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SYNOPSIS

Senate Resolution 686 directed the Auditor General to
conduct a program audit of the funding provided by or through
the State of Illinois to the CeaseFire program. Our audit
concluded that:

e In Statefiscal years 2004 through 2006, the Chicago Project
and its community partners received $16.2 million from a
variety of sourcesto operate the CeaseFire program and fund
other Chicago Project activities.

e The State of Illinois provided the largest amount of funding,
$11.1 million, followed by private foundations at $3 million,
federal monies totaling $1.8 million and Cook County with
$325,000 in funding.

e The Chicago Project was to utilize the funds, in part, for:
subcontracts with community partners; salaries and benefits
for Chicago Project staff; salaries and benefits for its own
outreach staff to support community sites; and public
education materials. Our testing found that some of the
funds did not go for the stipulated purposes.

e  Our examination of documentation at the Chicago Project
and State contracts on file at the Comptroller found
numerous weaknesses in the administration of the CeaseFire
program that included:

- During FY 06, the Department of Corrections
provided funding for CeaseFire outside the payment
terms of the agreement.

- During FY 06, the Chicago Project charged atotal of
$365,000 in administrative fees that was not
delineated in the funding agreement with DOC.
DOC officials condoned the practice even though it
was not outlined in the agreement.

- UIC and the Chicago Project allowed community
partners to initiate work without a written agreement
in place.

- Insufficient diligence by Chicago Project staff led us
to question $371,534 in reimbursements to
community partners.

e CeaseFire communities were determined during the audit
period by two sources-the Chicago Project or individual
legidlators that provided funding in the State budget.

e The Department of Corrections had no predetermined
performance measures contained in funding agreements with
the University of Illinois detailing what results were expected
for the funding levelsreceived. The agreements simply set
forth payment schedules.

Pagei



PROGRAM AUDIT — CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

Pageii



PROGRAM AUDIT — CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

REPORT CONCLUSIONS

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention (Chicago Project)
was formed in 1995 as a strategic public health initiative to support
accelerated community-based and citywide violence prevention. Housed
within the School of Public Health at the University of Illinois at Chicago
(UIC), the Chicago Project is supported by private foundation grants and
with local, State, and federal funds. CeaseFire isamajor program
operated by the Chicago Project and is designed to combat violence within
the community.

FUNDING SOURCE CHICAGO
PROJECT/CEASEFIRE
In State fiscal years 2004 REVENUES
. . State FY 04-FY 06
through 2006, the Chicago Project Source ATOUnT
and its community partnersreceived State $11.069.600
$16.2 million from avariety of Foundation 2,085 505
sources to operate the CeaseFire Federal 1,782,249
program and fund other Chicago County 324,640
Project activities. The State of Total $16,161,994
Ilinois provided the largest amount Source: OAG summary.

of funding, $11.1 million, followed by private foundations at $3 million,
federal monies totaling $1.8 million and Cook County with $325,000 in
funding. Seeinset for source of funds.

During the same period, Chicago Project funding agreements
proposed to use: 39 percent of the budgeted CeaseFire funds ($6.4
million) for subcontracts with community partners; 30 percent ($4.9
million) for salaries and benefits for Chicago Project staff; 15 percent
($2.4 million) for salaries and benefits of its own outreach staff to support
community sites; and 3 percent ($414,564) for public education materials.
The remaining funds were budgeted for seven other line item purposes
such as equipment and supplies. Our testing found that some of the funds
did not go for the stipulated purposes.

State Funding

While some State agencies provided funding to the Chicago
Project as far back as 1999, the State of 1llinois became the major funding
source for the Chicago Project and CeaseFire program during the FY 04
through FY 06 time period.

State of Illinois agencies provided $10.8 million directly to UIC

for CeaseFire activities between FY 04 and FY06. Funding agencies and
funding amounts were:
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e Department of Corrections (DOC) - $6,750,000,

e lllinois State Police (ISP) - $1,500,000,

e Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJA) -
$1,100,000,

e Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEOQO)
- $750,000, and the

e |llinois Violence Prevention Authority (1VPA) - $734,600.

In addition, the Department of Human Services (DHS) provided
the CeaseFire community partner in the Auburn Gresham area of Chicago
with $200,000 in funds during FY 06 specifically for CeaseFire activities.
In another community, East Garfield Park, the community partner
received a $35,000 grant from 1VPA for ayouth violence prevention
program similar to activities conducted as part of the CeaseFire program.
These payments went dir ectly to these not-for -profit community
partnersand did not filter through UIC and the Chicago Project.

Generaly, there has been a shift in how the funding was directed
for CeaseFire — from paying for administrative costsin FY 04 to providing
funds for specific CeaseFire communitiesin FY06. Our examination of
budgeted purposes in the State funding agreements in effect during the
audit period showed:

e Most State funding during the audit period for CeaseFire was
to go for community expenses — outreach workers and related
costs as well as subcontracts with community partners.

- 72 percent ($7.8 million) of the $10.8 millionin direct
funding to Ul C was budgeted for community activity.

- 18 percent in State funding ($2.0 million) was for
salaries and fringe benefits for staff of the Chicago
Project.

Regarding State funding, our examination of documentation at the
Chicago Project and State contracts on file at the Comptroller found
numerous weaknesses that included:

e InFYO06, the Department of Corrections provided funding for

CeaseFire outside the payments ter ms of the agreement.
DOC never received adequate documentation that
disbursements had been made by CeaseFireto all the specific
communities in the funding agreement.

- The Chicago Project was either not passing funding on
to community partnersin atimely manner or the
community partners were not expending much of the
funding allocated to their communities. The contract
with DOC required proof that the initial half of the
funding to each community by UIC (generally

Pageiv



PROGRAM AUDIT — CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

$125,000) had been expended prior to DOC forwarding
the second half of the appropriated fundsto UIC. Only
27 percent (4 of 15) of the communities had provided
the Chicago Project with requests for reimbursement
equaling at least half of the monies provided for in the
State contract — though there were only 30 dayseft in
the contract period — yet DOC paid the second half of
the contract; and

- UIC wasrequired to “provide to the [I]DOC no later
than 60 days from the final payment, documents
indicating disbursementsin accordance” with the terms
for the second payment. Sixty daysfor delivery of this
documentation should have been by September 13,
2006. However, as of March 29, 2007, 260 days after
the final payment, DOC officials indicated that the final
expense summary had never been received.

e During FY06, the Chicago Project charged atotal of $365,000
in administrative fees that was not delineated in the funding
agreement with DOC. DOC officials condoned the practice
even though it was not outlined in the agreement.

e The CeaseFire budget for the FY 04 DOC funding, dated May
10, 2004 — approximately 3¥2 months after work was to begin —
failed to identify 18 individuals for positions that were
described as “vacant” or “new hire.” These positions
amounted to over $187,000, or 37 percent, of the total budget.

e Thelllinois State Police paid monies for CeaseFire that appear
to befor servicesrendered prior to a contract being
executed. The contract, executed May 26, 2004, shows that
the contract period was February 1, 2004 through June 30,
2004. The contract was not filed until June 23, 2004 — seven
days prior to the end of the contract period.

e lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority grant
agreements with UIC were generally executed well into the
performance period for the grant. In FY 05, the $600,000 grant
was executed February 18, 2005 — 4%2 months after the
initiation of the grant term.

e Chicago Project use of Department of Commerce and
Economic Opportunity FY 04 funding differed significantly
from the purposes contained in the contract between UIC and
the State. Funds were not used in the budgeted amounts but
were transferred to other lines.

- Close-out documentation submitted June 15, 2005 — six
months after the end of the grant period — showed that
the Chicago Project spent 33 percent more than
budgeted for the total of personnel costs and fringe

Page v



PROGRAM AUDIT — CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

benefits; spent less than 1 percent on travel; and spent
none of the money provided for subcontractors. The
subcontractor funding was scheduled to be used for
clergy mobilization; however, the Chicago Project used
it toward the increased personnel and fringe benefit line
items. DCEO followed appropriate Departmental
procedures by sending follow-up correspondence to the
grantee to obtain submission of the close-out report;
determined upon review of the received document that
it contained excessive variances; and has neither
accepted nor approved the close-out report as of July
17, 2007.

- The contract between UIC and DCEO required the
hiring of eight outreach workers. Documentation
obtained from the Chicago Project showed that fewer
than eight outreach workers were on the job in the
identified police beatsin 4 of 12 months during
calendar year 2004.

- DCEO officiasindicated that while monitoring the
funds distributed as member initiatives does occur, no
on-site monitoring of this $750,000 had been conducted
by DCEO.

- UIC information showed that $884,848 had been
charged to the DCEO grant in their financial system -
$134,848 more than the total grant from DCEO. A UIC
official indicated that the grant was overcharged and
that transfers to other grants were processed during
close-out. In May 2007, the official could not tell us
what other grants these transfers went to. On July 27,
2007, 4 days after our exit conference, UIC officials
provided information on the transfers; however the
information failed to adequately clear thisissue.

Private Funding

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention hasreceived, or is
scheduled to receive, substantial support - $6.6 million — from multiple
non-State sources for various costs and activities. Some of these grants
provided by private sources during the period FY 04 through FY 06 have
grant periodsthat either started before or extended past the audit
period defined in Senate Resolution 686.

For the period specifically between FY 04 and FY 06, the Chicago

Project received $3 million from 23 private sources to supplement
activities of the Chicago Project and the CeaseFire program. Private
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funding was utilized primarily for the support of the administrative
function for the Chicago Project, and to a much lesser extent, front-line
community activity.

Federal Funding

During FY 04 through FY 06, CeaseFire received $1.78 million in
grants from the United States Department of Justice (USDOJ). The grants
provided fundsto: (1) support CeaseFirein the West Garfield Park,
Logan Square, and West Humboldt Park neighborhoods of Chicago; (2)
enhance the capacity of CeaseFire to serve other communities through
additional outreach workers and violence interrupters; and (3) support
core functions that are necessary to these sites.

Cook County Funding

During FY 04-FY 06, the Chicago Project received $324,640 from
Cook County officials under five separate grant agreements. Eighty-three
percent of the funds provided by Cook County to the Chicago Project was
from the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant for the B.A.D.G.E.
program. The programs under which funds were provided were
administered by the Judicial Advisory Council and the State’' s Attorney’s
Office. County funding was mainly budgeted for salaries and fringe
benefits.

COMMUNITY ALLOCATIONS

CeaseFire program communities were determined during the audit
period by two sources — Chicago Project administration or individual
legislators who directed funding for specific communities. Beats within
the specific communities were determined by Chicago Project staff,
reportedly on adata driven basis. During FY 04, Chicago Project
officials deter mined which Chicago communities would receive funding.

As CeaseFire funding became designated in the State budgetsin
FY 05 and FY 06, funds for Chicago communities were included based on
recommendations from State legislators. Inthe FY 05 State budget, no
individual communities were named to receive monies for CeaseFire — the
Chicago communities were once again determined by Chicago Project
officialsin consultation with State legislators. In FY 06, the State budget
dictated which communities were to receive funding.
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CEASEFIRE MONITORING

UIC and the Chicago Project did not have an adequate system in
place to ensure that contracts had been properly executed in atimely
manner. Asaresult, community partners were allowed to initiate work
without a written agreement in place.

e |In 18 percent (7 of 39) of the subcontracts reviewed, the
agreements were not executed until after the performance
period for the contract had expired.

e The 39 subcontractstotaled $5.3 million.

e Theaverage amount of time to properly execute the
subcontract was 128 days — when comparing the “ performance
period beginning date” with the subcontract execution date.
Thetimeliest effort in executing a subcontract was the 21 days
to execute the FY 06 agreement with the Little Village
community partner. It took UIC 248 days to execute the
agreement with an Aurora community partner in FY 06.

The Chicago Project did not enforce provisions of the
subcontractor agreements related to the hiring of outreach workers by the
community partners. Contractually, community partners are required in
the scope of work section to hire a specific number of outreach workersto
conduct CeaseFire activities. Seventy-two percent (28 of 39) of the
subcontracts with community partners contained, in the Scope of Work
Statement, an indicator of how many outreach workers were required to be
hired by the community partner. The subcontracts either gave a definitive,
specific number of outreach workers or gave a minimum number to hire
“per beat.” During FY 04 through FY 06, the community partners only
hired 69 percent (868.5 of 1267 worker-months) of the required number of
staff for the duration of the contracts. Additionally, community partners
had failed to hire over 398 worker-month positions during the course of
the contracts. We saw no written indication that the Chicago Project
enforced this provision of the subcontracts.

The funding agreements between UIC and State funding agencies
do not contain any performance measures that have to be achieved for
funding provided by the State. The Chicago Project regularly reports on
the decreases in shootings in CeaseFire zones in which it operates,
however, it cannot measure how much of the decrease was due to
CeaseFire or other activities/programs operating in the same communities.
An analysis of Chicago Police Department shooting statistics showed that
while shootings have decreased in CeaseFire zones, other non-CeaseFire
beats sometimes had greater decreases. CeaseFire does not aways operate
in the most violent communities.
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Community partners submit reimbursement requests to the
Chicago Project for expenses incurred as part of the CeaseFire program.
Chicago Project staff review these requests and process payments, which
are then made by the University of Illinois at Chicago. Our review of the
expense reimbursements for 15 subcontracts showed significant
weaknesses in review by Chicago Project staff. A lack of formal
procedures for how to review the requests and insufficient diligence by
Chicago Project staff resulted in the weakness. We questioned $371,534
of the $1.9 million paid (20 percent) under these subcontracts.
Exceptions noted included:

e Undocumented Expenses - $263,999;

Personnel Issues - $40,134;

Expenses Outside the Contract Period - $21,861;

Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefit | ssues - $16,024;

Purchases at the End of the Contract Period - $14,700; and
Other Exceptions - $14,815.

The purpose of our testing was to determine how well the Chicago
Project monitored the funding reimbursed to the community partners. As
such, we reviewed all the documentation available at the Chicago Project.
We did not perform audit procedures on the subcontractors, nor did we
seek additional documentation from the subcontractors for our exceptions.
The Chicago Project should have had the necessary support prior to
reimbursing the community partners.

Community partners did not always receive the entire amount of
funding provided by the General Assembly and outlined in the State
budget. State funding agreements make no mention of giving the Chicago
Project any discretion in utilizing funding provided by the State. During
the audit period:

e The 39 community partner subcontractors received 83 percent

of the named funding in State contracts from the Chicago
Project.

e Over $1.1 million was withheld by the Chicago Project,
generally during FY 05 and FY 06, for program support
expenses like the hiring of violence interrupters and core
administrative functions.

¢ Wefound that the amounts withheld were not always
consistent from community to community.

e There were other non-State funding sources that provided
funds for similar activities, such as violence interrupter salaries
and administrative functions of the Chicago Project.

In addition to the $1.1 million in community monies withheld for
expenses paid by the Chicago Project, there was a significant total of the
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community funding remaining that was not spent by the communities
but rather for purposes determined by the Chicago Project. In our sample
of 15 subcontracts, 16 percent of the total subcontract amounts during

FY 04 through FY 06 for those selected subcontractors were not paid out by
the Chicago Project. The total amounted to $352,000. Failure to expend
all State funds in the communities designated in the appropriation bill by
the General Assembly, and detailed in the contract between the State and
UIC, circumvents the intent of the General Assembly.

Due to the funding mechanism used to provide funding for
CeaseFire, the State would be unable to recover any unspent funds under
the Grant Funds Recovery Act for the majority of State monies actually
provided. If the State desires to continue funding for CeaseFire, providing
those funds through a generic grant line item appropriation, along with
proper monitoring by the State funding agency, would ensure the State’s
ability to pay for just the servicesit desires. (pages 1-7)

INTRODUCTION

Five State agencies
provided $10.8
million directly to
the University of
[linoisfor
CeaseFireduring
State FY 04-FY 06.

On April 6, 2006, the Illinois Senate adopted Resolution Number
686, which directed the Auditor General to conduct a program audit of
funding provided by or through the State of Illinoisto CeaseFire Illinois
(See Appendix A for acopy of the Resolution). The Resolution directed
the Auditor General to determine:
e Thetotal amount of funding provided by or through State of
Ilinois sources to CeaseFire in Fiscal Y ears 2004, 2005, and
2006;
e The source of all funding provided to CeaseFire in those fiscal
years,
e The purposes for which that funding was provided, including
how decisions concerning the allocation of funding to various
Chicago communities were made; and
e Whether the State agencies providing funding or CeaseFire
I1linois maintain performance measures and statistics reflecting
the outcomes achieved with State funding. (page 7)

STATE FUNDING SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDING

State of Illinois agencies provided $10.8 million directly to the
University of Illinois for CeaseFire activities between FY 04 and FY 06.
The lllinois State Police, Department of Commerce and Economic
Opportunity, Department of Corrections, Illinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority, and the Illinois Violence Prevention Authority
funded CeaseFire during the audit period.
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The Department of Human Services provided the CeaseFire
community partner in the Auburn Gresham area of Chicago with $200,000

in funds during FY 06 specifically for CeaseFire activities. In another
community, East Garfield Park, the community partner received a $35,000
grant from IVPA for ayouth violence prevention program similar to
activities conducted as part of the CeaseFire program. These payments
went directly to these not-for-profit community partners and did not
filter through UIC and the Chicago Project. Total State funding for
CeaseFire, by fiscal year and agency, is presented in Digest Exhibit 1.

Community
partnersreceived
State funds
directly from State
agencies.

Digest Exhibit 1

STATE FUNDING FOR CEASEFIRE

State FY04-FY06

Agency FY04 FY05 FYO06 Total *

DOC $500,000.00 $2,600,000.00 $3,650,000.00 $6,750,000.00
ISP 1,500,000.00 0.00 0.00 1,500,000.00
ICJIA 500,000.00 600,000.00 0.00 1,100,000.00
IVPA 135,000.00 317,300.00 317,300.00 769,600.00
DCEO 750,000.00 0.00 0.00 750,000.00
DHS 0.00 0.00 200,000.00 200,000.00
Total $3,385,000.00 $3,517,300.00 $4,167,300.00 $11,069,600.00

Note: * Total includes $235,000 paid directly to partners.

Source: OAG summary of State agency documentation.

Most State funding during the audit period for CeaseFire was
budgeted for community expenses — outreach workers and related costs as
well as subcontracts with community partners. Seventy-two percent ($7.8
million) of the $10.8 million in direct funding to Ul C was budgeted for
community activity. While State contracts indicated specific amounts for
specific communities, we found that the front-line community partners
seldom received the entire amount designated in the State budget.

Another 18 percent in State funding ($2.0 million) was budgeted
for salaries and fringe benefits for staff of the Chicago Project. We
summarized the budgeted uses for the State funding during FY 04 through
FY06. Thissummary is presented in Digest Exhibit 2. (pages 29-31)
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Digest Exhibit 2
CEASEFIRE BUDGETED USES OF STATE FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FYO05 FYO06 Total
Community Partners $1,050,350 $1,668,058 $3,650,000 $6,368,408
Community Outreach
Salaries/Benefits 431,449 788,550 157,512 1,377,511
Chicago Project
Salaries/Benefits 678,128 906,498 378,959 1,963,585
Equipment 200,569 69,277 3,000 272,846
Consultants/Training 61,005 186,225 0 247,230
Public Education Materials 221,581 15,500 0 237,081
Indirect/Other Costs 51,965 42,810 5,520 100,295
Community Expenses 42,500 42,500 0 85,000
Telephone 26,535 45,041 4,416 75,992
Supplies 27,058 30,700 3,157 60,915
Travel/Transportation 17,195 23,808 4,735 45,738
Total $2,808,335 $3,818,967 $4,207,299 $10,834,601

Note: Some State funding was provided over fiscal years. Total difference due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from contracts received from the Comptroller.

Corrections has
become the major
funding sour ce for

Department of Corrections

The Department of Corrections provided $6.75 million in funding
during the audit period for CeaseFire activities in the community as well
as administrative costs for operating the program at the Chicago Project
and UIC. There has generally been a shift in how the funding was
directed for CeaseFire — from paying for administrative costsin FY 04 to
providing funds for CeaseFire communitiesin FY06. Seventy-nine
percent of the DOC funding for CeaseFire ($5.3 million) was directed to

CeaseFire.

be used in the communities.

Funding was provided by DOC through Memoranda of
Understanding (MOUSs) between the Department and UIC. We found that,
during FY 06, DOC provided funding for CeaseFire outside the payment
terms of the agreement. Additionally, during FY 06, we found that the
Chicago Project was charging an administrative fee to each of the
community line item amounts that was not delineated in the MOU with
the Department. (page 31)
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[llinois State Police

The lllinois State Police provided $1.5 million in funding during
FY 04 for CeaseFire activities in the community as well as some
administrative costs for operating the program at the Chicago Project and
UIC. An ISP official reported that the Governor’s Office directed ISP to
provide funding to CeaseFire. Seventy percent of the ISP funding for
CeaseFire ($1.05 million) was directed to be used in the communities
through subcontracts.

The contract for the | SP funding contained a document titled
“Spending Projection for Illinois State Police Grant” which outlined a
budget and the anticipated expenditures for the funding use. This
document was dated May 3, 2004 — three months after the agreement
beginning date and two months prior to the end of the contractual period.
According to an ISP official, ISP never saw the budget attached to the
MOU nor did ISP know what the funding was to be used for within
CeaseFire. The Director of the ISP signed the MOU, but there was no
indication of the date of that signing.

The monies paid by ISP to CeaseFire appear to be for services
rendered prior to a contract being executed. The ISP contract,
executed May 26, 2004, for payment for CeaseFire activities, filed with
the Comptroller, shows that the contract period was February 1, 2004
through June 30, 2004. The contract was not filed until June 23, 2004 —
seven days prior to the end of the contract period.

The MOU provided no mechanism for the Chicago Project to
report on how the ISP funds were actually expended. Failure to include
such reporting in the agreement does not protect State assets. (pages 35-
36)

[linois Criminal Justice Information Authority

During FY 04 and FY 05, the Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority provided $1.1 million for CeaseFire activities. Monies used to
fund CeaseFire operations were from federal sources that were passed to
the Illinois Violence Prevention Authority by ICJIA through an
interagency agreement. 1VPA then passed the funds onto UIC for
CeaseFire through a subcontract grant agreement. Funds appropriated to
ICJA by the General Assembly for grants to State agencies from the
Criminal Justice Trust Fund were used for the monies that filtered to
CeaseFire.
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ICJIA funding was generally for operating CeaseFire activitiesin
two Chicago communities — West Garfield Park and Southwest.
Southwest encompasses a cluster of areas that is defined as Chicago
Lawn, West Lawn, Gage Park, and West Elsdon. Ninety-five percent of
the ICJIA funding, $1.05 million, was for salaries/benefits for both
Chicago Project staff ($428,183) and community outreach staff
($618,834).

We found that grant agreements with UIC for ICJA funds were
generally executed well into the performance period for the grant. The
grant agreement for the $600,000 in FY 05 funding was executed February
18, 2005 — 4% months after the initiation of the grant term. (pages 37-38)

[llinois Violence Prevention Authority

The lllinois Violence Prevention Authority provided funds for
CeaseFirein al three years of the audit period. 1VPA used Genera
Revenue Fund appropriations to provide $734,600 directly to UIC for
CeaseFire. Additionally, we found that the CeaseFire community partner
in East Garfield Park received a $35,000 grant from IVPA in FY04 for a
youth violence prevention program similar to activities conducted as part
of the CeaseFire program. These payments went directly to this not-for-
profit community partner and did not filter through UIC and the
Chicago Project. (page 38)

Department of Commer ce and Economic Opportunity

The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

DCEOQ provided executed a grant agreement on May 12, 2004 to provide $750,000 in
$7503000 n funding for CeaseFire. The agreement was for calendar year 2004 and
funding for was a Legislative Add-On grant at DCEO. The funding was to go for
CeaseFire. program expansion located in the 8" Police District of the City of Chicago

— gpecifically the Gage and Marquette Park area.

The DCEO grant agreement to provide funding contained a budget
document. Documentation containing the grant close-out report to DCEO

Actual uses of from UIC showed that reported expenditures differed from those shown in
DCEO funds the contract agreement. Funds were not used in the budgeted amounts but
differed from transferred to other lines.

budget request — e Close-out documentation submitted June 15, 2005 — six months
with no after the end of the grant period — showed that CeaseFire spent
documentation 33 percent more than budgeted for the total of personnel and
that DCEO fringe benefit costs; spent less than 1 percent on travel; and
approved such spent none of the money provided for subcontractors. The
uses. subcontractor funding, which was part of the contractual

budget line, was scheduled to be used for clergy mobilization;
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however, the Chicago Project used it toward the increased
personnel and fringe benefit lineitems. DCEO followed
appropriate Departmental procedures by sending follow-up
correspondence to the grantee to obtain submission of the
close-out report; determined upon review of the received

document that it contained excessive variances; and has neither

accepted nor approved the close-out report as of July 17, 2007.

e Additionally, while the contract between UIC and DCEO
required the hiring of eight outreach workers, documentation
obtained from the Chicago Project showed that fewer than
eight outreach workers were on the job in the identified police
beatsin 4 of 12 months during calendar year 2004. DCEO
officialsindicated that while monitoring the funds distributed
as member initiatives does occur, no on-site monitoring of this
$750,000 had been conducted by DCEO.

e Quarterly Expense Reports, as required by the contract, were
also not provided by the UIC/Chicago Project by their
respective due dates although DCEOQ officials did follow up
with the Grantee in attempts to obtain them. Documentation
showed that the first three calendar year 2004 quarterly reports
were actually provided by UIC on October 9, 2006. The
quarterly reports were not fully certified by the Department, as
only one of the two required DCEO official signatureswasin
place on October 23, 2006 — 22 days befor e our entrance
conference with DCEO for this audit and 22.5 months after
the end of the contractual grant period. According to DCEO
officials, the second required signature is being withheld
pending the budget modification review process, as well asthe
approval of the submitted close-out report.

