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PREFAOE 

This evaluation of the Peoria Oounty Work Release Project, 

ILEO Grant No. 637, covers the period from May, 19'(3, through March, 
,'-::;: 

1974. The March, 1974, cut off date was used to permit sufficient 

time to prepare this preliminary evaluation by the May 8, 1974, dead-

line. In view of the fact that no new residents have been accepted 

into the Work Release Program since December 3, 1973, and the fact 

that no additional prospective residents will be screened for the 

program during April, 1974, this time frame poses no problem. 

In the assembly of information and opinions about the Peoria 

Work Release Program we llave been most cordially received by all per-

sonnel that were contacted. There has been an apparent willingness 

to provide information and to express personal opinions with respect 

to the operation and substantive questions regarding the past yea:rl's 

development of the Peoria Oounty-State of Illinois cooperative work 

release venture as envisioned in tlle grant application. 

Our overall approach to the evaluation used the following 

strategy. Information regarding the first year's operation of the 

Peoria Oounty Work Release Program was obtained through (1) informal 

and formal interviews, (2) analysis of statistical data, (3) exam:i,:Q.-
; 'I 

i,:.. ~-' 

ation of non-statistical information and the (4) projected plans for 

the year as specified in the original grant application. 

Initially an informal interview was held with the Project 

Director followed by on-site visitations at both the Office of the 
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Project Director (Peoria Courrby Probation Department) and the current 

Work Release Center, R.R. 2, Brimfield, Illinois. This served the 

function of familiarizing us with the developments of the past year. 

Prior to arranging formal interviews, an interview format and 

instrumen"b was prepared covering the key areas for consideration. 

(See Appendix) "Before each interview, careful consideration was 

given to specific aspects of the program that should be enwhasized 

in ~~e forthcoming interview and appropriate notations were made on 

the instrument. In all, fifteen interviews were conducted with 

twelve different persons; one interview was conducted by telephone. 

Three judges were interviewed. In addition, data sheets for the col-

lection of statistical information about the program were prepared. " 

The content ,of these data sheets was determined after a careful 

review of the best resource materials on the subject. 
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The Peoria County Work Release grant application specifies that 

the program was in pa!'t designed as an alternative to incarceration for 

probationers with behavior problems and those without fam:tlies, proper 

ho'USing or employment. From its inception the program was ostensibly 

designed to be a joint County-State "cooperative" venture with the 

State exercising the final;control on who entered the program. The 

first probationer and work release resident was from the Tazewell 

County Probation Department and entered the program on May 19, 1973.* 

There has been a total of twelve county residents in the program, four 

of whom were from Tazewell County. 

The last screening interview to as~\ess th~ admissibility of a 
\1. 

county probati0ner took place on November l\'r, 197", and the last 
\ \i 

county resident entered the program on December 3, 1973. It is appar-

ent, however, that the decision to terminate the County-State werle 

release relationship was made long before this date. Formally the 

decision to separa.te the County from the State program appears -to 

have taken place on December 5, 1973. 

Gi ven the limited numbers of county probationary work release 

residents actually partiCipating in the program over the year, and 
I I. 

given the minor role assumed by the professional persormel involved. 

wi ththe program who had a primary commitment to remaining with the 

Peoria County Program, there is a serious Question about the value 

*Information made available on the date the first resident began 
the work release portion of his sentence is not in agreement. One 
source gives the date as May 8. 
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of a detailed discuss:i,on and opera:liional assessment of the total program. 

In fact) it. is our opin~on, tha:t 11:ttle has been learned a,boU't the admin­

istration of work release programs whicb can be transferred to the new' 

faoili'hy that is presen'bly being planned by the Peoria. County Sheriff t s 

Department. Presen't plans Call for but two of the present s'baff to join 

the new work release pl.'oject in Peoria~' One of' these ip:: a member of the 
.... \'~" 

Peoria County Sheriff's Department and serves as a liaison agen'b between 

the Sheriff's Department and the vfork release program. He appears, how­

ever 1 to have bE:en rell:)gatoc.l a minot' role in 'bhe aotual ac1ntinistration 

of the p!'Cigram. The. other." ~~taf'f mmnb~r who apparentl-y will be staying 

Wi th the COU;lty program is 0. residence counselor and has been with the 

County-State program since early September, 19'7.3. 

