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PREFACE

This evaluation of the Peoria County Work Reiease‘Project,
ILEC Grant No. 637, covers the period from May, 19?3}‘through March,
1974. Tﬁg 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 informetion and  opinions about the Peoria
Work Release Program we have 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 resbect
to the operation and substantive questions‘regarding the past year's
development of the Peoria County-State of Illinois cOoperatiQe work
release venture as envisioned in the gfant application,

Qur overall approach to the evaluation used the following
strategy. Information regarding the first year's operation of the
Peoria County Work Release Program was obtained through (1) informal

and formal interviews, (2) analysis of statistical data, (3) examin-~

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 County Probation Department) and thevcur¥ent
Work Release Center, R.R. 2, Brimfield, Illinois. This served the
functionkof familiarizing us with the developments of the past year.

Prior to arranging formal interviews, an interview format end
instrument was prepared covering the key areas for consideration.
(See Appéndix) 'Before each interview, careful consideratioh was
given to specific aspecﬁs of the program that should be emphasized
in %@e forthecoming interview and appropriate notatiéhs were made on
the instrument. In all, fifteen interviews were conducted with
twelve different persons; one interview was conducted by telephone.
Three Jjudges were interviewed. In addition, data sheets for the col-
léction of statistical information about the prdgram 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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OVERVIEW

The Peoria County Work Release grant applicatién specifies that
the program was in part designéd as an alternative to incarceration for
probationers with beha&ior prdblemg and those without families, proper
housing or employment. From its inception the ﬁrogram was ostensibly :
designed to be a joint County~-State ﬁcooperative" venture with the
State exercising the final ‘control on who entered the program. The

& first probationer and work release regident 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 tge program, four
of whom were from Tazewell County.

The last screening interview to assess the admissibility of a
: W\,

county probativner took place on November iﬁ; 1973, and the last
: j

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

ent, however, that the decision to terminate the County-State work
release relatiohship was made long before this date, Formallj the
decision to separate the County from the State program éppears ‘to
have taken place on December 5, 1973. |

Given the limited numbers of county probationary work release

residents actually participating in the program over the year, and

given the minor role assumed by the professionai perséhnel inveived

with the 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.

M"' 11
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of é detailed discussion and operational assessmeﬁx of the total progranm.
In fact, it is our opinion that little has been learned about the admin-
istration of work release programs which canAbe‘transferred to the new
faéiliﬁy that is presently being planned by the Peoria County Sheriff's
Department. Present plans call for but two of ‘the present staff to join
the new work release project in Peoria. One of these{;§ a menmber of ‘the
Peoria County Sheriff's Deparitment and serves as a lia{gan agent between
the Sheriff’s Department and the work release program., He appears, how-
ever, to have been relegated a minor role in the actual adndnistration
of the program. The other staff momber who apparently will be staying
with the Cownty program is o residence counselor and has been with the
County~-State program since early September, 1973.

In view of these several Teatures, we will treat the details of
the program's operation in much less detailed manner than if the program
had fully developed, and instead omphasize (1) those features which hﬁy
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 projected in ‘the formal grant application.

Program Goals

Clearly articulated and pragmatic program goals are essential to
giving direction to any work release program. Withoum‘specific objec~
tiveé there is the ever present danger that the program will drift into
a pattern of confusion and uncertainty. Equally important, however, is
to forﬁuldte goals in such 2 manner that they can be translated into
concrete program activities and avaluated. AS‘spelléd out in the formal

grant proposal, we were able to identify four major goals of the program
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there throughout the document.

erystallized goals to any program,-this is unfortunate.
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and several subsidisry goals.

Offer Alternative Program of Incarceration to Judiciary
for Probation Candidates

.
I8

a. For probation candidates with behavior-probléms

b. Tor probation candidates without families, proper
‘housing or employment

Expand Current Work Release Program in Cooperatién with
the State Work Release Program

a. Incresse resident pbpulaﬁion at state facility

b. Provide personncl to administer %he‘program

¢, Train coupty persomel for future céunty operated program
d. Dvaluate selection criteria

e. Provide equipment needed 1o operate program

Reduce Cost Accompanying Conventional Incarceration

a. Facilitate work relcase regident's support of dependents
b. Reduce housing and custodial expenses

Minimize Problems of Prisoner Re-Entry Into Community

a. Facilitate work release resident's contact with family,
employers and comunity ¥ .