UIC information showed that $884,848 had been charged to the
DCEOQO grant in their financial system - $134,848 more than the total grant
from DCEO. A UIC official indicated that the grant was overcharged and
that transfers to other grants were processed during close-out. In May
2007, the official could not tell us what other grants these transfers went
to. OnJuly 27, 2007, four days after our exit conference, UIC officials
provided information on the transfers, however the information failed to
adequately clear thisissue. (pages 39-41)
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PRIVATE FUNDING SOURCES AND BUDGETED USES

The Chicago

Project receives

substantial
support from
private sour ces.

Private funding

primarily supports
the administrative

function within
the Chicago
Project.

The Chicago Project has received, or is scheduled to receive,
substantial support from multiple non-State sources. Documentation
obtained from the Chicago Project showed that over the three-year period
defined in the Resolution, private funding sources either provided or
wer e going to provide the Chicago Project $6.6 million for various costs
and activities. Some of these grants provided by private sources have
grant periodsthat either started before or extended past the audit
period defined in Senate Resolution 686.

Examining just the period specifically between FY 04 and FY 06,
the Chicago Project received $2,985,505 from 23 private sources to
supplement activities of the Chicago Project and the CeaseFire program.

Private funding was utilized primarily for the support of the
administrative function for the Chicago Project. Seventy-seven percent
($2.3 million) of private funding provided during the audit period was for
salaries and benefits for Chicago Project staff. Outside consultants and
training ($185,406), public education materials ($145,996), and staff
travel ($36,740) accounted for other administrative uses of the private
funds. Digest Exhibit 3 breaks private funding down into component line
item descriptive categories. (pages 43-44)

CEASEFIRE/CHICAGO PROJECT BUDGETED USES OF PRIVATE FUNDING

Digest Exhibit 3

State FY04-FY06

FY04 FY05 FY06 Total
Chicago Project
Salaries/Benefits $712,988 $627,838 $944,680 $2,285,506
Consultants/Training 82,756 15,000 87,650 185,406
Public Education Materials 60,671 21,229 64,096 145,996
Indirect/Other Costs 10,555 24,718 95,671 130,944
Supplies 10,117 5777 42,700 58,594
Travel/Transportation 9,245 11,667 15,828 36,740
Telephone 889 1,111 16,154 18,154
Equipment 1,375 3,500 3,000 7,875
Community Expenses 0 1,000 0 1,000
Community Outreach
Salaries/Benefits 0 0 115,291 115,291

Total ' $888,596 $711,840 $1,385,070 $2,985,506

Note: * Total differs from text due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.
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FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES AND BUDGETED USES

During FY 04 through FY 06, UIC received $1.78 million in grants
from the United States Department of Justice (USDQOJ). The grants
provided fundsto: (1) support CeaseFirein the West Garfield Park,
Logan Square, and West Humboldt Park neighborhoods of Chicago; (2)
enhance the capacity of CeaseFire to serve other communities through
additional outreach workers and violence interrupters; and (3) support
core functions that are necessary to these sites.

Federal funding significantly increased during State FY 06. While
federa funding levels for CeaseFire decreased from FY 04 ($511,427) to
FY 05 ($143,248), alarge funding increase — coupled with a supplemental
award by USDOJ for CeaseFire — increased the FY 06 award to
$1,127,574. (pages 44-45)

Thefederal
gover nment
provided $1.78
million in grants
for CeaseFire
during State
FY04-FY06.

COOK COUNTY FUNDING SOURCESAND
BUDGETED USES

During FY 04-FY 06, the Chicago Project received $324,640 from
Cook County officials under five separate grant agreements. Eighty-three
percent of the funds provided by Cook County to the Chicago Project
were from the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant for the B.A.D.G.E.
program. The programs under which funds were provided were
administered by the Judicial Advisory Council and the State’ s Attorney’s
Office. County funding was mainly budgeted for salaries and fringe
benefits. (pages 45-47)

SELECTION OF CHICAGO COMMUNITIESFOR
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

CeaseFire program communities were determined during the audit
period by two sources — Chicago Project administration or individual
legislators that directed funding for specific communities. Beats within
the specific communities were determined by Chicago Project staff,
reportedly on a data driven basis.

Senate Resolution 686 directed us to determine how decisions
concerning the allocation of funding to various Chicago communities were
made. During FY 04, the State (ISP and DOC) provided funding for
CeaseFire based on a proposal submitted by the Chicago Project. In the
proposed budget, Chicago Project officials determined monies should
go to community partners in the following Chicago communities: Auburn-
Gresham, Logan Square, Rogers Park, East Garfield Park, Belmont-
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Cragin and Grand Boulevard — as well as Rockford, Aurora, East St. Louis
and Maywood.

As CeaseFire became designated in the State budget in FY 05 and
FY 06, funds for Chicago communities were included based on
recommendations from State legislators. In the FY 05 State budget, no
individual communities were named to receive monies for CeaseFire.
However, the contract with DOC did designate various Chicago
communities, determined by Chicago Project officials in consultation with
State legislators. In FY 06, the State budget dictated which communities
were to receive funding. (pages 47-48)

TIMELY EXECUTION OF SUBCONTRACTSWITH
COMMUNITY PARTNERS

7 of 39
subcontracts were
not executed until
after the contract
period had
expired.

The average
amount of timeto
execute a
subcontract was
128 days.

The University of Illinois at Chicago and the Chicago Project did
not have an adequate system in place to ensure that contracts had been
properly executed in atimely manner. Asaresult, community partners
were allowed to initiate work without a written agreement in place. In7
of 39 subcontracts, the agreements were not executed until after the
performance period for the contract had expired. Good business practice
would dictate that work not be initiated until aformal agreement isin
place.

During the audit we reviewed al 39 subcontracts between UIC and
the community partners for CeaseFire during FY 04 through FY06. These
39 subcontractstotaled $5.3 million. The aver age amount of time to
execute the subcontract was 128 days when comparing the date when
performance was to begin with the subcontract execution date. The
timeliest effort in executing a subcontract was the 21 days to execute the
FY 06 agreement with the Little Village community partner. It took UIC
248 days to execute the agreement with the Aurora community partner in
FY06. The breakdown of the lack of timely execution is presented in
Digest Exhibit 4.

UIC staff are responsible for processing the subcontract
agreements. State funds totaling $50,000 from the Department of
Correctionsin FY 05 was earmarked for the expertise the University could
provide in subcontract development. Six of the seven subcontracts which
were not executed until after the performance period had expired
were FY 05 agreements.

Failure to execute a subcontract with the community partners, and

allowing those partnersto initiate work without an executed contract, does
not bind the community partner to comply with applicable laws,
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regulations and rules and may result in improper and unauthorized
payments. (pages 51-52)

Digest Exhibit 4

TIMELINESS IN EXECUTION OF SUBCONTRACT AGREEMENTS

FY04-FYO06
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Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

INADEQUATE HIRING OF OUTREACH STAFF BY
COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Contractually, community partners are required in the scope of
work section to hire a specific number of outreach workers to conduct
CeaseFire activities. During FY 04 though FY 06, the community partners
only hired 69 percent (868.5 of 1267 worker-months) of the required
number of outreach workers over the duration of the contract.
Additionally, community partners had failed to hire over 398 worker-
months positions during the course of the contracts. Chicago Project staff
charged with monitoring the community partners took little action to
ensure compliance with the agreements.

e Outreach workers are the “front-line” in the CeaseFire

Campaign to Stop the Shooting. The job description included
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with every subcontract states that “ Skilled outreach workers

are akey ingredient to the success of the initiative.” Assuch,

ensuring that community partners have the required number of

outreach workers should be paramount to the Chicago Project.
e In 72 percent (28 of 39) of the subcontracts with community

72 percent of the partners, each contained, in the Scope of Work Statement, an
subcontracts indicator of how many outreach workers were required to be
required specific hired by the community partner. The subcontracts either gave
hiring criteria for adefinitive, specific number of outreach workers or gave a
outreach workers. minimum number to hire “ per beat.”

e A Chicago Project official indicated they were aware that

community partners had not had the required number of
outreach workers on staff and that it was a problem. The
official explained that reasons for not complying with the
subcontract on this issue included: turnover in outreach staff;
inability of some community partnersto hire ex-offenders; and
delaysin getting a community up and running. Digest Exhibit
5 breaks down the analysis by community and fiscal year.
(pages 53-55)
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Digest Exhibit 5
SUBCONTRACTOR COMPLIANCE IN HIRING OUTREACH WORKERS

FY04-FY06
Total Actual
Monthly Number of | Number of
Number of Outreach Outreach
Outreach Worker Worker
Contract Contract Workers Months for Months
Beginning Ending Per Contract During
Community FY Date Date Contract Period * Contract | Difference
Albany Park 2006 | 09/01/05 06/30/06 6 60 35 -25
Auburn 2004 | 02/01/04 06/30/04 8 40 36 -4
Auburn 2005 | 07/01/04 12/31/04 12 72 53 -19
Aurora 2004 | 05/03/04 06/30/04 8 16 0 -16
Aurora 2006 | 03/01/06 06/30/06 8 32 1 -31
Austin 2006 11/01/05 06/30/06 6 48 24 -24
Brighton Park 2006 | 08/01/05 06/30/06 6 66 23 -43
E.Garfield Park | 2006 10/01/05 06/30/06 3 27 28 1
East St. Louis 2005 | 01/01/05 06/30/05 3 18 10 -8
East St. Louis 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 3 36 325 -3.5
Englewood 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 3 36 36 0
Grand Bivd 2006 | 09/15/05 06/30/06 6 57 23 -34
Little Village 2006 12/01/05 06/30/06 6 42 31 -11
Logan Square 2004 | 02/01/04 06/30/04 8 40 31 -9
Logan Square 2005 07/01/04 12/31/04 4 24 27 3
Logan Square 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 6 72 37 -35
Maywood 2004 | 03/15/04 06/30/04 8 28 27 -1
Maywood 2005 | 07/01/04 01/31/05 8 56 54 -2
Maywood 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 3 36 58 22
North Chicago 2006 | 09/01/05 06/30/06 4 40 36 -4
Rockford 2004 | 03/15/04 06/30/04 8 28 6 -22
Rockford 2005 | 07/12/04 06/30/05 4 46 56 10
Rockford 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 6 72 56 -16
Rogers Park 2004 | 02/16/04 06/30/04 8 36 22 -14
Rogers Park 2005 07/01/04 02/28/05 4 32 a7 15
Rogers Park 2006 | 07/01/05 05/31/06 12 132 40 -92
Roseland 2005 | 07/01/04 06/30/05 4 48 14 -34
Woodlawn 2006 10/01/05 06/30/06 3 27 25 -2
Totals 168 1,267 868.5 -398.5

Note: * Calculated by taking the number of months from the contract and multiplying by the required number
of outreach workers per month.

Source: OAG summary of Chicago Project subcontracts and Outreach Staff Status Charts.
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Department of
Corrections
funding
agreementsfor
CeaseFiredid not
contain

per formance
measur es.

PERFORMANCE MEASURESAND STATISTICS

Corrections
officials stated
they wereto “ pass
through” funds
for CeaseFire
without any
monitoring role
for those funds.

CeaseFire officials
cannot isolatethe
effect of itsefforts
in reducing
shootings.

While shootings
have gone down in
CeaseFire beats,
other non-
CeaseFire beats
sometimes have
larger decreases.

The major State funding agency for CeaseFire, the Department of
Corrections, had no predetermined performance measures contained in
funding agreements with the University of lllinois detailing what results
are expected for the funding levels received. The agreements simply set
forth payment schedules.

DOC officials stated that, prior to FY 07, the only role of DOC was
to “pass through” the funds for CeaseFire with no monitoring of results or
expenditures. Failure to set performance measures for the funding
CeaseFire receives limits the General Assembly’s ability to determine
whether the program is meeting expectations and whether further funding
iswarranted. Given that the State has invested $11 million in CeaseFire
during the audit period, it should require the program to develop
per formance measuresto assess the impact that the monies had on the
problem for which funds were provided.

While State agencies do not require performance measures of
CeaseFire, the Chicago Project does extensive analysis on the effect of the
program in some of the communities in which it operates. Evaluators on
staff at the Chicago Project report that they use a standard and accepted
scientific method to determine intervention effectiveness on the outcome
of shootings. Evaluation centers around three comparisons of CeaseFire
zones reductionsin shootings. The first comparison examines CeaseFire
against zones that have similar baseline shooting rates but do not have
CeaseFire activities. The second comparison examines “neighboring”
beats around CeaseFire zones. The last comparison is the shooting rate
for the City of Chicago asawhole. Chicago Project analyses have shown
favorable results in CeaseFire zones.

While the Chicago Project regularly reports on the decreasesin
shootings in CeaseFire zones in which it operates, it cannot measure how
much of the decrease was due to CeaseFire or other activities/programs
operating in the same communities. An analysis of Chicago Police
Department shooting statistics showed that while shootings have
decreased in CeaseFire zones, other non-CeaseFire beats sometimes had
greater decreases. CeaseFire does not always operate in the most violent
communities. (pages 55-59)
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MONITORING OF COMMUNITY PARTNER
EXPENSES

Community partners submit reimbursement requests to the
Chicago Project for expenses incurred as part of the CeaseFire program.
Chicago Project staff review these requests and process payments, which
are then made by the University of Illinois at Chicago. Our review of the
expense reimbursements for 15 subcontracts showed significant
weaknesses in review by Chicago Project staff. We questioned $371,534
of the $1.9 million paid (20 percent) under these subcontracts. A lack of
formal procedures for how to review the requests and insufficient
diligence by Chicago Project staff resulted in the weakness.

The subcontract agreements do addr ess the fiscal activity reports
required for avendor to be paid. Each agreement lays out specific timing
language and documentation needed for payment to be disbursed.

The purpose of our testing was to determine how well the Chicago

Project monitored the funding reimbursed to the community partners. As
such, we reviewed all the documentation available at the Chicago Project.
We did not perform audit procedures on the subcontractors, nor did we

seek additional documentation from the subcontractors for our exceptions.

The Chicago Project should have had the necessary support prior to
reimbursing the community partners.

Our testing exceptions were summarized into six categories:
Undocumented Expenses, Purchases at the End of the Contract Period,
Personnel, Expense Outside the Contract Period, Payroll Taxes/Fringe
Benefits, and Other Exceptions. The breakdown questioned in each
category is provided in Digest Exhibit 6.

Three Chicago Project staff had responsibility for reviewing and
approving the reimbursement requests — the Finance Director, the
Assistant Director for Grants Administration, and a Project Coordinator.
The Finance Director stated that there are no formal policies and
procedures for how the reimbursement requests are to be reviewed.

Failure to adequately review vendor requests for reimbursement
resulted in questioned or insufficiently documented expenses being paid
by the Chicago Project. Additionally, contractual provisions are
developed to protect funds that are disbursed. Failure to enforce these
provisions again puts organization's assets at risk of misuse and waste.
(pages 60-65)
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Digest Exhibit 6
QUESTIONED EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS
FY04 — FY06

Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefits:
$16,024.06

Purchases at End of Contract Period:
$14,700.38

Expense Outside Contract Period:
$21,860.69

Other:
$14,815.40

Personnel:
$40,134.36

Undocumented Expenses:
$263,999.36
Source: OAG from review of Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

STATE FUNDING ISSUES

Community partners did not always receive the entire amount of
funding provided by the General Assembly and outlined in the State
budget. During the audit period, the 39 subcontractors received 83
percent of the named funding in State contracts from the Chicago Project.
Over $1.1 million was withheld by the Chicago Project, generally during
FY 05 and FY 06, for program support expenses, like the hiring of violence
interrupters and core administrative functions. We found that the amounts
withheld were not always consistent from community to community. As
discussed in Chapter Two, there were other non-State funding sources that
provided funds for similar activities — violence interrupter salaries and
administrative functions of the Chicago Project. State funding agreements
make no mention of giving the Chicago Project any discretion in utilizing
funding provided by the State.
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In addition to the $1.1 million in community monies withheld for
expenses paid by the Chicago Project, there was a significant total of the
community funding remaining that was not spent by the communities
but rather for purposes determined by the Chicago Project. In our sample
of 15 subcontracts, 16 percent of the total subcontract amounts during
FY 04 through FY 06 for those selected subcontractors were not paid out by
the Chicago Project. The total amounted to $352,000. Failure to expend
all State funds in the communities designated by the General Assembly,
and detailed in the contract between the State and UIC, circumvents the
intentions of the General Assembly.

Due to the funding mechanism used to provide funding for
CeaseFire, the State would be unable to recover any unspent funds under
the Grant Funds Recovery Act for the majority of State monies actually
provided. If the State desires to continue funding for CeaseFire, providing
those funds through a generic grant line item appropriation, along with
proper monitoring by the State funding agency, would ensure the State’'s
ability to pay for just the servicesit desires.

Community Funding Levels

During FY 06, the State budget listed specific named communities
and appropriated funding for those communities devoted for CeaseFire.
Throughout the audit period, the funding agreements listed various
funding levels for either specific communities or community partners.
When the Chicago Project developed subcontract agreements with the
community partners, the amounts did not always agree to the funding
levels provided by the State.

During the audit period, there were 39 subcontract agreements
with community partners and an additional subcontract with apublic
relations firm — all named in either the State budget or funding
agreements. Total State funding directed to these subcontractors was over
$6.5 million. The agreements with these subcontracts totaled only $5.4
million. Therefore, the Chicago Project took the discretion to expend the
remaining $1.1 million. Digest Exhibit 7 shows how much was retained
from the funding level to the subcontract agreement by community. The
Chicago Project then determined how the funds were to be spent.

Digest Exhibit 7 shows a negative balance for the Englewood
community in FY06. While the State funding agreement, as directed in
the Department of Corrections budget, funded $150,000 for Englewood,
the University of Illinois executed an amendment to the contract to
increase the total funding by an additional $70,000 on June 30, 2006 —the
last day of the contract period.
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Digest Exhibit 7
DIFFERENCES IN FUNDING LEVELS AND SUBCONTRACTOR

AGREEMENTS
FY04-FYO06

Community Actual Amount Not

Funds Per Contract Distributed by
Location FY State Contract Amount uIC
Albany Park 2006 | $ 250,000.00 | $ 200,000.00 | $ 50,000.00
Auburn 2004 265,350.00 265,350.00 0.00
Auburn 2005 444,447.00 444,447.00 0.00
Aurora 2004 65,000.00 28,133.00 36,867.00
Aurora 2005 70,201.00 N/A 70,201.00
Aurora 2006 250,000.00 115,432.69 134,567.31
Austin 2006 250,000.00 200,000.00 50,000.00
Belmont-Cragin 2004 25,000.00 25,000.00 0.00
Belmont-Cragin 2005 40,000.00 35,000.00 5,000.00
Brighton Park 2004 25,000.00 25,000.00 0.00
Brighton Park 2005 40,000.00 35,000.00 5,000.00
Brighton Park 2006 250,000.00 57,750.00 192,250.00
E. Garfield Park 2004 35,000.00 35,000.00 0.00
E. Garfield Park 2005 40,000.00 35,000.00 5,000.00
E. Garfield Park 2006 250,000.00 130,000.00 120,000.00
East. St. Louis 2005 100,000.00 100,000.00 0.00
East. St. Louis 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Englewood 2006 150,000.00 220,000.00 -70,000.00
Grand Blvd 2006 250,000.00 200,000.00 50,000.00
Little Village 2006 250,000.00 200,000.00 50,000.00
Logan Square 2004 210,000.00 210,000.00 0.00
Logan Square 2004 0.00 19,814.00 -19,814.00
Logan Square 2005 180,000.00 158,513.54 21,486.46
Logan Square 2006 250,000.00 210,000.00 40,000.00
Maywood 2004 125,000.00 125,000.00 0.00
Maywood 2005 250,000.00 209,880.00 40,120.00
Maywood 2006 250,000.00 158,239.05 91,760.95
North Chicago 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Rockford 2004 95,000.00 89,575.00 5,425.00
Rockford 2005 120,000.00 120,000.00 0.00
Rockford 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Rogers Park 2004 125,000.00 125,000.00 0.00
Rogers Park 2005 161,410.00 116,807.26 44,602.74
Rogers Park 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Roseland 2004 25,000.00 25,000.00 0.00
Roseland 2005 250,000.00 250,000.00 0.00
Southwest 2004 20,000.00 20,000.00 0.00
Southwest 2005 27,000.00 25,000.00 2,000.00
Woodlawn 2006 250,000.00 192,220.00 57,780.00
Dratft, Inc. 2004 150,620.00 150,620.00 0.00

Total | $6,539,028.00 | $5,436,781.54 | $1,102,246.46

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project documentation.
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Chicago Project officials indicated that monies withheld from the
community funding levels went for payment of outreach staff and violence
interrupters that were hired and paid by UIC. Additionally, the officials
indicated that sometimes the agreements are put into place late in the
performance period and that decreases were due to only providing services
for part of the fiscal year. Regardless of the reason, the Chicago Project
still receives the “entire” amount from the State.

Unspent Community Partner Funds

We also found that not all of the subcontract maximum
expenditure levels were met, which resulted in additional funds that the
Chicago Project was able to expend at its discretion — again, outside any
language to that effect in the funding agreements.

We selected 15 subcontracts for expenditure testing. The
subcontracts between UIC and the vendors totaled $2.2 million. Total
actual payments made by UIC to the vendors were $1.9 million. The
remaining $352,000 was left for the Chicago Project to expend as needed.
(pages 66-71)

$352,000 of
unexpended
community
partner funds
wer e |eft to be
spent at the
discretion of the
Chicago Project.

AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

The Audit contains nine recommendations and one Matter for
Consideration by the General Assembly. The audited agencies geperally
agreed with the recommendations. Appendix H of the audit repeft
contains the agency responses.

WILLIAM G. HOLLAND
Auditor General

WGH\MIM
August 2007
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION AND
BACKGROUND

REPORT CONCLUSIONS

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention (Chicago Project) was formed in 1995 as a
strategic public health initiative to support accel erated community-based and citywide violence
prevention. Housed within the School of Public Health at the University of Illinois at Chicago
(UIC), the Chicago Project is supported by private foundation grants and with local, State, and
federal funds. CeaseFireisamajor program operated by the Chicago Project and is designed to
combat violence within the community.

CHICAGO
In State fiscal years 2004 through 2006, the Chicago PROJECT/CEASEFIRE
Project and its community partners received $16.2 million REVENUES
from avariety of sourcesto operate the CeaseFire program State FY 04-FY 06
and fund other Chicago Project activities. The State of Sour ce Amount
llinois provided the largest amount of funding, $11.1 State $11,069,600
million, followed by private foundations at $3 million, Foundation 2,985,505
federal monies totaling $1.8 million and Cook County with (F:?)?;rt?]/ L;giéig
$325,000 in funding. Seeinset for source of funds. Tota $16.161.994
Source: OAG summary.

During the same period, Chicago Project funding
agreements proposed to use: 39 percent of the budgeted CeaseFire funds ($6.4 million) for
subcontracts with community partners; 30 percent ($4.9 million) for salaries and benefits for
Chicago Project staff; 15 percent ($2.4 million) for salaries and benefits of its own outreach staff
to support community sites; and 3 percent ($414,564) for public education materias. The
remaining funds were budgeted for seven other line item purposes such as equipment and supplies.
Our testing found that some of the funds did not go for the stipul ated purposes.

STATE FUNDING

While some State agencies provided funding to the Chicago Project as far back as 1999, the
State of I1linois became the major funding source for the Chicago Project and CeaseFire program
during the FY 04 through FY 06 time period. According to an lllinois State Police official, in late
FY 04, the Governor’ s Office directed the Illinois State Police and the Department of Corrections
to provide $2 million in funding for CeaseFire. In subsequent years the Department of
Corrections' budget has included funding to maintain and expand the CeaseFire program.

State of Illinois agencies provided $10.8 million directly to UIC for CeaseFire activities
between FY 04 and FY06. Funding agencies and funding amounts were:

e Department of Corrections (DOC) - $6,750,000,

e lllinois State Police (1SP) - $1,500,000,
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e |llinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJA) - $1,100,000,
e Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) - $750,000, and the
e lllinois Violence Prevention Authority (IVPA) - $734,600.

In addition, the Department of Human Services (DHS) provided the CeaseFire community
partner in the Auburn Gresham area of Chicago with $200,000 in funds during FY 06 specifically
for CeaseFire activities. In another community, East Garfield Park, the community partner
received a $35,000 grant from IVPA for ayouth violence prevention program similar to activities
conducted as part of the CeaseFire program. These payments went directly to these not-for -
profit community partnersand did not filter through UIC and the Chicago Project.

Generally, there has been a shift in how the funding was directed for CeaseFire — from
paying for administrative costs in FY 04 to providing funds for specific CeaseFire communitiesin
FY06. Our examination of budgeted purposes in the State funding agreements in effect during the
audit period showed:

e Most State funding during the audit period for CeaseFire was to go for community
expenses — outreach workers and related costs as well as subcontracts with community
partners.