In view of these several features, we will treat the details of 

the progr81n' s operation in much l<wB detailed manner than if the program 

had fully developed, O.llg. instead emphasize (1) those features whioh may 

have some transfer value to the independent County program which is 

emerging and (:2) the factors which seem to account for the failure of 

the program to develop as proj<:cted in the fOl'mal grarrb application. 

!1'0gr~ Goals. 

Clearly artioulated and pragmatic prog.ram goals are essential to 

givIng direction to any work release progrnm. Witho1..1:\; speoific objeo­

tives there is the ever presCtl'l'ti da11{~er that the program will drift into 

a pattern of confusion and uIlcertain'Ly. Equally important, however) is 

to formulate goals in such 0 manner that they can be translated into 

conorete program activities and ~valuated. As spelled out in the formal 

grant proposal, VIe were a1)le to identify four major goals of the program 
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1. Offer .AJ:bernative Program of Incarl'.!cra'bion to Judiciary 
for Pro'ba'bion Candidates 

e,. It'or prob:;l:bion candida:bes with behavior ,problems 

b. For probation canclidates without families, proper 
housing or employmen'b 

2. Expand Cuxrerrb Work Release Program in Cooperation with 
the state Work ReleMe Program 

a. Increo.se recidcn L popu.1ati ort o:b sta'be facili 'by 

b. Provide penjonne1 t.o ndnti.nister the program 

c. 'rrain connty pcr~1O'tU1el for future county opera'bed program 

d. Evaluate select..ion cri'berJa 

eu Provide equipment needed 'Lo opero:be program 

3. Reduce Cost Accompanying Oonventional Incarceration 

a. Faeilitate worle release resident's support of dependents 

b. Reduce housing and cus'bodial expenses 

4. Minimize PrOblems of Prisoner Re-Entry Into Corruntmj.ty 

a. FaciHtate work release reoident's contac'c with. family, 
employers and community' 

b. Facili tate thu transfer process from incarceration to 
the corrrrnunity 

Wi th respect to the progr:.un I s goals as outlined in the grant 

applicat.ion, we found them gcner~lly vague and inexplici'~~:~A few are 

stated with clarity and precision bu't ot,hers appear hidden here and 

'there throughout the document. In view of the importance of clearly 

crystallized goals to any program) "this is unfortuna'ce. In the 

specific 'isection of the proposal dealing with goals these maj or p1J.J;'poses 

are initially specified: (1) expand resident populatio~ of the Peoria 

Work Release Center through (a) providing personnel and (b) equipment 
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and (2) to provide inservice training for staff t,o equip them for 

eventual full-time professional service in a worle release program 

to be operated exclusively by Peoria County. All of these are included 

. under item 2 in the above outline and appear to be the highest in the 

hierarchy of the several objeetives. The document is simply not clear 

on the priority question. If so, however, it' can be argued that while 

all of these are of obvious impoTtance, these objectives should be seen 

as supportive of broader program objectives such as (1) specific outcome 

effects on the clientele, (2) meeting cer·~ain needs of the clientele, or 

(3) serving the demands of punishment from the community perspective. 

ADlvlINISTRl\TION 

Organization 

The grant application identifies the Chief Adult Probation Offi~ 

cer of Peoria County as the Project Director and the Peoria County Adult 

Probation Office as the implementing agency. At no time during the year, 

however, was the Project Director directly involved in, nor did he have 

any control over, the actual administration or formation of policies at 

the Work Release Cerrter. The management of the Center was exclusively 

the prerogative of the state. 

The Project Director was, of course, responsible for the filing 

of the required reports with ILEC. In addition, the Chief Adult Proba.;.. 
YJ 

tion Officer (Project Director) was responsible 'for (1) interpreting 

the work release program for the court and :rDr (2) the initial screening 

of probationers f0:t; the worle release program. 
,J\ 

Not o])ly has the man~gement of the Work Release Center been the 

exclusi ve prerogative of the State, but the State Supervisor at 

"~I ' 

" 
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Bartonville and, subsequently, at Brimfield, had complete control and 

authority over the County staff whose salaries were funded by the grant. 

In reality the staff funded by the County grant became a part of the 

state Work Release Center staff and assumed duties and responsibilities 

encumbent upon their particular positions. 