b. Facilitate the transfer process from incarceration to
the community

With respect to the program's goals as outlined in the grant
application, we found them generally vﬁgue and inexplicit. A few are

stafed with clarity and precision but others appear hidden here and

In view of ‘the importance of clearly

In the

specificisecﬁion of the proposal dealing with goals these major'pﬁgposes
are initﬁally specified: (1) expand resident population of the Peoria

Work Release Center thfodgﬁ (a) providing persomnel and (b) equipment

i
@

G




I3

Grupp
6

and (2) to provide inservice training for staff to equip them for
eventual full-time professional service in a work 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*fhe highest in the
‘hierarchy of the‘several objectives. The document is simply not clear
on the priority question. 1If 80, however, it can be argued that while
all of these are of obvious impdrtance, thesekobjectives‘should.be seen

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

effects on the clientele, (2) meeting certain heeds of the clientele, or

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

ADMINISTRATTION

Organization

R g 4 e

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

eny control over, the actual administration or formation of policies at
the Work Release Center. The management of the Center was exclusi#ely -

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 Aduit Proba-
. ?7 . »

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

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

of probationers for the work release program.

~
<

Not only has the mandgement of the Work Release Center been the’

\‘;\\ LI

]

& -

exclusive prerogative of the State, but the Sfate«Supervisor at
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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

encunbent upon their particular positions.

Personnel
A1l personnel employed under the grant with the exception of the
pre-sentence invesﬁigator were‘assigned to the Sﬁate Work-Release Center
and placed under the authority of the State Supervisor. The turnover of
personnel #unded under the grant has been quite high. As early as
October 1, 1973, a total of twelve different persons had filled ‘the

seven positions funded by the grant (employment counselor, pre—sehtence‘

investigator, two resident counselors, secretary and two part-time

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

1
!
i
!
$

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

Release Center. The present Employment Counselor who has been on the

grant payroll since earlj’Mhy; 1973, also plans to join the Stéte Work
_ Release Program. This summary of turnover represents the outside mini-

mum of staff turnover. The information given us by otr 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 thek

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 abie to observe the

staff employed under the Jounty grant but without any commitment to them.
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If the staff member had strong potential, the Center Super&isor simp1y 

hired him when it was possible to do so.

'Trainigg

The training of Couﬁty persdnnel, funded under the grant for the
future work release program to be operated autonomously by the County,
was explicitly mentioned in the grant proposal. To thg exteniltraining
took place there is, as we have suggested above, a serious question ;
whether this was for the benefit of thg County or the State. At no
time in our discussions with thebvarious staff members did we gét'the
impression that any of the persomnel at the Work Release Cenﬁer were
really trying to help in building for the future Peoria County Work
Release Program. The commitment clearly seems to have been in termé
of the State's interests, fo the completé exclusipn of County interests.

There is no evidence that the type of training'whiChbwas‘osten_

sibly given was thought out in advance or gtructured. Reference to
training in the monthly narrative reports and other official reports
;are Virtﬁally limited to such references as the following:

1. "o, .'Went‘on a training trip to Menard State Peni-

tentiary and Vienna Correctional Center.' Report
for May 1l-June '8, 1973. R

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

3. ", . . and ‘the two Correctional Counselors [State
persommel] began holding weelly staff development
meetings. The meetings are designed to instruct
the staff in counseling techniques and also pro-
vide a meeting ground where problems and policies
of the Center can be discussed.'" Report for

“. August 4-September 6, 1973. ‘ :

R et i, B ) _.3‘4«/;‘1"“‘;
AR RO g
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4. The liaison staff member "attended his first Staff

Development Meeting. This is a meeting conducted
by . . . to train the staff and keep them informed
of Center policieg." September 11, 1973
Report for September 7-October 5, 1973.

In the words of one observer:
"Most training of County staff has been informal and
incidental to thelr assuming regular duties at the
Work Release Center. There was an attempt at weekly
staff development meetings conducted by the Center
‘Supervisor for State and County staff members alike.
The meetings lasted three (3) months.!