- 72 percent ($7.8 million) of the $10.8 million in direct funding to Ul C was
budgeted for community activity.

- 18 percent in State funding ($2.0 million) was for salaries and fringe benefits
for staff of the Chicago Project.

Regarding State funding, our examination of documentation at the Chicago Project and
State contracts on file at the Comptroller found numerous weaknesses that included:

e InFYO06, the Department of Corrections provided funding for CeaseFire outside the
payments ter ms of the agreement. DOC never received adequate documentation that
disbursements had been made by CeaseFireto al the specific communitiesin the
funding agreement.

- The Chicago Project was either not passing funding on to community partners
in atimely manner or the community partners were not expending much of the
funding allocated to their communities. The contract with DOC required proof
that the initial half of the funding to each community by UIC (generally
$125,000) had been expended prior to DOC forwarding the second half of the
appropriated fundsto UIC. Only 27 percent (4 of 15) of the communities had
provided the Chicago Project with requests for reimbursement equaling at least
half of the monies provided for in the State contract — though there were only 30
daysleft in the contract period — yet DOC paid the second half of the contract;

- Englewood received $5,700 in excess of the amount designated in the
agreement;

- Auburn Gresham received $26,000 even though that community was not named
in the State contract as a recipient; and

- UIC wasrequired to “provide to the [IJDOC no later than 60 days from the final
payment, documents indicating disbursements in accordance” with the terms for
the second payment. Sixty days for delivery of this documentation should have
been by September 13, 2006. However, as of March 29, 2007, 260 days after
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the final payment, DOC officials indicated that the final expense summary had
never been received.

e During FY06, the Chicago Project charged atotal of $365,000 in administrative fees
that was not delineated in the funding agreement with DOC. DOC officials
condoned the practice even though it was not outlined in the agreement.

e The CeaseFire budget for the FY 04 DOC funding, dated May 10, 2004 — approximately
3%2 months after work was to begin —failed to identify 18 individuals for positions that
were described as “vacant” or “new hire.” These positions amounted to over $187,000,
or 37 percent, of the total budget.

e Thelllinois State Police paid monies for CeaseFire that appear to be for services
rendered prior to a contract being executed. The contract, executed May 26, 2004,
shows that the contract period was February 1, 2004 through June 30, 2004. The
contract was not filed until June 23, 2004 — seven days prior to the end of the contract
period. An ISP official indicated that | SP did not receive aline item appropriation for
CeaseFire, and that it paid the monies from the fund they were told to by the
Governor’s Office.

e |llinois Criminal Justice Information Authority grant agreements with UIC were
generally executed well into the performance period for the grant. In FY 05, the
$600,000 grant was executed February 18, 2005 — 4%2 months after the initiation of the
grant term.

- Againfor FY 04 funding, the $500,000 grant agreement was developed and
executed over half way through the grant term. The grant term was for the
period January 1, 2004 through September 30, 2004 — but the grant was
executed on June 22, 2004. Even though these agreements were executed after
activities were initiated, none of the position titles in the agreements for
personnel services were identified by name.

e Chicago Project use of Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity FY 04
funding differed significantly from the purposes contained in the contract between UIC
and the State. Funds were not used in the budgeted amounts but were transferred to
other lines.

- Close-out documentation submitted June 15, 2005 — six months after the end of
the grant period — showed that the Chicago Project spent 33 percent more than
budgeted for the total of personnel costs and fringe benefits; spent less than 1
percent on travel; and spent none of the money provided for subcontractors.
The subcontractor funding was scheduled to be used for clergy mobilization;
however, the Chicago Project used it toward the increased personnel and fringe
benefit line items. DCEO followed appropriate Departmental procedures by
sending follow-up correspondence to the grantee to obtain submission of the
close-out report; determined upon review of the received document that it
contained excessive variances, and has neither accepted nor approved the close-
out report as of July 17, 2007.

- The contract between UIC and DCEO required the hiring of eight outreach
workers. Documentation obtained from the Chicago Project showed that fewer
than eight outreach workers were on the job in the identified police beats in 4 of
12 months during calendar year 2004.
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- DCEO officiasindicated that while monitoring the funds distributed as member
initiatives does occur, no on-site monitoring of this $750,000 had been
conducted by DCEO.

- UIC information showed that $884,848 had been charged to the DCEO grant in
their financial system - $134,848 more than the total grant from DCEO. A UIC
official indicated that the grant was overcharged and that transfers to other
grants were processed during close-out. In May 2007, the official could not tell
us what other grants these transfers went to. On July 27, 2007, 4 days after our
exit conference, UIC officias provided information on the transfers; however
the information failed to adequately clear thisissue.

PRIVATE FUNDING

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention hasreceived, or is scheduled to receive,
substantial support - $6.6 million — from multiple non-State sources for various costs and
activities. Some of these grants provided by private sources during the period FY 04 through FY 06
have grant periodsthat either started before or extended past the audit period defined in Senate
Resolution 686. For instance, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation was identified by Chicago
Project staff as providing agrant for a period extending out to 2010. Another funding source, the
MacArthur Foundation, provided grant funding from January 2006 through December 2009.

For the period specifically between FY 04 and FY 06, the Chicago Project received $3
million from 23 private sources to supplement activities of the Chicago Project and the CeaseFire
program. Private funding was utilized primarily for the support of the administrative function for
the Chicago Project, and to a much lesser extent, front-line community activity. Private fund uses
were summarized as.

e SaariesBenefits-Chicago Project Staff - $2,285,506;

Consultants - $185,406;

Public Education Materials - $145,996;
Community Outreach Expenses - $115,291;
Other - $253,307.

FEDERAL FUNDING

During FY 04 through FY 06, CeaseFire received $1.78 million in grants from the United
States Department of Justice (USDOJ). The grants provided fundsto: (1) support CeaseFirein the
West Garfield Park, Logan Square, and West Humboldt Park neighborhoods of Chicago; (2)
enhance the capacity of CeaseFire to serve other communities through additional outreach workers
and violence interrupters; and (3) support core functions that are necessary to these sites.

USDOJ monies supported both administrative activities undertaken by Chicago Project

staff and activities for outreach workers. We found:

e 35 percent of the funds were budgeted to be used for salaries and benefits for
outreach wor kersworking in the communities. The Chicago Project wasto hire the
outreach workers and oversee the CeaseFire program in West Garfield Park and West
Humboldt Park.
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e 36 percent of the funds received and prorated to the audit period were for salaries of
mainly upper management staff in the Chicago Project.

COOK COUNTY FUNDING

During FY 04-FY 06, the Chicago Project received $324,640 from Cook County officials
under five separate grant agreements. Eighty-three percent of the funds provided by Cook County
to the Chicago Project was from the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant for the B.A.D.G.E.
program. The programs under which funds were provided were administered by the Judicial
Advisory Council and the State' s Attorney’ s Office. County funding was mainly budgeted for
salaries and fringe benefits. Ninety-two percent of funding received from the county was for
outreach and administrative staff salaries. Funding under these agreements overlapped fiscal
years; therefore, we prorated amounts to only the time period specified in Senate Resolution 636.

COMMUNITY ALLOCATIONS

CeaseFire program communities were determined during the audit period by two sources —
Chicago Project administration or individual legislators who directed funding for specific
communities. Beats within the specific communities were determined by Chicago Project staff,
reportedly on adatadriven basis. During FY 04, Chicago Project officials deter mined which
Chicago communities would receive funding.

As CeaseFire funding became designated in the State budgets in FY 05 and FY 06, funds for
Chicago communities were included based on recommendations from State legidators. Inthe
FY 05 State budget, no individual communities were named to receive monies for CeaseFire —the
Chicago communities were once again determined by Chicago Project officials in consultation
with State legislators. In FY 06, the State budget dictated which communities were to receive
funding.

CEASEFIRE MONITORING

UIC and the Chicago Project did not have an adequate system in place to ensure that
contracts had been properly executed in atimely manner. Asaresult, community partners were
allowed to initiate work without a written agreement in place.

e In 18 percent (7 of 39) of the subcontracts reviewed, the agreements were not executed

until after the performance period for the contract had expired.

e The 39 subcontractstotaled $5.3 million.

e Theaverage amount of time to properly execute the subcontract was 128 days —when
comparing the “performance period beginning date” with the subcontract execution
date. Thetimeliest effort in executing a subcontract was the 21 days to execute the
FY 06 agreement with the Little Village community partner. It took UIC 248 daysto
execute the agreement with an Aurora community partner in FY 06.

The Chicago Project did not enforce provisions of the subcontractor agreements related to
the hiring of outreach workers by the community partners. Contractually, community partners are
required in the scope of work section to hire a specific number of outreach workers to conduct
CeaseFire activities. Seventy-two percent (28 of 39) of the subcontracts with community partners

5
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contained, in the Scope of Work Statement, an indicator of how many outreach workers were
required to be hired by the community partner. The subcontracts either gave a definitive, specific
number of outreach workers or gave a minimum number to hire “ per beat.” During FY 04 through
FY 06, the community partners only hired 69 percent (868.5 of 1267 worker-months) of the
required number of staff for the duration of the contracts. Additionally, community partners had
failed to hire over 398 worker-month positions during the course of the contracts. We saw no
written indication that the Chicago Project enforced this provision of the subcontracts.

The funding agreements between UIC and State funding agencies do not contain any
performance measures that have to be achieved for funding provided by the State. The Chicago
Project regularly reports on the decreases in shootings in CeaseFire zones in which it operates;
however, it cannot measure how much of the decrease was due to CeaseFire or other
activities/programs operating in the same communities. An analysis of Chicago Police
Department shooting statistics showed that while shootings have decreased in CeaseFire zones,
other non-CeaseFire beats sometimes had greater decreases. CeaseFire does not always operate in
the most violent communities.

Community partners submit reimbursement requests to the Chicago Project for expenses
incurred as part of the CeaseFire program. Chicago Project staff review these requests and process
payments, which are then made by the University of Illinois at Chicago. Our review of the
expense reimbursements for 15 subcontracts showed significant weaknesses in review by Chicago
Project staff. A lack of formal procedures for how to review the requests and insufficient diligence
by Chicago Project staff resulted in the weakness. We questioned $371,534 of the $1.9 million
paid (20 percent) under these subcontracts. Exceptions noted included:

e Undocumented Expenses - $263,999;

Personnel Issues - $40,134;

Expenses Outside the Contract Period - $21,861;

Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefit Issues - $16,024;

Purchases at the End of the Contract Period - $14,700; and
Other Exceptions - $14,815.

The purpose of our testing was to determine how well the Chicago Project monitored the
funding reimbursed to the community partners. As such, we reviewed all the documentation
available at the Chicago Project. We did not perform audit procedures on the subcontractors, nor
did we seek additional documentation from the subcontractors for our exceptions. The Chicago
Project should have had the necessary support prior to reimbursing the community partners.

Community partners did not always receive the entire amount of funding provided by the
General Assembly and outlined in the State budget. State funding agreements make no mention of
giving the Chicago Project any discretion in utilizing funding provided by the State. During the
audit period:
e The 39 community partner subcontractors received 83 percent of the named funding in
State contracts from the Chicago Project.

e Over $1.1 million was withheld by the Chicago Project, generally during FY 05 and
FY 06, for program support expenses like the hiring of violence interrupters and core
administrative functions.
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e Wefound that the amounts withheld were not always consistent from community to
community.

e Therewere other non-State funding sources that provided funds for similar activities,
such as violence interrupter salaries and administrative functions of the Chicago
Project.

In addition to the $1.1 million in community monies withheld for expenses paid by the
Chicago Project, there was a significant total of the community funding remaining that was not
spent by the communities but rather for purposes determined by the Chicago Project. 1n our
sample of 15 subcontracts, 16 percent of the total subcontract amounts during FY 04 through FY 06
for those selected subcontractors were not paid out by the Chicago Project. The total amounted to
$352,000. Failureto expend al State fundsin the communities designated in the appropriation bill
by the General Assembly, and detailed in the contract between the State and UIC, circumvents the
intent of the General Assembly.

Due to the funding mechanism used to provide funding for CeaseFire, the State would be
unable to recover any unspent funds under the Grant Funds Recovery Act for the majority of State
monies actually provided. If the State desiresto continue funding for CeaseFire, providing those
funds through a generic grant line item appropriation, along with proper monitoring by the State
funding agency, would ensure the State’ s ability to pay for just the servicesit desiresis protected.

INTRODUCTION

On April 6, 2006, the Illinois Senate adopted Resolution Number 686, which directed the
Auditor General to conduct a program audit of funding provided by or through the State of Illinois
to CeaseFire lllinois (See Appendix A for acopy of the Resolution). The Resolution directed the
Auditor General to determine:

e Thetotal amount of funding provided by or through State of 1llinois sources to

CeaseFire in Fiscal Y ears 2004, 2005, and 2006;

e The source of all funding provided to CeaseFire in those fiscal years;

e The purposes for which that funding was provided, including how decisions concerning

the allocation of funding to various Chicago communities were made; and

e Whether the State agencies providing funding or CeaseFire lllinois maintain

performance measures and statistics reflecting the outcomes achieved with State
funding.

CHICAGO PROJECT FOR VIOLENCE PREVENTION

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention (Chicago Project) was formed in 1995 as a
strategic public health initiative to support accelerated community-based and citywide violence
prevention. Housed within the School of Public Health at the University of Illinois at Chicago
(UIC), the Chicago Project is supported by private foundation grants and with local, State, and
federal funds.
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CeaseFireisamajor program operated by the Chicago Project and is designed to combat
violence within the community. Launched in 2000 in the West Garfield Park neighborhood of
Chicago, CeaseFire expanded to 16 total Chicago communities and 5 other locations around the
State through the end of fiscal year 2006. State funding expanded the CeaseFire program again in
fiscal year 2007 to eight additional communities or cities.

CeaseFire is administered by a staff of 24 within the Chicago Project and operationally
through a network of community partners. The Chicago Project has three groups that provide
advisory services—aBoard of Directors, a Steering Committee, and a Director’s Council. Grant

funding is provided for CeaseFire
operations and Project administration
directly to the University of Illinois
through formal agreements between the
funding sources and the University
Board of Trustees. Both the Chicago
Project and the University provide
servicesin support of the CeaseFire
program.

CeaseFire Program

CeaseFireisamajor initiative
of the Chicago Project. Sincethe
overall goal of CeaseFireisto reduce
shootings and killings, the target
population is those individuals who are
most at risk of involvement asa
perpetrator or victim in shootings and
killings. While the population varies
dlightly from community to
community, this population tends to:
be between the ages of 16 and 26, have
ahistory of criminal activity that
includes crimes against people, lead or
be a member of aviolent city gang,
have pending or prior arrests for
weapons offenses, and often are
unemployed with limited education.

CeaseFirerelies on outreach

Exhibit 1-1
FIVE PRIMARY COMPONENTS OF THE
CEASEFIRE STRATEGY

Outreach...Working directly with high-risk youth to
connect them with the services and opportunities,
such as education and employment. Workers are
recruited from the neighborhoods where they work
and help provide safety and assistance for individuals
to resolve conflicts through nonviolent means.

Community Mobilization...Rapid responses to
each shooting to inform all involved that shootings
are not acceptable. Also develops collaboration with
residents, schools, business and social service
agencies.

Public Education...Use of multiple forms of mass
media communication, including posters, fliers, and
bumper stickers to raise awareness of CeaseFire,
change social norms, and promote nonviolence.

Clergy Partnership...Faith leaders use their
relationships in the community to stop violence,
distribute public education materials, and urge their
congregations to respond to shootings.

Criminal Justice Collaboration...Police,
probation officers, and prosecutors are encouraged
to focus their efforts specifically on violence and to
share the message that shootings are serious
matters that will not be tolerated.

Source: Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.

workers, clergy, and other community leaders to intervene in conflicts or potential conflicts and
promote alternativesto violence. CeaseFire strategy revolves around five core components, which

are presented in Exhibit 1-1.

The CeaseFire strategy implemented in Chicago was a version of CeaseFire that had
previously been utilized in Boston. The main differences were the utilization of outreach workers
in the Chicago system after a shooting had occurred and the Chicago CeaseFire strategy is not as
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punitive as the strategy in Boston. Boston CeaseFire efforts center on outreach to individuals that
may be involved in shootings or killings — but to emphasize to them that when those actions occur,
there will be every effort at Boston’s disposal to punitively deal with the offender. The Boston
CeaseFire initiative is similar to the Project Safe Neighborhoods initiative that has been
implemented in Chicago by federal, State and city sources.

Within the community the outreach workers and violence interrupters are the main
programmatic positions that assist in stopping the violence. According to Chicago Project staff,
outreach workers and violence interrupters are streetwise individuals who are familiar with gang
life in the communities where CeaseFire is active. Many of them are former gang members and
many have spent time in prison, but they are now eager to give back and help people in their
communities. These individuals are paid anywhere from $27,000 to $30,000 per year. While the
community partners hire most outreach workers, some outreach workers and all violence
interrupters are hired by the Chicago Project. Those hired by the Chicago Project are considered
civil service employees of the University of Illinois and receive university benefits, including State
retirement.

These individuals use their experience and knowledge of the streets to seek out and build
relationships with troubled youths who are susceptible to the violent norms that still exist on the
streets. Position descriptions on specific community types of staff are presented in Appendix D.
Documentation obtained from CeaseFire staff define the roles of these important front-line
positions below:

e Outreach Workers have aclient base and focus on changing the behaviors and
thinking of high-risk youth. They keep in touch with the community and seek to
intervene in conflicts before they escalate into violence and also prevent retaliation.
They attempt to steer individuals away from violence to more positive endeavors, such
as education and employment opportunities.

e ViolenceInterruptersare acomponent of CeaseFire that began in March 2004. They
focus on high-level gang leadersto call for truces and to stop retaliations or more
shootings from occurring. Although well connected to persons who are still in the gang
culture, these men and women have demonstrated their commitment to a new lifestyle
to being critical influencesin the lives of others.

Location of CeaseFire Zones

The Chicago Project relies primarily on community partners — social service organizations,
faith-based groups and units of government — to implement CeaseFire. In afew communities or
CeaseFire zones, like West Garfield Park, West Humboldt Park and Southwest, the Chicago
Project hasitself taken the lead on launching CeaseFire in those communities. However, it is
generally the community partners, through subcontract agreements with the University of lllinois,
that implement the needed activities — hiring of outreach workers, distribution of public education
materials and other outreach activities.

While the State of Illinois did provide funds to the Chicago Project prior to the audit period
stated in Senate Resolution 686, a concerted funding effort for State dollars began in the spring of
2004. By thistime, CeaseFire was active in five Chicago communities. The Chicago Project is
not always able to start up outreach activities for a period of time until after funding has been
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designated for acommunity. For example, it took 11 months after initial funding was provided for
East St. Louis before outreach activitieswere in place. Exhibit 1-2 provides information on when
each community received funding for CeaseFire as well as the date when outreach activity first
began.

Initially CeaseFire was implemented in two Chicago communities that had histories of
violence. CeaseFire then expanded into another three communities. In February 2004, through
funding from the State (State Police and Department of Corrections), CeaseFire expanded to four
other Chicago communities and neighborhoods with high levels of violence and Aurora, East St.
Louis, Maywood and Rockford.

During FY 05, through the sponsorship of the Department of Corrections and a grant from
the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, CeaseFire expanded again. Expansion
occurred again in FY 06 with State funds.

Once the boundaries for a CeaseFire zone are established, alocal community-based
organization is recruited to implement and run the program, which involves community
organization, establishing a violence prevention program, and managing outreach workers.
Appendix C of this report provides graphic representations of the communities and beats where
CeaseFire operated during FY 04 through FY 06.

After local partners are selected, the Chicago Project works with them to hire aviolence
prevention coordinator to oversee implementation of the program. The coordinator and Chicago
Project staff work together to hire outreach workers and an outreach supervisor, a search and
screening process that also involveslocal police on interview panels.

While outside the audit period defined in Senate Resolution 686, CeaseFire expanded again
with funding assistance from the State in FY07. The General Assembly appropriated funds to the
Department of Corrections for program continuation and expansion into atotal of 25 communities.
Total FY 07 appropriations to Corrections for the CeaseFire program were $6.25 million. Exhibit
1-3 provides locations throughout Ilinois where the CeaseFire program has been active as of
November 2006.

10
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Exhibit 1-2
LENGTH OF TIME FROM FUNDING TO OUTREACH
Communities through November 2006

# Months until
Community Area 1st Funding 1st Outreach Activity Outreach
West Garfield Park 6/2000 6/2000 0
W. Humboldt Park 6/2001 6/2001 0
Auburn Gresham 8/2001 8/2001 0
Logan Square 7/2002 7/2002 0
Southwest 10/2002 10/2002 0
Rogers Park 2/2004 3/2004 1
Roseland 2/2004 2/2004 0
'®) Brighton Park 2/2004 Note 1
2 | East Garfield Park 2/2004 Note 1
% Belmont-Cragin 4/2004 Note 1
© | Englewood 7/2004 9/2004 2
Albany Park 7/2005 8/2005 1
Little Village 712005 12/2005 5
Austin 7/2005 11/2005 4
Grand Boulevard 7/2005 12/2005 5
Woodlawn 7/2005 2/2006 7
Humboldt Park 712006 N/A
North Lawndale 7/2006 10/2006 3
Maywood 2/2004 3/2004 1
Rockford 2/2004 5/2004 3
Aurora 2/2004 8/2004 6
East St. Louis 2/2004 1/2005 11
North Chicago 7/2005 11/2005 4
Decatur 7/2006 11/2006 4
Zion 712006 N/A
Waukegan 7/2006 10/2006 3
Cicero 7/2006 10/2006 3
Bellwood 7/2006 N/A

Note 1: Outreach never performed in the community or not part of the first funding agreement.
N/A: Outreach activity had not begun as of 1/07.

Source: OAG compilation of Chicago Project data.
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Exhibit 1-3

CEASEFIRE COMMUNITIES IN ILLINOIS

As of November 2006
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Belmont-Cragin »
Austin .__,\ Logan Square
+ Humboldt Park
West Humboldt Park =
West Garfield Park » East Garfield Park
North Lawndale Brighton Park
South Lawndale Grand Boulevard

(Lit

tle Village) *—

Southwest community cluster
(Chicago Lawn, West Lawn,
Gage Park, West Elsdon)

Englewood

Zion
Waukegan
Rockford o %qonh Chicago
M d
WO\ cicero
Aurora Bellwood

Decature

East St. Louis

Woodlawn

j Auburn Gresham

Roseland «

D Pre-2004 CeaseFire Communities

(begun 2/04)

|:| 2004 CeaseFire Communities

2005 CeaseFire Communities

(begun 7/05)

. 2006 CeaseFire Communities

Source: OAG summary of Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.
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CHAPTER ONE — INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Chicago Pr o] ect/CeaseFire M anagement

The Chicago Project has operational authority over the CeaseFire program. Housed within
the School of Public Health at the University of Illinois at Chicago, the Chicago Project is
administered by 24 staff. An additional 51 field staff support the program, mainly as extra help
semi-professional staff. These staff generally perform violence interrupter duties or work as
outreach workers. All Chicago Project staff are considered employees of the University of Illinois.
Funding for these positionsis provided from State and private funding sources.

A University official stated that CeaseFireis treated as a sponsored project and does not
rely on University funds. The official noted that there are hundreds of sponsored projects
(research projects, community service projects, etc.) throughout all three University of Illinois
affiliated campuses. While CeaseFireisuniquein its mission, it differs from other sponsored
projects because it is an outreach service instead of aresearch service like the other projects. The
University official also stated that CeaseFire differs from many of the other sponsored projects
because it has its own oversight board.

The University of Illinois provides rent-free space for operations of the Chicago Project.
Additionally, University officials provide support for subcontract negotiation, grants management
and payment processing. All agreements for CeaseFire, both with funding sources and community
partners, are between those groups and the University of Illinois Board of Trustees.
Reimbursement payments made to community partners are also processed by the University’s
fiscal operations. The University withholds some funds for these administrative activities. This
process will be discussed later in the report.

The Executive Director of the Chicago Project has ultimate responsibility for the program
activities and operations. The Executive Director has been with the Chicago Project since its
inception and was the creator of this public health strategy to reduce violence in Chicago and other
areas around the State. Heis aso responsible for communicating the CeaseFire program message
and results to interested outside parties and heads the Chicago Project efforts to raise fundsto
support both Chicago Project administrative activities and the community partners’ effortsin
CeaseFire.

