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Strategic Approaches to Reducing Firearms Violence: Final Report on the
Indianapolis Violence Reduction Partnership

Executive Summary

The Indianapolis Violence Reduction Partnership (IVRP) was a multi-agency,
collaborative effort to reduce homicide and serious violence in Marion County
(Indianapolis), Indiana. The IVRP was part of the U.S. Department of Justice’s Strategic
Approaches to Community Safety Initiative (SACSI) that was originally implemented in
Indianapolis and four other jurisdictions and later expanded to five additional cities. The
SACSI model is based on a data-driven, strategic problem solving approach whereby the
firearms violence problem is analyzed, interventions based on the problem analysis are
crafted and implemented, the strategies are assessed and evaluated, and there is a
continual feedback mechanism to allow ongoing refinement of strategies. An additional
component of the SACSI model is that a research partner is included as part of the multi-
agency working group to assist in analysis, strategy design, assessment and evaluation.

This report is based on the evaluation of the IVRP by the research partners
involved in the IVVRP initiative. The report attempts to achieve three goals. First, to tell
the story of the IVRP as a multi-agency effort to reduce firearms violence. Although any
such story is idiosyncratic to the specific site, we hope that description of the problem
solving process will be useful to other jurisdictions considering data-driven, strategic
problem solving. Second, we present findings on the problem solving process. Third, we
present findings on the impact of the initiative on firearms violence in Indianapolis.

Key Findings

Interview and observational data suggest that the IVRP was successful in
achieving many of the goals of strategic problem solving. The most consistent finding
from the interviews was that the IVRP structure and process resulted in unprecedented
sharing of information among officials from all the local, state, and federal criminal
justice agencies serving Indianapolis. As time went on, this sharing of information
extended to key community partners as well. The problem solving process was also
described as providing a focus to the IVRP that made the process different from many
multi-agency task forces, commissions, and similar structures in which criminal justice
agencies are routinely involved. The regular meeting structure whereby problems were
analyzed and interventions designed appeared to provide a data-informed focus that
blended strategic analysis with an action orientation. The value of this process to
criminal justice officials was suggested by the fact that participants made a very
substantial commitment to the process. Indeed, a group of 20-30 officials representing
local, state, and federal agencies, a research team, and key community partners have
continued to meet every other week since the program began in January 1998.

The problem analysis was dynamic and based on a wide variety of official and
unofficial data sources. These included offenses known, calls for service, court records,
probation and parole records, and firearms tracing data from the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco, and Firearms. Many of these data sources were also available for Geographic
Information System (GIS) mapping analyses. The research team also collected data
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through participant observation, focus groups, and interviews. Additionally, a technique
that proved very useful was the systematic incident review. This involved case-by-case
review of homicide incidents (expanded to include firearms assaults) by teams of
detectives, street level officers, prosecutors, probation and parole officers, and other
criminal justice actors. The incident reviews took advantage of the detailed knowledge of
cases possessed by criminal justice officials as well as their knowledge of the social
networks in which many offenders and victims are involved and the areas where street
violence frequently occurs. The incident review findings revealed patterns of violence in
Indianapolis that were not available in official data sources.
The problem analysis revealed that homicides and gun violence in Indianapolis

were largely characterized by the following:

* Young men

* Using firearms

» Suspects and victims sharing extensive criminal histories

» Concentrated in particular geographic areas

» Suspects and victims that are involved in known groups of chronic offenders

» Associated with drug distribution and use

The overall strategy developed by the IVRP was a focused deterrence approach
that included an attempt to increase the linkage of high-risk individuals to legitimate
opportunities. The focused deterrence approach involved an attempt to increase the
certainty and severity of sanctions for illegal possession and use of firearms, to
communicate this message in as many ways as possible to individuals and groups
believed to be at high-risk for involvement in gun violence, and to impose group
accountability to known groups of chronic offenders. The focused deterrence approach
also recognized the resource constraints on the criminal justice system and thus involved
an attempt to focus limited resources on the problem of firearms violence. Among the
key interventions that were utilized to implement the focused deterrence strategy were the
following:

» Offender notification meetings (lever pulling meetings) with groups of high-risk
probationers and parolees

* Multi-agency responses to areas or groups involved in specific incidents

» Joint federal-local police and prosecution firearms crime case screening unit

» Chronic violent offender program

* Probation/parole - law enforcement teams conducting home visits

» Public education campaign involving billboards, posters, public service
announcements

Additionally, the IVRP included prevention and intervention efforts through
partnerships with community groups such as Weed and Seed, members of the faith
community, and various service providers. A key element of the strategy was to make
direct contact with high-risk individuals as a way of increasing the likelihood that they
would access support and services.

In terms of impact on crime, the most positive finding was that the monthly rate of
homicides declined over 40 percent when comparing the intervention period with the pre-
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intervention period. Time series analysis indicated that this was a statistically significant
decline. The largest absolute decline in homicides, measured in both the number of
victims and suspects, was for African-American citizens, the group most heavily affected
by homicide. Gun assaults and armed robberies similarly declined although the time
series analysis did not indicate a statistically significant decrease. The nature of
homicides changed in the intervention period. Fewer homicides involved guns, groups or
gangs, drugs, and incidents were more geographically dispersed. Given that these were
the key dimensions upon which strategies were predicated, these shifts were suggestive of
strategic impact.

The findings also revealed that offenders perceived an increase in the likelihood
of sanctions for violent crime following the implementation of offender notification
meetings. Offenders attending these meetings were also more familiar with the IVRP
strategies and were more likely to believe that they were effective. Yet, there was little
evidence that the offenders attending the meetings changed their offending behavior when
compared to other probationers and parolees that did not attend the meetings. To the
extent that the meetings were intended to significantly change the behavior of those
attending (selected on the basis of being at “highest risk’), there was not strong evidence
of impact. On the other hand, to the extent that the meetings and related communication
strategies were intended to communicate to a broader offender population, the results
were more promising.

The outcome findings must be considered in light of the methodological
limitations of evaluating change in a single site. With this qualification in mind, the
findings are encouraging, particularly when considered in light of similar findings in
Boston, Minneapolis, and several other jurisdictions (Kennedy, Braga, and Piehl, 2001;
Braga, Kennedy, Piehl, and Waring, 2001; Kennedy and Braga, 1998; Decker 2003).
Given the significance of the firearms violence problem in the United States, the results
suggest continued experimentation with data-driven, multi-agency, strategic problem
solving approaches to reducing gun crime violence.
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Chapter One

From Reactive to Proactive Approaches to Homicide and Serious Violence

Confronted with record setting levels of homicide, in late 1997 Indianapolis
officials decided to try a different approach to reducing lethal violence. For decades
homicide was considered a rare crime that was difficult if not impossible to prevent. The
emphasis for criminal justice officials was to respond to these incidents in a professional
manner that would maximize the likelihood of arrest and prosecution of perpetrators. In
the face of the crisis of unprecedented levels of murders, several Indianapolis leaders
argued that there must be something more that could be done to reduce homicide than
merely try to increase an already high clearance rate.

The result of these deliberations was the Indianapolis Violence Reduction
Partnership (IVRP). The IVRP is a multi-agency coalition of criminal justice agencies,
working with a variety of community partners, and committed to employing a strategic
problem-solving approach to addressing homicide and serious firearms-related violence.
Since January 1998 the IVRP group has studied patterns of homicide and firearms
violence in Indianapolis, crafted interventions, assessed the impact of these interventions,
and revised the strategy.

Soon after the inception of the IVRP, the National Institute of Justice initiated the
Strategic Approaches to Community Safety Initiative (SACSI). SACSI too was based on
the notion of strategic problem solving and the Indianapolis initiative became one of five

cities to receive federal support for engaging in the SACSI process. The following is the
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story of the development of the IVRP, a description of the problem solving approach, an

assessment of the impact of IVRP, and lessons learned from the experience.

Problem Solving Approaches

The 1990s witnessed unexpected declines in crime as well as changes in criminal
justice practice. One area of significant development was in the application of problem
solving approaches to crime issues. Sparked by Herman Goldstein’s (1990) seminal
writing on problem-oriented policing and linked to the community policing movement,
numerous examples have emerged where criminal justice officials have systematically
analyzed a crime problem, developed responses to the problem, acted, and then assessed
impact.

New York Police Department’s COMPSTAT program initiated under former
Mayor Giuliani and former commissioners Bratton and Safer is an example of an
initiative that formalized the problem solving process into the day-to-day administration
of the department (Silverman, 1999). Under COMPSTAT, top officials from NYPD
convened twice weekly crime analysis meetings whereby precinct commanders were
guestioned about crime patterns in their geographic commands, their strategies for
addressing these problems, and their evidence that their strategies were having an impact.
No longer would a purely reactive approach to crime be acceptable. Police managers
were held accountable for knowing the nature of crime, developing and assessing
strategies for reducing crime, and ultimately for reducing the level of crime. Although
difficult to assess the direct impact of COMPSTAT on levels of crime, the dramatic

declines in crime in New York City that coincided with the implementation of this
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managerial strategy convinced NYPD officials that this proactive accountability model
played a significant role in crime reduction.

Another successful problem solving approach emerged from the Boston gun
project, sometimes referred to as Operation Ceasefire. Like COMPSTAT, Operation
Ceasefire sought to study crime patterns and to craft interventions based on analysis.
Unlike COMPSTAT, the Boston initiative was focused on youth firearms violence as
opposed to all types of crime. The Boston project was also innovative by its inclusion of
a University-based research partner. The Boston effort ultimately served as a model for
the SACSI initiative.

Boston’s Problem Solving Process

Beginning in early 1995, a multi-agency working group of Boston officials and
researchers began to meet on a bi-weekly basis to engage in the problem solving
processes of: research and analysis, strategy design, implementation, and assessment
(Kennedy, Piehl, and Braga, 1996; Kennedy, Braga, and Piehl, 2001). The working group
included local level officials including police, probation and parole, prosecution, school
police, and outreach workers, federal agencies including the U.S. Attorney and BATF,
and researchers from Harvard University.

During the analysis stage, the group employed multiple methods and relied on
multiple sources of information. These included official crime statistics, BATF gun
tracing data, formal and informal interviews with criminal justice actors and youth
workers, interviews with probationers, emergency room records, and related data. The
picture that emerged from the analysis was that the youth violence problem was highly

concentrated in three neighborhoods, involved firearms, and involved a relatively small
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number of individuals as both perpetrators and victims. Further, this small pool of
violence-involved youth was dominated by gang members who had prior involvement in
the criminal justice system.

The pattern of youth homicide uncovered in the analysis stage suggested that the
intervention be focused on gang-involved youth, particularly youth with criminal
histories, in targeted areas of Boston.

Boston’s Ceasefire Program

The strategy that emerged from the analysis became known as Ceasefire and
consisted of three key elements. First was a crack down on illicit gun trafficking. Guns
used in crimes began to be systematically traced through the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms (BATF) database and offenders using or in possession of guns were
debriefed following arrest. Using the intelligence thus acquired, illegal gun traffickers
were targeted for enforcement. A second key aspect focused on the youth gang
component of the violence problem and involved establishing new norms for gang
members. Ceasefire members systematically informed gang members, particularly
chronic offenders, that violence would no longer be tolerated and would be met with an
unprecedented multi-agency law enforcement response. The third element involved the
actual multi-agency response to violent incidents. When a violent incident occurred in
Boston, the multi-agency team responded by imposing all possible sanctions on chronic
offenders residing or found within the high crime area where the incident occurred or
associated with the individuals involved in the violence. This comprehensive use of
sanctions became known as applying “levers”. When a violent incident occurred, all

potential levers were pulled. The strategy was feasible because of the characteristics of
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high crime offenders. By its very nature, their chronic offending left them particularly
vulnerable to a varied menu of sanctions (Kennedy, 1997).

The Boston project appears to have had a dramatic effect on youth firearms
violence.! Implemented in May 1996, gun homicide victimizations for ages 14-24
dropped 63 percent from 1990-95 averages. Shots fired, gun assaults, and youth gun
assaults declined by 25, 32, and 44 percent, respectively (Kennedy, Braga, and Piehl,
2001). Indeed, the city experienced a two and one-half year period in which no juvenile
homicide victimizations occurred.

Several key elements of the Boston problem solving approach appeared to be
transferable to Indianapolis and other jurisdictions. These included the formation of a
multi-agency team to conduct the problem solving process; the partnering of criminal
justice agencies with a research team; and reliance on street-level knowledge (e.g., police,
probation, school, detention personnel, youth workers) in problem analysis and strategy
development.

As noted earlier, the success of the Boston model led the Department of Justice to
initiate the “Strategic Approaches to Community Safety Initiative” (SACSI). The SACSI
model was originally implemented in five cities and later expanded to five additional

cities.? The key components of the SACSI approach include a multi-agency working

! The Boston problem-solving model was subsequently implemented in Minneapolis with similarly
promising results, see Kennedy and Braga, 1998.
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team, collaboration with a research partner, and application of formal problem solving

techniques to a locally chosen serious crime problem.

2 The original five cities were Indianapolis, Memphis, New Haven, Portland, and Winston-Salem. The
second set of cities were Albuquerque, Atlanta, Detroit, Rochester (NY), and St. Louis.
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Chapter Two

The Development and Evolution of the Indianapolis Violence Reduction Partnership

During the mid-1990s Indianapolis experienced a significant increase in its
homicide problem. For most of the 1970s and 1980s the city experienced fairly stable
levels between 60-90 homicides per year. This began to change in the early 1990s and
reached peak levels in 1997 and 1998 at 157 and 149, respectively. This equated to
nearly doubling the homicide rate from 10.2 in 1990 to 20.1 in 1998 (per 100,000
population). Local wisdom is that this period witnessed the late arrival of crack cocaine in
this mid-western city. That is, whereas the large coastal cities experienced the crack
cocaine epidemic and its associated violence problems during the mid- to late-1980s,
crack did not become a major problem in Indianapolis until the 1992-1994 period.*The
1990s were also years, during which Indianapolis experienced a very vibrant economy
and major re-development of the downtown core. Indeed, Indianapolis found itself in the
rather odd situation of having experienced a longer and healthier economic expansion
than many of the coastal cities yet the city was experiencing increasing levels of homicide
and violent crime at a time that much of the nation, and cities like New York and Los
Angeles, were witnessing unprecedented declines in crime.