In summary, our clear impression is that the training program
envisioned in the grant was never clearly conceﬁtualized, was not
actually implemented, and to the extent any training took place, it
was motivated by the State's interests in terms of obtaining either
personnel or a smooth running State Work Release Program. It was notb

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

future efforts to establish a work release program.
CRYITERIA FOR SELECTING CLIENTELE

Conceptually the grant application leaves no ambiguity on the

question of the target population. Specifically, prospective work

release subjects are to be probationers withw(l) behavior problems and/
or (2) those withogt families, proper housing or employment. The
initial screening of probationers“was done first by the pre-sentence
investigator on the staff of the Peoria County Probation Departmeﬁt in
conjunction with the judge who in reality exercised the authority in

the sentencing process. Secondly, the State Work Release staff screened

S
,“!i:f
i
3

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

bility of the probationer for admission to the program.

PR - A R
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The pre-sentence investigator, a probation officer, used conven-

@ S . ol

B I

tional pre-sentence social casework procedures for screening probationers.

Our interviews with the probation officers did not indicate that they

had any special criteria for the initial sereening of work release can-
‘didates other than those specified in the grant application. Neither

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

be most likely to be selected. Indeed, the exact nature of criteria 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
ples of guilty.

2. The defendant is referred 4o the Adult Probation
Office for a pre-sentence investigation.

3. If this investigation reveals that the defendant
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 te {followed
with a recommendation by the investigator, that the
Court sentence the defendant to a term of Probation
with the specific condition of a term of periodic
imprisorment. :

i

A g ~ i T I e | - N S

BN
P

3
i

- ' o S , 5. If the Court concurs, it will sentence the defendant
to the Work Release Project.

- — Ny
‘ \ Ig}gddition this memorandum noted that the Peoria County Work Release
" . program "will be guests in the State Program" and that the State per-
E I l&m sonnel had final veto power over who is acceeptable and who is not.
AT It is eminently clear that major problems emerged due to (1) the
‘w . ’ State ,fhavingﬂ the final veto poWer :reé;arding admissions to the program,
O ﬁ - ® - . \ > (2) the State's infiexibility and inability to bend with respect to its
S s s eriteria for selecting clientele and (3) the fact that there was n¢ one

e st -
e R R
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central adminigtrative authorify for implementing %he Peoria County Work
ReleasekPrograﬁ. The County was interested in ser{ing 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,
represénted high risks. The Sﬁatgj for example, found persons unaccept-
gble who were youthful, immature, unstable, had a drug history, or who
had problems with alcohol. In summary, the State was interested in low-
risk persons who presented a minimuwn of problems.‘ Another apparent
point of disagreeﬁent was the fact that the State 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 that there had been "some difficulty . . . in coordinating
efforts of all the agencies involved." We suspect, indeed, that this
problem focused on the above issues. These differing poinis of view
exigted from the inception of the program, were never resolved and
immediately set the stage for the rapid demise of the program as

envisioned in ‘the grant application.
REVOCATIONVOF WORK RELEASE STATUS

The power of revocation as implemented in the Peoria County-State
Work Release venture resided with the State. Twelve county prdba%ioners
spent some time in the program during the year. Of these, four were
terminated for the following reasons: (1) smoking marihuana at the Work
Release Center; (2) consumplion of alechol at place of employment;
(3) failure to adjust to the program due to "a number of minor rule
infractions and continually demonstrated a negative, hostile and unco-

qperative attitude to the exbent his presence in the program was believed
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to be seriously interfering with the Center's functioning" and

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

ber, the latter resident ﬁwas found to be an epileptic which created
employment problems. He wanted to go back to Court for re-sentencing
and accomplished this end."

While it is difficult to assess these four revocations based on
limited data, the nature of the revocations does give some idea of the
preyailing philpsophy dominating the State program. If the reasons
for the revocation are as stated,‘it ig apparent that the State program
was not equipped nor was it motivated %6 deal with situations which

many persons would see as ralher commonplade problems.
PROGRAMMING

County work release residents participated in the prognnm‘and
activities of ‘the Work Release Cenﬁgr on an equal basis with the State
residents: Counseling activities included mandatory group meetings for
eight weeks. Counselors also worked on a "one-on-one" basis with each
resident in the establishment of goals for the resident. Periodically
these goals were reevaluated. A written ﬁﬁdget was developed which
the resident was expected to adhere to, with the approval and assistgpce
of the professional staff. An iﬁdependenﬁ checking account was main-
‘tained for each residént?