The Chicago Project is organized around three middle management positions — Human
Resources, Finance and Administration, and the Chief Operating Officer. Human Resourcesis
responsible for all hiring actions of the Chicago Project and CeaseFire. Finance and
Administration reviews all requests for funding reimbursements and approves those requests
before sending them to the University for payment. All other functions — evaluation, community
programs, mediation services and government liaison, and outreach — report to the Chief Operating
Officer. The organizational chart for the Project is presented in Exhibit 1-4.
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Exhibit 1-4
CHICAGO PROJECT FOR VIOLENCE PREVENTION
ORGANIZATIONAL CHART

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S
OFFICE

DIRECTOR
FINANCE & ADMINISTRATION
(Contract, invoice & financial
support to communities)

MANAGER

CHIEF
HUMAN RESOURCES

OPERATING OFFICER

PROJECT
COORDINATOR
ASST. DIRECTOR, COMMUNICATIONS
GRANTS SPECIALIST
ADMINISTRATION
PROJECT
COORDINATOR
DIRECTOR DIRECTOR MANAGER DIRECTOR
MEDIATION SERVICES & COMMUNITY PROGRAMS OUTREACH CLIENT DATA & EVALUATION
GOVERNMENT LIAISON (Technical Assistance DEVELOPMENT & (Evaluation & data
(Includes gang mediation) to community sites) SUPPORT (Job support) support to communities)
INT‘E%E’;?ERS | |  ouTtREACH COMMUNITY | |  EevaLuaTiOn
(Cross community) COORDINATOR SPECIALIST ASSISTANT
| | communiTy | |  REsEARrcH
COORDINATOR SPECIALIST
| |  RESEARCH
PROJECT BRETER SPECIALIST
COORMINATOR COORDINATOR
DOCUMENTATION
| |  GRrADUATE
ASSISTANT

Source: OAG summary of Chicago Project for Violence Prevention information.
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Central Staff Functions

The central administrative staff within the Chicago Project perform avariety of activitiesin
support of the CeaseFire program across all the sites. General activities encompass assisting sites
in planning and budgeting, advancing of funds, assistance of invoice preparation and monthly
review and payment reimbursement. Other activities are summarized below.

Coordination, Program and Data Support

According to Chicago Project officials, these activities revolve around standardizing the
CeaseFire model scope of work for the improvement of the model. Additionally, central staff
work to standardize policies for selection of beats for CeaseFire zones, train individual outreach
workers and hire outreach workers. Staff coordinate with local law enforcement and also
coordinate the responses to shootings. Other specific activitiesinclude:

e Providetechnical assistance during site visits conducted at any time throughout the day

or night;

e Provide adata system to target resources to key times of the day in the various

CeaseFire zones,

e Maintain adatabase to track implementation at the sites and provide feedback to

community partners; and

e Perform analysis for studying the impact for readjusting the programs.

Cross-Site Coordination

Staff coordinate the violence interrupter network, providing cross-site or cross-city
assistance when violence outbreaks occur. Staff also conduct intercommunity planning on a
monthly basis to review situations and performance of the sites. Weekly supervisory review and
planning sessions are held. Chicago Project staff operate a hospital response process which
attempts to prevent retaliation in shootings and operates as areferral system to local CeaseFire
sites. Finally, a hotline that works to coordinate responses at all sitesis maintained by the staff.

Training and Training Support

Staff develop and deliver training courses to all CeaseFire violence reduction workers
(violence interrupters, outreach workers, outreach supervisors, and coordinators). These training
courses have included topics such as. personal safety, the law, conflict anticipation, conflict
mediation, post mediation follow-up, communication, client referral and support, case planning,
and documentation.

Chicago Project Gover nance Structure
While the Chicago Project, and its CeaseFire program, is located within the University of
lllinois, it does have three entities that assist in oversight operations —a Board of Directors,

Director’s Council, and Steering Committee. Our review of meeting minutes for the three entities
showed that support and attendance at meetings is weak and needs to be strengthened.
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We requested and reviewed meeting minutes for al three entities for the audit period —
FY 04 through FY06. Results of that review are provided below with information about each
entity.

Board of Directors

Documentation from the Illinois Secretary of State shows that the Chicago Project
incorporated as a not-for-profit on August 28, 1997. General powers of the Board, as delineated in
the Articles of Incorporation, include providing fiscal and policy oversight for the Chicago Project
within the guidelines set by the University of Illinois at Chicago (Article IX-Section 1). The
Articles dictate that the Board isto hold at least three regular meetings ayear. The Chicago
Project provided meeting minutes showing that the Board convened five times during the period
FY 04 through FY 06: in February, May and September of 2005 and in February and May of 2006.

The Board of Directors for the Chicago Project consists of volunteers from the leading
civic, law enforcement, health, and religious and community organizationsin Chicago. According
to Chicago Project documentation, the Board serves as a civic voice for the Chicago Project,
reviews all program plans and priorities, and helps to raise resources. The Board was reconstituted
in 2005 due to the large number of members. The reconstituted Board had 17-18 voting members
during the audit period covered by Senate Resolution 686.

Two-thirds of the elected Board shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business at
any meeting, according to the Articles of Incorporation. Our analysis found that a guorum was not
present for any of the five meetings held during the audit period. A Chair and Vice Chair were
elected at the May 18, 2005 Board meeting. However, only 11 of 18 voting members (61 percent)
were present for the meeting.

There were 21 voting members that served on the Board during the audit period. Only 14
percent of those members (3 of 21) attended all the meetings. Forty-eight percent of the members
(10 of 21) attended less that half of the meetings — with 6 of those 10 not attending any meetings.

If the Board does not garner enough support/attendance of its membership to constitute a
guorum, it cannot provide adequate fiscal or policy oversight of the Chicago Project. A listing of
Board membersis provided in Appendix G of this report.

Director’s Council

During 2005, when the Chicago Project reduced the number of Board members, it created a
Director’s Council for the members not remaining on the Board of Directors. During 2005-2006,
the Director’s Council was comprised of 27 members. The Chicago Project’s Articles of
Incorporation and By-Laws dated May 2005 state that the purpose of the Council isto “provide
advice and counsdl that is beneficial to the [E]xecutive [D]irector of the Chicago Project asit
carries out its mission and purpose.” The Articles dictate that the Council meet two times per year.
According to a Chicago Project official, as of February 16, 2007, the Council had yet to fully
convene. If the Council does not meet, it cannot provide advice and counsel to the Executive
Director of the Chicago Project.
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Steering Committee

The Steering Committee is not a governing organization, but rather a place for members
from local communities and law enforcement officials to discussjoint issues. The committee
meets monthly to discuss the progress, direction and future planning of CeaseFire. A Chicago
Project official indicated that membership on the Steering Committee is “fluid.”

During the audit period the Steering Committee met 19 times. Membership was definitely
fluid with 145 non-Chicago Project staff members attending at least one meeting. Seventy-seven
percent of the committee members attended 20 percent or less of the meetings. Exhibit 1-5 breaks
out the percentage of meetings attended by Steering Committee members.

Exhibit 1-5
STEERING COMMITTEE ATTENDANCE PERCENTAGES
NON-CHICAGO PROJECT MEMBERS
FY04-FYO06

Percentage of Meetings Attended

Number of Members

1-10%
70

11-20%
42

21-30%
10
91-100% 31-40%
0 9
81-90% 41-50%
0 71-80% 61-70% 51-60% 4

3 3 4

Source: OAG summary of Chicago Project for Violence Prevention meeting minutes.
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GOVERNING BODIES

RECOMMENDATION The Chicago Project should ensure that the Board of Directors has

NUMBER adequate member ship support and attendance at scheduled meetings.
Additionally, the Chicago Project should take the necessary steps to
1 ensure that the Director’s Council meets for its mandated meetings.

Finally, the Chicago Project should take steps to improve the attendance
and member ship of the Steering Committee meetings.

CHICAGO PROJECT Accepted.
RESPONSE

Chicago Project Fiscal Analysis

The Chicago Project, through the University of Illinois, receives funding to operate the
CeaseFire program from avariety of sources. These grants are received and deposited into a series
of subaccounts based on each funding source. The subaccounts are maintained in University
locally held funds, by grant. Obligations are assigned to specific subaccounts. According to
Chicago Project officials, the funds have not undergone an audit from internal or external auditors
unless one of the accounts was sampled for the audit of the University of Illinois as awhole.
Exhibit 1-6 provides a flowchart for funding the CeaseFire program.

During the period covered by this audit, State fiscal years 2004 through 2006, the Chicago
Project experienced revenues in excess of expenses totaling $760,679. Revenues totaled over
$15 million during the period. Expenses, consisting of administrative core functions within the
Chicago Project and subcontractor activities performed by the community partners, totaled
$14.4 million.
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Exhibit 1-6
FLOWCHART OF FUNDING FOR CHICAGO PROJECT/CEASEFIRE PROGRAM
State FY04-FY06

® Public and
private
funding

@

$15.9 million'in
grants and gifts to UIC
for Chicago Project
and CeaseFire

z

“_ UIC deposits $15.9 million
in public and private
funding into subaccounts

\'4

v
Chicago Project UIC pays $7.1 million

UIC / Chicago Project

hires & pays $2.4 million develops ; i 2
to CeaseFire violence $6.4 million in by ad:?lnlstratlve
= interrupters and outreach subcontracts {é}g:g;s':eirse g; d other
workers that are with CeaseFire Chi Proiect activiti
university employees community partners a0 FIOjecL acivites
{V}
Subcontractors

pay supervisors,
outreach workers

U

UIC / Chfcago Project
reimburses

subcontractors for

expenditures

Note: * Does not include $235,000 in State funds paid directly to community partners.
Source: OAG summary of information from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.
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Revenues

Between 2004 and 2006, the Chicago Project was funded mainly by grants from State,
federal and county sources — with State grants accounting for 67 percent of total support during the
period. State funding increased each year during the scope of this audit. The Chicago Project aso
sought funding from private sources, mainly through groups associated with foundations and
trusts. Twenty-two percent of total support was provided by these private sources. Private
funding support experienced an overall decrease during 2004-2005 with an upturn in FY 06 dueto
an increase in funding from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. The increase was mainly for
expanding the ability of the Chicago Project to communicate the CeaseFire program to other
communities around the country. Exhibit 1-7 provides information on revenue sources for the

Chicago Project.
Exhibit 1-7
CEASEFIRE/CHICAGO PROJECT REVENUES
Chicago Project FY04 - FY06 *
Source 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 Total
Government:
State $2,600,000 $3,517,300 $3,967,300 $10,084,600
Federal 450,000 0 937,311 1,387,311
County 124,300 87,009 0 211,309
Foundations: 1,104,000 557,500 1,614,919 3,276,419
Other Non-Foundation:
Other 10,000 12,500 142,943 165,443
Total $4,288,300 $4,174,309 $6,662,473 $15,125,082

Note ' Chicago Project fiscal year is September 1-August 31 — differences in figures reported in other places
in the report are due to the Chicago Project for Violence Prevention FY versus the State FY.

Source: Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.

Expenses

The Chicago Project is organized fiscally through five functions — from Community
Outreach activities involving subcontractors working within the CeaseFire zones to an evaluation
and data support group to central management. Community Outreach ($8.4 million) accounted for
58 percent of the $14.4 million in total expensesincurred by the Chicago Project. Exhibit 1-8
provides a breakdown of expenses for the Chicago Project.
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Exhibit 1-8

CEASEFIRE/CHICAGO PROJECT EXPENSES

Chicago Project FY04-FY06 *

FY04 FYO05 FYO06 Total
Subcontracts-Outreach $868,839 $1,982,225 $2,431,344 $5,282,408
Staff 1,495,788 1,581,925 1,514,495 4,592,208
Outreach-Salary 789,192 746,731 1,163,288 2,699,211
Equipment/Travel/Registrations 134,471 365,526 202,049 702,046
Consulting/Training/Conferences 272,903 314,733 59,408 647,044
PSAs/Billboards/Print Materials 74,066 94,407 134,328 302,801
Outreach Office Cost 35,144 30,021 32,362 97,527
Other Expenses 37,383 0 3,774 41,157
Total by Fiscal Year $3,707,786 $5,115,568 $5,541,048 | $14,364,402

Note: ' Chicago Project fiscal year is September 1-August 31 — differences in figures reported in other
places in the report are due to the Chicago Project FY versus the State FY.

Source: Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.

AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards and the audit standards promulgated by the Office of the Auditor General at 74 I1l. Adm.
Code 420.310.

The audit objectives for this program audit were those as delineated in Senate Resolution
686 (see Appendix A), which directed the Auditor General to conduct a program audit of funding
provided by or through the State of Illinois for the CeaseFire program. The audit objectives are
listed in the Introduction section of Chapter One. Fieldwork for the audit was completed in April
2007.

We reviewed applicable State laws and administrative rules pertaining to providing funding
for CeaseFire activities. We reviewed compliance with those laws and rules to the extent
necessary to meet the audit’s objectives. Any instances of non-compliance we identified or noted
areincluded in this report. We also reviewed management controls and assessed risk relating to
the audit’s objectives. A risk assessment was conducted to identify areas that needed closer
examination. Any significant weaknesses in those controls are included in this report.

During the audit, we met with staff from the State funding agencies: the Illinois Violence
Prevention Authority, the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority and the Departments of
Corrections, Commerce and Economic Opportunity, and the Illinois State Police. We examined
the extent of monitoring performed by the State funding sources as well as the degree of outcome
measures reported by the Chicago Project for the funding received. Additionaly, to gain an
understanding of other violence prevention programs operating in CeaseFire areas, we interviewed
staff from a sample of police departments where CeaseFire operates —in Chicago and East St.
Louis. Police department personnel were also interviewed regarding the accuracy of reporting of
CeaseFire results.
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We examined all State and private funding contracts and memoranda of understanding to
determine the total sources of support for CeaseFire. To gain alevel of assurance that all funding
sources were identified, we examined all the funding files at the Chicago Project. The agreements
were executed between the University of Illinois on behalf of CeaseFire and the funding sources.
Additionally, we researched additional State payments to CeaseFire community partners to
ascertain whether any other funds were provided directly to these community partners for
CeaseFire specifically or for other activities, which may overlap with the funding received for
CeaseFire. Wedid find that the State Department of Human Services (DHS) paid a CeaseFire
community partner for the Auburn Gresham area $200,000 in FY 06 to support the outreach worker
program. These funds did not filter through the University of 1llinois/Chicago Project but were
paid directly to the community partner by DHS from alump sum appropriation added to the DHS
budget in FY06. Additionally, we found another community partner in the East Garfield Park area
that received a $35,000 grant from the Illinois Violence Prevention Authority in FY 04 for ayouth
violence prevention program. These funds also did not filter through the University of Illinois or
the Chicago Project.

We interviewed staff from the Chicago Project in the areas of finance, evaluation,
community operations and executive management to meet the objectives of the audit. We also
gained an understanding of the CeaseFire program by attending meetings of the program’s
violence interrupters and reviewed operations at one of the community partners — the Alliance of
Logan Square Organizations. Since front line staff (outreach workers, etc.) at the community
partners are integral to the success of the CeaseFire program, we did extensive examination of the
subcontractor agreements. Additionally, to determine whether State funds were being completely
utilized by the Chicago Project for the intended purposes, we sampled 15 of the subcontractsin
effect during the audit period. Significant exceptions were noted in thisreport. Methodology on
this sample selection isincluded in Appendix B of this report.

Finally, to determine the degree of oversight for operations of CeaseFire, we examined
meeting minutes for the two active entities that provide guidance — the Steering Committee and the
Board of Directors. Any deficiencies from this testing are included in this report.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The remainder of this report is organized into the following chapters:

e Chapter Two examinesthelevel of State and private funding provided for CeaseFire
activities during the time frame FY 04 through FY 06, as well as the purposes for those
funds as determined through the funding agreements and proposals. The chapter also
discusses how funding allocations were made regarding these funds received by the
University of Illinois as the receiver of funds for CeaseFire.

e Chapter Three examines the extent of State agency monitoring of the funding

provided for CeaseFire activities as well as the degree of outcome measures and
statistics that CeaseFire has to achieve for the funding received from the State. The
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chapter also discusses the adequacy of oversight activity by the Chicago Project for
Violence Prevention over CeaseFire activities.

e Appendices presenting Senate Resolution 686, our Audit Methodology, CeaseFire
Beats and Community Partners around the State, Job Descriptions for CeaseFire
Positions, Program Indicators, FY 06 CeaseFire Funding Agreement with the
Department of Corrections, Chicago Project Board of Directors, and Agency Responses
are provided at the end of the report.
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Chapter Two

CEASEFIRE FUNDING

CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS

In State fiscal years 2004 through 2006, the Chicago Project for Violence Prevention
(Chicago Project) and its community partnersreceived $16.2 million from avariety of sources.
The State of Illinois provided the largest amount of funding, $11.1 million, followed by private
foundations at $3 million, federal monies totaling $1.8 million and Cook County with $325,000 in
funding.

During the same period, Chicago Project funding CHICAGO
agreements proposed to use: 39 percent of the budgeted PROJECT/CEASEFIRE
funds ($6.4 million) for subcontracts with community REVENUES
partners; 30 percent ($4.9 million) for salaries and benefits State FY 04-FY 06
for Chicago Project staff; 15 percent ($2.4 million) for Source Amount
salaries and benefits of its own outreach staff to support State $11,069,600
community sites; and 3 percent ($414,564) for public Foundation 2,985,505
education materials. The remaining funds were budgeted Ei?;rfl 1’%2421’228
for seven other line item purposes such as equipment and T y ’

. . otal $16,161,994
supplies. Seeinset for source of funds. Source. OAG summary.

STATE FUNDING

While some State agencies provided funding to the Chicago Project as far back as 1999, the
State of I1linois became the major funding source for the Chicago Project and CeaseFire program
during the FY 04 through FY 06 time period. According to an lllinois State Police official, in late
FY 04, the Governor’s Office directed the Illinois State Police and the Department of Corrections
to provide $2 million in funding for CeaseFire. In subsequent years the Department of
Corrections’ budget has included funding to maintain and expand the CeaseFire program.

State of 1llinois agencies provided $10.8 million directly to the University of Illinois at
Chicago (UIC) for CeaseFire activities between FY 04 and FY06. Funding agencies and funding
amounts were:

e Department of Corrections (DOC) - $6,750,000,
lllinois State Police (ISP) - $1,500,000,

[llinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJA) - $1,100,000,
Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) - $750,000, and the
[llinois Violence Prevention Authority (IVPA) - $734,600.

In addition, the Department of Human Services (DHS) provided the CeaseFire community
partner in the Auburn Gresham area of Chicago with $200,000 in funds during FY 06 specifically
for CeaseFire activities. In another community, East Garfield Park, the community partner
received a $35,000 grant from IVPA for ayouth violence prevention program similar to activities
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conducted as part of the CeaseFire program. These payments went directly to these not-for -
profit community partnersand did not filter through UIC and the Chicago Project.

Generally, there has been a shift in how the funding was directed for CeaseFire — from
paying for administrative costs in FY 04 to providing funds for specific CeaseFire communitiesin
FY06. Our examination of budgeted purposes in the State funding agreements in effect during the
audit period showed:

Most State funding during the audit period for CeaseFire was to go for community
expenses — outreach workers and related costs as well as subcontracts with community
partners.

72 percent ($7.8 million) of the $10.8 million in direct funding to UIC was
budgeted for community activity.

18 percent in State funding ($2.0 million) was for salaries and fringe benefits
for staff of the Chicago Project.

Regarding State funding, our examination of documentation at the Chicago Project and
State contracts on file at the Comptroller found numerous weaknesses that included:
In FY 06, the Department of Corrections provided funding for CeaseFire outside the
payments terms of the agreement. DOC never received adequate documentation that
disbursements had been made by CeaseFire to al the specific communitiesin the
funding agreement.

The Chicago Project was either not passing funding on to community partners
in atimely manner or the community partners were not expending much of the
funding allocated to their communities. The contract with DOC required proof
that the initial half of the funding to each community by UIC (generaly
$125,000) had been expended prior to DOC forwarding the second half of the
appropriated fundsto UIC. Asof May 31, 2006, only 27 per cent (4 of 15) of
the communities had provided the Chicago Project with requests for
reimbursement equaling at least half of the monies provided for in the State
contract — though there were only 30 days left in the contract period —yet DOC
paid the second half of the contract;

Englewood received $5,700 in excess of the amount designated in the
agreement;

Auburn Gresham received $26,000 even though that community was not named
in the State contract as arecipient; and

UIC was required to “provide to the [1]DOC no later than 60 days from the final
payment, documents indicating disbursements in accordance” with the terms for
the second payment. Sixty days for delivery of this documentation should have
been by September 13, 2006. However, as of March 29, 2007, 260 days after
the final payment, DOC officials indicated that the final expense summary had
never been received.

During FY 06, the Chicago Project charged atotal of $365,000 in administrative fees
that was not delineated in the funding agreement with DOC. DOC officials
condoned the practice even though it was not outlined in the agreement.

The CeaseFire budget for the FY 04 DOC funding, dated May 10, 2004 — approximately
3%2 months after work was to begin, failed to identify 18 individuals for positions that
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were described as “vacant” or “new hire.” These positions amounted to over $187,000,
or 37 percent, of the total budget.

e Thelllinois State Police paid monies for CeaseFire that appear to be for services
rendered prior to a contract being executed. The contract, executed May 26, 2004,
shows that the contract period was February 1, 2004 through June 30, 2004. The
contract was not filed until June 23, 2004 — seven days prior to the end of the contract
period. An ISP official indicated that | SP did not receive aline item appropriation for
CeaseFire, and that it paid the monies from the fund they were told to by the
Governor’s Office.

e |llinois Criminal Justice Information Authority grant agreements with UIC were
generally executed well into the performance period for the grant. In FY 05, the
$600,000 grant was executed February 18, 2005 — 42 months after the initiation of the
grant term.

- Againfor FY 04 funding, the $500,000 grant agreement was developed and
executed over half way through the grant term. The grant term was for the
period January 1, 2004 through September 30, 2004 — but the grant was
executed on June 22, 2004. Even though these agreements were executed after
activities were initiated, none of the position titles in the agreements for
personnel services were identified by name.

e Chicago Project use of Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity FY 04
funding differed significantly from the purposes contained in the contract between UIC
and the State. Funds were not used in the budgeted amounts but were transferred to
other lines.

- Close-out documentation submitted June 15, 2005 — six months after the end of
the grant period — showed that the Chicago Project spent 33 percent more than
budgeted for the total of personnel costs and fringe benefits; spent less than 1
percent on travel; and spent none of the money provided for subcontractors.
The subcontractor funding was scheduled to be used for clergy mobilization;
however, the Chicago Project used it toward the increased personnel and fringe
benefit lineitems. DCEO followed appropriate Departmental procedures by
sending follow-up correspondence to the grantee to obtain submission of the
close-out report; determined upon review of the received document that it
contained excessive variances, and has neither accepted nor approved the close-
out report as of July 17, 2007.

- The contract between UIC and DCEO required the hiring of eight outreach
workers. Documentation obtained from the Chicago Project showed that fewer
than eight outreach workers were on the job in the identified police beats in 4 of
12 months during calendar year 2004.

- DCEOQ officiasindicated that while monitoring the funds distributed as member
initiatives does occur, no on-site monitoring of this $750,000 had been
conducted by DCEO.

- UIC information showed that $884,848 had been charged to the DCEO grant in
their financial system - $134,848 more than the total grant from DCEO. A UIC
officia indicated that the grant was overcharged and that transfers to other
grants were processed during close-out. In May 2007, the official could not tell
us what other grants these transfers went to. On July 27, 2007, four days after
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our exit conference, UIC officials provided information on the transfers;
however the information failed to adequately clear thisissue.

PRIVATE FUNDING

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention hasreceived, or is scheduled to receive,
substantial support - $6.6 million — from multiple non-State sources for various costs and
activities. Some of these grants provided by private sources during the period FY 04 through FY 06
have grant periodsthat either started before or extended past the audit period defined in Senate
Resolution 686. For instance, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation was identified by Chicago
Project staff as providing agrant for a period extending out to 2010. Another funding source, the
MacArthur Foundation, provided grant funding from January 2006 through December 2009.

For the period specifically between FY 04 and FY 06, the Chicago Project received $3
million from 23 private sources to supplement activities of the Chicago Project and the CeaseFire
program. Private funding was utilized primarily for the support of the administrative function for
the Chicago Project, and to a much lesser extent, front-line community activity. Private fund uses
were summarized as.

e SdariesBenefits-Chicago Project Staff - $2,285,506;

Consultants - $185,406;

Public Education Materials - $145,996;
Community Outreach Expenses - $115,291;
Other - $253,307.

FEDERAL FUNDING

During FY 04 through FY 06, CeaseFire received $1.78 million in grants from the United
States Department of Justice (USDOJ). The grants provided fundsto: (1) support CeaseFirein the
West Garfield Park, Logan Square, and West Humboldt Park neighborhoods of Chicago; (2)
enhance the capacity of CeaseFire to serve other communities through additional outreach workers
and violence interrupters; and (3) support core functions that are necessary to these sites.

USDOJ monies supported both administrative activities undertaken by Chicago Project

staff and activities for outreach workers. We found:

e 35 percent of the funds were budgeted to be used for salaries and benefits for
outreach wor kersworking in the communities. The Chicago Project wasto hire the
outreach workers and oversee the CeaseFire program in West Garfield Park and West
Humboldt Park.

e 36 percent of the funds received and prorated to the audit period were for salaries of
mainly upper management staff in the Chicago Project.

COOK COUNTY FUNDING
During FY 04-FY 06, the Chicago Project received $324,640 from Cook County officials

under five separate grant agreements. Eighty-three percent of the funds provided by Cook County
to the Chicago Project was from the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant for the B.A.D.G.E.
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program. The programs under which funds were provided were administered by the Judicial
Advisory Council and the State’ s Attorney’ s Office. County funding was mainly budgeted for
salaries and fringe benefits. Ninety-two percent of funding received from the county was for
outreach and administrative staff salaries. Funding under these agreements overlapped fiscal
years, therefore, we prorated amounts to only the time period specified in Senate Resolution 686.