The irony of these trends was not lost on Mayor Stephen Goldsmith. A former

prosecuting attorney, Goldsmith was an advocate of community- and problem-oriented

® Data from the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring Program indicates that there is support for an association
between the arrival of crack and increased violence but that it is not a clear one-to-one type of association.
The percent of both male and female arrestees testing positive for cocaine increased significantly during the
1992-1994 period. These years also witnessed an increase in homicide. The percent testing positive
declined from the 1994 peaks and stayed relatively level through the remainder of the 1990s. Yet,
homicides continued to increase in the 1995-1998 period.
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policing. In 1995 he had begun to work with a team of researchers from Indiana
University and the Indianapolis-based Hudson Institute to assist the police department in
the transition to a proactive, problem-solving approach. Included in these efforts was the
introduction of NYPD-style COMPSTAT crime analysis meetings, hiring of civilian
crime analysts (supervised by the University-based researchers) to support the police
department’s new decentralized structure, and implementation of a directed patrol
experiment intended to reduce firearms-related violence (Weiss, McGarrell, and Verma,
1999; McGarrell, Chermak and Weiss, 1999; McGarrell, Chermak, Weiss, and Wilson,
2001).* In the fall of 1997, faced with a record setting number of homicides, Goldsmith
asked the research team to look into the Boston Ceasefire Project and report back on its
potential applicability to Indianapolis.

At the same time, Judith Stewart, the United States Attorney for the Southern District
of Indiana had learned of the involvement of the U.S. Attorney’s Office from
Massachusetts in Boston’s Operation Ceasefire. Sharing Goldsmith’s concern with the
high levels of homicide, Stewart independently contacted the research team for
information about the Boston project.

The result of these discussions was a meeting in December 1997 involving the agency
heads of all local, state, and federal criminal justice agencies serving the Indianapolis
area. The research team prepared a presentation on Boston’s Project Ceasefire. The
presentation emphasized that Ceasefire was both a process and a set of interventions.

Although some of the interventions appeared attractive to policymakers, there was also

* See Weiss, A. & McGarrell, E. “Criminology Against Crime: Criminologists and Crime Control for the
Indianapolis Police Department,” National Institute of Justice, 1997.
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understanding that the Indianapolis violence problem might be different than that
experienced in Boston and that the interventions might not be transferable. The group
also felt that the violence problem in Indianapolis included adult as well as youth
components and that a focus on youth violence alone might be inappropriate. A
consensus emerged that Indianapolis would put into place a multi-agency team that would
follow the type of problem solving approach utilized in Boston.

At the conclusion of the meeting the policymakers committed to either personally
participating in the working group or to designating personnel from their agencies. The
question arose, however, as to who would coordinate the effort. Similar to what occurred
in Boston, but likely unusual in many jurisdictions, the research team was asked to
provide this coordination. This appeared based on several criteria. First, the research
team was already engaged in crime analysis through the Indianapolis Management
Accountability Program (IMAP).> Thus, the team was very familiar with the crime
information systems available in the city. Second, by having the research team central to
the working group, there was a commitment to ensuring that this initiative would be data-
driven. Third, the group wanted to ensure that this initiative be a true multi-agency
partnership and not be seen as the Mayor’s initiative, the U.S. Attorney’s project, or
another police department task force. The research team represented a neutral body.
Finally, the long history of the researchers’ involvement with the police department, the
sheriff’s department, and the prosecutor’s office created a degree of familiarity and trust.
This likely eased potential concerns about not only including non-law enforcement

personnel but also asking the team to play a leadership role.
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The initial meeting of the working group took place in January 1998. The group has
met on a bi-weekly basis since that time and continues to meet every other week as this is
being written. In the following pages we describe the chronology of the Indianapolis
Violence Reduction Partnership from 1998 through mid-2001. Subsequent chapters
provide substantive detail on the problem analysis, interventions, process and outcome
evaluation findings.

Getting Started

The group began with a meeting held at the Hudson Institute. Although a matter
of convenience, the group decided that the Institute was a good meeting site. It was a
neutral setting, parking was easy, and participants were able to set aside time from their
normal duties.

Participation in the early meetings matched the commitment made by the
policymakers during the December meeting. Figure One lists the participating agencies
and includes all the relevant criminal justice agencies serving the region.

Initial meetings included presentations on Boston’s Operation Ceasefire and focused
on matters such as a name for the group, development of a mission statement, and
informal but crucial agreements about confidentiality and mutual respect. The group
decided on the name, the Indianapolis Violence Reduction Partnership (IVRP).

The vision and mission of the group was described as:

VISION: We seek a city and county where violent crime has been significantly decreased
over current levels.

® The Indianapolis Management Accountability Program (IMAP) was Indianapolis Police Department’s
version of COMPSTAT.
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MISSION: The mission of the multi-agency working group is to use a focused and
coordinated problem solving approach to reduce the level of homicide and serious
violence in the community. The working group will draw on information and expertise
from multiple sources to develop a systematic picture of the violence problem in the
county. From this picture the working group will suggest responses to the problem and
then analyze the effect of these strategies on the violent crime problem.

During these early months, the working group decided to initiate several efforts
despite the fact that the problem analysis had not yet been conducted. The first of these
was known as the VIPER program.® The finding from Boston that many homicide
victims and suspects had long extensive involvement in the criminal justice system
resonated with many of the Indianapolis officials. A sergeant within the police
department, and former homicide investigator, decided to attempt to use arrest and court
data to identify the group of offenders with the most extensive and violent criminal
histories in the city. The idea was to make the identity of these offenders known to police
and to other criminal justice actors. The original purpose of the initiative was two-fold.
First, to increase the likelihood of arrest, prosecution, and conviction of these individuals
should they become involved in future criminal activity. There was a sense that some
homicide victims and suspects had slipped through the system in the past. Had these
individuals been incarcerated, they would have been less likely to become either a victim
or a perpetrator. Second, these individuals were considered high-risk offenders and
developing the capability of having this information available to officers during traffic
stops or other forms of interaction was considered a matter of officer safety.

The second initiative was the creation of a joint federal-local firearms unit. The unit

® Violence Impact Program Enhanced Response.
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was comprised of county prosecutors, Assistant U.S. Attorneys, the police department,
and the BATF. The joint unit would screen all firearms cases to decide whether the case
was best handled in local or federal court, work with BATF to trace illegal firearms, and
proactively investigate problems related to illegal firearm possession and use. Despite the
fact that these two initiatives could only loosely be described as “data-driven” they
seemed to be important steps for the working group that was still largely involved in
planning and discussion while the research team was engaged in problem analysis.

During this period the IVRP group also conducted an inventory of existing
violence reduction initiatives that the various participating agencies were involved in.
The idea was to include existing efforts into the overall strategy.
Initial Problem Analysis Stage

As will be described in greater detail in the next chapter, this was a period in
which the research team was bringing together a variety of data sources to better
understand the nature of the homicide problem in Indianapolis. The initial work relied on
official sources of police and court data and examined issues such as seasonal, day of
week, and time of day patterns. The demographic characteristics of victims and suspects
and the relationship between victim and suspect were assessed. Crime maps were
developed examining the geographic distribution of homicides throughout the county as
well as the patterns of homicides compared to other crimes, drug complaints, probationer
and parolee addresses. The court data were used to assess the prior involvement of
victims and suspects in the criminal justice system. The basic pattern that emerged was
similar to that found in many urban settings: homicide victims and suspects were

predominately young men, using firearms, in geographically concentrated areas of the
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city, and disproportionately drawn from the minority community. The data revealed few
surprises among criminal justice officials. Perhaps the one exception to this statement
was the extent to which victims and suspects mirrored each other and the extensiveness
of their criminal histories. The initial data analysis suggested some general strategies but
did not prove particularly helpful in developing interventions.

The Initial Incident Review

In February the research team contacted David Kennedy, the lead researcher in
Boston’s Project Ceasefire. The general patterns from the official records sounded
similar to those witnessed in Boston and in Minneapolis. Kennedy suggested that
Indianapolis consider conducting an incident review where investigators, street-level
officers, parole and probation officers, prosecutors and others with knowledge about the
homicides, the participants, and the neighborhood contexts could systematically review
cases and share what they knew about the people, places, and situations involved in these
incidents.

Although there was some initial reluctance about the time commitment involved
in participating in an all day review, the group decided it was worth a try. The initial
review occurred in March 1998 and involved the review of homicides that had occurred
from January-August 1997 (the other homicides that occurred in 1997 were reviewed
later by meeting informally with key informants). All of IVRP’s participating agencies
provided representatives at the incident review (approximately 75 participants from 10
agencies). The research team prepared an information packet on each incident as well as
overhead slides for display. A homicide investigator presented information on what was

known about the incident and then the participants with knowledge about the individuals
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or the context shared what they knew. The research team used the review as a data
collection opportunity.

During the incident review, two characteristics about homicides in Indianapolis
became very clear. First, there was a clear group component to the violence. Both
victims and suspects were routinely described as being part of either a named gang or part
of a crew or group of chronic offenders that were well known to the police and other
criminal justice officials. Second, a clear nexus between drug use and distribution and
homicides emerged. These included incidents with a direct connection to drug
distribution, such as a robbery of a crack house or retaliation for a drug rip-off, as well as
indirect connection where the victim or suspect were known users hanging out in a
known crack market but where it was not clear whether drug activity was the motive
behind the homicide.

The findings were important in a number of respects. First, they helped produce a
shared understanding of the nature of homicide in Indianapolis. Like many cities, there
had long been disagreement on the presence and prevalence of gangs in the city and the
role gang activity played in crime. Similarly, there was little agreement about the role of
drugs. Although officers had often claimed that the violence was “all drugs and gangs,”
official U.C.R. records showed that very few incidents recorded drugs or gangs as the
motive behind a homicide.” The incident review convinced all involved in the IVRP that
there was a group component to the homicide problem and that illegal drug sales and

markets were key contributing factors to the homicide rate.

" Prior research has demonstrated wide variation from community to community in how the police record
items such as gang- or drug-involvement. In Indianapolis it appears that the police take a very conservative
approach to applying such labels in the formal incident report.
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The results of the incident review, combined with the findings from the analysis of
police and court records, were shared with the IVRP working group in several meetings
during April 1998. The working group also assembled a larger group of officials from all
the participating agencies for a daylong session in which the problem analysis findings
were shared and the group began developing potential strategies for intervention.
Community Outreach

One of the results of the meetings whereby a strategic plan began to be formulated
on the basis of the problem analysis was a recognized need to begin to work
collaboratively with the community. Consequently, a number of community outreach
activities were implemented in late spring and summer 1998.

The U.S. Attorney Office and the police department were already involved in the
city’s weed and seed program. Representatives of IVRP attended weed and seed
meetings and informed neighborhood representatives about IVRP. The IVRP
representatives, in turn, would report back to the IVRP working group about weed and
seed activities.

IVRP team members visited area middle and high schools and gave presentations
about the IVRP’s commitment to reducing violence, penalties associated for illegal
firearms possession and use, reminders about the curfew law, and information about
legitimate summer activities and resources. One of the presentations was converted to
videotape for broader distribution throughout the school system.

Formal press conferences announced the IVRP and the U.S. Attorney and the
research partner participated in a variety of media forums (television and radio news and

talk shows). Later, when Melinda Haag was appointed Assistant U.S. Attorney and
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named the IVRP Project Coordinator, she routinely met with neighborhood groups and
associations.

The outreach effort was enhanced through the involvement of the Mayor’s Office
in IVRP. Mayor Goldsmith had created the Front Porch Alliance (FPA) within the
Mayor’s Office. The FPA provided technical assistance and funding for neighborhood
groups, including the faith community, to engage in community building activities. This
provided a viable infrastructure of neighborhood associations and leaders as well as an
office within city government to disseminate information and coordinate activities. In
summer of 1998, the FPA invited the Reverend Eugene Rivers, founder of the 10 Point
Coalition in Boston, to come to Indianapolis and speak about 10 Point’s efforts to reduce
youth violence. Rivers came in and met with a group of neighborhood leaders and inner-
city ministers. He also spoke at a major community forum where over 700 neighborhood
leaders, criminal justice officials, and city leaders attended, and he offered his advice,
guidance, and an outreach template for those interested in the model that was
implemented in Boston

The result of the Rivers’ visit was the formation of the Indianapolis 10 Point
Coalition. The Reverend Charles Harrison was appointed Executive Director. The 10
Point identified violence, gang and drug activity, employment opportunity, and
educational attainment, as the key areas of focus. As will be described throughout this
report the 10 Point Coalition became a key partner of the IVRP.

Strategy Development
In addition to the community outreach that occurred in the summer of 1998, the

IVRP began implementing the strategic plan that was developed in May. In August a

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of

Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or 16
points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily

reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



second large-scale homicide review session was convened. Incidents occurring from
January through the first week of August were reviewed. The patterns emerging from the
analysis were very consistent with the initial review. Homicides were concentrated in
certain areas of the city, involved firearms, young men, drug and gang activity. During
this period the IMAP crime analysts had also generated a series of crime maps that
indicated that homicide locations were also locations of drug complaints and arrests, with
heavy concentrations of home addresses of probationers, parolees, and VIPER-designated
violent offenders.

The basic strategy that emerged was a targeted deterrence focus coupled with
expanding linkages to legitimate opportunities. One element of the strategy involved a
multi-agency response to every new homicide incident. In addition to normal canvassing
for investigation purposes, a number of agencies would respond to the neighborhood
where the homicide occurred to send a signal of the increased attention given to violent
crime. The initial multi-agency response to a homicide occurred in May 1998.

A second element of the implemented strategy, borrowed from Boston’s Ceasefire,
was what became known as “lever pulling” meetings (see Kennedy, 1997). These
meetings, described in greater detail in the next chapter, involved face-to-face meetings
with groups of high-risk probationers and parolees. Criminal justice officials and
community members described their concern that the probationers/parolees were at high
risk of either committing a violent crime or of being a victim of a violent crime. A
deterrence message was communicated with an explanation of the severe penalties
available under federal law for felons in possession of a firearm and the commitment of

local, state, and federal law enforcement to impose severe sanctions for firearms crimes.
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In addition, probationers and parolees were urged to take advantage of a range of services
and opportunities including mentoring from ex-offenders, employment, housing,
substance abuse, education, and vocational training. The first lever-pulling meeting was
held in October 1998. For much of the next year approximately two meetings per month
were held. The meetings have continued since that time though they were reduced to
approximately monthly meetings due to resource constraints.

An additional outcome of the second homicide review was that the sergeant
directing the VIPER initiative conducted an analysis that indicated that approximately
one-half of the individuals on the VIPER list were either confirmed gang members or
gang associates. Further, most of these chronic offenders were affiliated with either the
Black Gangster Disciples or the Vice Lords. This finding suggested that in addition to
the individual-level focus on particular VIPERS that these individuals may be subject to
group-based deterrence strategies as well.

Additional elements of the strategy being implemented throughout fall 1998
included street ministry by the 10 Point Coalition, targeting of several suspected federally
licensed firearms dealers, a training video on the VIPER program, and police-probation
home visits.