Work release reéidents Wereﬂkransported to and from work in cars
driven by Center staff. Two Veﬁicles purchased by funds from the grant
have been gsed during the past year for transporting both County and
Sfate residents at the Center. There is a’feeling on ‘the part of some

County peoﬁle‘that the State has taken advantage of the vehicles

[T
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purchased by grant funds and that they have not been cared for properly.
Residents Withod%‘employment were given assistance in obtaining

employment. The @mployment Counselor, a pﬁsition%cqvered by‘granﬁ funds,

has apbarentl&xbéqp 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-

‘selor does not plan on staying with the County program when it is

rees%ablished'in Peoria it is not known whether or ndt the County pro-

gram will continue to profit from this relationship.
STATISTICAL AND FINANCIAL RECORDS

Given the small number of County residents participating in the .
progranfduring thé year there was in fact a limited amount of informa-
tion to report or keep traqk of. There apparently was no plan for
reporting informationrgbouﬁ the County residents toigither Qounty offi-
cials or ‘the press. ﬁé 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 thg Project Director's office abouv the

record of earnings of County residents, we were referred to the.s#aﬁf;’

at the Work Release Center. The Center is apparently the only source

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

was to reduce the. costs which accompany conventional‘incarceyatiop,,thé
absence of this information in the Project Digéctor’s office~seeﬁs some-
what anomalous. : |

The persommel at the Work Release Center were able to provide all

sta@istical information which we requested. Of three prepared data

sheet formats which Weré‘submitted for completién, we were successﬁul 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 writing been>;“

returned ®see page 15,

Summary gaﬁa regarding program volume for May, 1973, tthugh
Mhrch} 1974, was assémbled by the Employment Counselor and may be found
on pége 16. It will be noted that all information requested was pro-
vided. In two-instances (the average daily count and tﬁe 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, 1974, is found on page 17. We found this report

to be internally consistent. Tor the May through March period the
twelve Countyfprobationers earned a total bf $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 $8,885.70 to depen-
dents and creditors. This contribution in taxes, self support,-depén—
dents' support and payments to creditors are positive features of the
program which are not debatable. Had these persons been incarcerated
none of fhese advantagesVWOuld have occurred and the Staté or’County
would have had 1o Lear the burden of suﬁporting them as prisonefs,
Similarly had these residents been plécedAinﬁthe community under pro-
bationary supervision there is no assurance ﬂhe\dependent support would

have been forthcoming or for that matter that employment would have

been continued.

Received
too late to
include in

report.
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ALL QTHER  Co. Program Personal Dependen% f Court ; Balance In;:
GROSS TAXES | DEDUC. | MET oS Rm-&lg Support |Creditors Fimes '
HONTH maruiNgs | TAXES | DEDUC. | NET | 'gogpq | Fxpemse [Support |Greditors Fimes | Other | Account |
T T ~ ; . P R0 R A = T ’
- . ' , i ! i i ' :
May . ...|.7%3:93  (147.17 | 49.93 i368.83 ¢  -O- | 20.00 § 100.00 ! wA : MA oA 26883 0
| |
§ . p *
June 3067.07 765.92 ;120.63 '2180.52 |  295.00 |172.38 | 1162.07} i 551.07
; [PUSUEI PPN A Y .-.—..1..‘__-.-_.,.,. e .‘: [P ‘-...?..,-, ,.A.(v........-;.if 4 tr - ....;-» e v e o
‘ : ) : : t i :
July 1717.65 ;419,91 ; 51.23 1246.51 348.00 :222.00 ; 779.9% : 1(103.43)
: G : ‘ o P : L
foee, o o , s ; f ; ;
August :3554.00  :882.23 ;196.16 2475.61: = 695.50 ; 746.55 ! 782.63 i 250,93 !
..‘ e ’,.._.,. . ; D . ,;.V.,M_ ..,,: s e e e e .,“..*... e R i e ok o e et aaien e
September  i3715.98 i853.27 153,15 ;2709.56 {  482.00 ! 453.80 : 990.78 . :782.98
October i2931.32  1673.70 |151.08 ;2106.54 ;  500.50 i 264.24 : 986.49 £355.31 i}
November 3726.31  [794.09 | Th.4k3 -2857.79%  629.50 ' 687.30 , 996.14 ., 546.85
S I : ; ? ; y ek 1
December 2005.39 441,26 § -0~ 11564,13 495.00 | 443,05 ; 380.68 245 .40 f
B e R - "E [ R - i - E F VU U _-_.-..;L - . - bomn (R . ,;
. { : : : : ; i : |
January 3297.01 590.36 | -0- ;2706.65 610.00 ; 667.20 = 670.03 i 759.42 ,
S S - ; H Rt UL vy ae . - . : i
t H R i
February 3146.22 738.44 ; -0~  :2407.78 590.00 | 723.00. 689.08; . | 405.70 | ?
SRR U T S——— i RS SNV e o : SRS SN SO ? %
March 1784.61 434,82 -0~ %134§;79 528,00 | 428.00: 1347.88 : (954.07) E o t%
' t : : ¢ [
- . I T e - _..‘.....g.,k. — S g _,.}f NS SN TN :izﬁig.-,.-v.. :
H ] ’ B H i ;
: i ; ¥ ; : %
» b ] o B! ! ' R & o
Payments to creditors; not determined due to fadt that residents sent monies, to wives and theyf paid creditors. is
za i : £ : & i
| | { ¢t | : | [ S
* If information is not available, please record as NA. N ’ - ’ ‘ " :
5 Prepared by: L}‘U&,A—Z%{M,/ Sﬁm (fée/p,é/
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COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC RELATIONS