COMMUNITY ALLOCATIONS

CeaseFire program communities were determined during the audit period by two sources —
Chicago Project administration or individual legislators who directed funding for specific
communities. Beats within the specific communities were determined by Chicago Project staff,
reportedly on adata driven basis. During FY 04, Chicago Project officials determined which
Chicago communities would receive funding.

As CeaseFire funding became designated in the State budgets in FY 05 and FY 06, funds for
Chicago communities were included based on recommendations from State legidators. Inthe
FY 05 State budget, no individual communities were named to receive monies for CeaseFire —the
Chicago communities were once again determined by Chicago Project officials in consultation
with State legislators. In FY 06, the State budget dictated which communities were to receive
funding.

INTRODUCTION

Senate Resolution 686 asked us to determine what funding the CeaseFire program received
during fiscal years 2004 through 2006. Funding from both State sources and private sources were
examined during the audit and will be reported in this chapter. I1n addition to determining what
funds were received for CeaseFire, the Resolution directed us to determine what the purposes were
for the funding levels received. Our summary of thisissue will also be discussed in this chapter.
We will also provide information on how the decisions were made to allocate funding to the
various Chicago communities that participate in CeaseFire.

STATE FUNDING SOURCESAND USES OF FUNDING

While some State agencies provided funding to the Chicago Project as far back as 1999, the
State of 11linois became the major funding source for the Chicago Project and CeaseFire program
during the FY 04 through FY 06 time period. In late FY 04, the Governor’s Office directed the
Ilinois State Police and the Department of Corrections to find $2 million in funding for CeaseFire.
In subsequent years the Department of Corrections' budget has included funding to maintain and
expand the CeaseFire program.

State of Illinois agencies provided $10.8 million directly to the University of Illinois for

CeaseFire activities between FY04 and FY06. Thelllinois State Police (1SP), Department of
Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEQ), Department of Corrections (DOC), Illinois

29



PROGRAM AUDIT — CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJIA), and the Illinois Violence Prevention Authority
(IVPA) funded CeaseFire during the audit period.

The Department of Human Services (DHS) provided the CeaseFire community partner in
the Auburn Gresham area of Chicago with $200,000 in funds during FY 06 specifically for
CeaseFire activities. In another community, East Garfield Park, the community partner received a
$35,000 grant from IVPA for a youth violence prevention program similar to activities conducted
as part of the CeaseFire program. These payments went directly to these not-for-profit
community partnersand did not filter through UIC and the Chicago Project. Total State funding

for CeaseFire, by fiscal year and agency, is presented in Exhibit 2-1.

Exhibit 2-1

STATE FUNDING FOR CEASEFIRE

State FY04-FY06

Agency FY04 FY05 FY06 Total *

DOC $500,000.00 $2,600,000.00 $3,650,000.00 $6,750,000.00
ISP 1,500,000.00 0.00 0.00 1,500,000.00
ICJIA 500,000.00 600,000.00 0.00 1,100,000.00
IVPA 135,000.00 317,300.00 317,300.00 769,600.00
DCEO 750,000.00 0.00 0.00 750,000.00
DHS 0.00 0.00 200,000.00 200,000.00
Total $3,385,000.00 $3,517,300.00 $4,167,300.00 |  $11,069,600.00

Note: * Total includes $235,000 paid directly to partners.

Source: OAG summary of State agency documentation.

Most State funding during the audit period for CeaseFire was budgeted for community
expenses — outreach workers and related costs as well as subcontracts with community partners.
Seventy-two percent ($7.8 million) of the $10.8 million in direct funding to Ul C was budgeted
for community activity. While State contracts indicated specific amounts for specific
communities, we found that the front-line community partners seldom received the entire amount
designated in the State budget. Thisissue is discussed further in Chapter Three.

Another 18 percent in State funding ($2.0 million) was budgeted for salaries and fringe
benefits for staff of the Chicago Project. We summarized the budgeted uses for the State funding
during FY 04 through FY06. Thissummary is presented in Exhibit 2-2. Specific use narrative
follows by each State funding source.
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Exhibit 2-2
CEASEFIRE BUDGETED USES OF STATE FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FY05 FY06 Total
Community Partners $1,050,350 $1,668,058 $3,650,000 $6,368,408
Community Outreach
Salaries/Benefits 431,449 788,550 157,512 1,377,511
Chicago Project
Salaries/Benefits 678,128 906,498 378,959 1,963,585
Equipment 200,569 69,277 3,000 272,846
Consultants/Training 61,005 186,225 0 247,230
Public Education Materials 221,581 15,500 0 237,081
Indirect/Other Costs 51,965 42,810 5,520 100,295
Community Expenses 42,500 42,500 0 85,000
Telephone 26,535 45,041 4,416 75,992
Supplies 27,058 30,700 3,157 60,915
Travel/Transportation 17,195 23,808 4,735 45,738
Total $2,808,335 $3,818,967 $4,207,299 $10,834,601

Note: Some State funding was provided over fiscal years. Difference due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from contracts received from the Comptroller.

Department of Corrections

The Department of Corrections provided $6.75 million in funding during the audit period
for CeaseFire activities in the community as well as administrative costs for operating the program
at the Chicago Project and UIC. There has generally been a shift in how the funding was directed
for CeaseFire — from paying for administrative costs in FY 04 to providing funds for CeaseFire
communitiesin FY06. Seventy-nine percent of the DOC funding for CeaseFire ($5.3 million) was
directed to be used in the communities. Exhibit 2-3 illustrates the budgeted purposes for the DOC
CeaseFire funding as taken from the agreements on file with the State Comptroller.

Funding was provided by DOC through Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) between
the Department and UIC. We found that, during FY 06, DOC provided funding for CeaseFire
outside the payment terms of the agreement. Additionally, during FY 06, we found that the
Chicago Project was charging an administrative fee to each of the community line item amounts
that was not delineated in the MOU with the Department. Appendix F contains the FY 06 MOU
between DOC and UIC for CeaseFire.

Funding Pur poses
In FY 04, the agreement for CeaseFire indicated that DOC was to provide $500,000 in

funding for CeaseFire as designated by the Governor. The MOU was executed 36 days prior to
the end of the performance period —on May 26, 2004, and was for the period February 1 through
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June 30, 2004. The agreement was filed with the Comptroller on June 18, 2004 and the
Comptroller issued the $500,000 payment on July 20, 2004.

Exhibit 2-3
BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FYo4 FYO05 FYO06 Total
Communities $0.00 $1,668,058.00 $3,650,000.00 $5,318,058.00
CPVP Administration
Salary/Benefits 293,915.00 507,580.73 0.00 801,495.73
Consultants/Training 33,296.00 71,000.00 0.00 104,296.00
Equipment 23,088.00 10,516.21 0.00 33,604.21
Supplies 12,055.00 20,848.50 0.00 32,903.50
Telephone 7,000.00 21,899.99 0.00 28,899.99
Other/Indirect 15,900.00 10,080.00 0.00 25,980.00
Travel/Transportation 8,960.00 10,000.00 0.00 18,960.00
Outreach
Salary/Benefits 105,786.00 280,016.57 0.00 385,802.57
Total $500,000.00 $2,600,000.00 $3,650,000.00 $6,750,000.00

Source: OAG developed from State contracts.

According to documentation received from an official with the Chicago Project, the State
committed to funding in February 2004 so the Chicago Project began activities. The Chicago
Project attached a budget (dated May 10, 2004) to the MOU which listed positions that would be
paid for under the agreement. Some positions had an individual’ s name associated with the
budgeted payment. However that budget, dated approximately 32 months after work was to
begin, failed to identify 18 individuals for positions that were described as “vacant” or “new hire.”
These non-designated positions amounted to over $187,000, or 37 percent, of the total budget.

In FY 05, DOC funding started to be designated for individual communities as designated
in the contract between DOC and UIC. Funding was to be for the period July 1, 2004 through
June 30, 2005 — but the agreement was not executed until December 28, 2004. Sixty-five percent
($1.7 million) of the DOC funds were for subcontracts for specific communities — the remainder
was for administrative activities at the Chicago Project and outreach salaries and benefits.
Additionally, $50,000 was built into the budget for “Administration & Subcontract Devel opment”
to be provided by the UIC School of Public Health. Later in the report we will discuss the extreme
length of time that the Chicago Project/UIC took in devel oping the subcontracts.

During FY 06, DOC funding was only directed towards specific communities — which was
consistent with how funding was delineated in the DOC budget. The entire funding level of $3.65
million was broken down into either $250,000 or $150,000 amounts for the individual
communities. The agreement, for the period encompassing all of FY 06, was signed by UIC
officials on August 18, 2005 but the DOC official executing the agreement for the State did not
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date the agreement. In Chapter Three we will discuss how all funds did not go to the named
communities from our sampling of subcontractor agreements.

Memor anda of Under standing

DOC funding agreements took the form of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUSs) between
the Department and UIC. During FY 04 and FY 05, these MOU described payment procedures
generally as being made “as soon as practical.”

In FY 06, that direction changed as the funding directed monies for specific communities.
The MOU provided for half of the funding - $1.825 million —to be “paid as soon as practical”
from General Revenue fundsto UIC for CeaseFire. CeaseFire was to then make disbursementsto
the specific locations in the amounts equal to half of the total appropriated in the DOC budget.
The Comptroller issued payments to UIC for the first half on October 3, 2005 and November 23,
2005. The MOU’ swere developed by DOC after monies had been appropriated in the State
budget for CeaseFire. Seeinset for FY 06 appropriation language.

TheFY6 MOU CEASEFIRE APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE
goes on to direct how FY06 State Budget
?Srclldvglcvegutlf(;ebr:mal ning The amount of $3,000,000, or so much thereof as may be
X necessary, is appropriated to the Department of Corrections from the

dlsbqr_sed to l“JIC' General Revenue Fund for a grant to Operation Ceasefire to be used
Specifically, “Upon in the following locations.
receipt by IDOC frc_)m The City of Chicago:
the U OT IC, Operation The neighborhood of Brighton Park $250,000
CeaseFire, of documents | The neighborhood of Rogers Park $250,000
indicating disbursements | The neighborhood of Pilsen and Little Village $250,000
in accordance with the The neighborhood of Logan Square $250,000
terms listed...above, The neighborhood of Albany Park $250,000
IDOC shall make the The neighborhoods of Lawndale and Garfield $250,000
final one-half...payment The neighborhood of Austin $250,000
from the General The neighborhood of Woodlawn $250,000
Revenue Fund.” We The r_lglghborhood of Grand Boulevard $250,000
found that DOC had The C!tles of Maywood and Bellwood $250,000
made this second The City of Aurora _ $250,000

DO The City of East St. Louis $250,000
payment in violation of Note: Corrections used an additional appropriation in FYQ6 to pay
the terms of the MOU. $650,000 for CeaseFire in three other communities. Operation CeaseFire

was not specifically named in the other appropriation.
Documentation Source: FY06 State budget.

provided by DOC showed that the Department questioned, in early May 2006, that UIC had not
provided this documentation “indicating disbursements in accordance” with the terms of the
agreement. The Chicago Project/UIC then provided documentation on May 31, 2006 to DOC
showing the funds that had been disbursed. The documentation showed:

e The Chicago Project was either not passing funding on to community partnersin a
timely manner or the community partners were not expending much of the funding
allocated to their communities. Only 27 per cent (4 of 15) of the communities had
provided the Chicago Project with requests for reimbursement equaling at least half of
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the monies provided for in the State contract — though there were only 30 days left in
the contract period.

e One community, Englewood, had received $5,700 in excess of the amount designated
in the agreement; and

e One community, Auburn Gresham, had received $26,000 even though that community
was not named in the MOU as arecipient. (As discussed earlier, the community
partner in this location had received a $200,000 grant from DHS for FY 06.)

Even though the documentation received showed that disbursements had not equated to
half the funding, DOC officials approved the payment of the other half of the funding and the
Comptroller made the payments in July 2006. These actions by DOC violate the agreement it
signed with UIC.

The MOU goes on to require UIC to “provide to the IDOC no later than 60 days from the
final payment, documents indicating disbursements in accordance” with the terms for the second
payment. Sixty daysfor delivery of this documentation should have been by September 13, 2006.
However, as of March 29, 2007, 260 days after the final payment, DOC officials indicated that the
final expense summary had never been received.

A DOC officid indicated that as of March 29, 2007, DOC had released the first half of the
FY 07 funding for CeaseFire; that release of FY 07 funds was not contingent upon receiving the
FY 06 final expense report; and that if it had not given CeaseFire the FY 07 funds DOC would have
violated appropriation laws. Failure to receive an accounting of the FY 06 funds not only violates
the funding agreement, it may also be an indication that thereis acritical failurein DOC's
methods to determine that State funds were expended for the purposes stated in the agreement.

We aso found that the Chicago Project was char ging an administrative fee during FY 06
to each of the community line item amounts from DOC funding. The charging of an
administrative fee was not delineated in the MOU with the Department. Chicago Project officials
indicated that administrative costs had been part of the FY 04 and FY 05 agreements with the State.
Documentation showed that, in FY 06, 10 percent of the monies provided for each of the
communities was withheld as administrative fees — amounting to $365,000. It needs to be noted
that the Chicago Project received private funding during FY 06 that was generally for
administrative activities (salary, supplies, etc.) rather than for front-line operational activities
(outreach).

A DOC official believed this practice was allowable even though the funding agreement is
silent on thisissue. The official added that DOC was told to fund the CeaseFire program and those
funds should be treated as pass-through money and DOC would not take on a monitoring role for
the funds. The official could not provide the name of the individual that instructed this practice.
The Department has a responsibility to the taxpayers that fund the Department’ s budget to monitor
the moniesit distributes.

A review of the FY 06 MOU showed no mention that the Chicago Project or UIC could
withhold any administrative fee. While Chicago Project officialsindicated that this practice was
formalized in FY 07, our review of the FY 07 funding agreement showed it too was silent on the
ability to charge afee. Failure to monitor the agreement and allow the withholding of the
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administrative fee leaves less funding for the individual communities and violates the terms of the
agreement. Furthermore, failure to specify a set percentage for an administrative fee in the
contract or allow that practice to occur could lead the Chicago Project to withhold any percentage
(20, 30, 40, 50 percent) it seesfit.

VIOLATIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FUNDING AGREEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION The Department of Corrections should take the necessary stepsto

NUMBER ensure that appropriate documentation is submitted, based on the
2 funding agreement with the University of Illinois at Chicago, before
providing funding for CeaseFire. Further, the Department of

Corrections should improve its monitoring of the funding provided for
the CeaseFire program. Chicago Project officials should only
distribute funding to communities named in the funding agreement
and should keep adequate documentation to show that fundswere
distributed to communities in the amounts contractually provided.
Finally, the Department of Corrections should determine whether an
administrative fee should be charged and, if determined to be
appropriate, include that provision in the funding agreement.

DEPARTMENT OF Recommendation Partially Implemented. As part of the FY 07 agreement

CORRECTIONS with the University of Illinois at Chicago, specific requirements were

RESPONSE included regarding the submission of payment documentation. Until

documentation of proper expenditures isreceived, the final payment of
the agreement will not be processed. The expenditure documentation
will be reviewed and reconciled to determine that the components of the
agreement were met and the funds distributed to the communitiesin the
amounts contractually provided. Any future agreements with the
University of Illinois at Chicago will clearly state whether any
administrative fees will be allowed.

CHICAGO PROJECT Accepted.
RESPONSE

Illinois State Police

The Illinois State Police provided $1.5 million in funding during FY 04 for CeaseFire
activities in the community as well as some administrative costs for operating the program at the
Chicago Project and UIC. An ISP officia reported that the Governor’s Office directed ISP to
provide funding to CeaseFire. The same MOU that was used in FY 04 for the DOC funding
contained the payment agreement between ISP and UIC. Seventy percent of the ISP funding for
CeaseFire ($1.05 million) was directed to be used in the communities through subcontracts.
Exhibit 2-4 illustrates the purposes for the ISP CeaseFire funding as taken from the agreement on
file with the State Comptroller.
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The contract for the | SP funding
contained a document titled “ Spending
Projection for Illinois State Police
Grant” which outlined a budget and the
anticipated expenditures for the funding
use. This document was dated May 3,
2004 — three months after the agreement
beginning date and two months prior to

Exhibit 2-4
BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR

ILLINOIS STATE POLICE FUNDING

State FY04

the end of the contractual period.
According to an ISP official, ISP never
saw the budget attached to the MOU
nor did ISP know what the funding was
to be used for within CeaseFire. The
Director of the ISP signed the MOU,
but there was no indication of the date

of that signing.

The monies paid by ISP to
CeaseFire appear to be for services

Anticipated Expenditures Total
Communities $1,050,350.00
Chicago Project

Public Education Materials 206,081.00
Equipment 161,270.00
Salary/Benefits 34,993.00
Consultants/Training 13,259.00
Supplies 8,047.00
Other/Indirect 1,005.00
Community Outreach

Salary/Benefits 24,995.00

Total $1,500,000.00

Source: OAG developed from State contracts.

rendered prior to a contract being

executed. The ISP contract, executed May 26, 2004, for payment for CeaseFire activities, filed
with the Comptroller, shows that the contract period was February 1, 2004 through June 30, 2004.
The contract was not filed until June 23, 2004 — seven days prior to the end of the contract period.
An ISP official indicated that ISP did not receive aline item appropriation for CeaseFire, and that
| SP paid the monies from the fund it wastold to by the Governor’s Office.

The MOU provided no mechanism for the Chicago Project to report on how the ISP funds
were actually expended. Failure to include such reporting in the agreement does not protect State

assets.

ILLINOISSTATE POLICE FUNDING

RECOMMENDATION
NUMBER

3

The lllinois State Police should ensure that State assets are protected
by having a clear understanding for the uses of fundsit providesto
third parties before a funding agreement is executed. Additionally, the
[llinois State Police should include reporting mechanismsin contracts
for funding provided to increase the accountability for the fundsit
provides.

ILLINOISSTATE POLICE
RESPONSE

Concur. Thelllinois State Police (1SP) has made changes to the
standard agreement utilized in providing funding to third parties. The
updated agreement includes additional provisions and covenants to
clearly articulate the roles and responsibilities of all parties. Includedin
the standard agreement are reporting and auditing requirements. The
reporting and auditing can be tailored for each specific agreement. The
I SP has aso made changes regarding the execution of contractual
agreements. Except in an emergency, the signatures of all parties must
be obtained prior to starting a contractual agreement.
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[linois Criminal Justice Information Authority

During FY 04 and FY 05, the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority provided $1.1
million for CeaseFire activities. Monies used to fund CeaseFire operations were from federal
sources that were passed to the Illinois Violence Prevention Authority by ICJIA through an
interagency agreement. 1VPA then passed the funds onto UIC for CeaseFire through a subcontract
grant agreement. Funds appropriated to ICJIA by the General Assembly for grantsto State
agencies from the Criminal Justice Trust Fund were used for the monies that filtered to CeaseFire.

ICJIA funding was generally for operating CeaseFire activities in two Chicago
communities — West Garfield Park and Southwest. Southwest encompasses a cluster of areas that
is defined as Chicago Lawn, West Lawn, Gage Park, and West Elsdon. Ninety-five percent of the
ICJIA funding, $1.05 million, was for salaries/benefits for both Chicago Project staff ($428,183)
and community outreach staff ($618,834).

Salaries ranged from $25,000 to $63,000. Benefitsincluded State university retirement,
health/life/dental insurance, sick/vacation leave, social security and worker’s compensation. These
salaries were generally for seven outreach workers and two site supervisors. Exhibit 2-5 provides
a breakdown by fiscal year of the budgeted uses of the ICJIA funding.

Exhibit 2-5
BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR
ILLINOIS CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION AUTHORITY FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FY05 FY06 Total
Chicago Project
Salary/Benefits $188,105.33 $167,682.94 $72,394.40 $428,182.67
Other/Indirect 9,900.00 13,230.00 5,520.00 28,650.00
Telephone 6,034.67 9,641.33 4,416.00 20,092.00
Equipment 900.00 450.00 0.00 1,350.00
Supplies 600.00 535.80 157.20 1,293.00
Travel/Transportation 615.33 307.67 0.00 923.00
Consultants/Training 450.00 225.00 0.00 675.00
Community Outreach
Salary/Benefits 126,728.00 334,593.93 157,512.40 618,834.33
Total $333,333.33 $526,666.67 $240,000.00 $1,100,000.00

Note: ICJIA monies were for funding period that extended into FY06.

Source: OAG developed from State contracts.

We found that grant agreements with UIC for ICJIA funds were generally executed well
into the performance period for the grant. The grant agreement for the $600,000 in FY 05 funding
was executed February 18, 2005 — 4%2 months after the initiation of the grant term. The Chicago
Project was to provide $200,000 in matching funds for the federal funds provided by ICJA. An
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official associated with the Chicago Project indicated that the matching funds were provided by
Department of Corrections funds.

Again for FY 04 funding, the grant agreement was developed and executed over half way
through the grant term. Monies totaling $500,000 were provided by ICJIA because several other
funding streams had been lost to the Chicago Project. The grant term was for the period January 1,
2004 through September 30, 2004 — but the grant was executed on June 22, 2004. Even though
these agreements were executed after activities were initiated, none of the position titlesin the
agreements for personnel services were identified by name.

[llinois Violence Prevention Authority

The Illinois Violence Prevention Authority provided funds for CeaseFirein al three years
of the audit period. 1VPA used General Revenue Fund appropriations to provide $734,600 directly
to UIC for CeaseFire. Additionally, we found that the CeaseFire community partner in East
Garfield Park received a $35,000 grant from IVPA in FY 04 for a youth violence prevention
program similar to activities conducted as part of the CeaseFire program. These payments went
directly to this not-for-profit community partner and did not filter through UIC and the
Chicago Project. 1VPA began funding evaluation efforts for the Chicago Project as far back as
fiscal year 1999.

Over the period FY 04 through FY 06, 76 percent of the IVPA funding, $556,913, for
CeaseFire was related to salary and benefit payments for Chicago Project staff. IVPA also allowed
for “indirect” expenses of $5,660 to be charged in FY 04 — private funding sources generally do not
allow this practice. In FY 05, the Chicago Project reported it was responsible for organizing an
external evaluation and directed most of the budgeted contractual line towards this effort. Exhibit
2-6 presents a breakdown of the budgeted purposes for the 1V PA funding during the audit period.

Exhibit 2-6
BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR
ILLINOIS VIOLENCE PREVENTION AUTHORITY FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FY05 FY06 Total
Chicago Project

Salary/Benefits $90,114.00 $160,234.00 $306,565.00 $556,913.00
Consultants/Training 4,000.00 105,000.00 0.00 109,000.00
Equipment 0.00 43,000.00 3,000.00 46,000.00
Travel/Transportation 120.00 6,000.00 4,735.00 10,855.00
Supplies 106.00 3,066.00 3,000.00 6,172.00
Other/Indirect 5,660.00 0.00 0.00 5,660.00

Total $100,000.00 $317,300.00 $317,300.00 $734,600.00

Source: OAG developed from State contracts.

In its FY 06 funding proposal, CeaseFire/UIC requested funds from 1V PA to support data
collection and analysis to report on various aspects of the CeaseFire program. Additional usesfor
the funding were to develop articles for peer-reviewed publications and assist in an external

38




CHAPTER TwO —CEASEFIRE FUNDING

evaluation funded by the National Institute of Justice. The $317,300 received in FY 06 went
towar ds more administrative expenditures. According to the funding agreement, almost 97
percent of the funds were utilized for portions of the salary and benefits for seven staff from the
Executive Director (salary $160,000) to a senior UIC consultant/researcher (salary of $170,000).
The purchase of two computers and monies budgeted for travel to annual meetings rounded out the

use of the FY 06 funds.

FY 05 funding, executed through a grant agreement on July 21, 2004, totaling $317,300,
from 1V PA went for both administrative and program costs. CeaseFire officials combined IVPA
funds with those from the Chicago Community Trust and the Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority to fulfill program costs in the proposal.

IVPA executed a grant agreement with UIC on July 17, 2003 for the period encompassing
FY 04 to provide funding ($100,000) assistance in helping to publish eval uation manuscripts for
CeaseFire resultsin FY 04 as well as produce additional reports. Combined with funds from the
Chicago Community Trust, Cook County and the Department of Commerce and Economic
Opportunity, the IVPA monies were mainly expended on salary and benefits for research staff and

administrators.

IVPA also provided a grant directly to a CeaseFire community partner totaling $35,000 in

FYO04. The grant was to be used to “continue and expand the * PeaceNet’ youth violence

prevention initiative benefiting youth ages 9-18 living in East Garfield Park.” The program works
to involve youth in activities which reduce violence throughout the area.

Department of Commer ce and
Economic Opportunity

The Department of Commerce
and Economic Opportunity executed a
grant agreement on May 12, 2004 to
provide $750,000 in funding for
CeaseFire. The agreement was for
calendar year 2004 and was a
Legislative Add-On grant at DCEO.
Payment was made using Illinois First
funds—for aproject initialy
developed in FY02. The Comptroller
issued the entire payment on one
warrant dated August 11, 2004. The
funding was to go for program
expansion located in the 8" Police
District of the City of Chicago —
specifically the Gage and Marquette
Park area. The Chicago Project
defines this area as Southwest,
covering Chicago Police beats 823,
824, and 825. DCEO had previously

Exhibit 2-7

BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

FUNDING
Calendar Year 2004
Budget Amount
Amount Reported
from on Close-
Contract Out Form | Difference
Personnel $ 390,000 | $ 526,892 | $(136,892)
Fringe Benefits 99,555 123,595 (24,040)
Travel 15,000 62 14,938
Equipment 57,945 53,714 4,231
Supplies 43,500 12,152 31,348
Rent/Utilities 30,000 25,770 4,230
Contractual 105,000 7,329 97,671
Youth Support
Services 9,000 485 8,515
Total | $ 750,000 | $ 749,999 | $ 1

Note: Totals do not match due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from State contracts and grant close-

out documents.
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funded two other grants totaling $75,000 in Chicago Project activities in Logan Square and
Woodlawn outside of the audit period — back in 2000. Both of those prior grants were monitored
on-site by DCEO staff.