During late fall, IPD’s Special Operations and Response Team (SOAR) was given
the responsibility for coordinating the multi-agency responses to homicides and serious
shootings. Additionally, the IVRP implemented an additional problem analysis tool. In
addition to the bi-weekly meetings of the IVRP working group, an incident review team
would begin meeting every other week. The incident review team would draw on the

knowledge and experience of line level officers and district supervisors, the gang and
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narcotics units, probation and parole officers, prosecutors, and homicide investigators, to
review each incident, determine the dynamics behind the incident, and make an
assessment of whether there was a neighborhood, group or drug market component to the
incident that should be targeted for a response. The model for IVRP became one where
the incident review team met every other Monday. The information was analyzed and
summarized by the research team and then presented to the IVRP working group on
Tuesday. The working group would then decide whether additional agency or community
resources should be activated in response to a homicide incident or series of incidents, as
well as address broader issues.

Year Two — Early Consternation and Eventual Evidence of Impact

The first quarter of 1999 witnessed continued implementation of the strategic
plan. Lever pulling meetings continued. The VIPER designation became available
electronically whereby if an officer requested information on an individual that turned out
to be on the VIPER list the designation would flash on the officer’s mobile data terminal
(MDT). IPD crime analysts began to routinely map out locations of outstanding warrants
and the home addresses of probationers and parolees. The probation and parole
departments increasingly conducted joint home visits with law enforcement officials.

In February, following a particularly brutal gang-related homicide a very detailed
multi-agency plan was developed to focus on both the neighborhood where the incident
occurred as well as the groups involved. For the next several months, the area received
increased directed police patrol, probationers and parolees received home visits
(particularly those with gang affiliations and sentenced for violent and drug offenses), and

warrants were served to individuals with outstanding warrants. Lever pulling meetings
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with high-risk probationers and parolees associated with these groups were also
conducted.

An additional organizational change occurred during this period as well. Melinda
Haag, a county assistant prosecutor that had been the prosecutor’s liaison with IVRP, was
appointed as an Assistant United States Attorney. In addition to handling some firearms
cases, Haag was appointed the coordinator of the IVRP. Although the appointment of a
coordinator within the U.S. Attorney’s Office might have been a political problem in the
early stages of the project, this was no longer the case. The U.S. Attorney had proven
herself an equal partner with local law enforcement, there was a recognition of the need
for a full-time coordinator to work with the community and the variety of participating
agencies, and Haag was known and well-respected within the criminal justice community
as well as the broader community (through her role as a community prosecutor and heavy
involvement in weed and seed).

Despite this progress, 1998 had again seen record levels of homicides and the first
three months of 1999 were on pace with the same period of 1998. Despite the many
efforts of the IVRP and the increased information sharing and coordination, there was no
evidence of impact on the homicide problem. This proved frustrating to IVRP leaders
who were confronted with bi-weekly evidence of the loss of young lives and it fed the
skepticism of some participants who believed there was little other than arrest and
prosecution that you could do about homicide.

The Tide Begins to Change: Late Winter-Spring 1999
Several factors came together in late winter and spring of 1999 that led to

rejuvenation of the IVRP team. First, as described in Chapter Four, the research team
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conducted a series of interviews with IVRP members. Although there were concerns that
homicides continued at high levels there was strong support for the IVRP approach.
Members stated that there was a greater shared understanding of the homicide and
firearms violence problem, that the strategies made sense in terms of the problem
analysis, and that the IVRP had led to significantly improved inter-agency communication
and collaboration. There was some concern that the strategies be implemented more
thoroughly, for example not all drug- and gang-related homicides received any type of
response (beyond normal investigation) but the approach was supported by virtually all
members.

Second, in April a major long-term, federal-local investigation of a violent gang
operating in the Brightwood neighborhood—one of the cities’ most violence-producing
areas--culminated in the arrest of 16 individuals and confiscation of over 70 firearms.?
Importantly, the individuals were charged in federal court and were held in detention
without bond. The Brightwood arrests were important not only because of the heavy
involvement of these individuals in criminal activity but also because it was the first
highly visible evidence that the IVRP agencies were serious about the focus on gang- and
drug-related violent crime and that federal sanctions would be used. Since October 1998
this message had been communicated to gang members and high-risk offenders but now

there was evidence the threat from the IVRP was credible.

& The Brightwood investigation was initiated during the early formation of the IVRP. It involved a joint
investigation of the FBI and IPD. It likely would have occurred without the formation of IVRP. The
interesting feature, however, was that members of IVRP from the FBI and IPD were both involved and
aware of the Brightwood investigation and would periodically inform the IVRP that a major gang
investigation was underway and that it would be consistent with the IVRP strategy.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of

Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or 21
points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily

reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



The Brightwood example was then used in subsequent lever pulling meetings
where IVRP members would say, “you know what happened to the Brightwood group,
don’t be next.” Also important to the momentum of IVRP was that just about
immediately after the Brightwood arrests there was a dramatic reduction in homicide
incidents. Indeed, for the first time since the inception of the IVRP a two-week period
went by without a single incident to review.

The third event that seemed to renew the IVRP working group was a visit by
Attorney General Reno during late April. Representatives of the five cities involved in
the National Institute of Justice’s Strategic Approaches to Community Safety Initiative
(SACSI) came to Indianapolis for a cluster conference on the SACSI initiatives. The
Attorney General spoke at the conference but also used the visit as an opportunity to
observe an IVRP working group meeting, a lever pulling meeting, and to meet with IVRP
members and community partners. The attention of the Attorney General, other
Department of Justice Officials, and professional counterparts from the other five cities
seemed to signal that the IVRP was important and was here to stay.

Community Outreach — Summer 1999

The summer of 1999 also saw a number of accomplishments. A citywide
probation-parole-law enforcement sweep occurred that generated significant media
attention and involved a broader pool of officers and agencies. This again seemed to
signal, at least to criminal justice agency participants, that something new was occurring
in Indianapolis. Increased attention was given to community collaboration. An IVRP

newsletter was prepared and widely disseminated to community and neighborhood
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leaders and throughout the partner criminal justice agencies. Similar to the previous year,
the IVRP made presentations at schools throughout the county.

The IVRP coordinator also engaged in a series of discussions with community and
neighborhood leaders about their involvement in the IVRP. The IVRP team proposed to
the leaders that a Citizen Advisory Board be formed as part of IVRP. Surprisingly to the
IVRP leaders, although there was strong support for IVRP and a willingness to
collaborate with IVRP, the citizens did not want to form what they saw as one more
advisory board. Many were already involved in weed and seed boards, block watch, the
Front Porch Alliance, and similar activities and thought that it was better for IVRP to
coordinate with these existing community-based structures than to create an additional
board. Consequently, the IVRP coordinator attempted to work with the existing
community entities.

This was also a period in which the IVRP began to consider a broader public
education campaign. The group was familiar with the work of Project Exile in
Richmond, Virginia where a major public education campaign was used to communicate
the message that felons in possession of a firearm faced stiff penalties in federal court.
The IVRP did not believe that it could copy the Richmond program. Significantly, only a
small portion of eligible felon-in-possession cases were actually prosecuted in federal
court and it did not appear that there were the prosecutorial resources or the federal
judicial support to significantly increase the number of cases prosecuted federally. Thus,
the group did not want to create a media campaign based on a false threat. Yet, the group
did believe that the use of billboards, posters on buses, and perhaps television and radio

ads should be used as a way of communicating the no tolerance for violence message.
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A local advertising company agreed to work with the IVRP on a pro-bono basis.
The IVRP had earlier created a communications subcommittee to coordinate the lever-
pulling meetings and it also worked with the ad committee. Several thematic examples of
posters were developed and the research team and the ad team conducted interviews and
focus groups with probationers and with community members about the messages they
perceived and their preferences. On the basis of this feedback the ad company revised the
posters. In June several prototypes were presented to the IVRP group. The majority of
IVRP members were pleased with the prototypes. The U.S Attorney and several key
community leaders objected however. They found the messages too “hard-hitting” and
believed that they were likely to turn-off community members and perhaps inadvertently
communicate to potential offenders a “violent response to violent crime” theme.

This proved to be one of the first main conflicts for the IVRP. Although the U.S.
Attorney was very well-respected by the group, as were the key community leaders that
objected, many other IVRP members pointed to support by other key community
members and believed that no design would ever satisfy all members and that too much
time and effort had been expended to begin anew. Ultimately, the group decided to ask
the ad company to develop a new set of posters but it was nearly one year before the
posters were actually printed and distributed.

The conflict over the posters was an interesting challenge for a multi-agency
group like the IVRP. Most decisions had been made on a consensual basis and where
disagreements surfaced minority opinion would typically defer to the majority. In this
instance, the U.S. Attorney was the principal voice in opposition. This led to comments

among some participants such as “I guess some of us are more equal than others.”
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Fortunately, by this point in the process the U.S. Attorney had established positive
relationships with other IVRP participants, had proven her commitment by attending
virtually all IVRP meetings and activities, and had established high levels of trust with
other officials. Thus, the group continued its work despite the delay in the public
education campaign.

Continued Development of Strategic and Operational Components

There was also additional development of the strategic and operational elements
of the IVRP during this summer and fall period. The county prosecutor worked in the
state legislature to pass a new state law that significantly increased the penalties for a
convicted felon caught in possession of a firearm. Previously state law was quite weak
and thus if a case was not prosecuted federally there was little that would happen to a
felon in possession of a firearm.

The joint federal-state-local firearms unit developed a training tape for all law
enforcement agencies in the county. The tape provided information about the new state
law, probable cause and evidentiary issues.

Interviews with community leaders that participated in the lever pulling meetings
led to revisions in the meeting format (discussed in the next chapter). Following two
months of very low numbers of homicides and shootings, there was a flare-up of gang and
drug related violence in late June and early July. This resulted in an intensive multi-
agency homicide response that appeared to quiet the streets. Coincidentally, a second
federal-local investigation of a major drug distribution gang culminated in a series of

arrests in July.
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In late fall an IVRP team visited the Indiana Boys School. The Boys School is
one of the major Department of Corrections facilities housing delinquents with the
majority of its residents being Indianapolis youths. The basic lever-pulling message was
communicated to large groups of residents of the facility in a series of meetings.

Despite these many accomplishments, and the reduction in homicide that the
county was experiencing, several concerns arose late in 1999. Attendance at the Monday
incident review meetings was dwindling during the fall. Although the IVRP members
continued to appear, there was often poor attendance by street level officers from the
areas where the homicides had occurred and from the gang and narcotics units. The
major responsible for the SOAR unit that had been coordinating the incident review
meetings was frequently assigned to other duties. Additionally, the SOAR unit that had
been a key element of the homicide responses was asked to respond to a variety of other
responsibilities and was often unavailable.

Two problems became apparent. First, the incident review meetings often revealed
little about the incident beyond what was in the formal incident report. When questions
were asked about the location of the incident, the individuals involved, or local drug
market activity, there was little information available. Thus, it became very difficult to
identify the incidents involving a gang, a group of known chronic offenders, or an active
drug market that may have warranted a multi-agency homicide response. Second, it
became unclear who within the police department would initiate a formal homicide
response. This became an ongoing issue throughout the IVRP initiative and seems to

reflect the challenge of coordinating multi-agency approaches like the IVRP.
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The sense among the IVRP leadership was that the significant reduction in homicide
since April had reduced the sense of crisis that had generated such attention and action for
the previous year. Thus, by the end of 1999 there seemed to be a sense that some
partners to the IVRP had moved from a sense of consternation about the seeming

intractable nature of the homicide numbers to a complacency that the crisis was over.

Winter 1999-2000 Leadership Changes

Beginning with the November mayoral election and continuing for the next four
or five months the IVRP experienced significant turnover, particularly at formal
leadership levels. Mayor Goldsmith, a republican, did not run for re-election and Bart
Peterson, a democratic, was elected mayor. Thus, the mayor that had initiated the IVRP
program and his deputy mayor, who had been actively involved in the IVRP, were out of
office. This eventually led to the resignation of the current chief of police. Fortunately,
in terms of the momentum of IVRP, he was succeeded by the Deputy Chief of the west
district who had previously been involved in IVRP. Additionally, Judith Stewart, the
U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of Indiana and another key leader of IVRP
resigned her position to assume a judgeship. At approximately the same time, Marion
Superior Court’s Chief Probation Officer resigned to accept a position in California.

Many of the leadership changes also resulted in other personnel changes in IVRP
as new administrators made changes in their organizations. Given this significant
turnover in a short amount of time, this would have been a logical time for IVRP to fade
away, particularly in light of homicides being down considerably from the previous four

years. To the credit of the new mayor and his staff, the new chief, the interim U.S.
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Attorney, and the new chief probation officer, IVRP continued and indeed was supported

by these officials and their designees.

Continued Implementation and Related Strategic Actions: Summer-Fall 2000

The summer of 2000 witnessed several new initiatives. The new state law on
felons in possession became effective and the firearms unit continued its training of law
enforcement officers. The probation department increasingly coupled drug testing with
home visits and with lever pulling attendees. The IVRP working group increasingly
identified associates in drug- and group-related homicides that became targets for lever
pulling meetings, probation/parole home visits, and warrant service. Special lever pulling
sessions were convened with juveniles convicted of firearms-related charges and with
groups of inmates in a pre-release center or just released from prison. Two resource units
became increasingly involved with IVRP late in 2000. The first was a prosecutor-led
nuisance abatement team that would investigate drug-houses and other problem addresses
in high-violence areas. The second was a Failure-to-Appear team that increasingly
supplemented the work of the U.S. Marshal’s warrant team in serving warrants to
associates in homicide incidents.

This was also a period during which the 10 Point Coalition became more
ingrained in the IVRP with a representative regularly attending IVRP working group
meetings. Additional community partners emerged through the inmate re-entry lever
pulling meetings whereby 6-10 service providing organizations began to regularly attend
the meetings to present their services to recently released probationers and parolees.

These service providers included former inmate support groups, employment services,
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drug and alcohol treatment providers, vocational training specialists, and representatives
of the faith community. Finally, in December 2000 the IVRP policymakers convened a
well-attended press conference to announce a public education anti-violence campaign
that included bus posters, public service announcements, and billboards.

Thus, 2000 was a period in which the IVRP successfully transitioned in key

leadership positions and new resources were added to the violence reduction effort.

Institutionalization at the Local Level: 2001

Early in 2001 the research team presented to the IVRP working group the results
of its survey of IVRP participants. The survey focused on the original strategic plan and
asked participants to indicate whether each element of the plan continued to make sense,
whether progress had been made, and whether new goals had emerged. The results
indicated a high level of consensus among the IVRP participants. This was interesting
because a high percentage of the survey participants were not part of the original IVRP
group that had developed the strategic plan. The results indicated that the key elements of
the strategy were supported and should be continued. The group also indicated that more
should be done to coordinate with the geographically based police districts and to
implement the plans to target youths and to communicate the anti-violence message
throughout the community. Perhaps most important, the survey indicated that the group
continued to support IVRP and strongly desired to see it continue beyond the end of the
federal funding.

