice Simulation) 
model in generating resource requirements fbr the criminal justice system. (See 
for example, Blumstein, Alfred, "Management Science to Aid the Manager: An Example 
from the Criminal Justice System," Sloane Management Review (Fall 1973), pp. 35-48. 
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There are a number of issues surrounding the question of the trade-off 

between planning and action that can be discussed while awaiting results with 

respect to the effect variable--tne level of target crime(s). It can be argued 

that the research-oriented approach taken in Peoria is best left to researchers, 

whose work is not directly linked to funding decisions on action programs and 

projects. Under this argument, local communities (and for that matter. State 

Planning Agencies) would decide whether a research project with general applica

bility was relevant to their planning needs and, if so, would use its results in 

the planning process-at most tailoring them to local conditions if possible. Further

more, the encouragement of widespread local research/planning efforts are likely 

to lead to repeated duplication of effort, especially if local objectives are simi

lar as in UHCR. Thus, the argument concludes, even if dramatic effects on target 

crimes could be demonstrated in a city which developed research questions and rig

orously studied them during the planning stage, this outcome could also have been 

reached if the research funds had been allocated elsewhere. 

·The major weakness of the foregoing argument is its failure to appre

ciate the gray areas of social research. Because there is a dearth of theory, 

the need for repetitive empirical studies is great. Therefore, duplication 

(or more correctly, replication) of effort is desirable, as long as full advantage 

is taken of prior research design and methodological considerations.* 

The strength of the argument presented against a strong research orien

tation in local planning. deals with its feasibility within the context of more 

general local conditions. A unique blend of circumstances, discussed in Sec

tion 2.3, enabled the Peoria UHCR program to take full advantage of the Program's 

emphasis on rational planning and decision-making. Whether one could reasonably 

expect to find a comparable set of circumstances in most local communities in 

Illinois or elsewhere is open to question. strong research talent placed in a 

socio-political envi~onment that is unfamiliar with, or hostile to social re

search, especially if it is a prerequisite to action, is not likely to be 

tolerant of the time and effort involved, and is likely to view the whole 

endeavor as a bureaucratic exerci3e. Such a reaction would almost certainly 

undermine the effort. 

* This highlights the importance of thoroughly documenting research design, 
methodology and findings--a task that was executed with great care in Peoria. 
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Another argument favoring a planning approach with a limited research 

orientation concerns timeliness. Indeed, as observed in the note under the 

heading of Section 4.2, a problem can begin to abate while it is being researched, 

to the point where the findings might fail to apply to the problem at its new 

level. For example, in Peoria, increasing the risk of apprehension may only 

affect residential burglary levels when this is above some threshold (indeed, if 

at all). The apparent decline in residential burglary due to other factors may 

bring the level below this threshold by the time action projects are implemented 

to increase the risk of apprehension. Or, residential burglary may be replaced 

in the interim by other problems achieving higher priority. Thus the problem 

which these action projects address may "disappear" before the actions can be 

taken. This will always be a risk in the absence of knowledge about the manner 

in which factors outside the criminal justice system affect crime levels. 

Concerning the second major question, whether there are good reasons 

for acquiring data beyond those that have been traditionally found in secondary 

sources, we offer two responses in the affirmative. statistical data which 

describe the occurrence of crime and tte operations of the criminal justice 

system are essential to research studies in this area, regardless of whether 

such studies are done locally in the design and selection of action strategies 

or independently from action programs. As these data begin to be compiled and 

organized for more communities (or other geographic levels of aggregation), 

research studies will be strengthened by an expanded capability for comparative 

analysis and replication of results. 

A second important use of the data is that of measuring the performance 

of the criminal justice system. The establishment of local or national 

standard performance measures will enable criminal justice managers to assess 

the efficiency and to some degree, the effectiveness of individual agencies 

and the system as a whole. * This application of statistical data is seen as an 

important factor in 'achieving the objective of improving the criminal justice 

system. 

* There is a danger in implementing performance management systems. Once 
"acceptable" levels of performance are learned by those whose performance is 
being assessed, there may be a teondency for performance levels to consisten.tly 
be reported as "acceptable" or b€!tter. This m'ight be the result of the threat 
represented by performance assessment or the subconscious desire to report 
results that are anticipated. 
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The questions discussed above can be addr.c5sed in more detail on the 

basis of our evaluative findings in the second, d third years. Outcomes of 

the Program are not likely to produce sufficient conditions for the reduction 

of selected crime. By contrast, evaluative findings may support the contention 

that certain conditions are necessary. Such findings would take advantage of 

the differ·ence between the approach taken in Peor ia and the other ci tie s . In 

order for this to be possible, the Peoria program must exhibit the same approach 

in developing its Juvenile Impact (Master) Plan as used for the Adult Plan, and 

project evaluation designs must be sound and faithfully executed. If residential 

burglary in Peoria declines significantly (according to our model) when actLon 

projects become opera.tional, and project evaluations find this outcome to have 

occurred as anticipated (e.g., more arrests, faster time from arrest to indict·

ment) , but target crime(s) in the other cities do not decline significantly, it 

would be reasonable to attribute--in part--this reduction to the manner in which 

the strategies and projects were selected. Whether such an outcome warrants the 

cost, time and effort involved returns to the first question discussed earlier. 

In any event, benefits from compiling statistical data will accrue in the manner 

described. 

Problems encountered in the course of the UHCR Program yield several 

valuable lessons. As described in our Interim Report and reiterated ~n section 

2.3 and 2.4, every city displayed a degree of uncertainty during the first 

several months as to expectations for the relationship between planning and 

action components. The initial timetable for the Program drastically under

estimated the amount of time that would be needed to collect, compile, organize 

and analyze source data envisioned in the guidelines, even under the best: of 

circumstances. Delays that would stem from the grant and Plan revie\v processes 

and other administrative factors did not seem to have been taken into account. 

Moreover, a realistic assessment of the ability of cities, which were selected 

on the basis of the severity of their crime problem to perform in the Program, 

did not seem to have been made by ILEC. 

One of the main reasons for these shortcomings was the absence of an 

ILEC staff member designated to give top priority to monitoring the Program 

and provide technical assistance.· Other responsibilities of the Chief of 

• A full-time staff member might not have been necessary for accomplishing 
these tasks. We are suggesting only that one individual should have been as
signed the tasks as a primary responsibility. 
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Planning, such as ensuring the timely completion of annual comprehensive plans 

for the state, preclude this individual from devoting as much attention to 

UHCR as was necessary to provide a solid foundation for a program as novel and 

complex as UHCR. It would have been desi~able for an ILEC monitor to have 

begun prior to the awarding of UHCR grants, to allow more time for the prepara·· 

tion of Program guidelines and for br~efing city officials more carefully about 

the Program design c~d expectations. 

We realize that this was not done for UHCR because other delays in 

implementing the Program made it necessary to expedite activites toward imple

mentation once the decision was made to proceed. However, the retrospective 

analysis just given might be applicable to other programs similar to UHCR which 

may be planned for the future. 

The chief difficulty with taking shortcuts to facilitate the progress 

of a program involving both planning and action (e.g., concurrent approval of 

an Impact Plan and an action project recommended in the Plan) is that under 

those circumstances, grantees have a propensity to perceive the Plan as a com

pliance document rather than a working plan. This perception can be aggravated by 

pressure to secure action funds. It may be possible that this type of problem 

is unavoidable under the present policies and procedures of ILEC. We see no 

technical reason, however, why special procedures could not be established to 

facilitate the development of a program such as UHCR, which involves both plan

ning an~ action components. 

With regard to the issue of conducting reconnaissance with prospective 

grantees, a more difficult problem is encountered. Negative consequ.ences of 

such reconnaisance may be that the prospective grantee chooses not to parti

cipate--as was the case with Waukegan--or that the granting agency decides that 

a particular program is not well-suited to a prospective grantee. The danger 

associated with the fi~st oucome is that of the program terminating because of 

a lack of interest. The problem with the second outcome is that the prospective 

grantee in greatest need might be denied program funds.* Moreover, reconnaisance 

activities would not likely limit themselves to technical considerations. Parti

cularly for a program of the magnitude of UHCR, political factors would almost 

* While the concept of need hinges on value judgments, the situation in which 
those having the least need are best-suited to perform successfully is not un
common. This is a dilemma faced by many social programs. 
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certainly playa role.* 

Having cited possible problems associated with our reconnaissance recom

mendation, there are at least four key criteria that should underlie reconnais

sance activities. Past performance on grants and the nature of prior grant 

problems encountered constitute one means of assessing a prospective grantee's 

potential for performing successfully on a new grant. For example, a prospective 

grantee which has always had difficulty preparing and submitting progress reports 

would not be expected to perform well in a program where close monitoring and 

documentation of progress is required. Need, as discussed above, is clearly 

another important criterion. Political and economic factors--sometimes unstated, 

but usually present--should be taken into consideration, as these may affect 

performance in a program in subtle, yet important ways. Finally, and this is 

particularly relevant to UHCR, the state-of-the-art for work that will be under

taken in a program should be carefully assessed before expectations for perfor

mance are formulated. 

Decisions resting on the findings of reconnaisance activities could 

range from abandoning a program altogether to tailoring the program design 

specifically for individual grantees. Regardless of how these decisions are 

made from the criteria discussed above, the granting agency would be better 

prepared to handle problems that occur once program grants are awarded, and a 

well-conducted reconnaisance would minimize misunderstandings and resultant 

frustrations. 

* In theory, such factors did not exist under UHCR since participating cities 
were selected solely 0n the basis of their ranking worst with respect to crime. 
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APPENDIX A 

AN EXAMPLE OF USING THE RATIO-TO-MOVING-AVERAGE 
METHOD TO REMOVE THE EFFECTS OF SEASONF~ VARIATION 
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APPENDIX A 

AN EXAMPLE OF USING THE RATIO-TO-MOVING-AVERAGE 
METHOD TO REMOVE THE EFFECTS OF SEASONAL VARIATION 

The ratio-to-moving-average method makes use of the fact that if 

monthly observations are affected by fluctuations related to months (e.g., 

climatic conditions), then a twelve-month moving average will remove these 

fluctuations. Raw crime counts are tabulated in Table A-I. Table A-2 provides 

the calculation used to compute the specific seasonals for robbery in Joliet. 

The first twelve-month moving average (Y
l

) appears in column (4): 

20 + 10 + 7 + ••• + 10 154 
12 = ""l2 = 12.8. 

It is centered between June and July of 1972. The second twelve-month moving 

average (Y 2) , 

10 + 7 + 14 + .•. + 18 
Y = 2 12 

152 ""l2 = 12.7,. 

is centered between July and August of 1972. In order to obtain an average 

centered in July, we use the mean of Y 1 a.nd Y 2 : 

_1_2...; • ...;8_+"7"""1_2...;. 7 
2 = 12.8. 

These centered twelve-month moving averages are listed in column (5) of 

Table A-2i they represent the hypothetical values which would be observed in 

the absence of any seasonal variation. The specific seasonals are computed 

by dividing the number of robberies by the centered twelve-month moving 

average and mUltiplying by 100, e.g., for July of 1972, we have 

20 
~ x 100 = 156 
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The remaining specific seasonals have been computed and are listed in column 

(6) of Table A.2. Table A-3 reorganizes the results of Table A-2 by month. 