DCEO monies were to fund eight outreach workers, a youth outreach coordinator, one
support staff, one monitoring and evaluation staff member for 50 percent of the individual’stime,
an outreach supervisor and an outreach team leader. The DCEO grant agreement to provide
funding contained a budget document. Budgeted uses for the DCEO funds are provided in Exhibit
2-7.

Documentation containing the grant close-out report to DCEO from UIC showed that
reported expenditures differed from those shown in the contract agreement. Funds were not used
in the budgeted amounts but transferred to other lines. Close-out documentation submitted June
15, 2005 — six months after the end of the grant period — showed that CeaseFire spent 33 percent
more than budgeted for the total of personnel and fringe benefit costs; spent less than 1 percent on
travel; and spent none of the money provided for subcontractors. The subcontractor funding,
which was part of the contractual budget line, was scheduled to be used for clergy mobilization;
however, the Chicago Project used it toward the increased personnel and fringe benefit line items.
DCEO followed appropriate Departmental procedures by sending follow-up correspondence to the
grantee to obtain submission of the close-out report; determined upon review of the received
document that it contained excessive variances; and has neither accepted nor approved the close-
out report as of July 17, 2007. Exhibit 2-7 aso presents how much UIC reported spending from
each budget line for the DCEO funding.

Relative to the unused/transferred subcontractor funding, DCEO officials stated that, at the
beginning of the funding period, CeaseFire didn’t have the capability to complete all the work it
needed to do, so it needed to subcontract. Officials added that ultimately CeaseFire did have the
capacity so CeaseFire ended up spending alot of the grant funding on salaries. There were no
budget modifications in the DCEO files indicating these transfers had been approved.
Additionally, while the contract between UIC and DCEO required the hiring of eight outreach
workers, documentation obtained from the Chicago Project showed that fewer than eight outreach
workers were on the job in the identified police beats in 4 of 12 months during calendar year 2004.
DCEO officiasindicated that while monitoring the funds distributed as member initiatives does
occur, no on-site monitoring of this $750,000 had been conducted by DCEO.

While DCEO did have a submitted grant close-out report, it has neither accepted nor
approved the close-out report. Quarterly Expense Reports, as required by the contract, were also
not provided by the UIC/Chicago Project by their respective due dates although DCEO officias
did follow up with the Grantee in attempts to obtain them. Documentation showed that the first
three calendar year 2004 quarterly reports were actually provided by UIC on October 9, 2006. The
quarterly reports were not fully certified by the Department, as only one of the two required DCEO
official signatures was in place on October 23, 2006 — 22 days befor e our entrance conference
with DCEO for this audit and 22.5 months after the end of the contractual grant period.
According to DCEO officias, the second required signature is being withheld pending the budget
modification review process, as well as the approval of the submitted close-out report.
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We a so requested a download of data showing what the DCEO funds were expended on
from the Chicago Project/UIC. A UIC official provided information showing that $884,848 had
been charged to the DCEO grant in its financial system - $134,848 more than the total grant from
DCEO. The UIC official indicated that the grant was overcharged and that transfers to other
grants were processed during close-out. In May 2007, the official could not tell us what other
grants these transfers went to. On July 27, 2007, four days after our exit conference, UIC officials
provided information on the transfers; however the information failed to adequately clear this
issue. While outreach workers were considered “extra-help” staff during calendar year 2004, the
majority of expenditures shown on the UIC data instead were for “ Administrative/Professional
Salary.” Fifty percent of the $884,848 charged to the DCEO grant was for these administrative
salaries. DCEO officials reported that they did not receive detailed back up support for each of the
line item expenditures, just a close-out report, and three quarterly expense reports (received almost
two years after the end of the grant period), which summarizes the line items per the requirements
of the grant agreement.

Failure to obtain budget request modifications and approve those requests can result in uses
of State funds for purposes that were not intended in the funding agreement.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY FUNDING USES

RECOMMENDATION The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity should:
NUMBER e require entities such as the Chicago Project to provide budget
4 modification requests when expected expenditure of funds are not
consistent with contractual arrangements;

e requiredetailed support for expendituresthat can be used to
monitor what specific payments were made using State funds;

e requirethetimely submission of quarterly expense reports as
directed by the contract to ensure State funds are adequately
protected; and

e request documentation from Ul C to determine whether
appropriately budgeted staff positions were actually paid with its
grant funding and recover any inappropriately paid amounts.

Finally, the University of Illinois should only charge expendituresto
State grants up to the level of the grant and maintain a system that
allows for the identification of where any transfers are moved.

DEPARTMENT OF The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO)

COMMERCE AND agrees with the recommendation. DCEO will review University of
ECONOMIC I1linois Chicago (UIC) expenditure documentation, including staff
OPPORTUNITY position expenses, to ensure payments are adequately supported and are
RESPONSE consistent with the scope of the project. DCEO and the UIC will also

process a budget modification for the CeaseFire grant to ensure the
expenditures are within the revised budget amounts and make any other
necessary changes consistent with the scope of the project.

DCEO is currently working on an initiative, called the Monitoring and
Agency Response Continued | Reporting Standardization (MaRS) Project, to review and revise policies
on Next Page and procedures for monitoring and reporting functions for al the
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Agency Response
(continued)

Department’s programs. Standardized policies and procedures are being
devel oped to ensure the Department adequately monitors grantees
compliance with the requirements of their grant agreements, including
tracking and appropriate follow-up of required deliverables such as
programmatic and financial reports. DCEOQ is aso developing a new
grants processing computer system that will include the functionality
necessary to implement the new monitoring and reporting policies and
procedures.

On-site monitoring provides the best assurance for reviewing and
approving grantee expenditures and supporting documentation for
corresponding agency payments. DCEO has alimited number of
monitoring staff and cannot complete on-site monitoring for all grantees;
however, the MaRS initiative and the new grants system will improve
our overall monitoring and reporting abilities to ensure grantees are
compliant with the provisions of their grant agreements.

UNIVERSITY OF
ILLINOIS RESPONSE

Accepted. Departments are expected to only charge expenditures up to
the level of their budget authority. The University maintains a system
that tracks both sides of required transfers.

Department of Human Services

On October 3, 2005, the Department of Human Services executed an agreement with a
Ceaselire community partner — Target Area Development Corporation (Target) — to continue
CeaseFire operations in the Auburn Gresham neighborhood of Chicago. The grant award totaled
$200,000 and was paid directly to the community partner. The funding was not filtered
through UIC. Payment to Target was made from a $2 million lump sum General Revenue Fund
(GRF) appropriation to DHS during the fiscal year.

The Auburn Gresham area was not a named community in the FY 06 funding provided for
CeaseFire by the Department of Corrections. However, the Chicago Project did charge $25,700 in
wages for two violence interrupters in Auburn-Gresham to the Corrections funding even though

those communities had no designation

in the Corrections contract. Exhibit 2-8
BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR DEPARTMENT OF
DHS funding was to support the HUMAN SERVICES FUNDING

operation of CeaseFire through direct State FY06
service costs of the program. Eighty- EY06
tsalrjree percent Otf tthe f_urrl](ill ngtwas r:or Outreach:
workexs, 6 outreech canvassers, and | Sany/Benefis 165757
one CeaseFire supervisor. Exhibit 2-8 Equipment 4,560
presents the budgeted uses for the Rent 18,000
funding Target received from DHS Supplies 3,683
during FY 06. Telephone 2,000

Audit/Bookkeeper 6,000

Total $ 200,000

Source: OAG developed from DHS information.
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PRIVATE FUNDING SOURCESAND BUDGETED USES

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention has received, or is scheduled to receive,
substantial support from multiple non-State sources. Documentation obtained from the Chicago
Project showed that over the three-year period defined in the Resolution, private funding sources
either provided or were going to provide the Chicago Project $6.6 million for various costs and
activities. Some of these grants provided by private sources have grant periodsthat either
started before or extended past the audit period defined in Senate Resolution 686. For instance,
the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation was identified by Chicago Project staff as providing a grant
for a period extending out to 2010. Another funding source, the MacArthur Foundation, provided
grant funding from January 2006 through December 2009.

Examining just the period specifically between FY 04 and FY 06, the Chicago Project
received $3 million from 23 private sources to supplement activities of the Chicago Project and the
CeaseFire program. A listing of total funding from private sources for CeaseFire/Chicago Project
operations is presented in Exhibit 2-9.

Private funding was utilized primarily for the support of the administrative function for the
Chicago Project. Seventy-seven percent ($2.3 million) of private funding provided during the
audit period was for salaries and benefits for Chicago Project staff. Outside consultants and
training ($185,406), public education materials ($145,996), and staff travel ($36,740) accounted
for other administrative uses of the private funds.

Exhibit 2-9
CEASEFIRE/CHICAGO PROJECT PRIVATE FUNDING SOURCES
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FYO05 FYO06 Total

Grants and Gifts from all Sources $888,595 $711,841 $1,385,069 $2,985,505

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

Front-line community activity was also supported by private donors. Four percent
($115,291) of private funds were budgeted towards community activity in Englewood, Southwest,
and West Garfield Park. Exhibit 2-10 breaks private funding down into component line item
descriptive categories.
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Exhibit 2-10

CEASEFIRE/CHICAGO PROJECT BUDGETED USES OF PRIVATE FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FYO05 FYO06 Total
Chicago Project
Salaries/Benefits $712,988 $627,838 $944,680 $2,285,506
Consultants/Training 82,756 15,000 87,650 185,406
Public Education Materials 60,671 21,229 64,096 145,996
Indirect/Other Costs 10,555 24,718 95,671 130,944
Supplies 10,117 5777 42,700 58,594
Travel/Transportation 9,245 11,667 15,828 36,740
Telephone 889 1,111 16,154 18,154
Equipment 1,375 3,500 3,000 7,875
Community Expenses 0 1,000 0 1,000
Community Outreach
Salaries/Benefits 0 0 115,291 115,291
Total * $888,596 $711,840 $1,385,070 $2,985,506

Note: ! Totals differ from Exhibit 2-9 due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES AND BUDGETED USES

During FY 04 through FY 06, UIC received $1.78 million in grants from the United States
Department of Justice (USDOJ). The grants provided fundsto: (1) support CeaseFire in the West
Garfield Park, Logan Square, and West Humboldt Park neighborhoods of Chicago; (2) enhance the
capacity of CeaseFire to serve other communities through additional outreach workers and
violence interrupters; and (3) support core functions that are necessary to these sites.

Federal funding significantly increased during State FY 06. While federal funding levels
for CeaseFire decreased from FY 04 ($511,427) to FY 05 ($143,248), alarge funding increase —
coupled with a supplemental award by USDOJ for CeaseFire — increased the FY 06 award to
$1,127,574.

USDOJ monies supported both administrative activities undertaken by Chicago Project
staff and activities for outreach workers in the Chicago neighborhoods. Thirty-five percent of the
USDOJ funds ($621,736) were budgeted for salaries and benefits for outreach workers working in
the communities. The Chicago Project wasto hire the outreach workers and oversee the CeaseFire
program in these communities.
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Exhibit 2-11

CEASEFIRE BUDGETED USES OF FEDERAL FUNDING
State FY04-FY06

FY04 FYO05 FYO06 Total
Chicago Project
Salaries/Benefits $168,179 $56,849 $417,863 $642,891
Consultants/Training 33,145 893 70,714 104,752
Public Education Materials 24,139 6,598 0 30,737
Indirect/Other Costs 8,878 983 25,737 35,598
Supplies 3,137 464 18,595 22,196
Travel/Transportation 5,663 1,160 7,687 14,510
Telephone 3,750 855 34,681 39,286
Equipment 3,000 0 1,440 4,440
Community Expenses 178,922 59,641 27,540 266,103
Community Outreach
Salaries/Benefits 82,614 15,805 523,317 621,736
Total * $511,427 $143,248 $1,127,574 $1,782,249

Note: ! Totals differ due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

The other major expense charged to this grant was for Chicago Project staff salaries and
benefits. Thirty-six percent of the funds received ($642,891) and prorated for FY 04 through FY 06
were for salaries of mainly upper management staff in the Chicago Project. Exhibit 2-11 breaks

down the uses for the USDOJ funding — prorated to the period covered by this audit.

COOK COUNTY FUNDING SOURCES AND BUDGETED USES

During FY 04-FY 06, the Chicago Project received $324,640 from Cook County officials
under five separate grant agreements. Eighty-three percent of the funds provided by Cook County
to the Chicago Project were from the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant for the B.A.D.G.E.
program. The programs under which funds were provided were administered by the Judicial
Advisory Council and the State’ s Attorney’ s Office. County funding was mainly budgeted for
salaries and fringe benefits. Ninety-two percent of funding received from the county was for
outreach and administrative staff salaries. Funding under these agreements overlapped fiscal
years; therefore, we prorated amounts to only the time period specified in Senate Resolution 686.
Exhibit 2-13 summarizes the funding provided.
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Exhibit 2-12
CEASEFIRE COOK COUNTY FUNDING SOURCES
Prorated to State FY04-FY06

Program FYO04 FYO05 FY06 Total

Local Law Enforcement Block Grant — Balanced
Approach to Drug and Gang Elimination

(B.A.D.G.E)) $134,017 | $96,332 $39,154 | $269,503
Cook County State’s Attorney Project Reclaim 55,137 0 0 55,137

Total | $189,154 | $96,332 $39,154 | $324,640

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

During State FY 04 through FY 06, monies Cook County received from the federal
government under the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant were provided to the Chicago Project
under the Balanced Approach to Drug and Gang Elimination (B.A.D.G.E.) program. The four
grants had various performance periods. Our analysis of documentation in the budget for these
grants found:

e While the performance period for aFY 06 grant was to start March 1, 2006,
documentation provided in response to areminder of the quarterly reporting
requirements from the Chicago Project to the funding administrator — the Cook County
Judicial Advisory Council —indicated that performance would not commence until
May 1, 2006.

e The grants were generally to support outreach effortsin the West Garfield Park area of
Chicago. The work encompassed Chicago Police District 11.

e Just aswith our findings for the uses of the DCEO funds, some staff proposed/budgeted
for outreach were not listed on the Chicago Project employee roster of current or
terminated staff as of October 21, 2006. Other workers were on the employee roster.

e During FY 04, an outreach worker who was not listed on the employee roster provided
to us by the Chicago Project was charged to three different county grants for a
percentage in excess of hisfull time position.

e The grants prohibited using funds for administrative purposes.

During State FY 04, the Chicago Project received funds from the Cook County State’s
Attorney through Project Reclaim. Project Reclaim was a service activity sponsored by the United
States Department of Justice which passed through funds administered by the State’ s Attorney to
the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority. Project Reclaim monies for this project totaled
$220,547 for the period October 2002 through September 2003. We prorated one-fourth of the
funds during our audit period —atotal of $55,137.

The magjority (92 percent) of the Cook County funding went for salaries and benefits for

both community outreach staff and administrative staff within the Chicago Project. Exhibit 2-13
breaks down Cook County funding into its various uses.
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Exhibit 2-13

CEASEFIRE BUDGETED USES OF COOK COUNTY FUNDING

State FY04-FY06

FY04 FY05 FY06 Total
Chicago Project
Salaries/Benefits $ 20,875 $ 0 $ 0 $ 20,875
Indirect/Other 14,257 1,787 656 16,700
Travel/Transportation 4,503 377 294 5,174
Supplies 629 0 995 1,624
Telephone 854 0 0 854
Public Education Materials 750 0 0 750
Consultants/Training 417 0 0 417
Equipment 328 0 0 328
Community Expenses 105 0 0 105
Community Outreach
Salaries/Benefits 146,437 94,168 37,210 277,815
Total *| $189,155 $96,332 $39,155 $324,642

Note: ! Totals differ from Exhibit 2-12 due to rounding.

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

SELECTION OF CHICAGO COMMUNITIES FOR CEASEFIRE PROGRAM

CeaseFire program communities were determined during the audit period by two sources —

Chicago Project administration or individual legislators that directed funding for specific

communities. Beats within the specific communities were determined by Chicago Project staff,
reportedly on a data driven basis.

Senate Resolution 686 directed us to determine how decisions concerning the allocation of
funding to various Chicago communities were made. During FY 04, the State (ISP and DOC)
provided funding for CeaseFire based on a proposal submitted by the Chicago Project. Inthe
proposed budget, Chicago Proj ect officials deter mined monies should go to community partners
in the following Chicago communities: Auburn-Gresham, Logan Square, Rogers Park, East
Garfield Park, Belmont-Cragin and Grand Boulevard — as well as Rockford, Aurora, East St. Louis

and Maywood.

As CeaseFire became designated in the State budget in FY 05 and FY 06, funds for Chicago
communities were included based on recommendations from State legidators. Inthe FY 05 State
budget, no individual communities were named to receive monies for CeaseFire. However, the
contract with DOC did designate various Chicago communities, determined by Chicago Project

officialsin consultation with State legislators. In FY 06, the State budget dictated which

communities were to receive funding. Exhibit 2-14 details the Chicago communities designated

for State funding, along with the funding amounts, in contracts between UIC and DOC.
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Exhibit 2-14

CEASEFIRE CHICAGO COMMUNITY FUNDING

State FY05-FY06

FYO05 FYO06 Total

Brighton Park $40,000.00 $250,000.00 $290,000.00
Rogers Park 161,410.00 250,000.00 411,410.00
Pilsen/Little Village 0.00 250,000.00 250,000.00
Logan Square 180,000.00 250,000.00 430,000.00
Albany Park 0.00 250,000.00 250,000.00
Lawndale & Garfield 40,000.00 250,000.00 290,000.00
Austin 0.00 250,000.00 250,000.00
Woodlawn 0.00 250,000.00 250,000.00
Grand Boulevard 0.00 250,000.00 250,000.00
Englewood 146,319.00 150,000.00 296,319.00
Roseland 250,000.00 0.00 250,000.00
Southwest 27,000.00 0.00 27,000.00
Belmont-Cragin 40,000.00 0.00 40,000.00
Auburn-Gresham 243,128.00 0.00 243,128.00

Total $1,127,857.00 $2,400,000.00 $3,527,857.00

Source: OAG developed from State contracts and State budgets.
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Chapter Three

CEASEFIRE MONITORING

CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS

The University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) and the Chicago Project for Violence
Prevention (Chicago Project) did not have an adequate system in place to ensure that contracts had
been properly executed in atimely manner. Asaresult, community partners were allowed to
initiate work without a written agreement in place.

e In 18 percent (7 of 39) of the subcontracts reviewed, the agreements were not executed

until after the performance period for the contract had expired.

e The 39 subcontractstotaled $5.3 million.

e The average amount of time to properly execute the subcontract was 128 days when
comparing the “ performance period beginning date” with the subcontract execution
date. Thetimeliest effort in executing a subcontract was the 21 days to execute the
FY 06 agreement with the Little Village community partner. It took UIC 248 daysto
execute the agreement with the Aurora community partner in FY 06.

The Chicago Project did not enforce provisions of the subcontractor agreements related to
the hiring of outreach workers by the community partners. Contractually, community partners are
required in the scope of work section to hire a specific number of outreach workers to conduct
CeaseFire activities. Seventy-two percent (28 of 39) of the subcontracts with community partners
contained, in the Scope of Work Statement, an indicator of how many outreach workers were
required to be hired by the community partner. The subcontracts either gave a definitive, specific
number of outreach workers or gave a minimum number to hire “ per beat.” During FY 04 through
FY 06, the community partners only hired 69 percent (868.5 of 1267 worker-months) of the
required number of outreach workers over the duration of the contracts. Additionally, community
partners had failed to hire over 398 worker-month positions during the course of the contracts. We
saw no written indication that the Chicago Project enforced this provision of the subcontracts.

The funding agreements between UIC and State funding agencies do not contain any
performance measures that have to be achieved for funding provided by the State. The Chicago
Project regularly reports on the decreases in shootings in CeaseFire zones in which it operates;
however, it cannot measure how much of the decrease was due to CeaseFire or other
activities/programs operating in the same communities. An analysis of Chicago Police
Department shooting statistics showed that while shootings have decreased in CeaseFire zones,
other non-CeaseFire beats sometimes had greater decreases. CeaseFire does not always operatein
the most violent communities.

Community partners submit reimbursement requests to the Chicago Project for expenses
incurred as part of the CeaseFire program. Chicago Project staff review these requests and process
payments, which are then made by the University of Illinois at Chicago. Our review of the
expense reimbursements for 15 subcontracts showed significant weaknesses in review by Chicago
Project staff. A lack of formal procedures for how to review the requests and insufficient diligence
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by Chicago Project staff resulted in the weakness. We questioned $371,534 of the $1.9 million
paid (20 percent) under these subcontracts. Exceptions noted included:
e Undocumented Expenses - $263,999;
Personnel Issues - $40,134;
Expenses Outside the Contract Period - $21,861;
Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefit I ssues - $16,024;
Purchases at the End of the Contract Period - $14,700; and
Other Exceptions - $14,815.

The purpose of our testing was to determine how well the Chicago Project monitored the
funding reimbursed to the community partners. As such, we reviewed all the documentation
available at the Chicago Project. We did not perform audit procedures on the subcontractors, nor
did we seek additional documentation from the subcontractors for our exceptions. The Chicago
Project should have had the necessary support prior to reimbursing the community partners.

Community partners did not always receive the entire amount of funding provided by the
General Assembly and outlined in the State budget. State funding agreements make no mention of
giving the Chicago Project any discretion in utilizing funding provided by the State. During the
audit period:
e The 39 community partner subcontractors received 83 percent of the named funding in
State contracts from the Chicago Project.

e Over $1.1 million was withheld by the Chicago Project, generally during FY 05 and
FY 06, for program support expenses like the hiring of violence interrupters and core
administrative functions.

e Wefound that the amounts withheld were not always consistent from community to

community.

e There were other non-State funding sources that provided funds for similar activities,

such as violence interrupter salaries and administrative functions of the Chicago
Project.

In addition to the $1.1 million in community monies withheld for expenses paid by the
Chicago Project, there was a significant total of the community funding remaining that was not
spent by the communities but rather for purposes determined by the Chicago Project. 1n our
sample of 15 subcontracts, 16 percent of the total subcontract amounts during FY 04 through FY 06
for those selected subcontractors were not paid out by the Chicago Project. The total amounted to
$352,000. Failureto expend al State fundsin the communities designated in the appropriation bill
by the General Assembly, and detailed in the contract between the State and UIC, circumvents the
intent of the General Assembly.

Due to the funding mechanism used to provide funding for CeaseFire, the State would be
unable to recover any unspent funds under the Grant Funds Recovery Act for the majority of State
monies actually provided. If the State desires to continue funding for CeaseFire, providing those
funds through a generic grant line item appropriation, along with proper monitoring by the State
funding agency, would ensure the State’ s ability to pay for just the servicesit desiresis protected.
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INTRODUCTION

Senate Resolution 686 asked us to determine whether State agencies that provide funding
for CeaseFire or the Chicago Project that administers CeaseFire maintain performance measures
and statistics reflecting the outcomes achieved with State funding. In addition to reporting on
outcome measures, this chapter will aso report on monitoring of the CeaseFire program by both
the Chicago Project and the State agencies that provide funding.

TIMELY EXECUTION OF SUBCONTRACTSWITH COMMUNITY
PARTNERS

The University of Illinois at Chicago and the Chicago Project for Violence Prevention did
not have an adequate system in place to ensure that contracts had been properly executed in a
timely manner. Asaresult, community partners were allowed to initiate work without awritten
agreement in place. In 7 of 39 subcontracts, the agreements were not executed until after the
performance period for the contract had expired. Good business practice would dictate that work
not be initiated until aformal agreement isin place. Additionally, Statewide Accounting
Management System (SAMYS) procedure 15.20.30 requires the contract to be “reduced to writing
before the services are performed. Reduced to writing is defined as signed by the contractor and
an authorized representative of the State.”

During the audit we reviewed all 39 subcontracts between UIC and the community partners
for CeaseFire during FY 04 through FY 06. These 39 subcontractstotaled $5.3 million. The
aver age amount of time to execute the subcontract was 128 days when comparing the date when
performance was to begin with the subcontract execution date. The timeliest effort in executing a
subcontract was the 21 days to execute the FY 06 agreement with the Little Village community
partner. It took UIC 248 days to execute the agreement with the Aurora community partner in
FY06. The breakdown of the lack of timely execution is presented in Exhibit 3-1.

UIC staff are responsible for processing the subcontract agreements. State funds totaling
$50,000 from the Department of Correctionsin FY 05 was earmarked for the expertise the
University could provide in subcontract development. Six of the seven subcontracts which were
not executed until after the performance period had expired were FY 05 agreements.