Persormel 

All persormel employed under the grant with the exception of Jehe 

pre-sentence investigator were aSSigned to the State Wor:lt"Release Center 

and placed under the authority of the State Supervisor. The -turnover of 

personnel t:tmded under the grant ha~ been quite high. As early as 

october I, 1973, a total of twelve different persons had filled the 

seven positions funded by the grant (employment counselor) pr~-sentence 

investigator, two resident counselors, secretary and two pa~t-time 

drivers) . During the year at least two secretaries' and two residence 

counselors resigned to be hired by the State as employees at the Work 

Release Center. The presen-t Employment CoUnselor who has been on the 

grant payroll since early May, 1973, also plans to join the S'tate Work 

Release Program. This summary of turnover represents the outside mini­

mum of staff turnover. The information given us by our informants is 

not consistent on this point. 

The implications and pattern of the staff turnover is clear with 

respect to those who left or will leave the County program to join -bhe 

state. For the staff members, the state program offers more money and 

more job security. And, the State Work Release Center Supervisor has 

had the best of all possible worlds. He has been able to observe the 

staff employed under the ~::'/ounty g:r'an't but without any commitment to 'liliem. 
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If the staff member had strong potential, the Center SuperVisor simply 

hired him when it was possible to do so. 

·TrainiEW 

The training of County personnel, funded under t~e grant for the 

future work release program to be operated autonomously by the County, 

was explicitly mentioned in the grant proposal. To the extent training 

took place there is, as we have suggested above, a serious question 

whether this was for the benefit of the County or th~ State. At no 

time in our discussions with "ahe various staff members did we get the 

impression that any of the personnel at the Work Release Cen·ber were 

really trying to help in building for the futlITe Peoria County Work 

Release Program. The commitment clearly seems to have been in terms 

of the State's interests, to the complete exclusion of County interests. 

There is no evidence that the type of trainin..t?; which was osten-

sibly given was thought out in advance or structured. Reference to 

training in the monthly narrative reports and other official reports 

. .are virtually limited to such l'eferences as the following: 

1. 'i. . . went on a training trip to Menard State Peni­
tentiary and Vienna Correctional Center. II. Report 
for May 11~June 8, 1973. 

2. "In accordance with the goals established in the 
Project Grant Application th.at county staff undergo 
training from the State staff . . . has been 
assigned to work on transportation two nights a 
week. II Report for June 7-July 6, 1973. 

3. ". . . and the two Correctional Counselors [State 
pe:rsonnel] began holdj.ng wee:¥lly staff development 
meetings. The meetings are designed to instruct 
the staff in counseling techniq1,les and also pro­
vide a;' meeting ground where problems and policies 
of the Center can be discussed." Repor·t; for 

" August· 4-September 6, 1973. 
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4. The liaison staff member "attended his first Staff 
Developmen"b Meeting. This isa meeting conducted 
by . . . to train the staff and keep them informed 
of Genter policies. II September 11, 1973 
Report for September 7-0ctober 5, 1973. 

In the words of one observer: 
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"Most training of Gounty staff has been informal and 
incidental to their assuming regular duties at the 
Work Release Genter. '1'here was an attempt at weekly 
staff development meetings conduc"bed by the Genter 
Supervisor for State and Coun:ty staff members alU<:e. 
The meetings lasted three (3) months. II 

In summary, our clear impression is that the training program 

envisioned in the grant was never clearly conceptualized, was not 

actually implemented, and to "bhe extent any training took place , it 

was motivated by the S"bate IS in"berests in terms of obtaining either 

personnel or a smooth running Sta"be Work Release Program. It was no"b 

motivated by any commitment to assisting the Gounty of Peoria in its 

future efforts to establish a worle release program. 

CRITERIA FOR SELEOTING GLIENTELE 

Conceptually the grant application leaves no ambiguity on the 

Cluestion of the ta:rget popu1ati.on. Specifically, prospective work 

release subjects are to be prol)ationers with (1) behavior problems andl 

or (2) those without families, proper housing or employment. The 

im tial screemng of probatione".r's was done first by the pre-sentence 

investigator on the staff of the Peoria OO'lmty Probation Depar"bment in 

conjunction with the judge who in reality exercised the authori ty in 

the sentencing process. Secondly, the Sta"be Work Release staff screenec;l 

candidates and exellcised the final decision with respect to the accepta-

bility of the probationer for a&nClGsion to the program. 