The median value for the four years is found for each month. The median 

is used in order not to give undue weight to a few specific seasonals which 

might be excessively low or high, as compared with the rest. The mean of 

the twelve medians is 97.6, i.e. 

118 + 95 + 86 + ••• + 111 
12 

1171 
12 

97.6 . 

Because typical seasonals are usually defined in such a way that their mean 

is 1.00, the set of medians obtained must be expressed as index numbers wh0se 

base is the average of these medians. For January we find the typical 

seasonal to be 

118 
97.6 

1.21. 

The typical seasonal of 1.21 indicates that in January the number of robberies 

in Joliet is 121 percent of that for the "average" month over the five year 

period 1972-1976. 
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TABLE A-l 

INCIDENCE OF TARGET CRIMES B'f MONTH FOR 1972-1976 , 
( ) Original fiqures ~hen they have changed from the Interim :l.eport, 

I 'fear ChamEai2! East St. Louis Joliet Peoria 
and Residential Residential 
Month Burglarl Robbery Burglary Robbery Burglary Burglary 

., 

I !ill. 
January 68(57) 47 185 20 55 97 
February 52 (39) 48 183 10 69 109 
March 57 (42) 48 199 7 60 117 

I 
April 77(58) 39 142 14 73 131 
May 90(69) 48 193 14 72 106 
June 49(42) 52 209 13 99 111 
July 64(46) 57 291 20 130 157 
August 69(51) 76 313 10 114 134 

I 
September 73 (59) 45 274 10 74 123 
October 49 (63) 52 309 11 73 137 
November 60(51) 57 285 15 96 144 
December 55(48) 60 209 10 76 (66) 131 

I ill2. 
January 56(46) 60 261 18 92 129 
February 31(26) 51 293 17 90 120 
March 29 (24) 49 242 18 102 147 
April 74(62) 64 239 26 109 136 

I May 67 (55) 59 212 16 134 129 
June 57(49) 61 191 26 119 147 
July 63(62) 95 292 21 159 197 
Auqust 90(75) 68 ~63 Jl 133 169 

I 
September 60(57) 7J :145 26 159 209 
October 60(58) 96 301 35 135 171 
November 56 (93) 45 261 lEl 151 175 
December 44(40) 54 193 ~1 165(150) 207 

1974 

I January 50(49) 94 195 27 163 126 
February 41(41) 71 ~21 29 179 127 
March 56(56) 95 261 24 212 160 
April 46(47) 93 238 15 133 138 

I 
May 74(73) 90 263 25 204 142 
June- 64(68) 82 267 33 251 147 
July 69(72) 109 347 11 253 208 
Auqust 93(89) 99 309 28 194 206 
September 64(68) 97 304 19 125 147 

I October 77(74) 109 327 31 127 179 
November 68(71) 142 326 29 145 213 
December 90(84) 129 333 37 128(204) 245 

1975 

I 
-:1anuary 91 97 317 32 110 266 

February 67 69 270 24 102 211 
March 71 79 245 19 115 160 
April 59 97 239 16 122 211 
May 94 66 207 13 140 205 

I June 65 109 207 32 184 226 
July 68 79 302 30 171 234 
August 83 101 263 30 193 259 
September 73 60 217 28 142 179 

I 
October 68 116 254 13 129 208 
November 56 79 195 13 104 216 
December 56 100 247 27 152(139) 263 

ill.§. 

I 
January 97(88) 97 244(228) 29(32) 135(156) 140 
February 39(39) 87 196(183) 13 (14) 101(123) 133 
l'Iarch 43(42) 54 232 (211) 13(14) 153(166) 149 
April 64(68) 52 193 (179) 4 ( 4) 161(196) 121 
May 43(44) 90 227(205) 12(12) 149 (163) 149 

I 
June 53(52) 56 185(167) 14 (14) 170(191) 127 
July 55 91 194 23 156 243 
Auqust 66 49 248 13 144 200 
September 49 46 176 33 152 135 
October 39 54 229 20 177 122 

I November 47 59 191 17 121 162 
December 69 54 236 19 157 129 
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I TABLE .0.-2 

CALCUU<TION OF SPECIFIC SE.;50NALS FOR TIlE NUMBE.R 
OF ROBBERIES IN .TrlLIET :'ROM 1972 TO 1976 

I Ceneered 
'fear 12-Month 12-Mc..1 ~_~, 12-Moneh 
and NUJ::ber of Moving Moving Moving Specific 
Month ttobberies Total Average Average Seasonals 

I (1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (6) 

1972 
-Jiinuuy 20 

I 
Februarl 10 
March 7 
April 14 
May 14 
June 13 154 12.8 

I 
July 20 152 12.7 

12.8 156 
August 10 159 13 .3 13.0 77 
September 10 170 14.2 13.8 72 
October 11 182 15.2 14.7 75 
November 15 184 15.3 15.3 98 

I December 10 197 16.4 15.9 63 

1973 
January 18 198 16.5 16.5 109 
February 17 219 18.3 17.4 98 

I March 18 235 19.6 19.0 '~5 
April 26 259 21.6 20.6 126 
May 16 262 21.8 21. 7 74 
June 26 273 22.8 22.3 117 
July 21 23.2 91 

I 
282 23.5 August 31 294 24.5 24.0 129 

September 26 300 25.0 24.8 105 
October 35 24.6 142 
November lB 2B9 24.1 

24.5 73 29B 24.8 

I 
December 21 305 25.4 25.1 84 

1974 
---yanuary 27 295 24.6 25.0 108 

February 29 292 24.3 24.5 11B 

I 
March 24 295 23.8 24.1 100 
April 15 2Bl 23.4 23.6 64 
May 25 292 24.3 23.9 105 
June 33 30B 25.7 25.0 132 
.July 11 313 26.1 25.9 42 

I 
August 28 308 25.7 2!:i.9 lOB 
September 19 303 25.3 25.5 75 
October 31 304 25.3 25.3 123 
November 29 292 24.3 24.8 117 
December 37· 291 24.3 24.3 152 

I 1975 
January 32 310 25.8 25,1 127 
February' 24 312 26,0 25,9 93 
March 19 321 26.B 26.4 72 

I April 16 ,,03 25.3 26.1 61 
May 13 287 23.9 24.6 53 
June 32 277 23 .. 1 2::1.5 136 
July 30 274 22.8 23.0 131 

I 
August 30 263 21.9 22.4 .134 
September 2B 257 21 . .4 21..6 129 
October 13 245 20.4 20.9 62 
November 13 244 20.3 I,n.4 64 
December 27 226 18.8 19.6 1.3e 

I ill! 
January 29 219 18.2 18.5 156 
February 13 202 16.8 17.5 74 
March 13 ~O7 P.;! 17.0 76 

I 
April 4 214 17.8 17.5 23 
May 12 21B lB.2 18.0 67 
June 14 211 17.6 17.9 7B 
July 23 
August 13 

I Sepeember 33 
October 20 
November 17 
December 20. 
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Year Jan. Feb. 

1972 

1973 109 98 

1974 108 118 
~ 
OJ 1975 127 93 

1976 156 74 

Median 118 95 

Typical 
Seasonal 1. 21 .98 

TABLE A-3 

CALCULATION OF TYPICAL SEASONALS FOR THE NUt-mER 
OF ROBBERIES IN JOLIET FROM 1972 TO 1976 

Mar. Apr. May Jun. Ju1. Aug. Sep. 

156 77 72 

95 126 74 117 91 129 105 

100 64 105 132 42 108 75 

72 61 53 136 131 134 129 

76 23 67 78 

86 62 70 124 III 119 90 

.88 .64 .72 1. 28 1.13 1. 22 .92 

Oct. Nov. Dec. 

75 98 63 

142 73 84 

123 117 152 

62 64 138 

99 86 111 

1. 01 .88 1.14 
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APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY STATISTICS AND EQUATIONS DESCRIBING 
THE SIX TARGET CRIMES 
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APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY STATISTICS AND EQUATIONS DESCRIBING 
THE SIX TARGET CRIMES 

This appendix presents a summary of statistics and equations for the 

quadratic model of trends and patterns in the monthly counts of target crime 

over the five-year period 1972-1976. This model was described in Section 4.2, 

and construction of the 60-month data base was described in Section 4.1. In 

Table B-1 these are organized by city and by target crime for both raw counts 

and seasonally adjusted counts. 

Multiple R is the conventional multiple correlation coefficient. 

Essentially, this is a measure of the simple correlation between observed 

and calculated values of the dependent variable. This is the positive square 
2 

root of R , which is a measure of the proportion of variance in the dependent 

variable that is "explained" by the model. 

The adjusted R2 is R2 adjusted for the number of independent variables 

in the equation and the nlli~er of observations. It is a more conservative 

estimate of the percent of variance explained by the model, especially when 

the sample size is small. The formula is 

Adjusted R2 

where k is the number of independent variables in the regression equation, 

N'is the number of cases, and R2 to the right of the equals sign is the unad-
. 2 , 2 2 
Justed R AdJusted R may become negative or undefined when R or the number 

of cases is small.* 

The standard error of the estimate is also conventionally defined as 

the standard deviation of residuals about the values calculated from the 

equation. 

The column labeled "Mean of the Absolute Value of the Residuals" can 

be interpreted as an "average error" around values generated by the model. It 

has been suggested that this statistic is a more appropriate measure of the 

goodness of fit of the data to the model than are R, the adjusted R2, and the 

* Norman H. Nie, et aI, statistical Package for the Social Sciences, 2d ed. 
(New York: NCGraw-Hill, 1975), p. 358. 
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standard error of estimate because it does not disproportionately weigh obser

vations farther from the curve generated by the model. * 
Equations describing the model ~re given in the right-most column of 

Table B-1. The letter t refers to the index for one of the months in the per

iod under investigation. The dependent variable y(t) is the model's estimate 

of the crime count for mon'~h t. Numerical values in the equation are parameter 

estimates made from least squares fits of the model to the data sets for the 

target crimes indicated. 