Chicago Project officials indicated that once funding sources have promised funding, the
University sets up anticipation accounts. While a subcontractor cannot be paid until the formal
agreement is executed, this anticipation account allows the vendor to start work. The officials also
indicated that the University would “front” the monies for this anticipation account until the State
or private monies were received. However, if acommunity partner is not performing adequately
and is allowed to work without a properly executed agreement — including the scope of work
section — it increases the chances that State funds are not spent in accordance with the State's
intentions.
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Failure to execute a subcontract with the community partners, and alowing those partners
to initiate work without an executed contract, does not bind the community partner to comply with
applicable laws, regulations and rules and may result in improper and unauthorized payments.

Exhibit 3-1
TIMELINESS IN EXECUTION OF SUBCONTRACT AGREEMENTS
FY04-FYO06
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Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.

UNTIMELY EXECUTION OF SUBCONTRACT AGREEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION The University of 11linois should ensure that subcontract agreements for

NUMBER the CeaseFire program are executed in atimely manner. Additionally, the
Chicago Project should not allow community partnersto initiate work on
5 CeaseFire activities until a properly executed contract isin place.

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
and
CHICAGO PROJECT
RESPONSE

Recommendation is under study. In order to solve these problems, we
believe consideration should be given to other funding mechanisms (i.e.
grants) and timeframes in order to enable the Chicago Project to meet the
objectives of the CeaseFire program. Assistance in solving the important
and formidable problem of how to maintain outreach workers and other
essential program staff during the immediate period following State budget
passage (summer months) would be greatly appreciated. Thisisthetime
period when shootings are most intense and coverage is most critical.
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INADEQUATE HIRING OF OUTREACH STAFF BY COMMUNITY

PARTNERS

Contractually, community partners are required in the scope of work section to hire a
specific number of outreach workersto conduct CeaseFire activities. During FY 04 though FY 06,
the community partners only hired 69 percent (868.5 of 1267 worker-months) of the required
number of outreach workers over the duration of the contracts. Additionally, community partners
had failed to hire over 398 worker-months positions during the course of the contracts. Chicago
Project staff charged with monitoring the community partners took little action to ensure

compliance with the agreements.

Outreach workers are the “front-line” in the CeaseFire Campaign to Stop the Shooting.
The job description included with every subcontract states that “ Skilled outreach workers are a key
ingredient to the success of the initiative.” As such, ensuring that community partners have the
required number of outreach workers should be paramount to the Chicago Project. A full job
description for the outreach worker position can be found in Appendix D of this report.

In 72 percent (28 of 39) of the
subcontracts with community
partners, each contained, in the Scope
of Work Statement, an indicator of
how many outreach workers were
required to be hired by the
community partner. The subcontracts
either gave a definitive, specific
number of outreach workers or gave a
minimum number to hire “per beat.”
Seeinset for subcontract language
regarding compliance.

“ Compliance with all requirements set forth in the contract
is considered essential to the successful implementation of
CeaseFire. Therefore, failure to meet any requirements
shall be communicated by the Project to the Contractor in
writing. Upon receipt of written notice of non-compliance
with the terms of this contract the Contractor shall have 10
business days to respond to the issue raised. Matters not
resolved within 45 days may, at the discretion of the
director of the Project, result in the issuance of a written
notice of suspension of the contract.”

Source: Community partner subcontract agreement.

Chicago Project officials are responsible for monitoring the community partner’s actionsto
ensure compliance with the subcontract and have authority per the subcontract to enforce its
provisions. Our analysis of the 28 subcontract agreements that required hiring outreach staff
showed that 168 total workers (over the three years) should have been on community partners
staffs each month during the contract periods. This equates to 1,267 worker-months over the life
of the contracts. However, we found, in reviewing the FY 04 through FY 06 CeaseFire Outreach
Staff Status Charts provided by the Chicago Project, that the community partners only hired 868.5
months of outreach workers during the term of the contracts. We saw no written indication that
the Chicago Project enforced this provision of the subcontracts. Exhibit 3-2 breaks down the

analysis by community and fiscal year.
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Exhibit 3-2
SUBCONTRACTOR COMPLIANCE IN HIRING OUTREACH WORKERS
FY04-FY06
Total Actual
Monthly Number of | Number of
Number of Outreach Outreach
Outreach Worker Worker
Contract Contract Workers Months for Months
Beginning Ending Per Contract During
Community FY Date Date Contract Period * Contract | Difference
Albany Park 2006 | 09/01/05 06/30/06 6 60 35 -25
Auburn 2004 | 02/01/04 06/30/04 8 40 36 -4
Auburn 2005 | 07/01/04 12/31/04 12 72 53 -19
Aurora 2004 | 05/03/04 06/30/04 8 16 0 -16
Aurora 2006 | 03/01/06 06/30/06 8 32 1 -31
Austin 2006 11/01/05 06/30/06 6 48 24 -24
Brighton Park 2006 | 08/01/05 06/30/06 6 66 23 -43
E.Garfield Park | 2006 10/01/05 06/30/06 3 27 28 1
East St. Louis 2005 | 01/01/05 06/30/05 3 18 10 -8
East St. Louis 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 3 36 32.5 -3.5
Englewood 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 3 36 36 0
Grand Blvd 2006 | 09/15/05 06/30/06 6 57 23 -34
Little Village 2006 | 12/01/05 06/30/06 6 42 31 -11
Logan Square 2004 | 02/01/04 06/30/04 8 40 31 -9
Logan Square 2005 07/01/04 12/31/04 4 24 27 3
Logan Square 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 6 72 37 -35
Maywood 2004 | 03/15/04 06/30/04 8 28 27 -1
Maywood 2005 | 07/01/04 01/31/05 8 56 54 -2
Maywood 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 3 36 58 22
North Chicago | 2006 | 09/01/05 06/30/06 4 40 36 -4
Rockford 2004 | 03/15/04 06/30/04 8 28 6 -22
Rockford 2005 | 07/12/04 06/30/05 4 46 56 10
Rockford 2006 | 07/01/05 06/30/06 6 72 56 -16
Rogers Park 2004 | 02/16/04 06/30/04 8 36 22 -14
Rogers Park 2005 | 07/01/04 02/28/05 4 32 47 15
Rogers Park 2006 | 07/01/05 05/31/06 12 132 40 -92
Roseland 2005 | 07/01/04 06/30/05 4 48 14 -34
Woodlawn 2006 10/01/05 06/30/06 3 27 25 -2
Totals 168 1,267 868.5 -398.5

Note: * Calculated by taking the number of months from the contract and multiplying by the required
number of outreach workers per month.

Source: OAG summary of Chicago Project subcontracts and Outreach Staff Status Charts.
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A Chicago Project official indicated they were aware that community partners had not had
the required number of outreach workers on staff and that it was aproblem. The official explained
that reasons for not complying with the subcontract on thisissue included: turnover in outreach
staff; inability of some community partners to hire ex-offenders; and delaysin getting a
community up and running.

SUBCONTRACTOR HIRING OF OUTREACH WORKERS

RECOMMENDATION The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention should enforce provisions
NUMBER of the subcontractor agreements to ensure that the required number of
6 outreach workers are hired by the community partners.

CHICAGO PROJECT Accepted.
RESPONSE

PERFORMANCE MEASURESAND STATISTICS

The funding agreements between UIC and State funding agencies do not mention any
performance measures that have to be achieved for funding provided by the State. The Chicago
Project regularly reports on the decreases in shootings in CeaseFire zones in which it operates;
however, it cannot measure how much of the decrease was due to CeaseFire or other
activities/programs operating in the same communities. An analysis of Chicago Police
Department (CPD) shooting statistics showed that while shootings have decreased in CeaseFire
zones, other non-CeaseFire beats sometimes had greater decreases. CeaseFire does not always
operate in the most violent communities.

State Agreements and Performance M easures

The major State funding agency for CeaseFire, the Department of Corrections (DOC), had
no predetermined performance measures contained in funding agreements with the University of
Illinois detailing what results are expected for the funding levelsreceived. The agreements simply
set forth payment schedules. A copy of the FY 06 DOC funding agreement is contained in
Appendix F.

DOC officials stated that, prior to FY 07, the only role of DOC wasto “ pass through” the
funds for CeaseFire with no monitoring of results or expenditures. Failure to set performance
measures for the funding CeaseFire receives limits the General Assembly’s ability to determine
whether the program is meeting expectations and whether further funding is warranted. Given that
the State has invested $11 million in CeaseFire during the audit period, it should require the
program to develop performance measur es to assess the impact that the monies had on the
problem for which funds were provided.
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While Chicago Project evaluation staff have completed interna evaluations of CeaseFire
statistics and analyzed CPD crime statistics, they have not been able to isolate or quantify what
part of the CeaseFire processis instrumental in reducing shootings and killings. Much of the
evaluation work completed by the Chicago Project is descriptive in nature — such as the number of
client meetings, the number of shooting mediations by outreach staff, etc.

While State agencies do not require performance measures of CeaseFire, the Chicago
Project does extensive analysis on the effect of the program in some of the communitiesin which
it operates. Evaluators on staff at the Chicago Project report that they use a standard and accepted
scientific method to determine intervention effectiveness on the outcome of shootings. Evaluation
centers around three comparisons of CeaseFire zones' reductionsin shootings. The first
comparison examines CeaseFire against zones that have similar baseline shooting rates but do not
have CeaseFire activities. The second comparison examines “neighboring” beats around
CeaseFire zones. Thelast comparison is the shooting rate for the City of Chicago as awhole.
Chicago Project analyses have shown favorable results in CeaseFire zones.

Northwestern University, through a grant from the National Institute of Justice, is currently
performing an external evaluation of the CeaseFire Model. Chicago Project staff indicated that the
evaluation would be completed in January 2008. The Northwestern group is looking at the
different components of CeaseFire and their implementation. This external evaluation is
consistent with that reported and recommended by other agencies during the course of the audit.

Results

Our analysis of Chicago Police Department shooting statistics showed that the Chicago
Project did not always choose the most violent communities to expand the CeaseFire program.
Until FY 05, the Chicago Project selected the Chicago Police districts for the CeaseFire program to
operate in. Beginning in FY 06, the communities where CeaseFire operates were named in the
State budget. Chicago Project officials stated the process for selecting the participating
communities, and beats within the districts, was generally data driven.

The first CeaseFire zone was established in Chicago Police District 11 in June 2000. Based
on CPD shooting statistics from 1999 — supplied to auditors by staff in the evaluation department
of the Chicago Project — the first CeaseFire zone had the highest shooting rate among all Chicago
Police Districts at 476 shootings per 100,000 residents. Within District 11, the CeaseFire program
was initiated in Beats 1114 and 1115. Beat 1115 reported the highest shooting rate in all CPD
beats in 1999 with 1,242 shootings per 100,000 residents and Beat 1114 reported 661 shootings
per 100,000 residents.

After theinitial year, CeaseFire didn’t always expand to the most violent areas. Based on
our analysis:
e CeaseFire expanded into Chicago Police District 6 in August 2001. CPD shooting
statistics show five Districts with higher shooting rates than District 6 for 2000
(Digtricts 2, 3, 5, 7, 15). Note: District 11 also had a higher shooting rate than
District 6 in 2000; however, it was not included because a CeaseFire zone was already
established in District 11.
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e The next expansion of CeaseFire occurred in 2002 with zones being set up in Districts
8, 14, and 25. District 14 reported the highest shooting rates among the three Districts
that the CeaseFire zone expanded to; however, eight districts (Districts 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10,
13 and 15) all reported higher shooting rates than District 14 for 2001. Again,
CeaseFire did not choose Chicago Police Districts with the highest shooting rates.

e Chicago Police District 2 reported the highest shooting rates for 2000 and 2001,
however, CeaseFire did not expand to this area until July 2005.

Generally, after CeaseFire zones are established in adistrict, shooting rates begin to
decrease. However, shooting rates in Chicago Police districts where the CeaseFire program was
not active also generally decreased. For example, Chicago Police District 4 reported a shooting
rate of 196 per 100,000 residentsin 1999. This rate decreased to 67 in 2005.

Within the Chicago Police districts selected by the Chicago Project, the most violent beats
were not always chosen to implement CeaseFire. The Chicago Project expanded into Chicago
Police District 6 in August 2001. The Chicago Project did not choose the most violent beats
within the District to expand the CeaseFire program. Exhibit 3-3 shows that beats 623, 624, and
634 had higher shooting rates than the beats selected for CeaseFire — beats 611 and 612. The
exhibit also shows that decreases in shooting rates were greater in some non-CeaseFire beats than
in the beats in which CeaseFire operated.

Exhibit 3-3
SELECT CHICAGO POLICE DISTRICT 6
BEAT COMPARISON
Shooting Rates per 100,000 Residents
Beat 2000 2005 Difference
611 294.99 90.76 -69%
612 267.89 28.70 -89%
613 213.17 74.61 -65%
614 139.01 15.45 -89%
621 253.30 106.65 -58%
622 126.72 84.48 -33%
623 311.11 14.81 -95%
624 302.25 190.31 -37%
631 198.39 86.79 -56% _ :
632 70.14 119.24 70% ‘--—u.;.: C[';;';‘;g;‘m':n"';:“[’;g‘-
633 251.46 132.35 -47% f:‘\ 7008 Helsted  SRMSL
634 351.01 18.47 -95%
Notes: CeaseFire beats in bold italics. “
Source: CPD shooting statistics from Chicago Project.

A similar scenario existed in Chicago Police District 8. CeaseFire began operating in
Chicago Poalice District 8 in October 2002. Exhibit 3-4 shows the shooting rates of select beats
within District 8 from 2001 through 2005. The Chicago Project did not select the most violent
beats in Chicago Police District 8.
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Exhibit 3-4
SELECT CHICAGO POLICE DISTRICT 8
BEAT COMPARISON
Shooting Rates per 100,000 Residents
Beat 2001 2005 Difference
811 13.91 0.00 -100%
812 6.37 6.37 0%
813 15.12 25.19 67%
814 194.63 50.77 -714%
815 78.41 19.60 -75%
821 156.02 9.75 -94%
822 145.31 86.11 -41%
823 149.64 45.35 -70%
824 212.35 124.91 -41%
825 215.94 58.89 -73%
831 133.68 105.54 -21%
832 289.95 273.84 -6%
833 65.21 10.87 -83%
834 55.72 9.29 -83%
835 37.56 4.69 -88%
Notes: CeaseFire beats in bold italics.
Source: CPD shooting statistics from Chicago Project.
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Finally, District 11 in Chicago was the most violent district in the country. According to
CPD officias, many programs and dollars (federal, state, and city) were poured into District 11 to
decrease violence. CeaseFire program started work in District 11 in 2000. Exhibit 3-5 shows
select beats and shooting rates for Chicago Police District 11 between 1999, the year before

CeaseFire started, and 2005.

Exhibit 3-5
SELECT CHICAGO POLICE DISTRICT 11
BEAT COMPARISON
Shooting Rates per 100,000 Residents
Beat 1999 2005 Difference
1111 349.34 209.61 -40%
1112 519.33 230.81 -56%
1113 310.84 164.56 -47%
1114 660.90 305.03 -54%
1115 1241.53 225.73 -82%
1121 559.60 91.10 -84%
1122 446.84 183.99 -59%
1123 581.16 260.52 -55%
1124 506.43 194.78 -62%
1125 670.55 174.93 -714%
1131 235.17 217.08 -8%
1132 589.06 186.02 -68%
1133 369.06 206.67 -44%
1134 267.84 121.74 -55%
1135 350.15 185.38 -47%
Notes: CeaseFire beats in bold italics.
Source: CPD shooting statistics from Chicago Project.

Sector 20
11th District
Chicago Police Dept.
[Harris on Stalion)
3151 ¥ Harrisz on 5t

58




CHAPTER THREE —CEASEFIRE MONITORING

While the CeaseFire program may have some impact on violence prevention efforts, other
factors and programs must also be taken into consideration since communities without a CeaseFire
presence are also experiencing a decrease in violence by shootings.

CPD provides CeaseFire with individual-level data on a quarterly basis, so CeaseFire has
the information available for reporting to be data driven. The data provided to CeaseFire can be
used to calculate murder and violent incident rates.

During the course of this audit, through conversations with CPD, it was raised that the
analysis utilized by the Chicago Project for the CeaseFire program may |lead them to over-report
their results asit pertains to aggravated batteries involving firearms. Aggravated assault and
aggravated battery data cannot be analyzed separately prior to 2004 due to definition clarifications
that went into effect July 1, 2003. The clarifications were implemented to ensure that all officers
clearly understood when to categorize incidents as either an assault or a battery. The clarification
process resulted in an artificial decrease in the aggravated battery figures between 2003 and 2004.
Therefore, any historical analysis of aggravated assaults or aggravated batteries prior to 2004 must
combine aggravated assault and aggravated battery numbers. Thus the results reported for
CeaseFire may appear asif there was more of a decrease than what actually happened because they
only examined aggravated battery figures before and after the period when the clarification process
occurred.

The auditors also learned of additional questions from CPD pertaining to the analysis
conducted by the Chicago Project. These include the appropriateness of including incidents
involving domestic violence and those occurring indoors because CeaseFire is a street-based
program. For example, CeaseFire’ s numbers include murder resulting from a robbery and also
murder that results from gang-related activity. It was learned that CPD does provide CeaseFire
murder data that is coded for motive and other violent crime incident data that indicate if domestic-
related. Therefore, the Chicago Project would be able to conduct additional analyses excluding the
certain murder motives and violent crime incidents that are domestic-related.

There were anumber of other violence prevention activities/deterrence measures
implemented in the same Chicago communities that CeaseFire operatesin. While CeaseFire
started in District 11, CPD officials indicated that Project Safe Neighborhood, police gang teams,
cameras, and Drug Enforcement Agency programs were al active in District 11 prior to CeaseFire
coming in.
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND REPORTING RESULTS

RECOMMENDATION
NUMBER

Z

The Department of Corrections should develop quantifiable performance
measures to beincluded in State funding agreements for the CeaseFire
program. Additionally, the Department should work with the Chicago
Project to define reporting measures that accurately depict what effect
CeaseFire activity has on reducing shootings —including how CeaseFire
activity, and not other programs operating in the same communities, has
influenced thereduction. Finally, the Department should ensurethat the
Chicago Project also documents the selection criteria utilized when
deciding how to spend the State funding.

DEPARTMENT OF

Recommendation Accepted. Any future funding agreements will include

CORRECTIONS
RESPONSE

provisions for performance measures, and specifically address the
CeaseFire activity and metrics. As part of the funding agreements, the
University of Illinois at Chicago will be required to submit detailed
documents on the selection procedures and criteria utilized when making
contracting and expenditures decisions that use the State funds.

MONITORING OF COMMUNITY PARTNER EXPENSES

Community partners submit reimbursement requests to the Chicago Project for expenses

incurred as part of the CeaseFire program. Chicago Project staff review these requests and process

payments, which are then made by the University of Illinois at Chicago. Our review of the
expense reimbursements for 15 subcontracts showed significant weaknesses in review by Chicago
Project staff. We questioned $371,534 of the $1.9 million paid (20 percent) under these

subcontracts. A lack of formal
procedures for how to review the
requests and insufficient diligence by
Chicago Project staff resulted in the
weakness.

During FY 04 through FY 06,
the Chicago Project — through UIC —
executed 40 subcontract agreements.
Thirty-nine of those were with
community partners and the other was
for public relations services. We
selected 15 of these agreements and
reviewed al the expenses paid to the
vendor for the contract period. We
compared the reimbursement expenses
against the agreements and budgets
with the vendor. The purpose of our
testing was to determine how well the
Chicago Project monitored the funding

Exhibit 3-6
FISCAL ACTIVITY REPORT REQUIREMENTS

The contractor agrees to submit an invoice for billing
in a format prescribed by the Project by the 15™ day
of the month following the month for which services
are billed. Original receipts showing expenditure by
line item must be attached to the expenditure report
(final receipts are due no later than August 31,
2006). All relevant program purchases must be
made by April 30, 2006. Expenditures not supported
by appropriate documentation will be reimbursed
according to Project policy. Requests for
reimbursement of expenses incurred and submitted
more than 60 days following the date of the expense
will be paid at the discretion of the Project.

Requests submitted more than 90 days following the
date of the expense will not be reimbursed. All
invoices, requests for reimbursement and final fiscal
reports must be submitted no later than 60 days
following the end of the contract.

Source: FYO06 subcontract between UIC and the
Woodlawn Organization.
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reimbursed to the community partners. As such, we reviewed all the documentation available at
the Chicago Project, and not at the individual community partners. It isthe documentation
maintained at the Chicago Project which staff used to determine whether reimbursement should or
should not be made.

The subcontract agreements do addr ess the fiscal activity reports required for a vendor to
be paid. Each agreement lays out specific timing language and documentation needed for payment
to be disbursed. Exhibit 3-6 contains the language for a FY 06 community partner agreement that
had a performance period of October 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006.

Our review of the reimbursements made to the 15 subcontractors led us to question
$371,534. Total reimbursements made under the 15 subcontracts totaled $1.9 million. A complete
list of subcontractors selected can be found in Appendix B.

Our testing exceptions were summarized into six categories: Undocumented Expenses,
Purchases at the End of the Contract Period, Personnel, Expense Outside the Contract Period,
Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefits, and Other Exceptions. The breakdown questioned in each category
is provided in Exhibit 3-7 and discussed below.

Exhibit 3-7
QUESTIONED EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS
FY04 — FY06

Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefits:
$16,024.06

Purchases at End of Contract Period:
$14,700.38

Expense Outside Contract Period:
$21,860.69

Other:
$14,815.40

Personnel:
$40,134.36

Undocumented Expenses:
$263,999.36
Source: OAG from review of Chicago Project for Violence Prevention documentation.
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Undocumented Expenses at the Chicago Project

Seventy-one percent of the questioned expenses ($263,999) were not adequately
documented by the vendor asrequired by the contract from the documentation we reviewed at
the Chicago Project. Specific problems included:

$97,095.22 in paymentsto East St. Louis Township for FY 05 with no supporting
receipts, timesheets, etc. in file—only a summary log of expenses was submitted with
no signature by subcontractor verifying the amounts.

A $2,405.37 payment made to Devel oping Communities, Inc. for FY 05 expenses on
July 7, 2005. The request for reimbursement was not signed as approved by any
Chicago Project staff. While thiswas to be for the “balance of program expense
incurred in April 2005” the Chicago Project lacked supporting documentation attached
to the invoice and payment voucher/check.

$12,996.87 in reimbursements to the Alliance of Logan Square Organizations for FY 04
expenses for June 2004 for which supporting documentation was not maintained in the
files at the Chicago Project.

The remaining $151,501.90 was for 50 instances where the Chicago Project files did
not contain the detailed receipt or other support to document its decision to reimburse
the community partner.

Pur chases at the End of the Contract Period

Four percent of the questioned amounts ($14,700) were related to purchases made near the
end of the contract period. Asshown in Exhibit 3-6, “all relevant program purchases’ must be
made by a specific date contained in the contract. Additionally, the FY 06 subcontracts stipulate
that an inventory of items in excess of $500 be maintained and submitted to the Chicago Project
within 60 days of the termination of the subcontract. The Chicago Project reservestheright to re-
allocate the equipment to other CeaseFire sites. Specific problems included:

The Woodlawn Organization ordered, and was reimbursed for, $3,865.94 for client
computers on June 30, 2006 — the last day of the contract period. Accordingto a
Chicago Project official, no inventory listing was maintained and there was no evidence
that the property was returned to UIC at the end of the contract period — even though
the maintenance of an inventory list for items over $500 is required under the
agreement.

The Alliance of Logan Square Organizations was reimbursed $964.56 for an anchored
floor lectern. The order was placed on June 23, 2004 (7 days prior to the end of the
contract period) and not delivered until after the end of the contract period.

Several reimbursements for new office furniture were made by the Chicago Project to
the Alliance of Logan Square Organizations. These purchases all occurred very close
to the end of the contract period (June 22, 2004 through June 29, 2004). Total
reimbursement was $3,481.15.

The same vendor was reimbursed $6,388.73 for 6 new computers that were ordered on
June 30, 2004 and July 1, 2004. While the agreement required all relevant purchases to
be made by June 30, 2004, it is unclear whether these were needed for the program,
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which initiated work on February 1, 2004, or was an attempt to expend contractual
monies prior to the end of the contract period.

Per sonnel

Eleven percent of the questioned expenses ($40,134) revolved around personnel issues.
Generaly, we found that a few subcontractors submitted signed timesheets for staff that worked on
CeaseFire activities— but most did not. While the subcontracts did not require timesheets to be
submitted, a positive attendance document would help to ensure that funds paid in wages had
adequate support. Many of the exceptions involved an incorrect rate being used for
reimbursement; other problems included:

The Woodlawn Organization was reimbursed in FY 06 for an outreach worker atotal of
$14,583.40 at the end of the contract period (June 2006). The time period worked
began in January 2006 — the attached support showed payments were made but “no
number of hours worked” were on the payroll company printout. Other employees
listed on the printout did have the hours they worked included in the information.
Chicago Project officials did not question this situation/documentation and submitted
reimbursement for the individual.

Payroll records for four Woodlawn Organization staff reimbursed in June 2006 did not
agree with payroll records, resulting in over-reimbursement of $652.90.

An April 2005 reimbursement to Developing Communities, Inc. was made totaling
$6,690 for outreach staff. However, the community partner only submitted time reports
for outreach staff for $3,345 of the $6,690 total. Additionally, the time reports were
generally not signed by the violence prevention coordinator from the community
partner. The Chicago Project did not question thisissue and reimbursed the total.