\\ 
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The pre-sentence investigator, a probation officer, used conven-

tianal pre-sentence social casework procedures for8creenil~ probationers. 

Our interviews with the probation officers did not indicate tha"1:, they 

had any special criteria for the initial k1Cl'13ening of work release can-

didates other than those specified in the grant application. Neither 

did they specify any particular type of "behavioral problem" who would 

be most likely to be selected. Indeed, the exact nature of oriteria used 

seemed to be rather vague. Early in the program the Project Director, 

in a memorandum apparently directed to judges) spelled out the sentencing 

procedures with respect to work release. 

1. The defendant is found guilty or enters a tentative 
plea of guilty. 

2. The defendant is referred to the AdUlt Probation 
Office for a pre-sentence investigation. 

3. If this investigation reveals that the defendan"t, 
might be compatible with the Work Release Project, 
the case is discussed with the Clinical Staff of 
the Work Release Center. 

4. Approval by the Work Release Staff will ce followed 
wi th a recommendation by the investigatoA', that the 
Court sentence the defendant "bo a term of Proba:l:,ion 
vdth the specific condition of a term of periodic 
imprisonment. 

5. If the Court concur~':J) ;t-h will sentence the defendant 
tb the Work Release Pl'o,ject. 

,~J} 

I±)'~ddition this memorandum no"ced that the Peoria County Work Release 

program "will be guests in'the State Program" and that the State per­

sonnel had final veto power over who is acceptable and who is not. 

It is eminently cle'ill' that maj or problems emerged due to (1) the 

State having the final veto power regarding admissions to the program, 

(2) the State IS inflex'i bili ty and inability to bend with respect -1:,0 its 

criteria for selecting cl'icntele and (3) the fact that there was ,nO' one 
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central administrative authority for i,mp1emenMng the Peoria Oounty Work 
,~ 

Release Progrrun. The Oounty was interested in ser~dng a clientele wIth 

limited or without incarceration experience who had a behavior problem, 

but who from the point of view of the state Supervisor and his staff, 

represented high risks. The State, for example, found persons unaccept-
-'"'-.' 

able who were youthful, imma-ture, unstable, had a drug history, or who 

had problems with alcohol. In summary, the State was interested in 10w-

risk persons who presented a minim\un of problems. Another apparent 

point of disagreement was the fac't 'that the Stat'e was interested in 

accepting persons for no less than a four month period. 

Early in the program, in a formal report dated June 5, 1973, it 

was noted tha-t there had been "some difficulty . . . in coordinating 

efforts of all the agencies involved. II We suspect, indeed, that this 

problem focused on the above issues. These differing points of view 

existed from the inception of the progt'am, were never resolved and 

immediately set the stage for the rapid demise of the progrrun as 

envisioned in the gran-b applicntion. 

REVOOATION OF WORK RELEASE STATUS 

The power of revocation as implemented in the Peoria C01.tnty-State 

Work Release venture resided with t.he State. T\velve c01.mty proba'bioners 

spent some time in the program d1.tring the year. Of these} four were 

ternLinated for -the following reasons: (1) smoking marihuana at the Worl<: 

Release Center; (2) consmnp'Lion of alcohol a:b place of employment; 

( 3) failure to adjust to the pt'ogram due to. "a munber of minor rule 

infractions and corlti "!Ually demonstrated a negative, hostile and unco-

operative attitude to f:ln 0xtent his presence in the program was believed 



"'1 

I 
I 
l~ 

to be seriously interfering wi th 'bhe C<;;n'ber' s functioning" nnd 

Grupp 
12 

(4) unable to benefit from the program. In the words of one staff mem-

bel', the latter resident "was found "bo be an epilept:Lc which created 

employment problems. He wanted to go back to Cou:rt for re-sentencing 

and accomplished this end." 

While it is difficult 'bo assess these four revocations based on: 

limited data, the nature of the revocations does give some idea of the 

preyailing philosophy dominating the state program. If the reasons 

~or the revocation are as stated, it is apparent tha-b the State program 

was not equipped nor was i'b motivated to deal with situations which 

many persons would see as ruther conunonplace problems. 