Consequently, the first half of 2001 witnessed several steps to strengthen IVRP.

The concerns about uneven attendance at IVRP incident review meetings led to the
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decision to move to a once-per-month schedule (as opposed to the every-other-week
practice) with the understanding that the police department would increase its
commitment to having street-level officers and key supervisors attend these meetings.
The VIPER unit and the homicide unit increasingly worked together, and with the other
IVRP agencies, to identify associates in drug- and group-homicides for intervention.
District officers were detailed to the VIPER unit so that the unit would move from
primarily an intelligence-focused unit to a proactive investigation unit. GIS technology
was employed to map the locations of returning inmates and regular lever pulling
meetings focused on recently released inmates. Additionally, the research team
implemented an evaluation plan to assess impact on this re-entry initiative. The police
department’s north district, in an attempt to focus on high-risk youth, developed a
specialized lever-pulling meeting with youths arrested on vehicle theft charges. This was
based on the officers’ belief, supported by homicide incident review data, that vehicle
theft was often a precursor offense for more serious offending and violence in particular.
Several events also signified the commitment to IVRP outlasting the federal
funding. First, the Chief Probation Officer decided to implement an internal incident
review for any homicide involving a current or past probationer. This information would
be used to assess internal operations and was also fed-back to the IVRP. Second,
Melinda Haag, Director of the Marion County Justice Agency who had previously served
as the IVRP coordinator as an Assistant U.S. Attorney, decided to pursue state funding to
support the IVRP. She was able to secure funding to hire a full-time project coordinator,
Jason Hutchens. Hutchens had been a member of the research team and was thus able to

continue to link IVRP activities to research. Haag was also able to secure funding for the
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public education campaign. Thus, as IVRP moved into the second half of 2001 and into
2002 the group was continuing to formally meet every other week, conduct incident
reviews on a monthly basis, implement a wide variety of interventions, and have a full-
time coordinator located within the local agency responsible for shared information
systems and multi-agency coordination. By all accounts, the IVRP multi-agency

problem-solving model had been institutionalized in Indianapolis.
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Chapter Three
The Strategic Problem Solving Framework

As key Indianapolis criminal justice officials were convened in December 1997 to
address the homicide problem and consider the Boston Ceasefire initiative as a potential
model, two key elements of the Boston approach appeared to resonate with Indianapolis
officials. The first was Boston’s multi-agency structure. The second was the integration
of research into a problem-solving framework. Although the seriousness of the homicide
problem left officials hoping to quickly respond to the violence, and undoubtedly
considering some of the interventions developed in Boston, all committed to bring
together a multi-agency working group and to institute a formal problem solving

approach with the active involvement of a team of researchers.

Multi-Agency Working Group
In the United States, given the federated structure of government and the

separation of powers between executive and judicial branches, criminal justice is a highly
fragmented operation. Although sometimes called a “system,” many scholars have noted
that these agencies typically operate as a loosely coupled “non-system” (Hagan 1989).
The Boston experience, coupled with other examples arising from community policing
efforts to coordinate multi-agency resources, suggested the potential of sharing
information and marshalling resources to address specific problems.

Consequently, a working group (see Figure 3-1) of representatives from every
criminal justice agency, at local, state, and federal levels, serving the Marion County

region was formed in January 1998 and has been meeting regularly since that time. The
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working group also partnered with a team of researchers from the Crime Control Policy

Center at the Hudson Institute, a private, not-for-profit, research organization located in

Indianapolis.’
Figure 3-1
Indianapolis Violence Reduction Partnership
Working Group Members

Indianapolis Office of the Mayor Indiana Department of Correction
Indianapolis Police Department Indiana State Police
Marion County Prosecutor’s Office Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms
Marion County Sheriff’s Department Federal Bureau of Investigation
Marion Superior Court-Criminal Division U.S. Attorney’s Office
Marion Superior Court-Juvenile Division U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration

Marion Superior Court Probation-Adult Services Division U.S. Marshal’s Service
Marion Superior Court Probation-Juvenile Services Division
Marion County Justice Agency Hudson Institute/ Indiana University

The working group reported to a policymaking group comprised of the agency heads
of the various criminal justice agencies and the Office of the Mayor. There was overlap
between the two groups as some of the agency heads were actively involved in the
working group (e.g., U.S. Attorney, Chief Probation Officer).

Over time a third group emerged. This was an incident review and action team
formed in late fall 1998. The incident review group, again with overlap with the working
group, met bi-weekly (later monthly) to review homicide and serious violent incidents.
The idea was to continuously review violence and to link street-level knowledge with
investigative information to identify violence-related drug activity and groups or gangs

involved in violent crime. The incident review team was intended to then suggest

® The Crime Control Policy Center represents a partnership between Hudson Institute and the Department of
Criminal Justice at Indiana University, Bloomington.
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potential interventions. The information was then fed back to the working group. The
incident review team met on Mondays so as to capture activity through a weekend. The
working group met on Tuesdays and was thus able to learn of information from the
previous day’s incident review meeting. The incident review team proved to be the most
difficult aspect of the IVRP model to coordinate.

The additional layer of the IVRP model involved community linkages and
partnerships. The key community organizations involved in the IVRP included the
Indianapolis Front Porch Alliance (FPA), Indianapolis 10 Point Coalition, Weed and
Seed, Westside Ministers, and a number of service providers. The FPA was a city-
supported coalition of neighborhood associations, service organizations, and faith-based
organizations that initially worked to coordinate IVRP with the community. The FPA
brought Reverend Eugene Rivers to Indianapolis to discuss the Boston 10 Point Coalition
and led to the creation of the Indianapolis 10 Point Coalition. The 10 Point Coalition was
led by a group of inner-city ministers and became a key community partner to the IVRP.
10 Point was the community partner regularly participating in the working group
meetings. The linkage to Weed and Seed was provided by the U.S. Attorney and the
IVRP coordinator who both regularly attended Weed and Seed coordinating committee
meetings. A variety of service providers were involved in the lever pulling meetings in
the attempt to link high-risk probationers and parolees to a variety of employment,
vocational, educational, drug and alcohol, mentoring and related services.

As the IVRP developed three subcommittees emerged. Members of the working
group as well as representatives of the community partners participated in

communication, domestic violence, and offender re-entry subcommittees. These
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subcommittees coordinated much of the community outreach that occurred through
IVRP. Also included were government and criminal justice officials who were not

regular members of the working group.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of
Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or
points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

35



Figure 3-2
IVRP Structure

Policymaker Group

Incident Review Group Working Group

Community Partners

Communication Domestic Violence
Subcommittee Subcommittee

Offender Re-entry
Subcommittee

In summary, the multi-agency structure was intended to serve two key goals. The first
is the sharing of information. The agencies involved are repositories of information about
crime and violence but rarely do they have the opportunity to come together on a regular
basis to share that information about a specific problem. By meeting every other week,
the working group brought sustained focus on the violence problem and established trust
relationships that facilitated the sharing of information across agencies. The second goal
of the multi-agency structure was to bring expanded resources to the problem. Having all
local, state, and federal agencies, as well as key community partners, collaborating
secured a much richer set of resources than would be possible for any one or two

agencies. Although not discussed in these terms by the IVRP, the multi-agency structure
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was an attempt to more “tightly couple” the fragmented criminal justice system and to
strengthen community partnerships in a coordinated effort to reduce lethal violence.

Interviews conducted with IVRP working group members were nearly unanimous
that the IVRP has resulted in greater sharing of information and increased cooperation
among the participating agencies. The bi-weekly meetings provided a regular opportunity
for sharing information. Perhaps more important, however, the meetings formed
relationships that lead to contact and collaboration outside the meetings themselves. In
addition, the working group established an e-mail exchange that allowed the entire group
to share information effortlessly. The most concrete example related to homicides
whereby the IPD or MCSD provided a basic description of the incident and the rest of the
group can then send messages about prior contacts they have had with victims, suspects,
witnesses, or associates. One working group member summed up the level of
cooperation by stating that in more than 20 years of law enforcement he had never seen
the various agencies working together so closely or effectively.
Strategic Problem Solving

The second element of the Boston Ceasefire Program that the IVRP working
group decided to adopt was a formal strategic problem solving process. As noted in the
mission statement described in the previous chapter, the IVRP committed to analyzing the
homicide and firearms violence problem, crafting interventions on the basis of analysis,
and continuously assessing the impact of these interventions. This was the reason for
including the active participation of a research team as partners in the IVRP working

group. Yet, it was also understood that the research team would not conduct research in
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isolation of the working group but rather the entire working group would be involved in
gathering information and data, analyzing, and assessing.

The basic problem-solving model followed by the working group was the SARA
approach based on Herman Goldstein’s problem-solving model (Goldstein, 19XX). It
consists of Scanning, Analysis, Response, and Assessment. In the following sections we
use the SARA model as a way of describing the process followed by the IVRP.

Figure 3-3

Key Elements of IVRP

1. Multi-agency Commitment
» sharing of information
e expanded resources

2. Problem Solving Process

» analyze problem
» plan targeted responses
e evaluate impact
» feedback and refinement

Scanning

As noted in previous chapters, identifying the key violent crime problem facing
Indianapolis at the end of 1997 was a given for IVRP. The partnership was formed to
address homicides. Further, existing data indicated that three-quarters of the homicides
involved firearms thus the group decided to focus on homicides and serious firearms
violence.
Analysis of Homicide Incidents

The initial step in the analysis involved examining existing records that provided a
picture the nature of homicide violence in Indianapolis. One of the IVRP research

partners had been involved for several years in the Indianapolis Management
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Accountability Program (IMAP). IMAP involved the application of a modified NYPD-
style COMPSTAT program of routinely analyzing crime patterns, sharing the information
among district commanders and specialized unit supervisors, crafting interventions, and
holding managers accountable for reducing crime. As such, the research team had well-
established relationships with the crime analysis unit of the police department and ready
access to existing data. Further, the team had the capability of mapping geographic
patterns of crime. Additionally, the homicide unit maintained a database on homicides
that was made available to the research team. These data sources provided information
for an initial assessment of the homicide problem.

In addition to the police data, the research team decided to examine justice system
data on the prior involvement of homicide victims and suspects in the system. Following
the analysis of data from official records, the IVRP then collected data from additional
sources including systematic reviews of homicide incidents.

In the section that follows we present data from 1998 that were collected as part of
IVRP’s initial problem analysis stage. These data included all homicides from 1997
through the first week of August 1998. These findings were used to develop a strategic
plan for intervening in the attempt to reduce homicides and serious shootings. In much of
the subsequent presentation, we present the 1997 homicide review data in an attempt to
portray the problem analysis that informed the IVRP at the time.'® Homicides continued
to be monitored through mid-2001, however. The data from all homicides occurring

during the January 1997 through June 2001 period are included in Appendix A. The

19 Occasionally we present data from the full study period where small n’s from 1997 data alone make
interpretation problematic. In these cases the data from the full period are consistent with the data reviewed
from 1997 incidents.
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general patterns of homicides during the analysis period (1/1/97-8/7/98) are very similar
to those of the entire period (1/1/97-6/30/01). Differences that arose over time are

presented in the subsequent chapter.

Initial Findings — Official Data Sources

Basic Descriptive Information

Table 3-1 provides basic information about the victims and suspects involved in
158 homicides occurring in 1997. Over 80 percent of the victims and 87 percent of the
suspects were males. African-Americans were disproportionately victimized (65% of
victims) and suspects were much more likely to be African-American (73%). Homicide
disproportionately affected young people with the average age of victims being 31 and for
suspects 26. The median age was even younger (28 and 22 for victims and suspects,
respectively) because the small number of older individuals does not affect it. Figure 3-4,
taken from the full study sample, demonstrates that victimization was most likely for
individuals aged 18 to 40 and suspects were most likely to be between 18 and 30 years of

age.
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Table 3-1

Demographic Profile of Homicide Victims and Suspects,

Marion County Homicides, 1997

Victims Suspects*

Number Percent Number Percent
Gender:
Male 130 82.3% 124 87.3
Female 28 17.7% 18 12.7
Race:
African-American 102 64.6 104 73.2
White 50 31.6 37 26.1
Other 6 3.8 1 0.7
Age: Mean=31.1 | Median=28.0 Mean=26.1 | Median=22.0
O0to 10 6 3.8 0
11 to 17 7 4.4 16 11.3
18 to 22 35 22.2 56 39.7
23t0 30 44 27.8 36 25.5
31to0 40 35 22.2 18 12.8
41to 50 17 10.8 12 8.5
51 to 60 1 0.6 1 0.7
61 to 93 13 8.2 2 1.4

* A total of 208 suspects were identified. For 54, there were no identifiers that would allow for a search of
criminal history. An additional 12 were suspects in two or more cases. Thus, for analyses of suspects, there
were 142 valid cases for most variables.
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Figure 3-4
Age Distribution of Homicide: Victims & Suspects

40% -
35% A
30% -
0f -
= 25% ——Victims
5 20% + Suspects
15% -
10% -
5% . —
0% b T T T T T T T 1
o N~ N o o o o —
— — (9\] o <t Lo (o] (<5}
g 2 2 g £ 2 2 3
© <« @ ®» oA <A o T
- 4 &N ™ < 1o c
©
—
({o]
Victims = 563 hoe

Suspects = 685

Figure 3-5 demonstrates that homicides were most common in IPD’s east, west,
and north districts followed by homicides in Marion County Sheriff Department (MCSD)
jurisdiction. Examination of crime maps indicated that within these districts a relatively
small number of police beats accounted for a disproportionate number of homicides
(insert map 3-6).

The geographic concentration was also evident by examining data on aggravated
assaults with guns and armed robberies according to the police beat where the offenses
occurred. Out of 52 police beats, the top 5 accounted for 24 percent of all gun assaults
and armed robberies. The top 10 beats accounted for 40 percent of these offenses and the

top half of the beats accounted for nearly 80 percent of all these crimes. In contrast, the
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five beats with the fewest gun assaults and armed robberies accounted for only 1 percent

of the city’s total.

Figure 3-5
Homicides by Jurisdiction, 1997
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Figure 3-7 indicates that firearms were by far the weapon of choice (79%). There
were no dramatic patterns in terms of the day of week, though homicides occurred least
frequently on Sundays (see Figure 3-8). Figure 3-9 illustrates that there was seasonal
fluctuation but the patterns are not easily interpreted. The warm weather months of May

and June were high but so were the cold months of December and January.