We were repeatedly assured by the professional staff we talked
with that the program had been positively received by the community.
In view of the small number of persgns involved in the program over
the past year, there is perhaps no reason for any negative public ‘
reaction. It ig known, however, that when the State originally %
attemplted to locate its Work Releasé Center 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 testimony to
a favorable response on the part of a number of employers. With a
view to informing employers and eriminal justice persomnel about the
program, early in the County-State cooperative venture an open house
was held at the Center. Although an extensive invitational guest list
wag prepared, the number who actually made an appearance at the Center

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

negative reaction fo the program.
SUCCESS IN MEETING GRANT OBJECTIVES

Although only a few County probationers participated in the pro-
gram measured agaihst the objectives as defined in the grant proposal,
there were both successes and failures. There seems to be little ques-
tion, however, that in terms of the totality of objectives as specified
on page 5 most were not achieved; indeed, the program as it emerged did
not come within striking distance of most of the dbjéctives.

Positively, twelve probationers were placed in ‘the program.‘ For

these persons the costs of possible incarceration were avoided and while
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in the program they remaine\];?employed s self-supporting, tex-paying
citizens and contributed tbxi the support of their families. Grant funds
also paid for two vehicles which presumably will go with the indupendent
County Sheriff's work release operation when it is réloea’ced in Peorisa.

The small nunber 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 there been larger numbers. As the
result of the small numbers the program simply did not have the kind of
public visibility that it might otherwise have had.

Despite the small numbers there is no question but what the pro-
gram did have an effect on the pattern and turn of events with respect
to the eriminal justice system in Peoria County. Of major significénce
is the decision of the Peoria County Adult Probation Office to get‘ out
of the work release business. It is 1o the credit of the Chief Proba-
tion Officer that he has a primary commitment to bullding a strong and
vigble Probation Department. The running of a useful work release pro-
gram requires considerable time and energy and may indeed conflict with
the primary obligations of an already overburdemed pi-obation gtaff,

One significant result, but certainly a costly one in terms of
the totel funds invested in the program, is the realization that County-
State cooperatic;n in the\} ares of work release {and very possibly other

areas of correctiong) cannot simply be brought about by making govern-

\

mental funds available. While County-State cooperation in the implemen-
tation of work release programs is possible ‘!’é[’]nd there are examples of i ) .
such relatinnships in other areas of the United Staves, this is not |
something that can be :inrg'o’s."ém\msimply because it sounds like a good idedis

Our clear impression is that this was the case in the initiation of the
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‘Peoria County-State venture, There is a need to establish clear 1inés

" of auihority which are agreed upon by all agencies which are involved. -

Similéily there ig a need to have agreement on the type of‘cliéntele

that are to be served by the program and on the selection criteria. .In

- addition the administration of the program needs to be centralized,

The Courty-State venture in Peoria had none of these attributes.