* Richard A. Berk, Michael Hennessy, and Richard McCleary, "Descriptive Dis
tortions in Covariance Based Statistics," Social Science Research, 5 (1976) 
pp. 107-126. 
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Champaign 

Residential ~urglary 

Unadjusted Data 
Seasonally Adjusted 

East st. Louis 

Robbery 

Unadjusted Data 
Seasonally Adjusted 

t--' 
0 
f'-.l Burglary 

Unadjusted Data 
Seasonally Adjusted 

Joliet 

Robbery 

Unadjusted Data 
Seasonally Adjusted 

Burglary 

Unadjusted Data 
Seasonally Adjusted 

Peoria 

Residential Burglary 

Unadjusted Data 
Seasonally Adjusted 

TABLE B-1 

SUMMARY STATIS'l'ICS AND EQUATIONS DESCRIBING 'filE 
SIX TARGET CRIMES 

Mean of the 
Standard Absolute Value 

Multiple Adju~ted Error of of the 
R R Estimate Residuals 

.48 .19 13.3 10.4 
Data .55 .27 11.1 8.2 

.67 .44 17.2 13.9 
Data .66 .41 17.7 12.3 

.53 .25 44.3 36.0 

Data .62 .37 34.2 26.0 

.52 .24 7.0 5.7 

Data .51 .24 6.9 5.2 

.66 .42 33.5 26.3 

Data .71 .49 29.0 21.8 

.62 .37 35.1 28.1 

Data .66 .41 30.4 22.1 

Equation 

Y (t) 13 + 2.9t 
2 

.04t
2 Y (t) 11+ 3.0t .04t 

Y (t) 28 + 3.5t 
2 

0.5t
2 Y (t) 24 + 3.5t 0.5t 

Y (t) 194 5.7t 
2 

+ .10t
2 Y (t) 196 + 5.6t .1Ot 

Y (t) 8.7 + .96t 
2 

= .Olt
2 Y (t) 9.6 + .94t .Olt 

Y (t) 54 + 5.5t 
2 

.07t2 
Y (t) = 56 + 5.2t .07t 

2 
Y (t) = 85 + 5.7t .08t

2 
Y (t) 90 + 5.6t .08t 
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FIGURE C-1 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
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FIGURE C-2 
MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN ARLINGTON HEIGHTS I 
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FIGURE C-3 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN DECATUR 
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Data Source: Crime in Illinois: 1972-1976 

FIGURE C-4 
MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN DECATUR 
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FIGURE C-5 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN ELGIN 

-' 

I 

A 
/ ~ --------

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 
Data Source: Crime in Illinois: 1972-1976 

FIGURE C-6 
MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN ELGIN 
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FIGURE C·7 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN OAK LAWN 
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FIGURE C·S 
MOI'(JTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN OAK LAWN 
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FIGURE C·g 
MONTHLY ROBBERY TREND IN OAK PARK 
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FIGURE C-l0 
MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN OAK PARK 
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FIGURE C·" 
MONTHLY ROBBERY TREND IN ROCKFORD 
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FIGURE C·12 
MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN ROCKFORD 
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FIGURE C·13 
YEARLY ROBBERY TREND IN SKOKIE· 
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Data Source: Crime in Illinois: 1972·1976 

FIGURE C·14 
MONTHLY BURGLARY TREND IN SKOKIE 
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ROBBERY 

Oak 
Month Park Rockford 

January 1.12 1.38 
February .76 .72 
Narch .80 .75 
April .95 .85 
May .82 .81 
June 1.18 .84 
July .99 .74 
August 1. 05 1.16 
September 1.16 1. 23 
October 1.30 1.41 
November .79 1.14 
December 1.07 .97 

I-' 
I-' 
I-' 

'l'ABLE C-l 

TYPICAL SEASONALS FOR ROBBERY AND BURGLl\RY 
IN SEVEN NON-URBAN HIGH CRIME REDUC'l'ION PROGRAM CITIES 

FOR THE PERIOD 1972-1976 

BURGLARY 

~.rlington Oak 
Heights Decatur Elgin Lawn 

.72 .95 .85 .99 

.75 .83 .91 .53 

.94 1.03 1.03 .78 

.97 .96 .86 .99 

.83 1.00 .90 1.01 
1. 27 1.12 .97 1.16 
1.40 1.25 .98 1.59 
1. 27 1. 22 1. 28 1. 37 
1.16 .89 .84 

.99 .94 1. 23 1.00 

.93 .82 .98 .95 

.77 1.00 .98 .79 

Oak 
Park Rockford Skokie 

.89 .90 .84 

.82 .74 .70 

.94 .95 .71 

.74 .91 .67 
1.05 .97 1.14 
1. 26 .93 1. 41 
1.24 1. 24 1.44 
1.44 1. 28 1. 28 
1.04 1.00 .91 

.95 1.08 1.12 

.76 .96 .84 

.85 1.01 .91 
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APPENDIX D 

COMPARISONS AHONG DAT,"'. SETS 

Collecting data from several sources provided us with an opportunity 

to compare and evaluate the reliability of the data, if not their validity. 

We first compared CJIS data on robbery and burglary with FBI data for the 

years 1966-1971, and no discrepancies were found. This was expected because 

the I-UCR file for the years 1965-1971 was simply a copy of the UCR data file. 

For the years 1972 through 1976 the flow of informatio~ began to reverse 

with CJIS now forwarding the local data it had collected to the FBI.* For the 

most part, there was a good match between the Illinois Offense and Clearance 

Trends r.eports and the UCR Return A data. HO\vever, there were a few excep

tions worth noting: 

• the FBI had no monthly data for Joliet for the years 
1972 and 1975; 

• the I-UCR showed fifteen more burglaries than did UCR 
in the month of December for Joliet in both 1973 and 
1974; 

• there was a difference between I-UCR and the UCR in 
January and ~!ay 1972 for East St. Louis, mentioned in 
Sec~ion 4.1; and 

• finally, Table D-l indicates that for East St. Louis 
in 1972 and 1973, there were considerably more robberies 
shown by I-UCR than by UCR. One possible explanation 
for this discrepancy is that parallel reporting systems 
to the state and the FBI were in effect during that 
period, and it took some time to match crime classifi
cation definitions. 

A comparison was made in Table D-2 for Joliet, between the Offense 

and Clearance Trends reports and the 1976 Joliet Police Annual Report. The 

discrepancies were of sufficient magnitUde to be of some concern. Discus

sions with personnel in the Joliet Police Department indicated that the 

figures in the Annual Report were in error. The events that led to the 

figures published in the Annual Report could not be reconstructed. Figures 

from Offense and Clearance Trends reports were also compared with figures 

* East St. Louis continued to report to the FBI directly until May 1974. 
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f-J 
f-J 

"'" 

'1'l,BLE D-l 

COMPARISON OF TWO DATA SOURCES I!'OR 1972 AND 1973 ROBBERIES IN EAS'!' ST. LOUIS 

(1) Offense and Clearance 'rrends (from Offense and Clearance Report-Set 1) 

(2) Uniform Crime Report, Return A 

1972 
-----
(2)-(1) 

Month (1) (2 ) (2)-(1) (1) (1) 

January 47 47 0 0% 62 

February 48 48 0 0 54 

March 48 48 0 0 69 

April 41 39 2 - 5 97 

Nay 99 48 51 -52 96 

June 162 52 110 -68 76 

July h~ 57 } - 5 114 

August 153 76 77 -50 86 

September 50 45 5 -10 108 

October 57 52 5 - 9 123 

November 60 57 3 - 5 68 

December 66 60 6 - 9 58 

'POTAL 891 629 -262 -29% 1011 

1973 

(2) (2)-(1) 

60 - 2 

51 - 3 

48 -21 

64 -33 

59 -37 

61 -15 

85 -29 

68 -18 

73 -35 

86 -37 

45 -23 

54 - 4 

754 -257 

(2)-(1) 
(1) 

3% 

6 

30 

34 

38 

20 

25 

21 

32 

30 

34 

7 

-25% 
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TABLE D-2 

COMPARISON OF THREE DATA SOURCES FOR 1975 AND 1976 ROBBERIES AND BURGLARIES IN JOLIET 

(1) Offense and Clearance 'frends (from Offense Summary-Set 2) 

(2) Joliet Police Annual Report: 1976 

(3) Crime Analyst, Mobile Crime Prevention Unit 

Robbery 

Month 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

TOTAL 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 

Burglary July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

TOTAL 

(1) 

32 

24 
19 
16 
13 
32 

30 
30 
28 
13 
13 
27 

277 

110 
102 
115 
122 
140 
~84 
171 
193 
142 
129 
104 
139 

1651 

( 2) 

29 
24 
17 
15 
12 
29 
29 
32 
21 
17 
13 
29 

267 

99 
90 
95 

100 
119 
150 
162 
184 
134 
103 

85 
126 

1447 

1975 

C~)-(1) 

-3 
o 

-2 
-1 
-1 
-3 
-1 

2 
-7 

4 
o 
2 

-10 

-11 
-12 
-20 
-22 
-21 
-34 
- 9 
- 9 
- 8 
-26 
-19 
-13 

-204 

(2)-(1) 

(1) 

- 9% 
o 

-10 
- 6 
- 8 
- 9 

- 3 
7 

-25 
31 
o 
7 

- 4% 

10% 
12 
17 
18 
15 
18 

5 
5 
6 

20 
18 

9 

-12% 

(1) 

29 
13 
13 

4 
12 
14 
23 
13 
33 
20 
17 
18 

209 

135 
101 
153 
161 
149 
170 
156 
144 
152 
177 
121 
157 

1776 

(2) 

26 
12 
10 

4 
9 

12 
21 
11 
28 
24 
21 
19 

197 

138 
102 
146 
170 
137 
147 
134 
115 
156 
173 
109 
148 

1675 

(3) 

10 
13 
14 

5 
10 
14 
18 
11 
36 
20 
14 
26 

211 

150 
101 
165 
175 
152 
168 
157 
116 
146 
165 
116 
157 

1976 

(2)-(1) 

-3 
-1 
-3 
o 

-3 
-2 
-2 
-2 
-5 

4 
4 
1 

-12 

3 

- 7 
9 

-12 
-23 

-22 
-29 

4 
- 4 
-12 
- 9 

1768 -101 

(2)-(1) 
(1) 

-10% 
- 8 
-23 

o 
-25 
-14 
- 9 
-15 
-15 

20 
24 

6 

- 6% 

2% 
1 

- 4 
6 

- 8 
-14 
-14 
-20 

3 
- 2 
-10 
- 6 

- 6% 

(3)-(1) 

1 
o 
1 
1 

-2 
o 

-5 
-2 

3 
o 

··3 
8 

- 2 

15 
o 

12 
14 

3 
- 2 

1 
-28 
- 6 
-12 
- 5 

o 
- 8 

(3)-(1) 

(1) 

3% 
o 
8 

25 
-17 

o 
-22 
-15 
- 9 

o 
-18 

44 

- 1% 

11% 
o 
8 
9 
2 

- 1 
1 

-19 
- 4 
- 8 
- 4 

o 
0% 

---- -- ----- -----------------_._---------------
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compiled from original police records by the Crime Analyst of the Depart

ment's Mobile Crime Prevention unit. There were several notably large 

monthly differences between the figures, due in part to different inter

pretations of what constitutes a robbery or burglary. 

Another opportunity to compare source documents with official 

police statistics occurred in Peoria. As shown in Table D-3, the Peoria 

Program Coordination unit reported up to five percent more residential 

burglaries per month by rechecking original police documents. More widely 

discrepant monthly figures were found between the Peoria Police Department's 

On-Line Information System and the residential burglary count supplied by 

CJIS in 1975 and 1976 (see text below and Table D-13). 

Another reliability check was made between reports compiled from the 

two input formats for reporting crime statistics: the Offense and Clearance 

Report-Set 1 form and the Offense Analysis Information-Set 1 form. The first 

form has offense classifications listed along the left-hand margin and crimes 

are presumably tallied on this form as they occur. The second form has case 

or incident numbers listed along the left-hand margin. As noted in Section 

4.1, more detailed information on offenses is entered on this form. 

Tables D-4 through D-7 compare monthly counts appearing in Offense -and Clearance Trends reports (compiled from the Offense and Clearance Report

Set 1 forms) and Property Analysis reports, for robbery, burglary-forcible, 

and burglary-no force for the years 1972-1976.* The differences between the 

two sets of figures are provided and are also expressed as percentage errors 

by dividi~g the differences by the figures in the Offense and Clearance Trend 

reports (the official counts). 