PROGRAMMING 

County worle release residents participated in the progI1'~11l1 and 

acti vi ties of 'bhe Work Release Cent\e~t' on an equal bMl:s with the State 

residents. Counseling activities included manda.tory group meetings for 

eight weeks. Counselors also worked on a tlone-on-one" basis with each 

resident j,n the establishment of goals for the resident. Periodically 

these gOals were reevaluated. A wri-bten budget was developed which 

the resident was expec-bed to adhere to) with the approval and assistance 

of the professional staff. An independent checking account was main-

'bained for each resident ¥' 

Work release residents wereitrans}?orted to and from work in cars 

driven by Center staff. Two vehiCles purchased by funds from the grant 

have been used during the pM'C year for transporting both County and 

State residents at the Center.. TheIle is a feeling on the part of some 
. . 

County people that the State has taken advantage of the vehicles 
'.:; 

I, 
I, 

I, 



I ! c 

1 

J .'. 

I 

j 
.; 

I , 
! 
1 

f', II 

{: 

D 

';\:,: 

Q 

o 

= 

{/ 

-... j 

o 

( (.' 

o 

Grupp 
13 

purchased by grant funds and that they have not been cared fqr properly. 

Residents without employment were given assistance in obtaining 

employment. T~e Employment Counselor, a posi tion,covered by grant funds, 

has appare:q.t1y bee,n very successful in developing positive relationships 

with a number of employers in the Peoria area. Both County and state 

residents benefited from this relationship. Since the Employment Coun-

se10r does not plan on staying with the County program wheni't is 

reestablished in Peoria it is not lrnown whether or nc;'t the County pro-

gram will continue to profit from this relationship. 

STATISTICAL AND FINANCIAL RECO~S 

Given the small number of County residents participating in the 

program during the year there was in fact a limited amount of informa-

tion to report or keep track of. There apparently was no plan for 

reporting information about the County residents to ce,i ther COUllty offi-e) '/ 
dals or 'the press. No independent reports were issued during the year. 

No summary data was immediately available in the office of the Project 

Director. When we inquir~'d at '~he Project Director's office about the 

record of earnings of County residents, we were referred to the staff 

at the Work Release Center. The Center is apparent.1y -the only source 

for this information. In view of the fact that one of the project goals 

was to reduce the costs which accompany conventi ona1 incarce%,ation, the 

absence of this information in the Project Di~ector' s office seems some-

o 
what anomalous. 

The persom1el at 1:\'he Work Release Center were able to provide (3,11 

statiistice.l information which we reqnested. Of three prepared data (0 

sheet formats which were submitted for completion, we were successful in 

'\ 
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getting two completed. One form given to the office of the Project 
\" 

Director dealing with base population data, screening and classifica-

tion, program volume and terminations, has not as of this w:d ting been 

returned.see page 15. 

Summary data regarding program voltune for May, 1973, thr~ugh 

March, 1974, was assembled by the Employment Counselor and may be found 

on page l6. It will be noted that all information requested was pro­

vided. In ·two'instances (the average daily count and the total number 

of days worked), estimates were provided. 

A financial summary of the earnings and disbursements for the 

twelve County probationers in the program for the period from May, 

1973,through March, J-.974 , is found on page 17. We found this report 

to be internally consistent. For the May through March period the 

twelve County:probationers earned a total of $29,511.49 or an average 

of $2,459.29. These twelve persons paid a total of $6,741.17 in taxes, 

contributed $5,173.50 in room and board costs, and $13,13135.70 to depen-

dents and creditors. This contribution in taxes, self support, depen-

dents' support and payments to creditors are positive features of the 

program which are not debatable. Had these persons been incarcerated 

none of these advantages would have occurred and the State or County 

would have had to ~0ar the burden of supporting them as prisoners. 

Similarly had these residents been placed in the community under pro­

bationary supervision there is no assurance the dependent support would 

have, been forthcoming or for t!lat matter that employment would have 

b.een continued • 

Received 
too late to 
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report. 
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We were repeatedly assured by the professional staff we tall<:.ed 

wi"bh that the program had been poc:itive1y received by the community. 