Figure 3-6

Homicides in Indianapolis, Pre-Intervention (1/1/97-4/4/01)
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Figure 3-7
Homicides by Weapon, 1997
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Figure 3-8
Homicides by Day of Week
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Figure 3-9
Homicides by Month, 1997

251

March
April
Ma

June
July
August
October

o)
[l
@©
=)
c
©
Iﬁ

February
September
November
December

Criminal Histories of Homicide Victims and Suspects

Victims

Table 3-2 presents information on prior arrests and convictions. These include
only arrests occurring within Marion County. Fifty-six percent of homicide victims had
an adult arrest record. For over forty percent the record included three or more arrests.
The average number of arrests was 4.6. Just over 20 percent had a juvenile arrest record,
though this is an under-estimate.** Just under two-thirds (63%) had either an adult or
juvenile record. Forty-five percent had a conviction as an adult with one-third having a

felony conviction. Just under forty percent of victims had an arrest for a violent crime, 27

1 The computerized record system for analyzing juvenile histories does not include records for older
individuals. The most likely individuals to have a computerized juvenile record were under the age of 24 or
25. For an indication of the extensiveness of juvenile records, 67% of the victims ages 22 and younger and
54% of the suspects ages 22 and younger had a juvenile record.
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percent for a drug crime and one-quarter for a weapons offense (see Table 3-3). Only 9
victims had an open case pending and only 10 were on probation at the time of the
homicide.
Suspects

Very similar patterns emerge for suspects (see Table 3-2). Just under 60 percent
had an adult arrest and nearly 40 percent had 3 or more arrests. The average is 3.7 arrests.
A higher proportion than was true for victims had a juvenile arrest (37%), though the
difference may be an artifact of suspects being younger and hence more likely to be on
the computerized juvenile record system. Three-quarters of suspects had either a juvenile
or adult record. Forty-five percent have been convicted as adults, most for felonies.
Thirty-nine percent had arrests for violent crimes, 30 percent for drug offenses, and one-
quarter for weapons offenses (see Table 3-3). Fifteen (11%) had open cases and only four

were on probation at the time of homicide.
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Table 3-2
Prior Arrests of Victims and Suspects,
Marion County Homicides, 1997

Victims Suspects

Number | Percent Number | Percent
Prior Adult Arrest (mean=4.6) (mean=3.7)
0 70 44.3 57 40.4
1 16 10.1 15 10.6
2 2 1.3 13 9.2
3t05 22 13.9 24 17.0
6to0 10 24 15.3 18 12.8
11to 19 18 11.5 11 7.8
2010 63 6 3.6 3 2.1
Juvenile Arrests
0 124 78.5 89 62.7
1 8 5.1 6 4.2
2 6 3.8 7 4.9
3t05 8 5.1 15 10.5
6toll 12 7.6 25 17.5
Either Juvenile or Adult Arrest
0 58 36.7 36 25.5
1 or more 100 63.3 105 74.5
Prior Adult Convictions (mean=2.0) (mean=1.5)
0 87 55.1 78 54.9
1 13 8.2 20 14.1
2 13 8.2 12 8.5
3t05 20 12.6 19 13.4
6t0 16 25 15.8 13 9.2
Highest Conviction
None 87 55.1 80 56.7
Misdemeanor 18 11.4 5 3.5
Felony D 25 15.8 25 17.7
Felony C 16 10.1 13 9.2
Felony B 10 6.3 11 7.8
Felony A 2 1.3 7 5.0
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Table 3-3
Type of Prior Adult Arrests of Victims and Suspects,

Marion County Homicides, 1997

Victims Suspects
Number | Percent Number | Percent
Violent Crime Arrests
0 1997 61.4 87 61.3
1 18 11.4 22 15.5
2 20 12.7 10 7.0
3to 1l 23 14.5 23 16.2
Violent Crime Convictions
0 120 75.9 108 76.1
1 23 14.6 21 14.8
2106 15 9.5 13 9.2
Violent Crime Open Cases
0 155 98.1 128 90.1
1to?2 3 1.9 14 9.9
Drug Crime Arrests
0 114 72.6 100 70.4
1 25 15.9 22 15.5
2106 18 115 20 14.1
Drug Crime Convictions
0 133 84.2 121 85.2
1 19 12.0 16 11.3
2t05 6 3.8 5 3.5
Drug Crime Open Cases
0 157 994 132 93.0
1to?2 1 0.6 10 7.0
Prior Weapons Offense
Charges
0 119 75.3 107 75.4
1 or more 39 24.7 35 24.6
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Detailed Juvenile History

Thirty-one of the victims and 53 of the suspects were located in the computerized
juvenile record system. As noted elsewhere, this is an under-estimate of the juvenile
records of victims and suspects but it does provide the opportunity to examine juvenile
court histories for individuals involved in homicides. Table 3-4 shows that victims and
suspects were approximately 14 at the time of their first arrest, averaged 5 arrests as a
juvenile, and two and one-half felony charges. Nearly 80 percent were charged with at
least one felony as a juvenile. Table 3-4 also shows that there are very few differences
between the juvenile records of victims and suspects. Suspects had somewhat more
extensive juvenile records. Given the similarity between victims and suspects with
juvenile records, the subsequent tables present the data for the entire group of victims and

suspects with juvenile records.
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Table 3-4
Homicide Victim and Suspect Juvenile Arrest History

Total Victims Suspects

# | % # | % # | %
Age at first arrest: (mean=13.9) (mean=14.0) (mean=13.9)
81012 17 20.2 5 16.1 12 22.6
13t0 15 48 57.1 20 64.5 28 52.8
16 to 17 19 22.6 6 19.4 13 24.5
Number of arrests: (mean=5.2) (mean=4.5) (mean=5.7)
1 11 13.1 5 16.1 6 11.3
2 13 15.5 6 19.4 7 13.2
3t05 23 27.4 8 25.8 15 28.3
6to0 10 31 36.9 11 35.5 20 37.7
11to 17 6 7.1 1 3.2 5 9.4
Number of felony charges: (mean=2.6) (mean=2.2) (mean=2.8)
0 20 23.8 9 29.0 11 20.8
1 17 20.2 5 16.1 12 22.6
2 10 11.9 3 9.7 7 13.2
31010 37 44.0 14 45.2 23 43.4
Number of misdemeanor (mean=3.6) (mean=3.1) (mean=3.9)
charges:
0 11 13.1 4 12.9 7 13.2
1 10 11.9 6 19.4 4 7.5
2 18 214 6 19.4 12 22.6
31018 45 53.6 15 48.4 30 56.6
Number of status charges: (mean=1.3) (mean=1.0) (mean=1.5)
0 34 40.5 16 51.6 18 34.0
1 21 25.0 9 29.0 12 22.6
2t011 29 34.5 6 19.4 23 43.4
Highest charge:
Status 3 3.6 2 6.5 1 1.9
Misdemeanor 15 17.9 6 19.4 9 17.0
Felony D 20 23.8 5 16.1 15 28.3
Felony C 18 21.4 9 29.0 9 17.0
Felony B 16 19.0 6 19.4 10 18.9
Felony A 12 14.3 3 9.7 9 17.0
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Table 3-5 indicates that 75 percent had juvenile arrests for violent crimes with
battery and resisting law enforcement the most common charges. Two-quarters had
arrests for property offenses with theft/conversion (48%) the most common followed by
auto theft (34%). Thirty-six percent had arrests for drug charges and 44 percent for

disorder offenses (see Table 3-6).

Table 3-5
Homicide Victim and Suspect Juvenile Violent Crime Charges
Total
# | %

Violent Crime Charges: (mean=2.4)

0 21 25.0
1 22 26.2
2 11 13.1
3told 30 35.7
Specific charges of:

Murder 2 2.4
Robbery 6 7.1
Battery 39 46.4
Sexual Battery/Rape 1 1.2
Molest/Deviate Sexual 4 4.8
Criminal Recklessness 10 11.9
Criminal Confinement 2 2.4
Intimidation 9 10.7
Resist/Flee Law Enforcement 41 48.8
Handgun Charges 15 17.9
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Table 3-6
Homicide Victim and Suspect Juvenile Property, Drug and Other Crime Charges

Total

# | %
Total Property Charges: (mean=1.5)
0 29 34.5
1 21 25.0
2 17 20.2
3109 17 20.2
Specific charges of:
Residential Entry 3 3.6
Burglary 15 17.9
Theft/Conversion 40 47.6
Receiving Stolen Property 2 2.4
Auto Theft 29 34.5
Total Drug Charges: (mean=.62)
0 54 64.3
1 16 19.0
2t0 4 14 16.7
Specific charges of:
Possession Cocaine 16 19.0
Possession Other 17 20.2
Sale Cocaine 7 8.3
Sale Other 4 4.8
Disorder Offense Charges: (mean=.87)
0 47 56.0
1 17 20.2
21015 20 23.8
Driving Charges:
0 76 90.5
1 8 9.5
Other Charges:
0 34 40.5
1 21 25.0
2t0 7 29 34.5
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Victims and suspects with a juvenile record averaged nearly 3 true findings, the
equivalent of a conviction, with over 40 percent having had a true finding for a felony
(see Table 3-7). Over half had been on probation as a juvenile and they averaged nearly
eight placements on either a diversion, treatment, probation, community corrections, or
Department of Correction (DOC), program. Over half the individuals had violated
probation.’* Over 85 percent had been detained as a juvenile and 30 percent had been

placed in a DOC facility.

12 This is based on violations of probation only. It does not include failures of diversion, home detention,
and other programs.
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Table 3-7
Homicide Victim and Suspect True Findings
in Juvenile Court and Probation Experience

Total

# | %
True Findings: (mean=2.9)
0 15 17.9
1 21 25.0
2 4 4.8
3to1l 44 52.4
Highest True Finding:
None 15 17.8
Status 3 3.6
Misdemeanor 29 34.5
Felony D 17 20.2
Felony C 10 11.9
Felony B 8 9.5
Felony A 2 2.4
Times on Probation: (mean=.78)
0 38 45.2
1 32 38.1
2t04 14 16.7
Times on Diversion, Probation, (mean=7.8)
Community Corrections, and DOC.:
0 7 8.3
1t03 16 19.0
41010 34 40.5
11 to 23 27 32.1
Probation Violations*: (mean=1.5)
0 40 47.6
1 17 20.2
2 12 14.3
31010 15 17.8
Times Detained: (mean=3.8)
0 11 13.1
1 17 20.2
21015 56 66.7
Committed to DOC: (mean=.42)
0 59 70.2
1t02 25 29.8
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Summary of Prior Adult and Juvenile Arrest Histories

When we examined the arrest and conviction histories of those who had a prior
adult or juvenile history, excluding victims and suspects with no prior involvement, the
extensiveness of the records became even more pronounced. Figure 3-10 presents data
on victims with a prior record. As the Figure demonstrates, victims averaged over 8 adult
arrests and 4.5 juvenile arrests. They had been convicted over three times as an adult and
nearly three times as a juvenile. They averaged approximately two adult and two juvenile

arrests for violent crimes.

Figure 3-10
Average Number of Arrests and Convictions Among Victims with Prior Record
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The picture is quite similar for suspects. As Figure 3-11 indicates, suspects

averaged over six adult arrests and over five and one-half juvenile arrests. They had over
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two adult convictions and nearly three juvenile true findings. They had nearly two adult
arrests for violent crime and approximately two and one-half juvenile arrests for violent

charges.

Figure 3-11
Average Number of Arrests and Convictions among Suspects
with a Prior Record
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Figure 3-12 demonstrates the full extent of this prior involvement. The 206
victims and suspects with an adult arrest history generated over 1,600 total arrests,

approximately 500 arrests for violent crimes, and nearly 800 convictions.
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Figure 3-12
Total Number of Arrests and Convictions
(Juvenile and Adult)
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Digging Deeper — Homicide Incident Reviews

Although the extensive criminal histories, particularly among victims, caught
some IVRP officials by surprise, most of the findings from the analysis of official records
only confirmed prior understanding of the homicide problem. “Of course homicides
involve young men using firearms in high crime neighborhoods.” To go beyond the
picture of homicides gleaned in official data, the IVRP working group decided to follow a
process used by David Kennedy and colleagues in Boston and Minneapolis (Kennedy and
Braga, 1998). Specifically, the IVRP would bring line level officers and investigators
from all the participating agencies together to conduct a case-by-case incident review of
homicides. The idea was to assess whether additional patterns could be uncovered
through the knowledge of law enforcement, prosecution, probation, and parole officials

familiar with the cases, the neighborhoods, and the participants in violence.
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Consequently, IVRP brought together officials with street-level intelligence on
homicides and violence to participate in a review of every homicide incident occurring in
1997. Participants included detectives and officers from the Indianapolis Police
Department and Marion County Sheriff’s Department, prosecutors, probation officers,
corrections officials, and federal law enforcement (approximately 75 representatives from
10 agencies participated). The intent was to move beyond the picture of homicides
available in official records and tap into the extensive knowledge that exists among the
law enforcement professionals working these cases.

The purpose of the review was to find out what was behind each homicide
incident.’® Specifically, we sought to:

* identify the proportion of homicides involving chronic serious offenders and those
involving domestic violence

* identify the networks of chronic offenders involved in homicides

» assess the number of homicides related to illegal drug use and distribution

The initial review took place in March 1998 and covered all Marion County
homicides occurring in 1997. The research team subsequently conducted a review of the
adult and juvenile criminal histories of all suspects and victims. A second homicide
review occurred in August 1998 and covered all the homicides from January 1, 1998

through the first week of August.

3 Although the objective of the incident review was primarily analytical, the review also proved valuable to
homicide investigators. Indeed, several of the investigators left during the course of the review to follow-up
on leads from information shared during the review.
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The research team prepared materials for the homicide incident review. A
PowerPoint presentation was developed whereby a summary of each incident was
displayed with basic information such as date and location of incident, names and
demographic information about victims and suspects, and a brief summary of the
incident. Where available, pictures of victims and suspects were displayed. This
information was also provided to participants several weeks prior to the review with the
request that they look through the incidents and compare to their notes and case files.

During the actual review, a homicide investigator would present the cases that
they had investigated. They would go through the case with the summary information
displayed to the audience. At the same time, the research team posed to the group the
following set of questions for each incident (and the researchers captured the data
generated):

* Do you know what happened in this case?

* Was the victim part of a group of known, chronic offenders?
» Was the suspect part of a group of known, chronic offenders?
e Was the incident drug-related?

* What do you think was behind the incident?

During the two initial incident review sessions, approximately 100 cases were
reviewed in exhausting nine-hour days. Since that time, as will be discussed
subsequently, the review of homicides occurred on an ongoing basis as part of the
working group process (every two weeks or monthly).

The homicide review generated a rich description of the backgrounds of victims

and suspects, the locations of incidents, and the context and motives of specific
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homicides. The key findings that emerged from the reviews related to group or gang
involvement and the connection to illegal drug use and sale.