For Champaign (Table D-4) , Offense and Clearance Trend reports for 

robbery are, with few exceptions, higher than are counts from Property Analy

sis reports for all years. This is also true of the burglary-forcible and 

burglary-no force categories through the first half of 1973. From that point 

on, the difference seems to be within random error. 

A similar pattern for robbery appears for East St. Louis (Table D-5). 

We note the small counts in the burglary-no force category for all years. 

Despite the apparent jump in this category beginning in 1974/ the ratio of 

no force to forcible burglary is significantly lower than in the other three 

* The Property Analysis reports (compiled from Offense Analysis Information
Set 1 forms) exclude burglary attempts. 
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,I 
TABLE J-3 

I COt,tPAIU50N OF THP£E DATA 50U~CES E'CR 1973 TH?Ot;GH 1976 
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY t:f ?EORIA 

I 
(1) Peoria Folice ~epartrnent: Cn-~lne Information SySt~" 
(2) Peoria Program C~ordination ~nit 
(3) Monthly Return of Offenses KnCI-in to Police (from Offense Analys':'s In:or.na tion-Sec. 1) 

(2) - ( 1) (3) - (1) 

I (1) (2) (3 ) (2) - (1) (1) (3 ) - (1) (1) 

1973 
January 129 130 1 H 

I 
February 120 120 0 0 
Harch 147 148 1 1 
April Us 138 2 1 
Hay 129 130 1 1 
June 147 148 1 1 

.1 July August 197 202 5 2 
August 169 171 2 1 
September 208 210 2 1 
October 171 176 5 

I 
November 175 176 1 0 
December 207 210 1 

Total 1935 1959 24 11. 

I 
1974 
January 126 131 5 4\ 
February 127 128 1 1 
March 160 167 7 4 
April 138 141 2 

I 
May 142 144 2 1 
June 147 150 2 
July 208 209 1 0 
August 206 207 1 0 
September 147 148 1 1 

I October 179 185 6 3 
November 213 214 1 0 
December 245 250 5 2 

Total 2038 2074 36 2\ 

I 1975 
-.January 266 270 268 4 2\ 2 1\ 

February 211 215 213 2 2 1 
Harch 160 160 169 0 0 9 6 

I April 211 214 213 3 1 2 1 
May 205 206 203 1 0 - 2 - 1 
June 226 227 217 1 0 - 9 - 4 
July 234 240 241 6 :: 7 3 

I 
August 258 271 256 13 5 - :: - 1 
September 179 184 190 5 11 6 
October 208 212 206 4 2 - 2 - 1 
November 216 217 206 1 0 -10 - 5 
December 263 263 247 0 0 -16 C 

I Tcta1 2637 2679 2629 42 2\ - 8 0\ 

1976 
January 140 168 28 20\ 

I 
February 133 134 1 1 
March 149 154 5 3 
April 121 153 32 30 
Hay 149 119 -30 -20 

June 127 129 :: 

I July 243 240 - 3 - 1 

August 200 199 - 1 0 

September 135 140 5 4 

October 122 123 1 1 
November 162 170 8 1 

I December 128 127 - 1 - 1 

Total 1809 1856 47 2\ 

I 
I 
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cities. Aside from two cases where it appears that data were available for 

only one nf the reports and the other occasional large differences, the only 

pattern tha.t .seems to be exhibited in the burglary categories is the greater 

frequency of higher counts from Offense and Clearance Trend reports.* 

The discrepancy between counts from Offense and Clearance Trend reports 

and Property Analysis reports, as were found for robbery in Champaign and East 

St. Louis, also exists for Joliet (Table D-6). Differences between these two 

sets of counts seem almost random for the two burglary categories. The dis

crepancy seems to abate for the burglary categories in 1975, except for the 

months of September through December 1975.** This abatement can largely be 

accounted for by the shift to the single Set 2 format for reporting in the 

burglary cat~gories, but this does not seem to have affected robbery. CJIS 

was unable to provide an explanation for a discrepancy which occurred even' 

with the use of a single reporting format. 

As with the other three cities, Table D-7 show!3 that Offense and Clear-' 

ance Trend counts consistently exceed Property Analysis counts for robbery by 

a large margin. This is also true of the counts in the two burglary categories 

until 1975. From uhis point on, counts from these t\<10 Sl.~ts of reports seem 

to reverse, but by·a smaller margin. 

On the basis of these tables, one may conj ecturl9 ·,,:hat Propert.y Analysis 

report values are generally smaller because cases where no property was stolen 

were not entE~red on the Offense Analysis Information-Set 1 form. We will 

return to this point in the. sequel. 

In order to contrast simple frequency counts of offenses with some 

other measure of crime, WE) attempted to develop trends reflecting the value 

of property st:olen. We therefore asked CJIS to prepal:e a special printout 

showing the distribution of offenses by the value of property stolen for 1972 

through 1976.*** We specified the seven categories used in the Sellin-Wolfgang 

Scoring System;; 

* The discrepancy of 606 forcible burglaries in December 1975 (and possibly 
others) can probably be (:,,''':tributed to a keypunch or transposition e.rror in the 
preparation of that month's Property Analysis report. 

** The discrepancies in Joliet for September through December of 1975 were due 
to a crash effoz·t to catch up on work that had accurnula ted during the year. 

*** We express,our gratitude to CJIS staff without whose cooperation this in
vestigaticn could not have been made. 
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TAUI.E 0-4 

COMPA!USON OF 'lWO CH1M~: INCtol~NCr. H~:JlOHT]"Ifi t'ONJ1S ,,'on Tm~ Cl'rY Qf-' r.IIAMPJ\rr.u PROM I'J7J!-I(H(J 

(l) Offense and Clearance Trends (from OHense And Clearanct! Report--Sut 1) 

(2) Property Analysis (from Offen~Q Analysiu Infol-matlclr.--Sul l) 

--------
1972 1973 

___________________ (_I) _____ (_A_) ___ (_2_)-_(_I_) __ -(_2~\-~~-:_I~) _______ (_1) ____ (2_) ___ (_2_)_-(_1_) __ ~~2\~:11 

Robbery 

Uurqlary 
Porcibla 

uurg l..uy 
No Porer. 

J<lll 

f-'eb 
M.r 
Apr 
May 
JUri 

Jul 
Aug 
Sap 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

Jan 
f'ub 

"or 
Apr 
M.y 
Jun 
Jul 
Am) 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

5 
5 
7 

13 
7 
6 

12 

55 
41 
50 
4H 
49 
49 
44 
57 
45 
32 
49 
46 

'J'01'I\L 575 

J.1Il 22 
f-'no 21 
M.lf IS 
f\pr 37 
May JG 
JIm 22 
Jul 27 
Aug 20 
Sop 27 
Oct 19 
Nov 21 
Ucc 20 

'l'O'rAL 29~ 

10 

B 
6 
4 
5 

10 

74 

46 
2B 
40 
32 
40 
41 
32 
41 
33 
53 
41 
41 

468 

\0 
18 
II 
32 
33 
20 
19 
n 
25 
II 
,\0 
W 

o 
1 
o 

- 3 
I 

- 3 
- 3 
- I 

2 

-\4 

- 9 
-ll 
-18 
-16 
- 9 
- 8 
-12 
-16 
-12 

21 
- 0 
- 7 

-107 

- 4 
- 3 
- 2 
- 5 
- 3 
- 2 
- 0 
- 6 
- 2 
- 6 
- 3 
- 2 

-46 

0\ 
-20 

-23 
-14 

o 
o 

-33 
-43 
-17 
-17 

-16\ 

-HI" 
-32 
-31 
-33 
-IB 
-16 
-27 
-20 
-27 

66 
-16 
-IS 

-19\ 

-18\ 
-14 
-13 
-14 
- 8 
- 9 
-30 
-21 
- 7 
-32 
-14 
-10 

-)(H 
._---_._-------•. ------

10 
7 

79 

39 
20 
23 
41 
41 
34 
36 
33 
47 
51 
52 
32 

449 

14 
7 

71 

26 
15 
16 
35 
30 
28 
36 
32 
46 
47 
52 
28 

391 

24 26 
10 10 
17 16 
38 30 
31 29 
23 21 
J4 11 
43 39 
30 17 
27 28 
2S 25 

I·' 14 

116 290 

2 
2 
4 
o 

- I 
o 

- I 
o 

- I 
o 

- I 
o 

- 0 

-13 
- 5 
- 7 
- 6 
-II 
- 6 

0 
- 1 
- I 
- 4 

0 
- 4 

-50 

2 
o 

- I 
- 0 
- 2 
- 2 
- I 
- 4 
- 3 

-10 

100\ 
-29 
-22 

o 
-14 

o 
-Jl 

o 
-17 

-20 

-10\ 

""=T:i\ 
-25 
-30 
-15 
-27 
-18 

0 
- 3 
- 2 
- H 

0 
-13 

L-=.ill... 

r
· ~' 
- 6 

I -21 
- 6 

I ~,! 
L:u 

(I) 

4 
6 
B 
o 
4 
4 
5 

10 
7 
4 
2 

67 

39 
25 
17 
26 
50 
39 
33 
51 
J4 
34 
55 
(,0 

4!1J 

(2) 

56 

J7 
25 
37 
26 
50 
40 
33 
49 
34 
34 
55 
60 

460 

16 16 
If> 16 
t!j 15 
16 17 
34 34 
]3 32 
)0 31 
37 3U 
21 2\ 
30 31 
If) 16 
21 23 

2U7 2'.10 

1914 

(2) -(I) 

a 
- 2 
- 2 

o 
o 

- i 

- 3 
- 2 

o 
o 

- I 

-II 

- 2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
I 
0 

- 2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 3 

o 
- 1 

0\ 
-Jl 
-25 

-25 
o 

-30 
-29 

o 

-20 

r:-"5'\ 
0 
0 
0 
0 
J 
() 

- 4 
0 
0 
0 
0 

l..=...J.L 

0' 
o 
o 
6 
o 

- 3 

3 
o 

1975 

----------(2"y-=-ny 
(I) (2) (2)-(11 --(-1-)-

G 
12 

11 

12 

6 
7 

11 

95 

59 
4·1 
37 
3D 
35 
29 
41 
42 
13 
34 
46 
57 

6 
11 

7 

II 

0) 

59 
44 
J7 
30 
)5 

29 
42 
41 
H 
34 
4~ 

57 

o 
- 1 
- 1 
- 3 
- 2 

o 
- 3 

- 2 
- I 

I 
o 

-12 

o 
o 
o 
1 

- I 
1 

0\ 
- 8 
-IJ 
-27 
-25 

o 
-25 

o 
-29 
-17 

14 

-Ilt 

0\ 
o 

- 2 

(I) 

2 
5 

10 
15 

77 

59 
31 
30 
27 
20 
35 
]9 
46 
35 
28 
37 
46 

(2) 

7 
7 
6 
1 
4 
9 

14 
8 

71 

57 
31 
30 
27 
20 
34 
39 
46 
36 
20 
17 
46 

1976 

(2) -(I) 