In view of the small number of pers~ns involved in the program over 

"bhe past year, there is perhaps no reason for any negative public 

reaction. It is known, however, that when the State originally 

attempted to locate its Work Release Cen"ber in Peoria, it did cause 

some consternation on the part of the public. The apparent success 

in locating employment for the work release residents is testimo~y to 

a favorable response on the pal~t of' a number of employers. With a 

view to informing employers and c:riminal justice personnel about the 

program, early in the County-State cCloperative ven'bure an open house 

'Was held a.t the Center. Although an extensive invitational guest list 

was prepared, the number who actua.11y made an appearance at the Center 

were very few., This is not, of course, necessarily an indication of a 

nega"hive reaction to the program. 

SUCCESS IN MEETING GRANT OBJECTIVES 

Although only a few County probationers participated in the pro-

gram measured against the objec'bives as defined in -bhe grant proposal, 

there Viere both successes and failures. There seems to be little ques-

tion, hOi'leVer,; "bhat in terms of the totali"by of objectives as specifiecl 

on page 5 most were not achiev7d; indeed, the program as it emerged did 

not come within striking distance of most of the objectives. 

Positively, twelve probationers were placed in the program. For 

these persons the costs of possible incarceratiq:n were avoided and while 
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in the program they remaine,~,,-,employedJ self-suppol.'ting, tax-paying 

citizens and contributed to the support of their fa.nti..lies. Grant funds 

also paid fot' two Vehicles) which presumably will go with the ind6pend.ent 

County Sheriff1s work release operatio~when it is relocated in Peoria. 

The small number of probationary work releasees in the program 

unquestionably caused less of an impact on the criminal justice system 

than woUld have been the case had ·chere been larger nUilibers. As the 

result of the small numbers the program simply did not have the kind of 

public -visibility that i't might othElrwise na'lJ'e had. 

Daspite the small munbers thsfe is no question but what the pro­

gram did have an effect on ·che pat"cern and turn ofeV'ents wIth respect 

·bo the criminal justice system in Peoria County. Of major signifioanoe 

is the decision of the Peoria County Adult Probation Office to get out 

of 'che worle release business. It is to the credit of the Chief Proba-

tion Officer that he has a prima~y commitment to building a strong and 

viable Probation Department. The running of a useful 1Jrork release 1/1"0-

gram requires considerable time and energy and may indeed conflict with 

the primary obligat:tons of an already overburdened probation:3taff. 

One significant I'esul t 1 but certainly a costly one in terms of 

the total i'unds invested in the program, is 'the realization that OOl.mty­

State cooperati~n in the area. of work release '( and very, possibly other 

areas of correction~) oannot simply' be brought about by making govern­

mental fun.ds available. While County-State cooperat,ion in the implemen­

tation of work release programs is possible'ind there are eXam:Ples of 

such relationships in ethel." Ol'eao o;('tho United Sta1ies, this is not 
- ". 

something that \}an be :t~~::rimply because it sounds 1ilce a. good idea!!"'~, 
q Ii 

Om.' clear imprcocdon is tha-t this was the case in the initiation of the 



(" 0 
, I 

., 

o 

C I 

c· 

Ii ,/ 

• a 

Grupp 
20 

Feoria County-state venture. There is a need to establish clear lines 

of authority which are agreed upon by all agencies which are involved. 

Similarly the!'e is a need to have agreement on the type of clientele 

that are to be served by the program and on the selection cri teri~. ,In 

addition the administration of the program needs to be centralizedC) 

The County-state venture in Peoria had none of these attributes. 

There is an indication, and it has been asperted by SOID9, that;o-::. 

the County has a point of ,view regarding the purposes of work release 

which differs from that of the State. There is a feeling on the part 

of some of .the State professional staff that the County is primarily 

interested in a holding place for prisoners who are released for pur-

. .' * 
poses 0:£ work and that there are no other objectives. This observa-

tion neglects the fact that the target population as specified in the 

, grant application included probationers with behavior problems. We 

are confronted, however, with the flaunting impression that this rhe-

toric was placed in the grant application with a view tOo;~iving it an 
i y 

aura of professionality. At least one County official indicated that 

he felt there was too much emphasis on the counseling mystic in the 
'\ 

State program. 

While each of the above points may have some validity, we find 

it inappropriate to spealc of a prevailing County phi~~sopby Dr a County 
. , 

point-of-view regarding work releasel One point is clear; there has 

been little attention given to such questions as, 1fWhat do we expect to 

*Perhaps the observation is related to Peoria County's plans to 
seek grant support for a work, release program under the auspices of the 
County Sheriff's Department. i It is not uncorrnnon for those who see them­
selves as being treatihent oriented to hold unfavorable views of work 
release programs administered by' sheriffs . 