‘There is an indication, and it has been asgerted by some, that__

,the,Couniy 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 gome 6f‘the State professional staff that the County is primarily

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

poses of work and that there are no other objectives.* This observa-
tion neglééts the fact that the target population as specified in the

' grant‘épplication included probationers-withrbehavior problems.  We

are éonfronted, however, with the haunting impression that this rhe-
toric was placed in the grant application with a view to_giving it an

aura of proféssionality. At least one County official indicated that

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

AN

. State program.

 While each of thg above points may have some validity, we find
it inappropriate to speak of a prevailing Coﬁnty phi;gsoéhy*or a Cdunty
pbin$~of~viewkregarding work releasel One point ig clear; there has |
been little attention given to such questions as, "ihatt do we expee¢t 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. It is not uncommon for those who see them-
selves as being treatment oriented to hold unfavorable views of work
release programs administered by sheriffs.. ~
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achieve with a County Work Release Program?” and "What underlying phil—
osophy should be used in ra‘blonal:.zlng the County Work Release Program?"
We fouhd no evidence that rl;he:c'e has been any discussion among Oount'y
officials r‘egardling these questions, No work release committee exists

and no screening committee exists which would provide a natural setting

for the pursult of these all important questions. Iiﬁdeed, we found that

the judges themselves were not clear in their minds regarding a rationale

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

their views., i
L7

FUTURE PROSPECTS

Current plans call for locating a work release "program" in the
former Peoria Municipal Tuberculosis Sanitarium. Although there is
apparently some opposition on the part of local c;tizenry, the "program!
to be operated under the .auspices of vthe Pebria County Sheriff 1s now
awai“bing the :appfoval of the County Board and the Peoria City Council.¥
The Peoria County Probation Department w:Lll not be involved. It should
be noted that there has been a work release ''program'" operated out of
the County Jail but that noﬂ grant funds have been used to support ‘uhis
activity. In a very real sense it is this jall work release "program"

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's program. One,

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

<

*carol Morrlsey 3 "Work~Release Prisoners May Make June Move,"
Peorla Journal, Star, April 23, 1974, B 9 and B 20
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staff member has functioned as a Residence Counselor since September,

1973, Present plans call for the Deputy Sheriff fe be in charge of the

Grupp \(\ /f Y
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Department end has remained on the Sheriff's payroll. He seems to be a

very consclentious worker but does not sppear to have assumed any signif-

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

néw'work‘release operation at ﬁhe'sanitariﬁm{wwAcdording to the Peoria

Journal Star of April 23, 1974, the staff at the senitarium in addition

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

help, a cook and trained people equivalent to civilian jallers." This
i

informetion suggests that the enviﬁigézﬂ program will be definitely of

[\

a non-treatment orientation. - g i

O
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Pogition ' Interviewer

Obj ectives-Functions: What do you see as the major pm'posés—objec“bive‘s
of work release? : '

.

b R T e et e

A
£

R

) - During the past year how well did the program meet these objectives?-
Areas for Special Attention
Administrafive Machinery (Nature and Adequacy)
! e
i
o ) - Iy
1 Persomnel-Staffing (Adequacy, Needs) J
,//
: o
/ Training (How successful do you feel the statey-’-county
i ~ program has been in achieving its staff training
objective?) '
” = , ‘;‘h & \\“\
\
.4 " \\ L
& i .
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T Employment of work releasees (How obtained?
;;;;;;;; ' Special problems?
; Employer relationships?)
Community (Reaction—Sﬁpﬁ‘S’x\“flG%esfi;,ion\)& S
Records Kept and NIaintai%iéd (Nature, Adequacy, Needs)
; Processing of work releasees in and out (Routines, transportation, Needs') ‘
{
] Housing (Adequacy)
Program Activities {Hature)
b i# o +
0 Public Relations (Natuve, if any)
# ; ‘ ‘ 3
- . e 3 N : fi B \i\:« o :
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Selection Criteria: What specific factors are congidered
. e in deciding if a person should be placed
on work release?’

&

=) : <
%

Final Decision Authority' (Who makes final decision?)

e

Extra-judge involvement in the selection decision (To what extent
' is the selection process based on a group decision?)

Revocation of work release status (Any revocations? Criteria?)

jo—

Outcomes 70

Positive (Do you see any positive outcomeé as baving
~ emerged from the first year's experietice
with work release?)

Negative (Do you. feel there have béen’any negative
consequences of the first year's experience?)

[
r

fo

I

Fﬁture (What do yousee in terms of the future of work
release in | ).
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