- 2 
o 
o 

(2)-{i'Y 
-(-1)-

·}2\ 

17 
-14 
'50 

20 
-\0 
. 7 

14 
o 

-20 
o 

-25 

0\ 

3\ 
o 

o 

·un 408 0\ 4)] 431 - 2 0\ 
.. - ---. -- -- --- . _. -- ._- .-----.---. _._._-.::..:....-

J3 32 
25 25 
24 25 
31 l\ 
40 41 
33 33 
J2 J2 
42 43 
44 45 
31 J\ 
Jr. 16 
24 24 

375 370 

- I - )\ 

o 

(I 

2. 

o 
o 
o 
l\ 

42 43 
16 16 
20 20 
44 43 
20 28 
16 16 
19 19 
29 20 
21 22 
17 17 
13 14 
16 16 

281 202 

o 

2. 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 

- 3 
5 

0\ 

- -
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Cot-I(1AR(SON OF' TWO clium lNCIOf.NCJ:: HBPORTfNG !-'ORMS ron 'l'm1 crorv 0'" f-:Af;1' S1', roUIU ~'I{OM 11)72-i97& 

(1) OffenDI!! IIlId CleArance Trl'tnds (frOfft Offense I;uld Clul'lranco Roport--Sot 1) 

(2) Property Analysis (Crom oHanDe Analysis Iniormation""Sot 1) 

'lobbrJrY 

RurqlLlry 
Forcible 

BUll) loll Y 

HI) \-'UIL:U 

J.\n 41 
reb 4S 
Mdr 40 
Apr oil 
May 99 
JlIn t&2 
Jut 60 
Aut') 151 
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noe flU 
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Jdn 
r .... l1 

t-I.Jr 

Apt 
M.lY 
Jlln 

1/.1 
171 
lUI 
III 
III 
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54 6 11 
,1\ 0 0 
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• under $10; 

• $10 - $250; 

• $251 - $2000; 

• $2001 - $9000; 

• $9001 - $30,000; 

• $30,001 - $BO,OOO; 

• over $BO,OOO. 

CJIS then prepared a printout (referred to 

ing the monthly count in each category for 

as the Property Value. report) show-

1972 through 1976. We realized that 

fixed categories fail to account for inflation over time, but the results 

described next precluded us fr~m experimenting beyond this preliminary test. 

Tables O-B through 0-13 summarize the monthly counts appearing in 

the various reports. In theory, the following columns should match in the tables: 

• Robbery 

• 
(1) and (2) and (3) and (B)* 

Burglary 

(3) and (B) and (16) 
(5) and (11)* 

and columns (3) and (8) in the burglary tables (O-B, 0-10, 0-12 and 0-13) and 

Columns (1) and (2) of the robbery tables (0-9, 0-11), yield th~ same com

parisons as were made previously. 

We described in Section 4.1 that for Champaign (Table O-B), columns 

(5) and (11) did not begin to match until June 1974, and that prior to this 

~ime, column (11) was noticeably smaller than column (5), necessitating our 

estimates for residential burglary in Champaign for 1972 through the first 

half of 1974. Column (17), which shows the difference between column (5) and 

* CJIS staff indicated that this should be the case if the two Set 1 forms are 
being completed properly. Thi.s is consistent with the UCR Handbook, published 
by the FBI, which on p. 54 indicates that the counts in the column, labeled 
Number of Actual Offenses of the Supplement to Return A should be the same as 
those in the column of Return A having the same label. The latter indicates 
that attempts are included in these counts. The Offense Analysis Information 
form does not contain specific instructions on this point. 
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column (11) indicates that the absence of attempted burglaries from column (11) 

does not entirely account for the differences in 1972 and the first half of 

1973 because column (3) is larger despite the fact that it does not include 

attempts. Column (12) suggests that burglaries where no property was stolen 

were not recorded on the Offense Analysis Information-Set 1 form during t'hat 

period, but the jump in count in the Less than $10 category in May/June 1974 

suggests that such cases continued not to be recorded until almost a year 

later.* ~he near-match between columns (3) and (11) from July 1973 to May/June 

1974 is therefore inexplicable on the basis of the data in these tables. 

From July 1974 through December 1976, columns (5) and (11) match within random 

error, although column (16) exceeds both columns (5) and (11) by a few cases 

during this period. This latter discrepancy may reflect the omission of the 

appropriate code on the Offense Analysis Information-Set 1 form for multiple 

items stolen in a single burglary. 

For robbery in East st. Louis (Table D-9), the match is within random 

error between columns (2), (3) and (8) for all years, as expected. The match 

between common values in these three columns and the values in column (1) 

is reasonable for 1972 through 1975 but for a few months where column (1) is 

noticeably larger than columns (2) , (3) and (8) and one month (December 1974) 

where the reverse is true. However, in 1976 values in column (1) consistently 

and substantially exceed values in columns (2), (3) and (8). This discrepancy 

cannot pe explained from pa~terns in the data. Discrepancies in purglary 

counts for East St. Louis (Table D-IO) exhibit a pattern similar to that in 

Champaign. Column (17) indicates that Offense and Clearance Trend reports have 

larg'er counts than do Monthly Return of Offenses known to Police reports. 

However, the data exhibit no patte~ns that might explain the reason why this is 

the case. 

Aside from unusually large counts for robbery in the Less Than $10 

category i.l Joliet, in 1975 (Table D-ll), there are no obvious discrepancies 

appearing in the table. Random, but sometimes substantial, discrepancies 

for burglary appear in the Joliet data (Table D-12) until the city switched to 

the simple Offense Summary-Set 2 form in 1975. Except for the month of 

February, burglary counts in the Less than $10 category are lower in 1972 than 

* Staff of the Champaign Police Department claim that they have always 
recorded these. 
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in other years, suggesting again that for burglaries in which no property was 

stolen, the case was not recorded on the Offense Analysis Information-set 1 

form. 

Finally, as noted in Section 4.1, the residential/non-residential 

breakout was not available in Monthly Return of Offenses Known to Police reports 

for Peoria in 1972 through 1974, Counts in the Less Than $10 category--

column (13)--jump significantly in January 1975, suggesting that before then, 

cases where no property was stolen were not included, but have been included 

since then.* Corresponding to this shift is a shift in the difference between 

columns (5) and (11), expressed in column (17) Interestingly enough, in 1975 

and 1976, counts in column (11) (Monthly Return of Offenses' Known to Police 

reports) exceed those in column (5) (Offense and Clearance Trend reports) . 

The jump in question seems to be echoed in the improved match between co:'.umns 

(3) and (8), neither of which contain attempts. 

The comparisons made above substantiate the belief that reporting 

practices changed in Champaign in May/June 1974 and in Peoria in January 1975 

with regard to cases where no property was stolen. In both cities, it appears 

from the data that the shift was from not recprding such cases to recording 

then, notwithstanding the fact that Champaign claims to have always recorded 

them, and Peoria claims to have never recorded them. Aside from these, dis

crepancies between these two columns appear to be of a random or tranposition 

nature or in the form of multiple items not being properly identified, as 

column (16) exceeds column (8) in most of these instances. This latter situation 

was termed impossible by CJIS staff.** 

Because of the foregoing analysis, we abandoned our immediate plans 

to develop trends weighted by the value of property stolen. In the absence 

of definitive answers to questions raised about agency reporting practices and 

the I-UCR system, we would have had little confidence in the findings. 

*Peoria Police Department staff contend they have never recorded such cases. 

**We note from Table D-12 that the problem would appear to rest with the I-UCR 
system since it persists in Joliet through the years 1975 and 1976 despite their 
use of the single Offense Summary-Set 2 form. 
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'{car 
and 
Month 

!2.Z3. 
Jan 
Feb 
Ha.r 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
~tov 

Dec 

1973 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
;..pr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
,\ug 
Sep 
Oct 
)lev 
Dec 

~ 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
Nay 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

1975 
Jan 
Feb 
~tar 

Apr 
)lay 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Oec 

1976 
Jan 
Feb 
!1ar 
Apr 
,lay 
Sun 
Jul 
.='\ug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

COHPAR!SCN OF :'OUR P.EP:JRTS ?"RON :RI:otINAL J:.T3TICE :!:FOPNATIJ:·t SE?:IICES ,r:,'R SURG:.ARi' r!l 
r:HANPAI:::;~1 FRON 1~i:::-197o 

Of:ense and Clearance 
Reoer':--Set 1 0f:ense Anal-Isis Infor.nation--Sdt l 

Of:ense and Clear~nce Trends Property Ar.alysis 
:·tont.hly Ret:urn of 
O:fensos ~iown ~o Propert:'1 Value 

55 
41 
58 
48 
49 
49 
44 
57 
45 
32 
49 
48 

39 
20 
23 
41 
41 
34 
36 
33 
47 
51 
52 
32 

39 
25 
37 
26 
~O 

39 
33 
51 
34 
34 
55 
60 

59 
44 
37 
30 
35 
29 
41 
42 
33 
34 
46 
57 

59 
31 
30 
27 
20 
35 
39 
46 
35 
29 
37 
46 

" u .. 
o 

'" 

22 
21 
15 
37 
36 
22 
;:7 
28 
27 
19 
21 
20 

24 
10 
17 
38 
31 
23 
34 
43 
30 
27 
25 
14 

16 
16 
15 
16 
34 
33 
30 
37 
21 
30 
16 
23 

33 
25 
24 
31 
40 
33 
32 
42 
44 
31 
16 
24 

42 
16 
20 
.4 
29 
16 
19 
29 
21 
17 
13 
16 

77 
62 
73 
85 
85 
il 
71 
85 
72 
51 
70 
68 

63 
30 
40 
79 
72 
57 
70 
76 
i7 
78 
7i 
46 

55 
41 
52 
42 
84 
72 
63 
88 
55 
64 
71 
83 

92 
69 
61 
61 
75 
62 
73 
84 
77 
65 
62 
81 

101 
47 
50 
71 
48 
51 
sa 
75 
56 
45 
50 
62 

6 
9 
3 
8 

25 
10 
17 
11 
20 
16 

7 
8 

13 
9 
7 

14 
22 
17 
19 
26 
12 
20 
24 
14 

18 
13 
21 
29 
17 
19 
28 
21 
28 
J2 
19 
20 

)0 
13 
21 
13 
)0 
25 
22 
13 
25 
20 
27 
21 

24 
14 
18 
14 
19 
23 
13 
16 
13 

9 
10 
19 

33 
71 
76 
93 

110 
81 
88 
96 
92 
67 
77 
76 

76 
)9 
47 
93 
94 
74 
89 

102 
89 
98 

101 
60 

73 
54 
73 
71 

101 
91 
91 

109 
83 
96 
90 

103 

122 
82 
82 
74 

105 
87 
95 
97 

102 
85 
89 

102 

125 
61 
68 
65 
67 
74 
76 
91 
69 
54 
60 
81 

46 
28 
40 
32 
40 
41 
32 
41 
33 
53 
41 
41 

26 
15 
16 
35 
30 
28 
36 
32 
46 
47 
52 
28 

37 
25 
37 
26 
50 
40 
33 
49 
34 
34 
55 
60 

59 
44 
37 
30 
35 
2, 

H 
34 
3" 
46 
57 

57 
Sl 
30 
27 
20 
34 
39 
.6 
36 
28 
3; 
46 

" u 
'" o .. 
o 
T 
I 

" ... 
.~ 

E' 
~ 

'" 