We adopted the terminology “groups of known, chronic offenders” to reflect the
lack of a consensual definition of gang and the reality that much gang activity in
Indianapolis is of a relatively loose structure. That is, many of the groups of known
chronic offenders law enforcement encounters are not part of a nationally or regionally
organized, well-structured gang but rather may reflect local cliques or crews of offenders
who are well-known to law enforcement (see McGarrell and Chermak, 2003). In addition
to these crews, were several more organized gangs with leadership structure and ties to
gangs outside Indianapolis. With this definition in mind, the incident review revealed
that 58 percent of the homicides in 1997 and 61 percent of those in 1998 involved
suspects or victims who were described as being part of a group of known chronic
offenders (see Figure 3-13). This is a broader definition than formal crime classifications
because it includes incidents that may not have been gang related (e.g., retaliation or

initiation) but where the participants were known to be part of these groups.
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Figure 3-13
Homicides in which the Victims or Suspects are part of a
Group of Known Chronic Offenders

1998
1997

Yes
58%

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of
Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or
points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

62



One example from the incident review appeared to illustrate the value of the
approach. During the presentation of an incident occurring on the north side, there was
initial silence when the question of the suspects’ involvement in a group of known,
chronic offenders was posed. Finally, an officer assigned to the neighborhood spoke up,
“your suspects are part of the Dog Pound.” The officer then pulled out his notebook with
a list of names, ages, and addresses of members of the north side gang. He also described
a series of drug robberies involving the Dog Pound and area drug sellers that were
thought to be behind the homicide.

The interesting point from the example was that neither the homicide investigators
nor the gang unit were aware of the gang-involvement in the homicide or the Dog Pound
gang. At the end of the initial incident review meeting, an FBI gang analyst from
Quantico who had been brought in to observe the review stood up and said, “there should
be no doubt that Indianapolis has a gang problem.”

The incident review thus moved the group well beyond the problem analysis
provided through official records and helped to explain the discrepancy between the
incident review finding that approximately 60 percent of homicides involved groups of
known, chronic offenders and the official records indication that less than 3 percent of
Indianapolis’s homicides were gang-motivated.™

The additional key finding from the incident review was the close connection

between drug sales, drug use and homicides. Indeed, over half the homicides had some

Y The low estimate in official records reflects both the narrower definition used in official records (gang-
motivated versus gang-involved) but also the lack of a reliable gang database within the police department’s
information system. During the course of the IVVRP process, gang unit supervisors consistently bemoaned
the inconsistency of officer’s completing gang contact sheets.
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type of drug connection (see Figure 3-14). These included incidents involving known
users and dealers as well as incidents tied to drug sales, retaliations, and drug turf battles.
Again this is likely to be a conservative estimate because some of the homicides with

unknown motives are likely to include drug involvement.*

Figure 3-14
Homicide Incident Drug-Related

No
47%

Yes
53%

N=257

The next largest category of homicides involved household violence situations.
These comprised approximately 25 percent of the homicides. The household violence
incidents were comprised of just over one-half domestic violence incidents™, 12 percent

child abuse, 9 percent sibling, and an other category involving friends, extended family,

' The research team attempted to take a conservative approach to coding an incident as group or drug
involved. If a review participant indicated that the victim or suspect was group- or drug-involved it was
only coded so if there was confirmatory evidence (e.g., confirmed gang member; drug seizure at the scene)
or if at least two review participants independently provided information indicating such involvement.
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and similar situations. The IVRP group decided that the initial focus should be on the
group and drug related homicides.*’
Summary of Problem Analysis
To summarize, the analysis of official records indicated that homicides in
Indianapolis tended to involve:
e young men
» using firearms
e geographic concentration within three police districts
» victims and suspects with extensive prior involvement in the criminal justice
system
Although seemingly helpful to provide a common picture of the homicide problem,
the official records did not take the group very far in terms of information for developing
strategic interventions. The incident reviews, however, did. Specifically, the incident
reviews created consensus among the I\VVRP that strategies would need to be focused on
the group and drugs component of the violence problem. Indeed, at an Indianapolis
Management Accountability Program meeting (IMAP)™® soon after the first incident
review, the Chief of Police stood up and stated that after participating in the incident

review there should no longer be any debate about whether the city’s homicide problem

was tied to gangs and drugs. Thus, in addition to the components identified above, the

18 Our coding of domestic violence included a man and women romantically involved including triangle
situations.

7 The research team did become involved in an effort to provide ongoing problem analysis for a newly
formed multi-agency domestic violence unit. The strategic problem-solving element of the domestic
violence initiative was an outgrowth of IVRP though it involved a separate set of criminal justice officials
with overlap to the IVRP provided by the IVRP coordinator and research partner.
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problem analysis revealed the need to focus on:
e gangs and groups of known, chronic offenders
» drug sales and drug markets
This analytic process was crucial for several reasons. First, it eliminated abstract
debates over the nature of the violence problem. Second, the group could begin to
formulate strategies based on common assessment of the problem. Third, the systematic
collection of data proved crucial in community discussions about strategies for reducing

homicide.

Response: Strategy Development

Having identified the key factors involved in the largest category of homicides the
IVRP working group engaged in a retreat to develop a series of strategies focused on the
elements identified through the problem analysis. The retreat was more inclusive than the
working group as key officials within all the participating agencies were asked to
participate in the strategy retreat. The result of the retreat was a strategic plan that guided
much of the IVRP’s subsequent activity. The full plan is presented in Appendix B. The

following discussion presents the key elements of the plan.

'8 The IMAP program was an adaptation of New York Police Department’s COMPSTAT program. It has
been discontinued in Indianapolis.
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Elements of the Strategic Plan (developed May 1998)

» Increased arrest, prosecution, and incarceration of the most serious and chronic
violent offenders

» Disruption of illegal firearms markets

* Multiple-level and multiple-agency strategic response to homicides

» Communication of anti-violence message to potential offenders and to community at
large

» Development of community-based prevention components

Key Principles

» Incapacitation of serious and chronic violent offenders

* Reduction in illegal firearms possession and carrying

» Specific deterrence of potential violent offenders

» Reaffirming and communicating a set of norms and values that violence is
unacceptable

» Development, coordination, and communication of legitimate opportunities for
potential offenders

Key approaches to achieving these goals included a lever pulling strategy, a chronic
offender unit, increased accountability for high-risk probationers and parolees,
development of a multi-agency firearms unit, increased collaboration between federal-

state-local law enforcement, and community collaboration.

Lever Pulling

Recognizing that the homicides involved groups of known, chronic offenders, one
element of the strategy was to attempt to deter the individuals most likely to engage in
violence by what became known in Boston as the lever pulling strategy (Kennedy, 1998;
Kennedy and Braga 1998). Essentially this is a focused deterrence approach whereby

those most involved in the problem behavior are identified, warned of potential sanctions,
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and informed that the criminal justice system was focused on this particular crime
problem (homicide and gun violence). Thus, potential offenders would be warned by the
multi-agency team that violence was no longer going to be tolerated, they would describe
the various sanctions or levers that would be applied to those continuing to engage in
violence, and when a homicide or shooting occurred involving the above elements the
law enforcement team would respond to the group or drug market and apply as many
sanctions as possible. In other words, the groups would learn that violating the rule
against firearms violence would mean an aggressive law enforcement response.

Two characteristics of those involved in homicides supported this strategy in two
ways. First, the fact that such a high proportion of victims and suspects had criminal
records means that there is likely to be some criminal justice jurisdiction over at least a
portion of the potential offenders (e.g., probation and parole). Thus, high-risk
probationers and parolees could be ordered into a meeting to hear the lever-pulling
message. Second, the group structure means that the potential offenders are part of a
network whereby the message delivered to some group members is likely to be spread
throughout the network.

An additional component to the lever pulling strategy involved developing
relationships with different community groups in order to provide positive alternatives to
gangs, drugs, and violence. That is, if law enforcement was going to emphasize the costs
for continuing involvement in violence, then it was clear that opportunities for moving in
a prosocial direction also had to be part of the strategy.

The result of this strategy was the implementation of lever pulling meetings in fall

of 1998. Approximately twice per month (later reduced to approximately every 6 weeks),
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groups of probationers and parolees, selected because of current or prior involvement in
firearms crime and/or drug offenses, from high violence areas of the city, were ordered
into a lever-pulling meeting. The group would hear a message emphasizing the following
themes:

» The level of violence is unacceptable

» Alllocal, state, and federal agencies are working together like never before to
reduce the violence

» Given the probationers and parolees previous behavior they are at high risk for
either being the victim or the perpetrator of violence

* Neither the community representatives nor the criminal justice officials want to
see the probationers or parolees be either the victim of the homicide or to be
incarcerated as a convicted felon.

» Convicted felons in possession of a firearm are subject to severe sanctions,
particularly in the federal system with no right to bail, the likelihood of being
incarcerated far outside the state, and the expectation of serving at least 85 percent
of the federal sentence.

» That alternatives and legitimate opportunities exist with community members and
service providers included in the meeting to describe support services (e.g., job
training, job placement, educational and vocational programs, drug treatment, ex-
offender mentoring, faith-based support, etc.).
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The lever pulling meetings typically involved 20-30 probationers and parolees.
The U.S Attorney or the Assistant U.S. Attorney (project coordinator) would usually
convene the meeting. Presentations would typically be made by a community
representative, police official, assistant U.S. attorney, county prosecutor, probation and/or
parole officer, and service provider. The meetings often included handouts presenting
information about recent homicide victims or individuals prosecuted as well as resource
information about services and support. Meetings typically lasted 45 minutes to one
hour. The meetings were modified in various ways over the course of the project
(discussed subsequently).

The lever pulling meetings were thus an attempt to address several elements of the
homicide problem: young men involved in groups of chronic offenders, with extensive
records, previously involved in gun violence, drugs, and/or gangs, from high crime
neighborhoods. The theoretical framework behind the approach was based on combining
a focused deterrence approach with linkage to opportunities. The IVRP group was
willing to rely on the Boston and Minneapolis experiences (Kennedy and Braga, 1998) to
give this approach a try.

The second element of the lever pulling approach was based on a multi-agency
response following a homicide incident. Specifically, for homicides that appeared to
involve street violence involving groups of known, chronic offenders, drug markets, and
high crime locations, the strategy called for a significant law enforcement response.
Essentially this would involve applying levers or sanctions in the way promised in the

lever pulling meetings. As shown in Appendix B, the strategic plan called for applying as
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many levers as possible following one of these incidents. This could mean directed
police patrol, probation and parole home visits, nuisance abatement enforcement,
crackdowns on drug markets, service of outstanding warrants, and similar activities.

As will be discussed subsequently, this became one of the most challenging
aspects of the lever pulling strategy. Resource constraints, lack of coordination,
confusion over authority to order a multi-agency response, all conspired to result in only a
small portion of gang and drug homicide incidents actually experiencing the envisioned

multi-agency response (beyond normal investigation).

Firearms Unit

Given that three-quarters of homicides in Indianapolis involved firearms, the
IVRP working group supported the police department’s initiative in February 1998 to
reactivate its firearms unit. The unit involved two IPD sergeants, a Marion County
Prosecutor, and representatives of the Indiana State Police, ATF, and the U.S. Attorney’s
Office.

One of the principal goals of the unit was to increase the successful prosecution of
illegal firearms possession and firearms crimes. To achieve this goal the unit monitored
the processing of firearms related cases once an arrest was made. The unit screened all
cases involving firearms and worked with the local and federal prosecutors to determine
whether the case should be handled locally or in federal court. The unit also monitored
cases that were not filed to determine whether there are any systematic problems that, if

addressed, could result in a higher filing and conviction rate.
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An additional strategy of the unit was to examine the extent to which illegal felons
were able to retain or receive a firearms permit. During the first few years of the IVRP
project the firearms unit reported that it was identifying approximately 25 cases per
month whereby an individual prohibited from possessing a firearm carried an Indiana gun
permit.*®

The firearms unit also provided training law enforcement agencies. The goal of
the training was to assist law enforcement officers in building stronger cases for
successful prosecution.

VIPER Program

The finding that much of the violence involved chronic offenders with extensive
involvement in the criminal justice system led the police department to implement the
Violent Impact Program Enhanced Response (VIPER) program. The VIPER program,
largely developed by an IPD sergeant who was a central figure in the IVRP working
group, was designed to focus police and prosecution attention on the most violent chronic
offenders in the county. Specifically the program sought to:

» Identify the most violent adult and juvenile offenders

» Aggressively prosecute chronic violent offenders at state and federal levels

» Aggressively enforce laws prohibiting illegal use, possession, and purchase of

firearms
» Strict parole and probation supervision of VIPER offenders

The VIPER program also sought to provide information to law enforcement

officers about VIPER offenders to ensure officer safety and to provide this information to

9 This was due to a variety of factors such as applying for the permit following an arrest but before a
conviction and delays in revocation due to backlogs of court conviction data.
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justice system officials to minimize instances where chronic violent offenders “slip
through the cracks.”

Early in 1998, the VIPER unit focused on developing criteria for placement on the
VIPER list. As an initial criteria, the JUSTIS information system was searched for two or
more arrests for the most violent crimes such as murder and attempted murder, robbery,
rape, possession of a machine gun or bomb, sawed off shotgun and unlawful use of body

armor. This generated a list of 270 individuals with the following arrest profile:

Table 3-8
VIPER Arrests and Violent Crime Charges

Violent Felony Arrests* 1,173
Weapons Charges 325

Murder Charges** 173

*excludes non-violent felonies and misdemeanors

** includes attempted murder and conspiracy to commit murder

Of these 270 individuals, approximately one-half were in prison during 1998, the
initial year of the VIPER program. Of those in the community during 1998, two were
victims of homicide and 31 were arrested. Following the incident review, the VIPER unit
reviewed the list against the gang unit database and discovered that he VIPER list also
included 51 confirmed gang members. Over one-half were Vice Lords, including several

of the more organized gangs with ties extending beyond Indianapolis.
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The VIPER program included a Marion County Prosecutor’s Office policy
instructing prosecutors to seek the most severe sanctions possible when dealing with
VIPER offenders. The VIPER program thus sought to increase the certainty of

punishment for the most chronic offenders within the county.

Probation and Parole Initiatives

Several probation initiatives were implemented during 1998 that also directly
related to the IVRP strategic plan. These included probation-police home visits, the
previously described lever pulling meetings, and increased drug testing of probationers
and parolees. Although these were general strategies of the probation and parole
department, both departments also began to focus on their clients that appeared at greatest
risk for being involved in violence. Further, the goal was to apply these interventions as
part of the overall lever pulling strategies to groups or neighborhoods when violence
occurred.