.Jj 
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achieve with a County Work Release Program?" and "What underlying phil­

osophy should be used in rationalizing the County Work Release Program?" 

We found no evidence·that there has been any discus.sion among County 

officials regarciing these questions, No work release committee exists 

and no screeni~g committee exists which. would provide a natural setting 

for the pursuit of these all important questions. Indeed, we found that 

the )udges themselves were not clear in their minds regard:i,ng a rationale 

for work release and were unable to give an articulate presentation of 

their views. 

FUTURE PROSPECTS 

Current plans call for locating a work release IIprogram" in the 

former Peoria Municipal Tuberculosis Sanitarium. A1 though there is 

apparently some opposition on the part of local citizenry, the IIprogram fl 

to be operated under the auspices of the Peoria County Sheriff fS now 

awaiting the approval of the County Board and the Peoria City Council.* 

The Peoria County Probation Department will not be involved. It should 

be noted that there has been a work release IIprogramll operated out of 

the County Jail but that IlO. grant funds have been used to support this 

activity. In a very real sense it is this jail work release "programl! 

that is being relocated in the former Municipal Tuberculosis Sanitarium. 

As we have observed, apparently only two persons With the present 

County-State program will be employed under the Sheriff r s prog'ram. One, 
::,:' 

a Deputy Sheriff, has served as a Liaison Officer 'with the Shf9riff ' s 

". *Carol Morrisey, "Work-Release Pr:tsoners May Make June Move, 11 

Peoria Journ~l Star~ April 23, 1'974, B 9 and B 20. 

,,, 
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D9partment and has remained on the Sheriff's pa;y:roll. He seems to be a 

very conscientious worker but does notB.ppear to have assumed any signif­

icant role in tho County-State venture over the past year. The other 

stafr member has functioned as a Residence Counselor since September, 

1973. Present plans call for the Deputy Sheriff to be in charge of the 

nev( work release operati,on at the sanitarium. According to the Peoria 

_Jo_ur_'_n_a_f~ of April 23, 1974, the staff Ej.t the sanitarium in addition 

to the Deputy Sheriff in charge will "include a clerk-steno, custodial 

help, a cook and trained people equivalent to civilif:1Il. jailers. II This 

information suggests that the definitely of 

a non-treatment orientation. 

o 
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Interviewer 

Objectives-,Functions: What do you see as the major purposes-objectives 
of worl~ release? 

During the past year how well did the program meet these objectives? ' 

Areas for Special Attention ___ h_r. __ "*,,,_liu __ _ 

Administrative Machinery (Nature and Adequacy) -_ .. , . 

Personnel-Staffing (Adequacy) Need's) 

!r'ainin~ (How successful do you feel the state-county 
progr81n has been in achieving its staff trai.J:"I.ing 
objective?) I' 
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~l?1ffient of work releasees (How obtained? 
Special problems? 
EmPloyer relationsh:t;ps?) 

Communi ty (:Reaction-Suppo:i:it:;:Oppos:tt~o:oJ._ 

Records Kept and Maintaitled (Nature, AdeQ.uacy, Needs) 
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Processing of work releasees in and out (Routines, transportation, Needs) . . 

Housing (Adequacy) 

~9..~~ ;Activi tief3' .(:lfature), ! 

J! , 

. ~ -

Public Relations (Nature> if.' an;r') 
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Selection Criteri§: What specific factors are con~~dered 
in deciding if a pel'son should be placed. 
on work release~. 

Final :J:)acision Authori'!;Y' (Who makes final decision?) 

1/ 

Extra-jud~e involvement in the selection decision (To what extent 
is the selection process based on a group decision?) 

Revocation of wOI'k release status (.Any revocations? Criteria?) 

Outcomes 

Positive (Do you see any positive outcomes as ~~ving 
emerged from the first year's experience 
with work release?) 

Negative (Do you; feel there have been any negative 
• consequences of the first year's experience?) 

Ii 

n 
Future (What do YOl";see in terms of the future of work 

rel,ea.se in '"-, ?') 

--.~-' --~ 

C) 
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