18 
18 
13 
32 
33 
20 
19 
22 
25 
13 
16 
18 

26 
10 
16 
)0 
29 
21 
33 
39 
27 
28 
25 
14 

16 
16 
15 
17 
34 
32 
31 
38 
21 
31 
16 
23 

32 
25 
25 
31 
41 
33 
32 
43 
45 
31 
16 
24 

43 
16 
20 
4~ 

29 
16 
19 
29 
22 
17 
14 
16 

64 
46 
53 
64 
73 
61 
51 
63 
58 
E6 
59 
59 

52 
25 
32 
65 
59 
49 
69 
71 
73 
75 
77 
42 

53 
41 
52 
43 
84 
72 
64 
87 
55 
65 
71 
83 

91 
69 
62 
61 
76 
62 
74 
84 
79 
65 
62 
81 

100 
47 
50 
70 
48 
50 
58 

58 
45 
51 
62 

53 
34 
40 
53 
53 
37 
37 
45 
46 
·18 
46 
43 

38 
20 
20 
53 
42 
38 
49 
56 
49 
46 
63 
31 

36 
31 
40 
28 
67 
64 
69 
83 
64 
77 
68 
80 

93 
67 
71 
59 
84 
65 
66 
83 
73 
68 
56 
:6 

87 
39 
43 
64 
43 
53 
55 
66 
49 
39 
47 
69 

126 

?oiice 

12 
12 
13 
11 
20 
24 
14 
18 
12 
18 
13 
16 

14 
5 

12 
13 
17 
11 
20 
15 
24 
29 
14 
11 

17 
10 
12 
15 
24 
27 
23 
25 
19 
20 
22 
23 

27 
15 
13 
15 
23 
22 
28 
14 
31 

·17 
33 
47 

37 
22 
25 
21 
7.3 
20 
22 
24 
22 
15 
14 
12 

65 
46 
53 
64 
73 
61 
51 
63 
58 
66 
59 
59 

52 
25 
32 
66 
59 
49 
69 
71 
73 
75 
77 
42 

53 
41 
52 
43 
91 
91 
92 

108 
83 
97 
90 

103 

120 
82 
84 
74 

107 
87 
96 
97 

104 
85 
89 

103 

124 
61 
68 
85 
66 
i3 
77 
90 
71 

61 
Ol 

~ 
~ 

3 

9 
2 
4 
3 
1 
2 
6 

o 
11 

1 
2 

o 
o 
2 

3 
9 
4 
7 
6 

7 
5 
3 

14 
29 
37 
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36 
24 
28 
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37 
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29 
27 
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14 
13 
14 
30 

o 
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I 

~ 
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30 
35 
43 
59 
46 
38 
50 
39 
26 
40 
38 

38 
16 
26 
39 
40 
J3 
51 
52 
49 
47 
43 
28 

34 
27 
39 
31 
56 
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45 
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61 
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42 
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~I 

I .... 
'" OJ 
<J> 
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17 
13 

9 
15 
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22 
31 
11 

14 
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10 
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14 
13 
16 

9 
16 
15 
18 

21 
17 
10 

9 
19 
17 
19 
20 
11 

8 
19 
18 

22 
13 
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12 
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18 
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~ 
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61 
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59 
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25 
32 
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96 
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25 
23 
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37 
20 
37 
36 
34 

1 
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li 

24 
14 
15 
26 
35 
25 
20 
31 
16 
23 
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18 

20 
13 
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January 
[. cbruary 
~tarch 

Aprll 
·.I~y 

June 
July 
Aligust:. 
Sdptcmber 
October 
liovemiJer 
lJl.!cember 

I') 7 J 
J.J.l\uary 
E"uuruary 
t·l.Jr..:\l 
April 
:"ay 
June 
July 
Auyust 
Septr.:!r.lbt::[ 
October 
tl(Jv~ber 

uuct.::mbel.' 

1974 
J..ll\uary 
F'cbruat'Y 
!'lurch 
'\1)[" i 1 
:1"'1' 
5unu 
July 
t\uCJUSt 

September 
October 
HtJv~m.~Jer 

Dllt.:~!:\ber 

1975 
Jdnuary 
F~bruary 

H~rch 

Al;lcil 
:·18'1 
June: 
Ju I\' 
'\ulJusr. 
St.:ptcmbcr 
Oct"b~r 

Nov~mbt!r 

n~cell\bar 

1976 
Janu.lry 
L'ebrU3ry 
Mar~h 

April 
:·lilY 
June 
July 
AUlju:Jt 

~t1~tember 

O.::tober 
HL,)v~!uber 

Dect:mber 

CC:·!ElAiUS::lH OF ?CUR REPORTS :RO:~ :RD! !~IAL .;:.:s r ~C:~ : ':FCR:'~;T!C!-l ~ERV~CES FOR ?CSB£RY !~ 

EAS:' ST. !":Jt:~S =F.O~·l 1972-19;6 

'J::e:1s-a a:'ld 
:ll)a:·'l:.-:e 

?~::,=":.-.:~: 1 

C!~~=~r.c~ Property 
:'=cncls Analysis 

(1) (2) 

P:'cperCj' ','alue 

!-lont..."l.y Return !.t!:J3 

of Offenses ~~an S::1.-
Kno\or'n to PolicE\ S:'O ~1:-~50 ::~C 

(J) 1·1) I:) fbi 

--------------------------
47 0 
48 43 
48 54 
41 41 
99 60 

162 54 
60 60 

153 81 
50 45 
57 54 
60 74 
66 108 

62 
54 
69 
97 
96 
a6 

108 
86 

108 
123 

68 
sa 

84 
71 
85 
83 
80 
82 

109 
89 
97 

109 
142 
129 

87 
69 
79 
97 
66 

109 
79 

101 
60 

116 
79 

100 

97 
87 
54 
52 
80 
56 
81 
49 
46 
54 
sa 
54 

63 
54 
64 
97 
91 
35 
98 
85 
98 

114 
66 
37 

70 
71 
98 
86 
33 
86 

109 
8~ 

99 
101 
131 
123 

85 
63 
79 
98 
62 
97 
73 
~a 

56 
110 

75 
9<; 

80 
85 
~2 

22 
61 
51 
60 
41 
36 
SO 
so 
49 

43 10 
55 11 
41 8 
61 10 
54 15 
60 :0 
81 32 
45 15 
54 13 
74 19 

108 29 

63 
34 
65 
97 
91 
86 

110 
85 
98 

114 
66 
57 

70 
71 
88 
86 
93 
a.; 

109 
85 
99 

101 
131 
123 

85 
65 
79 
98 
62 
97 
73 
98 
56 

1).0 

75 
96 

80 
85 
42 
2~ 

61 
51 
60 
41 
36 
50 
50 
51 

16 
19 
3Q 
51 
39 
27 
39 
23 
24 
29 
14 
15 

17 
28 
30 
31 
28 
34 
54 
46 
61 
71 
68 
66 

56 
3" 
48 
56 
38 
52 
35 
71 
38 
76 
47 
;7 

4<l 
46 
23 
13 
27 
31 
40 
20 
22 
32 
22 
31 

28 5 
37 7 
30 3 
44 7 
32 
31 9 
44 
25 
39 2 
42 13 
65 14 

42 
30 
J3 
37 
45 
53 
60 
53 
66 
68 
47 
37 

48 
21 
43 
49 
49 
49 
48 
37 
29 
26 
54 
SO 

20 
28 
23 
42 
21 
37 
32 
22 
14 
30 
24 
30 

27 
31 
15 

8 
29 
19 
18 
16 
14 
13 
:3 
16 

9 
7 
6 

11 
9 
8 

17 
5 
5 

5 
22 
15 

6 
6 
3 
7 

9 
4 
9 
7 

9 
5 
8 
o 
3 
8 
6 
5 
4 
4 

" 9 

5 
3 
4 
1 
5 
1 
2 
5 
o 
5 

~tore than 

a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
a 
1 
1 
o 
2 

o 
a 
8 
o 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

1 
3 
o 
1 
1 
o 
2 
1 
3 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
1 
a 
o 
o 
2 
o 

o 
o 
o 
I? 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

Not Available 
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(S) 

43 
55 
41 
61 
54 
62 
81 
46 
55 
74 

110 

64 
54 
65 
97 
91 
88 

111 
85 
98 

ll4 
67 
57 

71 
74 
88 
87 
84 
86 

111 
86 

102 
101 
131 
123 

85 
65 
79 
98 
63 
98 
74 
98 
56 

110 
77 
96 

80 
85 
42 
22 
61 
51 
60 
41 
36 
51 
50 
51 

-7 
o 

38 
108 

o 
72 

5 
3 

-14 
-42 

- 1 
o 

o 

o 
- 2 

1 
10 

9 
2 
1 

14 
o 

- 3 
- 3 
- 3 
- 4 

iJ 
4 
2 
8 

11 
6 

2 
4 
o 

- 1 
4 

12 
6 

" 6 
4 
4 

17 

12 
30 
19 

5 
21 
8 

10 

" 8 



·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

:ABLE D-1 ~ 

COHPARI50N 0F !'OUR REPCRTS FROH CRI:.1I!IAL JUSTICE IllfO?~'!ATION SERVICES FOR B~RGL;'RY ;!I 
E.~ST ST. LOUIS FR~H 1972-1976 

Offense and Clearance 
Heoort--Sf3t:. 1 :::ense Analvsis :nformation--Set ~ 

:Ior,thly ?e':'Jrn 0: 
O::ense ~~d Cleura~ce Trencs P.ropert'l AnalysiS OE~enses Known co 

Police 
? rep e r't.'l ''; al ue 

'lear 
and 
Month 

1J!.l3. 
Jan 
Feb 
~lar 

Apr 
:1~y 

Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nc,v 

Df!c 

1973 
-:ran 

Feb 
~1ar 

Apr 
:1ay 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

197~ 
-;:m; 

Feb 
Mar 
A"r 
May 
.1l1n 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Oec 

1975 
Jan 
Feb 
~1ar 

Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Oec 

1976 
Jail 

Feb 
:-tar 
Apr 
:-Iay 
';un 
Jul 
.~ug 

Sep 
Oct 
}fo\.' 

Dec 

174 
173 
181 
132 
172 
19i 
268 
302 
259 
286 

» 
196 

245 
263 
219 
222 
193 
li7 
268 
338 
314 
277 
233 
178 

167 
201 
229 
210 
233 
225 
298 
264 
259 
284 
235 
296 

268 
235 
214 
206 
183 
174 
248 
218 
184 
220 
169 
215 

219 
173 
199 
171 
201 
lSi 
172 
218 
:55 
20S 
167 
222 

• !lot available. 