Operation Probationer Accountability began in 1997 and was expanded
significantly in 1998. The program involved police and probation teams making home
visits to probationers. The intent was to send the message to probationers that they are
likely to be visited and that they need to stay in compliance with the terms of their
probation. As the table indicates, the number of attempted investigations increased from
261 in 1997 to 1,705 in 1998. This resulted in 209 completed investigations in 1997 and
1,303 in 1998. By the end of 1998 and into 1999, the targets for Operation Probationer

Accountability were increasingly coordinated with the goals of IVRP so that probationers
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could hear the zero tolerance of violence message from their probation officers and so

that home visits came to be seen as partially the product of violence in the neighborhood.
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Table 3-9
Operation Probationer Accountability

1997 Total Percent 1998 Total Percent
Searches attempted 261 100.0 1705 100.0
Investigations completed 209 1303
Residences with no answer 52 402
Of completed investigations:
In compliance 115 55.0 828 62.4
Outright arrests 8 3.8 21 1.6
Incorrect addresses 64 30.6 326 25.0
Contraband/ Other possible 22 10.5 128 9.8
violations

The second major strategy implemented in 1998 was the lever pulling meetings.

Probation and parole played crucial roles in identifying high-risk clients and ordering

them to attend the meetings as a condition of their probation/parole. During 1999 two

additional elements were added. The first was meetings with specific gangs. This

introduced the notion of group-accountability similar to the strategy utilized in Boston

(Kennedy, 1997) The second was coordinating lever pulling meetings with drug testing.

This strategy was utilized when a group was identified as being connected to a violent

incident(s). Probationers and parolees were tested prior to the meeting. At the end of the

meeting, those having failed the drug test were placed under arrest for violation of

conditions of probation or parole. The intent was to demonstrate that levers would be

pulled for group involvement in violence. The movement from a geographic-based

selection of high-risk offenders to selection that combined geography with gang- and drug

involvement appeared to be evidence that the IVRP group continually attempted to move

strategy toward problem analysis (group and drug component of violence).
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Federal-State-Local Collaboration and Focusing of Resources

As noted earlier, a key ingredient of the Strategic Approaches to Community
Safety Initiative (SACSI) model is that having multiple local, state, and federal agencies
included in the working group will not only increase information sharing but also bring a
new mix of resources toward interventions. This was evident in the joint firearms unit
and in pairing of police and probation and parole officers in the home visits. It was also
evident in a number of additional ongoing strategies.

One of the key strategies that developed related to the service of outstanding
warrants. The working group discovered that there were over 20,000 outstanding felony
warrants in the county. Local law enforcement was woefully under-resourced to serve
even a small portion of the warrants. A warrant squad would take a small number of
warrants and attempt to locate and arrest the fugitive but primarily outstanding warrants
were served incident to a traffic stop or a new arrest.

Although making a significant dent in the outstanding warrant problem was well
beyond the resources of the IVRP, the U.S. Marshals Service introduced a strategic
component to the lever pulling philosophy. Specifically, the Marshals Service used its
fugitive squad to track down and arrest fugitives identified through the incident review
process as being part of a group of known offenders or drug distribution network that was
involved in violence. Thus, when a group such as a Westside gang long known to be
involved in drug sales was implicated in a series of homicides and shootings, the IVRP
working group checked the gang’s membership for outstanding warrants and the
Marshals Service served these warrants, even warrants for low level offenses that would

previously have been ignored. The Marshals Service agents would often inform the
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surprised fugitive that the reason were serving this warrant is because of the continued
violence caused by you and your crew. The police and sheriff’s department began to take
a similar approach, coordinated with the Marshal’s Service, as a response to homicides
within their jurisdictions. Additionally, the Marshals Service used its national network to
track down chronic offenders such as members of the VIPER list.

A second key component of the IVRP strategy was based on long-term joint
federal-local investigations. These types of investigations would have occurred despite
the development of the IVRP. However, by having key members of the FBI’s Violent
Crime Task Force, the U.S. Attorney’s Office, and the police and sheriff’s department’s
covert investigations units that were part of the joint federal-local task forces be part of
the IVRP, the selection of targets for long-term investigations could be informed by
evidence from the IVRP incident review process about groups involved in violence.
Additionally, the arrests made in long-term investigations were used in lever pulling
meetings with probationers and parolees as examples of the application of sanctions to
groups that stayed involved in violence. This was perhaps most evident in the arrests on
federal charges of the Brightwood gang (discussed subsequently).

Collaboration with the Community

From the outset the IVVRP group recognized that effective community partnerships
were needed if violence reduction was to occur. Further, there was a recognition that
many collaborative relationships between neighborhood groups and criminal justice were
already in place. The question became how to support these efforts and integrate into the
IVRP without duplicating efforts and creating a new series of meetings for both

neighborhood leaders and criminal justice officials.
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One effort involved the IVRP working with the Front Porch Alliance® to bring
Reverend Eugene Rivers to Indianapolis to describe the work of the Boston 10 Point
Coalition. This was a very successful event in July 1998 in which approximately 800
neighborhood leaders and criminal justice officials attended a community forum to hear
Reverend Rivers. Reverend Rivers then worked with a group of leaders from the faith
community to create an Indianapolis 10 Point Coalition. Rivers returned the first week of
January for an announcement of the formal designation of the Indianapolis 10 Point
Coalition headed by Reverend Charles Harrison.

The 10 Point Coalition identified three primary goals: saving children from crime,
increasing literacy, and economic development. One of the first steps, also undertaken by
a group known as the Westside Concerned Clergy, involved street ministry on Friday and
Saturday evenings in many of the neighborhoods that had suffered from high rates of
violent crime. Ministers and other neighborhood volunteers began to walk through these
neighborhoods and talk with youths as a vehicle of developing relationships with young
men and an attempt to prevent street violence.

A second IVRP effort involved the collaboration with neighborhood leaders on
the lever pulling meetings. Neighborhood representatives attended the lever pulling
meetings and were part of the presentation. Typically this involved a community leader
that would be the first speaker following the U.S. Attorney’s introduction to the meeting.
The community leader would usually express concern over the level of violence in the

neighborhood and concern over the loss of young men to violence (through victimization

% The Front Porch Alliance was a coalition of neighborhood groups and churches provided technical
support and resources intended to develop and strengthen community institutions (Goldsmith, 1997).
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or incarceration). The community presenter would often then urge the attendees to avoid
violence but also note that they supported law enforcement’s efforts to reduce violence.
A second community representative would typically close lever-pulling meeting with a
similar message but also a description of services and sources of support for the
probationers and parolees. As an example, one of the 10 Point Coalition leaders was
known to had out his business card and tell the attendees that if it is a job they need he
guaranteed he could find them a job. The speakers and other neighborhood leaders were
then available to meet with probationers and parolees at the conclusion of the meeting.

The IVRP also attempted to coordinate with the local weed and seed efforts.
Weed and seed initiatives were in all the prime neighborhoods plagued with violent and
drug-related crime. The U.S. Attorney and the IVRP coordinator routinely attended weed
and seed committee meetings, made presentations about the IVRP, and provided updates
on IVRP activities in the neighborhoods. Weed and seed leaders were also often involved
in the lever pulling meetings.

Finally, IVRP research assistants worked with the Greater Indianapolis Progress
Committee’s (GIPC) task force on violent crime. The researchers reviewed best practices
in crime prevention and conducted an inventory of existing programs in Marion County.
GIPC’s focus was on long-term prevention. GIPC’s recommendations were included in
the United Way’s community-based initiatives on reducing youth crime as well as

provided to other youth service groups throughout the county.
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Refined Strategic Responses

As the end of the first year, there was a sense among the IVRP working group that
significant progress had been made. There was also a sense that there was significant
progress still to be made. As the figure below indicates, during 1998 the initiatives were
primarily targeted at the four ingredients of young men, firearms, chronic offenders, and
drugs. Although it was unclear if there was consensus, certain members of the IVRP
group were concerned, whether the initiative was addressing the group nature of the
violence and whether drug markets associated with violence were being addressed.

Figure 3-16
Link Between Problem Analysis and Strategies at end of 1998

Young men <—— Probation-Police Sweeps
Community — | Firearms «4—— Firearms Unit
Collaboration\ Chronic offenders VIPER

Drugs Lever Pulling

| Drug Markets |

Thus, in early 1999 several changes were made to help address the group and drug
elements of the problem. First, the working group process was altered to a two-stage
process of routine meetings. On Mondays, a homicide review and response meeting
occurred. The goals were to solicit more street-level knowledge about homicide and to

develop the initial outline of a homicide response as appropriate.
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Homicide Review Meeting
Utilize Street-Level Knowledge to Determine:

Does the Homicide Involve?
Gang Local Crew Drug Market

If yes, how do we make the group pay a tax
for their violence?

The model behind the approach was based on the assumption that by bringing
street level officers together with the gang, narcotics, VIPER and SOAR units, the
working group hoped to better target groups and markets. The working group meeting
then occurred on Tuesdays (bi-weekly). The intent was to present a summary of recent
homicides and serious shootings, the initial response plan would presented, and the
working group would then attempt to add to the plan through the involvement of other
units/agencies.

The information would then lead to one of three types of homicide responses:

1) Homicide Canvass
Primary purposes
Generate information
Reassure neighborhood
Secondary purpose
Disrupt criminal activity

2) Group-Based Response
Primary purpose
Apply levers to those who have broken rules
Secondary purposes
Generate information
Reassure neighborhood
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3) Drug Market-Based Response
Primary purpose
Pull levers on market players who have broken rules
Secondary purposes
Generate information
Reassure neighborhood
In reality, the incident review and response meetings proved to be one of the most
difficult aspects of the IVRP process. The decentralized nature of the police department
raised continual questions of who would coordinate across the five police districts and the
specialized units. Attendance was irregular. On a number of occasions, the right
combination of street level officers, investigators, and drug and gang unit investigators
were in the room and an incredible exchange of information took place that not only
aided in the investigation but also identified individuals, groups, places, and drug markets
that were generating violence and that warranted strategic response. When this occurred,
the IVRP working group then proved to be an effective vehicle for pulling together a
multi-agency and multi-dimensional (e.g., lever pulling meeting, warrant service, directed
police patrol, probationer/parole home visits) response. Most commonly, however, the
meetings were poorly attended, other than the same IVRP working group members that
participated in the Tuesday working group meetings. The research team, supported by
interviews with working group members, came to the conclusion that the incident review
meetings held great promise but were only successful during those periods when
leadership and commitment made it clear to all the various units that this was a high
priority.
Second, as mentioned earlier, lever pulling meetings were increasingly targeted at

groups known to be involved in violence. Following a homicide or series of homicides
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that appeared to involve a group and/or drug component, the working group would
develop lists of associates to the suspect(s) and victim(s) (or the group involved in the
drug market) and use these lists to identify probationers and parolees invited to lever

pulling meetings.

Ongoing Assessment and Evaluation

The final component of the SARA problem-solving model is ongoing assessment,
evaluation, feedback and revision. A variety of research strategies were implemented by
the research partner team. These activities are described in the next two chapters. The
crucial point to keep in mind, however, is that the research team played a different role
than is the case in a traditional evaluation. Rather than remain removed from the process
and issuing an evaluation of the project after a specified period, the research team was
actively involved in the IVRP problem solving process and continually providing

feedback to the working group.
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Chapter 4
The Multi-Agency Problem Solving Model: Process Evaluation

Introduction

The problem-solving framework was difficult to evaluate for several reasons.
First, we were faced with the same obstacles naturally part of any study attempting to
evaluate criminal justice in action. A core principle of problem solving is that the nature
of the intervention is determined by an extensive analysis of the problem. Such projects
are constantly evolving in unpredictable ways. This evolution accurately reflects
criminal-justice decision-making, but it also presents thorny research problems. Second,
previous research has documented many different variables contributing to the success
and failure of an intervention. Political and community support, leadership, resource
allocation, mechanisms of accountability, and discretionary coping strategies are a few of
the variables that may impede or enhance the implementation of an intervention. Since
theory development in criminal justice administration is still in its infancy, it is difficult
for researchers to avoid a “kitchen-sink” approach that includes as many influences as
possible. Third, the problems discussed above were exaggerated because of the scope of
the Indianapolis problem-solving effort. There were over fifteen agencies that
participated in the working group since its inception in late 1997, and many other
agencies made additional contributions depending on the problem and strategic action.
Moreover, problem solving included political organizations, federal, state, and local
criminal justice bureaucracies, social service agencies, and community organizations.
The impressive level of participation was one of the clear successes of this project, but

the scope of the effort and the length of time it has been in place present many evaluation
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challenges. Describing what we learned, however, is very important because of the large
number of cities attempting to replicate this type of problem-solving framework.?

We present the evaluation results in two chapters. In this chapter, we provide a
process evaluation of the problem-solving framework, focusing on how closely the
intervention corresponded to what was desired. We consider how the Boston problem-
solving template influenced the Indianapolis effort, but also highlight how the working
group deviated from and extended the model. The efforts of the working group to work
through the various problem-solving steps are examined by an identification of the key
successes and critical decision points of the process. This discussion also includes major
hurdles that slowed the process and considers limitations in the delivered intervention.

The next chapter describes two additional elements of the evaluation. First,
Chapter 5 focuses on overall outcome indicators. Since the primary objective of the
working group was reducing current levels of violence in Indianapolis, it is important to
examine violent crime patterns over time. In particular, we examine homicide, gun
assault, and armed robbery trends. Although it is difficult to substantiate the claim that
the problem-solving efforts of the working group caused the downward trend in violent
crime, we present these data trends as illustrative of the coexistence of working group
activities and violent crime pattern changes. We consider other potential explanations
and describe the trends in relation to the strategies being implemented as a result of the
working group’s efforts.

Second, the next chapter describes several large data collection efforts we initiated

2! The strategic problem solving approach is one of the key elements included in the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Project Safe Neighborhood initiative (www.psn.gov).
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in order to strengthen the evaluation of the Indianapolis problem-solving framework.
Even with the evolving nature of the problem-solving process, we were able to undertake
several long-term and fairly rigorous research projects that provided important
information that helps us better document the impact of some of its key component
elements. We describe three research projects: first, we discuss a multiple-wave survey
effort of recently arrested offenders to gauge whether the general offending population
perceived any changes in how the criminal justice system does business in their
community; second, we provide an assessment of the lever-pulling program using official
and survey data collected from participants and a matched control group; and third, we
describe our analysis of the VIPER initiative using official data sources.

We provide the methodological details for each element of our evaluation strategy
when it is discussed. In addition, we describe how the evaluation results were
communicated back to the members of the working group with written summaries and
presentations, discuss their reactions, and then identify how the working-group process

changed after the data was presented.