" u 
~ 
o .. 
o 
'F 

() 

o 
4 
a 
o 
4 
o 
a 
o 
3 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
1 
o 
o 
4 
o 

14 
2 
4 
4 

12 
10 
17 
17 
10 
27 
27 
19 
15 
17 
12 
15 

24 
14 
15 
16 
13 
20 
26 
19 
19 
15 
10 

9 

9 
10 
11 

8 
4 

10 
7 
a 
6 

9 
9 

174 
173 
185 
132 
172 
201 
268 
302 
259 
259 

U 
196 

245 
264 
219 
223 
193 
177 
272 
338 
329 
279 
237 
182 

1'79 
211 
246 
227 
243 
252 
325 
283 
274 
301 
297 
311 

292 
249 
229 
222 
196 
19'\ 
27'1 
2.; 7 
202 
235 
li9 
224 

228 
183 
210 
179 
205 
167 
179 
226 
161 
215 
lio 
231 

11 
10 
14 
10 
11 

8 
23 
II 
15 
20 

:55 
13 

L6 
19 
23 
16 
19 
14 
10 
25 
17 
22 
24 
11 

16 
10 
15 
11 
20 
15 
22 
26 
30 
26 
29 

25 
21 
i6 
16 
11 
13 
28 
26 
15 
19 
16 
23 

16 
13 
22 
1-1 
22 
IS 
1S 

15 
14 
15 

185 
183 
199 
142 
153 
209 
291 
313 
274 
309 
285 
209 

261 
283 
242 
239 
212 
191 
282 
363 
345 
301 
261 
193 

195 
221 
261 
238 
263 
267 
34i 
309 
304 
327 
326 
333 

31i 
270 
245 
238 
207 
207 
302 
263 
217 
254 
195 
247 

244 
196 
232 
193 
227 
185 
!94 
248 
176 
n9 
191 
236 

o 
171 
IS5 
121 
175 
202 
273 
292 
259 
283 
248 
220 

258 
283 
218 
229 
203 
192 
267 
348 
319 
285 
234 
172 

176 
213 
238 
220 
233 
228 
304 
269 
243 
299 
283 
297 

279 
246 
217 
212 
190 
180 
255 
240 
189 
224 
167 
921 

218 
271 
202 

79 
196 
159 
175 
222 
156 
:09 
160 
22.3 

o 
o 
6 

5 
o 
o 
o 
o 
6 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
4 
1 

12 
2 
5 
4 

S 
16 
16 
10 
28 
25 
19 
14 
16 
10 
13 

24 
13 
1.4 
15 

9 
16 
21 
16 
14 
14 
11 

9 

9 
9 
9 

4 
9 
6 

6 

10 

o 
171 
191 
123 
176 
207 
273 
292 
259 
283 
254 
220 

258 
283 
218 
229 
203 
192 
271 
349 
331 
287 
289 
176 

183 
219 
254 
236 
243 
256 
329 
288 
257 
305 
293 
310 

303 
259 
231 
;::27 
199 
19E 
271 
256 
20:3 
238 
li8 
630 

227 
280 
210 

93 
200 
168 
181 
2:;3 
162 
216 
16i 
233 

115 
122 

92 
109 
136 
201 
201 
220 
207 
191 
161 

186 
228 
169 
190 
159 
124 
197 
251 
235 
227 
202 
132 

121 
155 
190 
175 
175 
167 
232 
213 
ISJ 
239 
228 
247 

224 
175 
169 
151 
134 
132 
206 
189 
152 
177 
135 
in 

166 
212 
150 

56 
H7 
i._S 
132 
162 
124 
158 
138 
la7 

56 
i2 
33 
67 
71 
74 
91 
40 
76 
63 
67 

n 
56 
49 
40 
44 
68 
76 
98 
97 
60 
37 
44 

62 
64 
64 
61 
68 
89 
97 
75 
74 
67 
65 
63 

79 
84 
62 
76 
65 
64 
70 
67 
51 
61 
43 
58 

61 
68 
60 
27 
53 
50 
49 
67 
38 
48 
29 
44 

128 

171 
194 
125 
176 
207 
275 
292 
260 
283 
254 
229 

258 
284 
218 
230 
203 
192 
273 
349 
332 
287 
239 
176 

183 
219 
254 
~36 

243 
256 
329 
288 
257 
305 
293 
310 

303 
259 
231 
227 
199 
196 
276 
256 
203 
238 
178 
830 

227 
280 
21Q 

83 
200 
168 
181 
229 
162 
216 
167 
233 

;:; .... 

40 
61 
44 
55 
83 

106 
117 

91 
111 

82 
il 

83 
89 
87 
95 
72 
66 
91 

135 
143 

98 
68 
54 

62 
84 

100 
95 
80 

100 
129 
113 
114 
134 
118 
122 

116 
128 
116 
103 

97 
97 

118 
110 

92 
109 

77 
79 

112 
130 

94 
37 
98 
is 
90 

125 
is 
85 
68 

116 

64 
58 
44 
62 
68 
82 
91 
77 
85 
iO 
72 

107 
115 

84 
87 
80 
90 

130 
Hl 
122 
125 
115 

80 

69 
91 
99 
91 

102 
102 
116 

94 
95 

106 
113 
104 

103 
79 
66 
73 
65 
64 
87 
90 
69 
73 
59 

693 

69 
92 
72 
24 
58 
60 
66 
68 
57 
73 
65 
65 

67 
75 
37 
59 
56 
87 
84 
92 
87 

102 
84 

68 
80 
47 
48 
51 
36 
52 
73 
67 
64 
56 
42 

52 
44 
55 
50 
61 
54 
84 
80 
51 
66 
62 
85 

84 
52 
49 
51 
37 
35 
71 
56 
42 
56 
42 
58 

47 
61 
43 
22 
44 
33 
35 
36 
30 
58 
34 
52 

o 
o 
o 
N 
V> 

8 
3 
3 
1 
3 
4 

6 
2 
6 

1 
o 
o 
1 

a 

o 
1 
1 

o 
4 

4 
19 

4 

o 

13 

o 
2 
o 
1 

o 

o 
o 
3 
3 
1 

1. 

179 
197 
128 
177 
210 
279 
:95 
266 
285 
260 
229 

259 
284 
218 
231 
206 
193 
273 
350 
332 
288 
240 
180 

185 
219 
258 
239 
24'\ 
260 
348 
291 
262 
308 
294 
311 

316 
260 
231 
229 
199 
197 
279 
259 
206 
239 
178 
832 

228 
283 
212 
a6 

201 
171 
lSG 
232 
163 
217 
168 
233 

185 
13 

5 
17 

7 
2 

18 
21 
14 
25 
31 

-18 

3 
- 1 

24 
9 
9 

- 1 
9 

14 
13 
14 
22 
17 

12 
2 
7 

20 
11 
18 
21 
47 
22 
33 
23 

14 
11 
14 
11 

8 
11 
26 

7 
H 
16 
17 

-593 

17 
-S4 

22 
11J 

2; 
17 
13 
19 
14 
1:' 
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TABLE :::-11 

CO!'~P;"R!SOtl OF FCt:? REPOP.TS :RO:·~ C:=.!:·~ :':AL .;':ST:"::: :~::CR.!·tA':'!C~1 ::i'E:::.V!·:ES :,~R R08Sr:RY :!~ 
.:'JL:ET :r:C~l lJ~:-197G 

1972 
Jdnuary 
Fcbt"uary 
t·tdrch 
Apell 
(-Ia'( 
June 
July 
,\ugUSt 
Scpcambl.7!r 
October 
~:o\'ernb~r 

u~":t:n~€:r 

[.)7) 

J~lllI .. lry 
l'uLl'uary 
t·I,j,I:ch 
{,[Jr il 
:-I.:1y 
Jul\~ 

July 
i\U\.JUS t. 

St.:pLcmbt::r 
O~tober 

lk)vcmber 
U.:::.:t!ll\!.)er 

1974 
Janu3ry 
~'~brudry 

:-Iarch 
I\pril 
l-!uy 
June 
July 
,'ugust 
Suptembt:!r 
October 
Uuvemb~r 

Ouct.:mber 

1~7 5 • 
Janu,jl"Y 
Ft!oru.Jry 
~I..'lr=h 

,\pr 11 
(,1,,·, 
June 
July 

St!lltt!mbut" 

Octcut!r 
UOvt:mher 
DUCfHtlOdr 

1176 * 
Janu.\ry 
f~bruary 

H"tch 
;\~n'il 

:-lolY 
Junu 
July 

S\l};: :cmLtH,· 
1 .... ..:cotJer 
:hlVetnh~r 

u~..:t:m1btH· 

::2nc.s 
( 1) 

20 
10 

7 
14 
14 
13 
20 
10 
10 
11 
15 
10 

18 
17 
18 
26 
16 
26 
21 
Jl 
26 
35 
18 
21 

27 
29 
24 
15 
25 
J3 
11 
28 
19 
31 
29 
37 

32 
24 
19 
16 
13 
32 
30 
30 
28 
13 
13 
27 

29 
13 
13 

4 
12 
14 
23 
13 
33 
20 
17 
18 

Property 
Analysis 

(2 ) 

17 
22 

7 
12 
12 
11 
21 

5 
8 

12 
14 

9 

15 
14 
16 
27 
13 
23 
25 
23 
23 
30 
15 
20 

27 
23 
21 
14 
21 
29 
14-
23 
18 
29 
25 
J2 

29 
24. 
16 
15 
12 
29 
27 
29 
30 
13 
13 
28 

24 
11 

9 
4 
9 

12 
20 
11 
26 
20 
16 

~!onthly Return 
of Offenseo 

Known to Police 
(J) 

21 
22 

7 
12 
13 
11 
21 

5 
a 

13 
14 

9 

15 
14 
16 
27 
lJ 
23 
25 
23 
23 
30 
15 
20 

27 
23 
22 
14 
21 
29 
14 
25 
18 
29 
25 
J2 

32 
24 
19 
16 
13 
32 
30 
30 
28 
13 
13 
27 

29 
13 
13 

4 
12 
14 
23 
13 
33 
:0 
17 
19 

Less 

s· , 

9 
4 
a 

1 

3 
5 

13 
12 

6 
4 
5 
8 
5 
5 
9 
4 
5 
6 

14 
9 

10 
2 
3 

15 
12 
15 
21 

6 
9 
7 

a 
4 
J 

4 
4 

.. Figures are ca.sed upon t;,e C::ense Sur..Inary-S~t 
:Ioc' Available 

re[:-t"t. 