Process Evaluation

Process evaluations are most informative when multiple research methodologies
are used. In addition, although we agreed to a general research design at the beginning of
the project to assess process, we thought that it was necessary to be flexible and adapt the
design in a way that best captured an understanding of the forces that impeded or

facilitated the intervention. Planned evaluation strategies often have to be changed,
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altered, or abandoned in the middle of a problem-solving effort. Our general approach
included four strategies.

First, our primary assessment tool was participant observation. We took detailed
field notes at all meetings of the working group (two meetings a month), the action group
(two meetings a month), the policymaker group (two meetings a year), and the various
subcommittees (the number of subcommittee meetings varied by issue and over time).
We also analyzed all documents circulated at these meetings or produced in an effort to
achieve the goals of the working group. Examples of these documents include meeting
agendas, reports and documents provided by the agencies involved in the project, working
papers such as the strategic plan, data presented to the group, and email correspondence.
We also attended any additional events organized by the working group. Examples
include the lever-pulling meetings, task force meetings focused on other problems, and
probation sweeps. At most of these meetings and events, we had multiple individuals
(principle and co-principal investigator of the study, Hudson research assistants, and
Indiana University graduate students), providing opportunities to take notes, share
insights, and identify issues relevant to understanding process. The members of the
research team would also follow-up with informal questions outside of meetings.

Second, we conducted numerous interviews and surveys to explore specific issues
and concerns. We did three waves of interviews (in roughly six month intervals) with
working group members to discuss the successes and failures of the project, identify
issues that needed to be discussed, and explore how the working group was influencing
the day-to-day activities of individual participants. We also did exit interviews with

participants who changed jobs. We surveyed the working group to assess whether the
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objectives stated in the strategic plan were being accomplished. Data were also collected
from individuals not participating in the working group. We surveyed criminal justice
personnel after both homicide reviews and interviewed community leaders after they
attended lever-pulling meetings.

The third research strategy is more of a general category of supplementary data
collections used to assess process. The Hudson Institute/Indiana University research team
was frequently asked to collect data relevant to a question or concern of the group. Some
of these questions were ongoing data collection efforts, such as providing homicide and
other crime updates, calls for service data, and presentation of data relevant to the
identification of geographic or suspect priorities. The research team frequently had to
formulate a data collection strategy to answer a question and feed the information back to
the working group. These data served many different purposes, but our concern for the
evaluation of the process was in assessing the types of questions and concerns the group
identified as priorities and analyzing how it used data when making strategic decisions.

The fourth strategy, which will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5, is the
combination of different research strategies used to conduct three large data collection
efforts. These data collection efforts are valuable for assessing both process and impact

effects.

Process Evaluation Results
We structure the presentation of the process evaluation results into two general
areas. First, we evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the collaborative effort. In

particular we examine the balance of participation of agencies involved in the working
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group, the types and amount of information shared by these agencies, and the allocation
of resources to accomplish the goals of the problem-solving effort. Second, we focus on
the evolution of the problem-solving framework, discussing how closely the group
followed problem-solving steps, what types of data were used to inform decision-making,
and identify key decision points in the process. In this section, we are particularly
interested in discussing whether the interventions were logically connected to the group’s

understanding of the violence problem generated from analysis.

Collaboration

Scholars have described the criminal justice system as a loosely linked
“mishmash” of fragmented bureaucracies (Hagan, 1989). This fragmentation is often
thought to contribute to inefficiency because of the duplication of effort, the hording of
information, and the protective hurdles constructed to protect an organization’s turf.
Although it can be argued such fragmentation sustains a healthy system of checks and
balances (see Wright, 1980), it can also result in organizations working to accomplish
very different and often competing goals. Such conflict is frequently the bane of reform
efforts. However, criminal justice organizations have grown increasingly appreciative of
opportunities to share resources and information to more effectively respond to crime,
collaborating on specific cases or creating task forces to pursue a broader mandate.

The Indianapolis Violence Reduction Partnership was a significantly expanded
version of such collaborative efforts. This collaborative partnership differed by the
number and scope of agencies committed to participating in the process. One of the first

activities accomplished by the working group was the identification of existing task
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forces. Most of these task forces included only federal, state, and local law enforcement
agencies. IVRP not only involved all of these key law enforcement agencies, but
prosecution, probation, corrections, and the Mayor’s office. The agencies participating
also made a long-term commitment to the IVRP, and there was an expectation that the
working group would tap into the resources of various other social services and
community organizations when needed. Another way that this working group was
different was in the scope of its effort to change the way the criminal justice system
conducted business in Indianapolis. The success of the working group was dependent on
the commitment of the individuals collaborating together, but also in their ability to use
the information in a way that would influence the goals and priorities of their

organization.

Multiple Agency Involvement

A clear success of the IVRP was the representativeness of agency involvement in
the effort as well as the long-term commitment to achieving success. There was an
almost across-the-board “‘buy-in’ by the policymakers and the working group. The
leaders of the agencies involved consistently devoted resources and personnel. The
policymakers approved the participation of their agency participant in the working group
and consistently contributed staff when a strategic action required additional personnel.
This commitment is astounding when recognizing the length of time it takes to work
through the analysis stages of problem solving before committing to a target. Their long-
term commitment, and not pressuring the group to react quickly, is contrary to the belief

that policymakers are only concerned with symbolically successful and quick fix
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solutions. The policymakers trusted their representatives and did not exert any obvious
pressure to pursue interventions hastily. Working group members were also incredibly
committed to the process. The people involved in the working group were talented,
professional, and sincere. The participants embraced the opportunity to think differently
about what they were doing, enhancing the results by working towards a common goal.
The interviews and observational data clearly indicated that members of the working
group were dedicated to the process, and despite leadership turnover and changes in
personnel attending the working group, the amount of energy and effort was consistently
high.

There are several other indicators of the success of the collaboration. The
working group has been meeting without interruption since January 1998. Almost every
single organization that was present at the initial meetings of the IVRP remained
committed to the working group and continued to attend. This commitment is
particularly impressive considering the turnover that occurred at many of the agencies as
well as within the working group. For example, there were changes in political office
(from a Republican to a Democratic Mayor and from a Democratic to Republican
President), in federal law enforcement (leadership changed hands in the US Attorney’s
Office, FBI, US Marshals, ATF, and DEA), and local law enforcement (police chief and
chief probation officer turnover). Moreover, the representatives of the agencies attending
working group meetings changed considerably over time. Some agencies, for example,
had three of four different representation changes. For example, the probation
department was a critical partner involved in many of the strategic-action items,

identifying probationers for lever-pulling meetings and coordinating sweep activities.
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The participation and commitment of probation did not change even though the chief’s
position changed hands and three different probation officers were assigned to represent
probation at working group meetings. Another change was in the person responsible for
coordinating the strategic activities of the working group. This position was first housed
in the United States Attorney Office and more recently it became the responsibility of a
representative of the Marion County Justice Agency.

The scope and diversity of agencies involved in the working group resulted in the
formation of many specific partnerships that improved the effectiveness of how the
system responds to specific types of crime or processes cases. The activities and
partnerships of the police department’s gun unit illustrate the value of such partnerships
and how the working group was used to sustain and further the goals of these
collaborative arrangements. The Indianapolis Police Department’s Firearms Unit was re-
institutionalized in February 1998. This unit directly partnered with the local
prosecutor’s office and the U.S. Attorney’s Office and individuals from all these agencies
work closely together to search for incidents that could be charged for gun violations.
These partners attended the working group meetings and discussed specific cases,
highlighting problems with the probable cause affidavits filed by officers. They also
frequently suggested additional levers that might be pulled when responding to a group of
chronic offenders. This police-prosecutor gun partnership was also able to use their
newly formed links to probation and parole to obtain additional information to enhance
gun charges from misdemeanors to felonies. Gun databases were exchanged, increasing
the quality of information for all participating agencies. Moreover, when several

offenders could not be charged with gun enhancements because of missing information or
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poorly written reports, members of the gun unit created a training tape that highlighted
key elements necessary to pursue gun charges. This tape was distributed to all agencies
in Marion County. The Firearm’s Unit was constantly trying to improve how the State
Police responded to their requests to suspend or revoke gun permits. The Unit presented
the difficulties they were having in preventing felons from possessing gun permits to the
working group and various agencies suggested solutions. The problem was never really
resolved to the satisfaction of the working group, but it was prioritized as a problem and
the Unit tried many different approaches to fixing it. There were technological and
bureaucratic hurdles that limited the effectiveness of the proposed solutions, but the
efforts were ongoing and several working group representatives continued to exert
pressure to fix the problem.

Other evidence of the group’s collaborative success can be found in its ability to
rely on other agencies that were not active members of the working group in order to
accomplish specific objectives. For example, the working group decided that
neighborhood involvement was a critical component of the lever-pulling sessions. Many
of these sessions included only offenders from specific neighborhoods so the working
group identified several support organizations in each neighborhood to attend. Other
examples of involving outside agencies for support include working with nuisance
abatement on problem housing and problem landlords, having immigration discuss the
types of data collected about illegal immigrants, and asking “Crimestoppers” to attend
several meetings to discuss how they might help accomplish the goals of the working
group. The result was a special Crimestoppers insert in the local newspaper profiling

offenders with outstanding warrants that were believed at high risk of being involved in
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violence. When the working group decided to spread the message about “Stopping the
Violence” to the community using television and radio ads and billboards, the working
group was able to partner with an advertising agency to construct the artwork and
advertisements, get assistance in disseminating the message, and obtain financing for the

project.

Information Sharing

Interviews with working group members consistently indicated that one of the
most significant accomplishments of the working group was the improvement in
communication between agencies. The working group helped to build an environment of
trust and cooperation between people working in different agencies. One interviewee,
when asked about the major accomplishments of the working group, said: “Shedding
traditional turf concerns. We are now involved in many very successful partnerships—
true collaborations with federal, state, and local agencies.” Another interviewee
discussed how the information sharing that occurred at working group meetings
strengthened the quality of other partnerships they participated in. The information
disseminated at working group meetings was filtered to these other partnerships and the
efforts or strategic actions that occurred as a result of that information were also
supported by the IVRP.

The trust ensured that working members felt free to speak candidly about issues
without fear of reprisal. It also helped to eliminate any inhibitions working group
members had about sharing information to the group that was critical to the scanning and

analysis stages of the problem-solving effort. The working group discussed specific
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cases, highlighting facts and identifying potential avenues for further investigation. Data
about every new homicide was circulated to the group through email and individuals
would respond with any information they had about prior offenses, probation or parole
status, and whether they were a known member of a specific gang. Additional
information would be gathered during the Monday action meetings and an overview of
the homicides would be presented at working group meetings. The working group also
spent time discussing what groups were active, the associates of victims and/or suspects
of recent homicides, and “hot spots” of criminal activity. These discussions would often
require individuals to elicit additional information from other people in their
organization. Another type of information that was often shared at meetings was updates
from participating agencies. Representatives discussed programs and projects,
opportunities for collaboration, and other crime-fighting efforts that their agency was
pursuing. When issues were raised about a case or a policy decision or a specific problem
was identified, the agency representative would investigate and provide an explanation at
a later meeting.

The bi-weekly working group meetings provided a good opportunity to share
information, but an additional benefit of this effort was the creation of informal
communication networks between agencies. When the working group first started
meeting in early 1998, it was interesting to see the limited understanding that individuals
had about the activities and responsibilities of other agencies involved in the group.
People discussed how the working group provided an opportunity to develop knowledge
about the system, what other agencies were doing, and contacts for questions and

problems. An interviewee described how being involved in the working group improved
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communication “because our people got to know their people and we felt we could call
on them for assistance or their special knowledge.” It was also interesting that working
group meetings usually lasted about two hours, but many of the participants stayed longer
to discuss issues or share information informally.

The sharing of information also helped promote an environment of cooperation
between agencies working collaboratively on specific initiatives. A good example of
such efforts is probation sweep activities. These sweeps were a key surveillance
mechanism used by the working group that typically involved probation and parole
officers, Indianapolis police and sheriff’s department officers, and individuals from the
United States Marshals Service. Probation and parole would identify a group of
offenders usually living in a specific targeted area or known members of a certain group.
Mixed-teams would make the unannounced visits and, about forty percent of the time,
would discover a probationer in violation of the conditions of his or her probation.
Occasionally, they would make arrests usually when drugs and/or guns were found in the
home. An ancillary benefit of these collaborative sweeps was increased sharing of
information between the agencies generally. For example, probation officers learned
from police officers which probationers were considered problems in the neighborhood
and how often the police made runs to a probationer’s house. This information helped the
probation officer establish priorities to decide when and how frequently they would make

home visits.
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Resource Sharing

Another benefit of the collaborative effort was that it was an effective way to
overcome some of the bureaucratic dilemmas of public service organizations. These
organizations are almost always strapped for personnel and resources, forcing them to
establish priorities and attend to the most pressing problems. It is often the case,
however, that the problems defined as most pressing may not accurately represent the
most significant needs. The working group collaboration helped agencies better manage
these bureaucratic dilemmas in two ways. First, the extensive problem analysis resulted
in agencies making better choices in establishing priorities. Responding to violence
became a top priority for all of the agencies involved in the working group and the focus
on a specific pool of suspects or geographic areas resulted in more efficient responses
through the merging of resources and personnel. A good framework to think about the
benefits of sharing resources is “loosely- and tightly-coupled” systems (see Hagan, 1989).
The criminal justice system is probably best understood as a “loosely-coupled system,”
although there are many examples of the divergent components of criminal justice
working closely together on issues or specific cases in times of crisis. The efforts of the
working group resulted in a more consistent tight coupling of the criminal justice system.
Agencies were more likely to share similar priorities and goals and thus could work
together to respond. The participation of a large number of agencies resulted in the
pooling together of the limited resources of many agencies and the product of the
collaboration was sufficient means to respond more strategically to violence.

A good illustration of the merging of resources is the reliance on lever-pulling

plans to respond to particular incidents or specific groups. The most successful of the
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lever-pulling plans occurred in February and March of 1999. Three contiguous police
beats were chosen for a response because of a high number of homicides and gun assaults
that had occurred in the area and data indicating that several were gang-related. The
lever-pulling plan assigned individuals or agencies to gather intelligence, pull levers, or
analyze the effects of the intervention. The Indianapolis Police Department, Marion
County Prosecutor’s Office, Parole, the FBI, and the research team contributed
intelligence. For example, the police department interviewed district officers about gang
activity, checked drug hotline complaints in the area, identified VIPERs living in the
beats, and helped develop profiles of the suspects and their associates involved in the
homicides in the area. The prosecutor’s office utilized its grand jury powers to collect
additional intelligence about the homicides, the FBI created a profile of the key gang
involved, and parole provided a list of visitors to the suspects and associates when they
were incarcerated. The research team pul