P!"operty Value 

S:0-250 
(5) 

11 
12 

10 
10 

8 
17 

4 
5 
8 

10 

10 
10 
10 
21 
11 
16 
14 
16 
17 
21 
10 
10 

II 
10 
14 
10 
14 
20 
10 
19 

7 
23 
19 
22 

13 
13 

6 
9 

10 
14 
18 
10 
12 

6 
7 

20 

4 
7 
9 

14 

11 

129 

52;;:-
20C~ 

(6) 

1 
6 
2 
a 
1 

a 
2 

4 
4 
a 
2 
6 

1 
4 
2 

3 
5 
3 
a 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 

1 
3 

o 
3 
a 
5 
o 
1 
1 
1 

a 
1 

:~~re than 
S:::JrJ 

(7) 

a 
o 
1 
a 
o 
o 
a 
a 
1 
1 
o 
a 

a 
o 
a 
1 
a 
a 
a 
1 
o 
a 
a 

a 
1 
a 
a 
a 
1 
a 
a 
1 
a 
o 

o 

a 
a 
a 
a 
o 
1 
o 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
1 
a 
a 
o 
1 
o 
1 
a 

(9) 

22 
8 

12 
13 
11 
21 

5 
9 

14 
14 

9 

15 
14 
16 
28 
13 
23 
25 
24 
23 
:;0 
15 
22 

27 
28 
23 
14 
21 
31 
16 
25 
20 
29 
25 
34 

33 
2S 
19 
16 
13 
J2 
30 
31 
33 
13 
17 
28 

29 
13 
13 

4 
13 
14 
23 
LJ 
34 
:0 

-12 
a 

-1 
5 

-1 
1 

-1 
3 

-4 
8 

5 
3 
1 

a 
6 
J 
1 

4 
-3 

4 
5 

a 
J 

J 
3 
1 

-2 
a 
a 

-1 

,) 

3 
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TABLE ,)-1: 

CCHPARISOU OF ::CL'R REPORTS :F.O:·t :P.I!·I!HAL :t:STtC'F.: :~;r:p~-tATIC:; SERV:CES :'CR Bt:~~LAP,'( :~l 

;CLIE7 F~:M ~)7:-~9~6 

offonse and Clearance 
Reoort--Set 1 jf:~nse Analysis Information--Sat ..=1 ________ _ 

Year 
and 
:·Ionth 

~ 
Jan 
Feb 
l1ar 
Apr 
:.tay 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
S~p 

Oct 
:lov 
Dec 

~ 
Jan 
:~b 

Har 
Apr 
Nay 
Jun 
Jul 
;.ug 
Sep 
Oct 
:lOV 
Dec 

~ 
Jar\ 
Feb 
~tar 

Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
;.uq 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

!22? 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
~lay 

Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

!22§. 
Jan 
Feb 
M.ar 
.~pr 

May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sap 
OCt 
!~ov 

Dec 

39 
39 
32 
36 
28 
41 
59 
69 
46 
~3 

6J 
52 

69 
67 
77 
35 
92 
80 

101 
102 
103 

97 
120 
133 

130 
149 
158 
104 
159 
173 
179 
123 

90 
89 

106 
102 

80 
66 
79 
71 
93 

112 
104 
119 
100 

82 
79 

Hl 

100 
73 

102 
97 
84 
9i 
90 
75 

112 
!~9 

95 
119 

* Not Available 

und Clearance Trcr.ds 

g 
I 
I 

~ 
! 
'" '" ~ 
'" 

11 
16 
17 
29 
27 
35 
47 
:9 
18 
2,:) 

16 
14 

12 
16 
12 
18 
3S 
28 
44 
17 
29 
21 
16 
17 

23 
11 
31 
16 
30 
55 
46 
46 
26 
26 
23 

102 

11 
21 
15 
23 
24 
)S 

S2 
46 
27 
28 
18 
2B 

20 
18 
37 
51 
46 
45 
39 
33 
31 
29 
13 
:1 

50 
5S 
49 
65 
55 
76 

106 
98 
64 
03 
76 
66 

81 
63 
89 

103 
127 
108 
145 
119 
132 
118 
136 
150 

153 
160 
169 
120 
169 
228 
225 
169 
116 
115 
129 
204 

91 
87 
94 
94 

117 
147 
156 
165 
127 
110 

97 
139 

12L' 
91 

139 
148 
130 
l-i: 
129 
lOS 
143 
157 
108 
140 

5 
14 
11 

8 
17 
23 
H 
16 
10 
10 
10 

11 

13 
5 

10 
13 
14 
27 
17 
15 

10 
19 
23 
13 
15 
23 
2B 
25 

9 
12 
16 

19 
15 
21 
28 
23 
37 
15 
28 
15 
19 

7 

15 
10 
H 
13 
19 
29 
:7 
36 

9 
20 
13 
:1 

55 
69 
60 
73 
n 
99 

130 
114 

74 
73 
86 
66 

92 
90 

102 
108 
134 
U8 
158 
133 
159 
135 
151 
150 

163 
179 
212 
133 
104 
251 
253 
194 
125 
127 
145 
204 

110 
102 
115 
1~2 

140 
184 
171 
193 
l42 
129 
104 
139 

135 
101 
153 
161 
149 
170 
156 
144 
152 
1"7 
12.!. 
161 

41 
76 
30 
36 
27 
41 
62 
70 
40 
36 
61 
52 

70 
67 
76 
93 
91 
84 

106 
98 

100 
95 

126 
1.28 

127 
149 
155 
104 
160 
173 
lBl 
129 

92 
93 

lOS 
94 

SO 
66 
79 
71 
93 

112 
104 
ll9 
114 
102 

82 
124 

101 
73 

102 
98 
84 
97 
90 
75 

112 
1:9 

95 

13 
28 
17 
30 
25 
33 
44 
29 
25 
19 
16 
18 

12 
16 
12 
18 
35 
28 
43 
16 
29 
20 
19 
14 

24 
12 
31 
17 
31 
56 
47 
46 
26 
26 
2l 
16 

11 
21 
15 
23 
24 
3S 
52 
46 
29 
30 
19 
28 

20 
18 
37 
53 
47 
45 
';0 

33 
31 
28 
13 

54 
104 

47 
6~ 
52 
74 

106 
99 
65 
55 
77 
70 

82 
83 
88 

101 
126 
HZ 
149 
114 
129 
115 
145 
142 

151 
161 
186 
121 
191 
~29 

228 
175 
118 
119 
129 
110 

91 
87 
94 
94 

117 
147 
156 
165 
143 
132 
101 
152 

121 
91 

139 
151 
131 
142 
130 
108 
143 
!.57 
108 

:!oilt~l:' ?et.'..!rn o~ 
O!!enses Kr.own to 

?ol.\ce 

31 
83 
33 
41 
38 
45 
76 
66 
42 
44 
55 
46 

54 
61 
63 
78 
63 
81 

103 
76 
83 
64 
98 

107 

112 
118 
149 

88 
145 
175 
162 
133 

78 
79 
71 
95 

60 
75 
77 
91 
98 

113 
131 
137 

96 
97 
77 

110 

105 
66 

114 
128 
116 
125 
109 
107 
113 
132 

94 
132 

130 

27 
49 
25 
28 
16 
30 
30 
33 
24 
18 
22 
22 

28 
29 
37 
30 
45 
37 
58 
47 
66 
61 
59 
51 

49 
59 
55 
44 
60 
75 
92 
68 
49 
52 
75 
27 

50 
27 
38 
Jl 
42 
71 
40 
56 
46 
32 
27 
47 

30 
35 
39 
33 
33 
45 
47 
37 
39 
45 
2i 
29 

o .... 
+ 
S 

58 
132 

58 
69 
54 
75 

106 
39 
66 
62 
77 
68 

82 
90 

100 
lOB 
128 
UB 
161 
123 
149 
125 
157 
158 

161 
177 
204 
132 
205 
250 
254 
201 
1·2"1 
131 
146 
122 

110 
102 
115 
122 
140 
184 
171 
193 
142 
129 
104 
l57 

135 
101 
153 
161 
149 
170 
156 
144 
152 
177 
~21 

161 

~ '. 3 
~I .... 

16 
50 
14 
14 

3 
9 

10 
10 

4 
18 
15 

21 
36 
40 
27 
26 
34 
5a 
43 
45 
2S 
49 
64 

33 
95 
92 
58 
70 
83 

104 
70 
37 
46 
36 
34 

41 
46 
51 
62 
67 

113 
83 
95 
88 
63 
49 
77 

52 
39 
59 
51 
58 
62 
61 
60 
44 
77 
62 
81 

propert'l Value 

o 
U1 
N 

" o 
H 

'" 

35 
59 
35 
39 
34 
50 
69 
61 
36 
32 
34 
45 

43 
44 
40 
54 
66 
63 
77 
62 
71 
61 
72 
64 

77 
64 
83 
61 

107 
117 
124 
98 
63 
52 
52 
58 

48 
34 
48 
43 
47 
56 
64 
79 
44 
51 
47 
79 

60 
46 
68 
77 
69 
76 
i9 
S8 
74 
62 
JS 

o 
o 
o 
N 
I 

H 
U1 

0' 
'" .. .... 

23 
9 

16 
17 
16 
27 
28 
25 
12 
28 
16 

18 
10 
20 
27 
36 
2l 
26 
1S 
33 
39 
36 
30 

31 
2l 
34 
23 
46 
52 
38 
37 
29 
J4 
58 
31 

2l 
22 
16 
17 
26 
l5 
24 
19 
28 
40 
27 
26 

23 
l6 

36 
23 
32 
19 
26 
34 
38 
21 
34 

o 
o 
c 
'" "" c 
'" :;; 

o 
o 
o 
1 
2 
2 
1 

o 
o 
1 

1 
o 

o 

1 
o 
1 
o 
2 
3 
4 

4 

o 
2 
1 
1 
1 

o 
Q 

+ ,., 
..... 

58 
l32 

58 
70 
56 
77 

lOa 
101 
69 
62 
77 
69 

83 
90 

103 
110 
131 
120 
161 
125 
152 
126 
158 
159 

162 
180 
210 
142 
n5 
255 
270 
207 
134 
134 
148 
127 

111 
103 
116 
122 
140 
196 
172 
194 
161 
156 
124 
1S4 

136 
102 
155 
165 
152 
1 'i1 
160 
144 
152 
179 
1:3 
':'63 

:: 
I 

U1 

- , 

4 
18 
24 
24 
15 
a 

11 
9 

- 2 

10 
o 

o 
6 
o 

- 3 
10 
10 
10 

- 6 
- 8 

e 
1 

- 1 
1 

- 1 
- 7 
- 2 
- 4 
- 1 

82 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

-1B 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
J 

o 
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'lear 
and 
Month 

1972 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
OCt 
~lov 

Dec 

1973 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
':ul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

ill.i 
Jan 
reb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

llZ2. 
Jan 
F2b 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
De" 

.!22.§. 
Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 
Au.;: 
Sap 
Oc: 
Nov 
Dec 

TABLE D-13 

CO:·lPARISON Or FOUR REPORTS FRO~1 ·:Rlm~';L JUSTICE I~iFORNATION SER'/ICES F~R BURCLARY IN 
?:;CRIA FRC~1 1972-1976 

O:fense and C~earance 
Raccrt.--Se t 1 )~:Q;.se Anal'lsis :nfOr7l4t::.on--Sec ""1 _______ _ 

Of:anse and Clearance ~rends 

108 
101 
102 
123 
120 
124 
179 
121 

96 
114 
132 
H8 

146 
138 
161 
172 
137 
151 
205 
206 
178 
166 
177 
201 

139 
130 
184 
166 
149 
119 
187 
IS6 
175 
164 
208 
262 

264 
226 
198 
180 
206 
197 
200 
228 
203 
155 
liS 
230 

159 
121 
129 
127 
109 
104 
191 
166 
123 
113 
121 
134 

31 
34 
63 
53 
31 
52 
35 
53 
66 
55 
53 
20 

58 
SO 
64 
54 
70 
56 
72 
60 

106 
64 
46 
43 

33 
45 
54 
72 
65 

107 
98 

106 
48 

101 
66 
64 

65 
55 
40 
63 
86 

132 
152 
139 

97 
113 
105 

72 

43 
48 
63 
82 
65 
99 

136 
101 

46 
57 
55 
39 

139 
135 
165 
176 
151 
176 
214 
1i4 
162 
169 
185 
168 
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