An Outreach Supervisor from the same community partner appeared to be paid twice
for the same period (October 16, 2004 — October 31, 2004) on two different payment
vouchers by UIC, on May 16, 2005 and February 24, 2005. Thisresulted in an
overpayment of $1,057.609.

A February 2006 billing from Agape Y outh Development, paid March 29, 2006 by
UIC, reimbursed $5,373 in salaries and fringes that had no timesheet support. Other
periods did have timesheet support.

The remaining $15,122.37 was generally for 21 instances where the supporting
documentation in the Chicago Project files showed that the Chicago Project reimbursed
some community partner staff at arate that was not in the subcontract agreement.

Expense Incurred Outside the Contract Period

Six percent of the questioned costs ($21,860) were for reimbursement of expenses outside
the contract performance period. Specific problems included:

Draft, Inc. was reimbursed $6,350.01 for work past the end of the performance period
of the subcontract on June 30, 2004.

$10,045 worth of flyers and distribution material were purchased by the Association of
Individual Development at the end of June 2006. One invoice had a note that the
invoice must be backdated in order to fit within the subcontract period. According to
the contract, all relevant purchases had to be made by April 30, 2006.
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The same subcontractor was reimbursed for prepaid rent for months outside of the
contract period (July 2006 — December 2006) which resulted in a questioned payment
of $2,190.

The remaining $3,275.68 was for seven instances where the documentation contained
in Chicago Project files showed receipts for purchases dated outside the contract period
for items such as cell phones and copier supplies.

Payroll Taxes/Fringe Benefits

Four percent of the questioned reimbursements ($16,024) were related to payroll and
benefit issues. These exceptions were mainly for billed and reimbursed fringe benefits when those
same benefits were paid as a percentage of payroll costs per the contract. While Chicago Project
staff did catch and deny some of these payments, there were other instances where the vendors
were reimbursed.

Other Exceptions

The last four percent in questioned expenses ($14,815) were for other expenses. These
problems included:

July and August rent paid to Target Area Development Corporation for FY 05 activities
exceeded the budgeted $3,000 per month, resulting in a questioned amount of $5,765.
The Organization of the Northeast was reimbursed $1,413 for security even though its
written request was expressly denied by the Chicago Project.

An Agape Y outh Development budget addendum dated January 20, 2006 stated “No
honorariums will be offered...without prior approval of CeaseFire.” Files had no
written approvals yet reimbursements were made for 17 such honorariumstotaling
$1,450 and reimbursed on the UIC payment dated August 10, 2006. There was also no
documentation to show what concerts these individuals performed at.

The same vendor was reimbursed for utilities for an address that was not listed as a
service location in the contract and files we examined.

Personal credit card reimbursements for individuals associated with the Brighton Park
Neighborhood Council were made for receipts for food from Lincoln, Illinois on March
16, 2006 totaling $271.36.

The remaining $5,916.04 was for 22 instances such as excessive shipping charges,
utility payments for locations not named in the subcontract agreement, and rent in
excess of the contractual amount.

Again, we did not perform audit procedures on the subcontractors, nor did we seek
additional documentation from the subcontractors for our exceptions. The Chicago Project should
have had the necessary support prior to reimbursing the community partners. We provided the
Chicago Project our exceptions on May 30, 2007.
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Other Monitoring I ssues

Our review also noted other issues regarding monitoring that the Chicago Project should
address. Some are violations of contractual agreements and some would fall under the category of
sound business practice.

Documentation showed that the Alliance of Logan Square Organizations was contacted by
the Chicago Project on September 29, 2005 regarding the subcontract that was in effect during
February 2004 and June 2004 — 15 months after the end of the performance period. The Chicago
Project informed the vendor that there was $43,000 |eft in the account and that any final invoices
needed to be submitted by October 7, 2005. This offer would appear to violate the agreement
which required final reports and receipts by July 15, 2004. Funding for this vendor was provided
through State funds.

A subcontract with the Association for Individual Development in FY 06 was silent on a
mileage reimbursement rate. Expenses submitted by the vendor showed mileage reimbursed at a
rate of 80.5 cents. The Chicago Project may consider using State travel guidelines when
developing the subcontracts.

Contract amendments were not always developed or on file with the original agreements.
Visions of Restoration provided services for CeaseFirein FY04. An amendment to the
subcontract was not developed when UIC approved the budget increase (to $127,133) that made
expenses rise above the maximum reimbursement amount ($125,000) listed in the subcontract. A
Chicago Project official indicated this was not a subcontract increase but an adjustment to the
budget. In another instance, the Organization of the Northeast budget was amended by the
Chicago Project and authorized to spend an additional amount on summer activities that were not
in the original proposal/budget; however, the revised budget was not included in the formal
agreement as an amendment.

Three Chicago Project staff had responsibility for reviewing and approving the
reimbursement requests — the Finance Director, the Assistant Director for Grants Administration,
and a Project Coordinator. The Finance Director stated that there are no formal policies and
procedures for how the reimbursement requests are to be reviewed. However, the Chief Operating
Officer thought that the Chicago Project had gotten better at the review process towards the end of
our audit period.

Failure to adequately review vendor requests for reimbursement resulted in questioned or
insufficiently documented expenses being paid by the Chicago Project. Additionally, contractual
provisions are developed to protect funds that are disbursed. Failure to enforce these provisions
again puts organization’s assets at risk of misuse and waste.
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MONITORING OF EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention should develop formal

NUMBER procedures for the review of subcontractor expenses. Additionally, staff
should develop formal amendments when changes are made to a contract
8 agreement. Finally, staff should be more diligent in enforcing the

payment provisions of the subcontracts.

CHICAGO PROJECT Accepted.
RESPONSE

STATE FUNDING ISSUES

Community partners did not always receive the entire amount of funding provided by the
General Assembly and outlined in the State budget. During the audit period, the 39 subcontractors
received 83 percent of the named funding in State contracts from the Chicago Project. Over $1.1
million was withheld by the Chicago Project, generally during FY 05 and FY 06, for program
support expenses, like the hiring of violence interrupters and core administrative functions. We
found that the amounts withheld were not always consistent from community to community. As
discussed in Chapter Two, there were other non-State funding sources that provided funds for
similar activities — violence interrupter salaries and administrative functions of the Chicago
Project. State funding agreements make no mention of giving the Chicago Project any discretion
in utilizing funding provided by the State.

In addition to the $1.1 million in community monies withheld for expenses paid by the
Chicago Project, there was a significant total of the community funding remaining that was not
spent by the communities but rather for purposes determined by the Chicago Project. 1n our
sample of 15 subcontracts, 16 percent of the total subcontract amounts during FY 04 through FY 06
for those selected subcontractors were not paid out by the Chicago Project. The total amounted to
$352,000. Failureto expend all State fundsin the communities designated by the General
Assembly, and detailed in the contract between the State and UIC, circumvents the intentions of
the General Assembly.

Due to the funding mechanism used to provide funding for CeaseFire, the State would be
unable to recover any unspent funds under the Grant Funds Recovery Act for the majority of State
monies actually provided. If the State desiresto continue funding for CeaseFire, providing those
funds through a generic grant line item appropriation, along with proper monitoring by the State
funding agency, would ensure the State’ s ability to pay for just the servicesit desiresis protected.

Community Funding Levels
During FY 06, the State budget listed specific named communities (i.e., Albany Park,

Aurora, East St. Louis, etc.) and appropriated funding for those communities devoted for
CeaseFire. Throughout the audit period, the funding agreements listed various funding levels for
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either specific
communities or
community partners.
When the Chicago
Project developed
subcontract agreements
with the community
partners, the amounts
did not always agree to
the funding levels
provided by the State.

During the audit
period, there were 39
subcontract agreements
with community
partners and an
additional subcontract
with apublic relations
firm—all named in
either the State budget
or funding agreements.
Total State funding
directed to these
subcontractors was over
$6.5 million. The
agreements with these
subcontracts totaled
only $5.4 million.
Therefore, the Chicago
Project took the
discretion to expend the
remaining $1.1 million.
Exhibit 3-8 shows how
much was retained from
the funding level to the
subcontract agreement
by community. The
Chicago Project then
determined how the
funds were to be spent.

Exhibit 3-8
shows a negative
balance for the
Englewood community
in FY06. Whilethe

Exhibit 3-8
DIFFERENCES IN FUNDING LEVELS AND SUBCONTRACTOR
AGREEMENTS
FY04-FY06

Community Actual Amount Not

Funds Per Contract Distributed by
Location FY State Contract Amount uiC
Albany Park 2006 | $ 250,000.00 | $ 200,000.00 | $ 50,000.00
Auburn 2004 265,350.00 265,350.00 0.00
Auburn 2005 444,447.00 444,447.00 0.00
Aurora 2004 65,000.00 28,133.00 36,867.00
Aurora 2005 70,201.00 N/A 70,201.00
Aurora 2006 250,000.00 115,432.69 134,567.31
Austin 2006 250,000.00 200,000.00 50,000.00
Belmont-Cragin 2004 25,000.00 25,000.00 0.00
Belmont-Cragin 2005 40,000.00 35,000.00 5,000.00
Brighton Park 2004 25,000.00 25,000.00 0.00
Brighton Park 2005 40,000.00 35,000.00 5,000.00
Brighton Park 2006 250,000.00 57,750.00 192,250.00
E. Garfield Park 2004 35,000.00 35,000.00 0.00
E. Garfield Park 2005 40,000.00 35,000.00 5,000.00
E. Garfield Park 2006 250,000.00 130,000.00 120,000.00
East. St. Louis 2005 100,000.00 100,000.00 0.00
East. St. Louis 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Englewood 2006 150,000.00 220,000.00 -70,000.00
Grand Blvd 2006 250,000.00 200,000.00 50,000.00
Little Village 2006 250,000.00 200,000.00 50,000.00
Logan Square 2004 210,000.00 210,000.00 0.00
Logan Square 2004 0.00 19,814.00 -19,814.00
Logan Square 2005 180,000.00 158,513.54 21,486.46
Logan Square 2006 250,000.00 210,000.00 40,000.00
Maywood 2004 125,000.00 125,000.00 0.00
Maywood 2005 250,000.00 209,880.00 40,120.00
Maywood 2006 250,000.00 158,239.05 91,760.95
North Chicago 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Rockford 2004 95,000.00 89,575.00 5,425.00
Rockford 2005 120,000.00 120,000.00 0.00
Rockford 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Rogers Park 2004 125,000.00 125,000.00 0.00
Rogers Park 2005 161,410.00 116,807.26 44,602.74
Rogers Park 2006 250,000.00 220,000.00 30,000.00
Roseland 2004 25,000.00 25,000.00 0.00
Roseland 2005 250,000.00 250,000.00 0.00
Southwest 2004 20,000.00 20,000.00 0.00
Southwest 2005 27,000.00 25,000.00 2,000.00
Woodlawn 2006 250,000.00 192,220.00 57,780.00
Dratft, Inc. 2004 150,620.00 150,620.00 0.00

Total | $6,539,028.00 | $5,436,781.54 | $1,102,246.46

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project documentation.
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State funding agreement, as directed in the Department of Corrections budget, funded $150,000 for
Englewood, the University of Illinois executed an amendment to the contract to increase the total
funding by an additional $70,000 on June 30, 2006 — the last day of the contract period.

DOC documentation dated May 25, 2006 showed that CeaseFire had requested to divert
some funding into Englewood. A DOC official did not object to the reallocation if “the
reallocation is from the reserve used for program support expenses and doesn’t adversely impact
the designations to other communities.” Nowhere in the FY 06 funding agreement between UIC
and DOC isany “reserve” for program support expenses defined.

Chicago Project officials indicated that monies withheld from the community funding
levels went for payment of outreach staff and violence interrupters that were hired and paid by
UIC. Additionally, the officials indicated that sometimes the agreements are put into place late in
the performance period and that decreases were due to only providing services for part of the fiscal
year. Regardless of the reason, the Chicago Project still receives the “entire” amount from the
State.

Unspent Community Partner Funds

We also found that not al of the subcontract maximum expenditure levels were met, which
resulted in additional funds that the Chicago Project was able to expend at its discretion — again,
outside any language to that effect in the funding agreements. Failure to expend all State fundsin
the communities designated by the General Assembly, and detailed in the contract between the
State and UIC, circumvents the intent of the General Assembly.

We selected 15 subcontracts for expenditure testing. The subcontracts between UIC and
the vendors totaled $2.2 million. Total actual payments made by UIC to the vendors were $1.9
million. The remaining $352,000 was left for the Chicago Project to expend as needed. Exhibit 3-
9 shows the breakdown of State monies not spent under the subcontracts.

Chicago Project officials hypothesized that the excess funds not provided to the
subcontractors may have been spent on other activities like purchasing public education materials
that would benefit all communities. However, the Chicago Project had budgeted $415,000 for
public education materials during the audit period from all funding sources —on top of any excess
funds not provided to the subcontractors.
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Exhibit 3-9

STATE FUNDS NOT PAID TO SUBCONTRACTORS

FY04-FY06 Sample

Amount Not
Subcontract Distributed by
Location FY Amount Actual Payments UIC

Auburn 2005 $ 444,447.00 $ 439,797.00 $ 4,650.00
Aurora * 2006 115,432.69 62,667.46 52,765.23
Brighton Park 2006 57,750.00 57,695.22 54.78
E. Garfield Park 2006 130,000.00 117,898.68 12,101.32
East. St. Louis 2005 100,000.00 97,095.22 2,904.78
Logan Square 2004 210,000.00 171,888.93 38,111.07
Logan Square 2005 158,513.54 158,497.74 15.80
Maywood 2004 125,000.00 114,248.25 10,751.75
Maywood 2006 158,239.05 137,241.31 20,997.74
Rogers Park 2004 125,000.00 94,236.00 30,764.00
Roseland 2005 250,000.00 130,215.29 119,784.71
Southwest 2004 20,000.00 19,720.98 279.02
Woodlawn 2006 192,220.00 140,176.97 52,043.03
Dratft, Inc. 2004 150,620.00 144,251.47 6,368.53
Total $2,237,222.28 $1,885,630.52 $351,591.76

Note: * There were 2 subcontracts selected from FY06 Aurora.

Source: OAG developed from Chicago Project for Violence Prevention information.

Budgeted Allocation of Salaries

During FY 06, the Chicago Project had funding from 22 different sources or grants.
Chicago Project proposals to these funding sources, and/or the contract providing the funding,
contained the employee names and/or position titles that were to be funded with the sources
monies. We found that in 11 instances the amount of funding requested for the proposed
individuals exceeded the individual’s annual salary (as reported by the Chicago Project) —in one
case by 65 percent of theindividual’s annual pay. Total funding received for these eleven
individuals in excess of their annual salaries was $238,376 for FY06. All of the instancesinvolved
administrative staff of the Chicago Project.

Funding sources provided monies for various aspects of the CeaseFire program. These
uses included evaluation, community workers, and administrative functions. The Chicago Project
submitted proposals to the funding sources where it identified how the funds were to be used —
including the percentage of each individual’s annual salary. We compared the funding agreements
and proposals to the annualized salaries calculated from Chicago Project supplied information.

The Chicago Project received funding from various sources, including the State of Illinois,
for salaries of top administrative positions that exceeded the amounts needed to pay these salaries
in 2006. For example, the Executive Director’sannual salary was $172,973 in fiscal year 2006.
However, the Project received atotal of $197,270 in funding designated for the Executive
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Director’s salary from six different funding sources: the State of Illinois, four private foundations
and public monies from the U.S. Department of Justice. The Chief Operating Officer’s annual
salary was $99,798 in fiscal year 2006. However, the Project received atotal of $127,970in
funding designated for the Chief Operating Officer’s salary from six different funding sources:
two State agencies, three private foundations and public monies from the U.S. Department of
Justice. Two other administrative staff, the Finance Director and an Assistant Director had FY 06
salaries of $63,794 and $85,592 respectively; however the Project received total funding for these
positions of $85,606 and $123,436 respectively. Funding for these positions also came from both
public and private sources.

It is unclear what these excess funds were utilized for by the Chicago Project. However, it
appears that the expenditure of these funds would have been | eft to the discretion of the Chicago
Project.

STATE FUNDING ISSUES

RECOMMENDATION The Department of Corrections, as the largest funding agency for the

NUMBER State for CeaseFire activity, should require the Chicago Project to
provide documentation to show how all its funding, from both State and
9 non-State funds, isto be utilized. Additionally, the Department should

determine whether any discretionary uses of State fundsareto be
allowed, and, if so, prescribe that in the written funding agreement with
UIC for CeaseFire.

DEPARTMENT OF Recommendation Accepted. Any future funding agreements will include
CORRECTIONS provisions requiring the University of Illinois at Chicago to provide
RESPONSE documentation on its funding sources, both State and non-state. The

documentation must include the intended uses of the funds and any
requests for discretionary use. The funding agreement will include
provisions and criteria to determine whether discretionary funding will be
allowed.

Recovery of Any Unspent State Funds

The majority of State funds for CeaseFire are provided through the Department of
Corrections. Recovery of any unspent grant funds is guided by the Grant Funds Recovery Act
(Act). Asanamed entity in the State budget, the DOC funds provided to CeaseFire are not subject
to the recovery provisions of the Act.

As reported above, there are significant State funds which the Chicago Project does not
expend on the individual communities named in the budget. Failureto expend all State fundsin
the communities designated by contract may circumvent the appropriations process. Since the
State cannot recover these funds under the Act, the Chicago Project is free to expend these monies
asit seesfit. These uses may not be the uses that the General Assembly intended when the funds
were appropriated.

During our work to determine what State funds were to be used for, we found a position
that was to be funded with State monies from DOC. Follow-up documentation provided by the
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Chicago Project showed that the position, totaling $13,002 in State funding, was not filled. The
Chicago Project then expended those funds for other uses.

While outside the audit period, in FY 07 the State provided funding for CeaseFire in the
Bellwood community of Chicago. The funds, totaling $250,000, were not utilized by the Chicago
Project because Bellwood officials indicated that there was not a need for CeaseFire to be initiated
in the community.

Matter for Consideration by the General Assembly
CEASEFIRE FUNDING MECHANISM

The lllinois General Assembly may wish to consider changing the mechanism for how it funds
CeaseFire activities to ensure that monies are spent for purposes specified by the General Assembly
and, if not, excess funds can be recovered by the State.
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
NINETY-FOURTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
SENATE

Senate Resolution No. 686

Offered by Senator Donne E. Trotter

.WHEREAS, CeaseFire Illinois is a mon-profit agency providing
grass-roots intervention services in Illinois communities at

high risk for violence; and .

WHEREAS, CeaseFire works in collaboration with local law
enforcement and neighborhood coalitions to change attitudes and

behaviors about violence; and

WHEREAS, CeaseFire currently serves 15 Chicago communities;

. and

WHEREAS, Two young girls were recently murdered in the

Chicégo community of Englewood; and

WHEREAS, Two-thirds of CeaseFire's funding reportedly comes

from the State of Illinois; and

WHEREAS, According to news reports, CeaseFire operations in

the Englewood community are underfunded; therefore, be it

RESOLVED, BY THE SENATE OF THE NINETY-FOURTH GENERAL
ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, that the Auditor General is
. directed to conduct a program audit of funding provided by or
through the State of Illinois to CeaseFire Illinois; and be it

further

RESOLVED, That the audit include, but not be limited to, the
following determinations:
(1) the total amount of funding provided by or through
State of Illinois sources to CeaseFire in Fiscal Years 2004,
2005, and 2006;

(2) the source of all funding provided to CeaseFire in

those fiscal years;
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(3) cthe purpecses for which that funding was provided,
including how decisions concerning the allocation of funding
to various Chicago communities ware made, and

(4) whether the State agencies prdviding funding or
CeaseFire Illinois  maintain performance  measures  and
scatistics reflecting ¢the outcomes achieved with State

funding; and be it further
RESQLVED, That CeageFire Illinocis and any Stcate or local
agency that may have informarion relevaant &to this audit

cooperate fully and promptly with the Auditor Gemeral's Office

in its audit; and be it further

RESQLVED, Tharc the Auditeor General commence this audit ag
soon ag posgible and raport Aais or her findings and
recommendations upon completion in accordance wich the

-provisions of Section 3-14 of the Illinois Stace Auditing Act.

Adopted by the Senate, April &, 2066,

B,

Pregidenc of the Senace

Jugadur

Secr=tary of the Senace
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APPENDIX B
AUDIT METHODOLOGY

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards and the audit standards promulgated by the Office of the Auditor
General at 74 111. Adm. Code 420.310.

The audit objectives for this program audit were those as delineated in Senate
Resolution Number 686 (see Appendix A), which directed the Auditor General to
conduct a program audit of funding provided by or through the State of Illinois for the
CeaseFire program. The audit objectives are listed in the Introduction section of Chapter
One. Fieldwork for the audit was completed in April 2007.

During the audit, we interviewed staff from a sample of police departments where
CeaseFire operates—in Chicago and East St. Louis. Police department personnel were
also interviewed regarding the accuracy of reporting of CeaseFire results. These areas
were selected because of coverage around the State and length of CeaseFire program
operations. Both areas were active during the audit period — FY 04 through FY 06.

We interviewed staff from the Chicago Project in the areas of finance, evaluation,
community operations and executive management to meet the objectives of the audit.
We also gained an understanding of the CeaseFire program by attending meeting of the
program’ s violence interrupters and reviewed operations at one of the community
partners —the Alliance of Logan Square Organizations. Since front line staff (outreach
workers, etc.) at the community partnersisintegral to the success of the CeaseFire
program, we did extensive examination of the subcontractor agreements. Additionally, to
determine whether State funds were being completely utilized by the Chicago Project for
the intended purposes, we sampled 15 of the subcontracts in effect during the audit
period. Significant exceptions were noted in this report.

Selection of Subcontract Agreements

Since named communities and organizations are included in State appropriations
and contracts, we selected ajudgmental sample of 15 subcontractors from the complete
list of subcontracts executed between the University of 1llinois and community partners
for each fiscal year in the audit’s scope. Subcontract communities are named with
specific amounts in the State budget and State contracts negotiated with CeaseFire. The
selection was made from the binder of subcontracts provided by CeaseFire personnel.
The judgmental selection was made after an examination of the subcontract agreements
compared to the State contracts. Emphasis was placed on agreements/instances where
CeaseFire appeared to not provide the amount directed by the State contracts. Failure to
use all the funds for their intended purpose would violate the agreements with the State
funding agencies.

Subcontracts selected for testing: FY04: Logan Square (Alliance of Logan
Square Organizations), Draft Inc. (Public Relations vendor), Maywood (Visions of
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Restoration), Rogers Park (Organization of the Northeast), Southwest (Southwest
Organizing Project); FY05: Auburn Gresham (Target Area Development), East St. Louis
(East St. Louis Township), Roseland (Devel oping Communities Project), Logan Square
(Alliance of Logan Square Organizations); FY06: Aurora (Association of Individual
Development), Aurora (Aurora University), Brighton Park (Brighton Park Neighborhood
Council), East Garfield Park (Agape Y outh Development), Maywood (Village of
Maywood), and Woodlawn (The Woodlawn Organization).
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Chicago Police District 17
A

CITY: Chicago
Sector 1[0
AREA: Albany Park
BEATS: 1713, 1723 L
(Albany Park Station)

4650 N. Pulaski

PARTNER: Albany Park
Community
Center

Sector 2 [0

Source: Chicago Police Department.

Chicago Police District 6

zp

Sector 1[0

CITY: Chicago

AREA: Auburn
Gresham

Penn Central B R.

BEATS: 611, 612, 613,
614

PARTNER: Target Area
Development
Corporation

Chicago Police Dept.
[Gresham Stalion)
7808 S. Halsted ~ 9%h 3L

Sector 3 [0

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Chicago Police District 15

Sector 2 [0 N

Division

CITY: Chicago
AREA: Austin o
Ohio
BEATS: 1524, 1531 Sector 10
Yas hington
PARTNER: Youth
OUtrea:h 15th District
Services Chienge Polom v
5701 W. Madison
Roos evelt Sectorall
Source: Chicago Police Department.
Chicago Palice District 25A
N
CITY: Chicago
AREA: Belmont-
Cragin
BEATS: 2511, 2512,
2522, 2524
PARTNER: Northwest
Neighborhood it
Federatl on Chicago Police Dept.

(Grand Central Stalion)
5555 W.Grand Ave.

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Chicago Police District 9
2

CITY: Chicago
AREA: Brighton

Park

cagoe Police Dept

BEATS: 912, 913
PARTNER: Brighton Park

Neighborhood

Council

Source: Chio Police Department.
Chicago Police District 11
Sector 1[0
Diisi on

CITY: Chicago
AREA: East Garfield Park

Lawndale
BEAT: 1133
PARTNER: Agape Youth

Development

and Family

Support Roos evelt

Services

11th District
Chicago Police Dept.
[Harris on Stali on)
3151 W Harrison St.

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Chicago Police District 7
A

97; =
= 5 N
CITY: Chicago 5[5“" )% Sated o
5 Tth District
AREA: Englewood 5%h S Encvad Sabo”
6120 5. Racine Ave.
BEAT: 733
Sector 2 [0
PARTNER: Target Area
Development
Corporation
Source: Cicago Police Department.
Chicago Police District 2
CITY: Chicago
AREA: Grand Blvd.
BEATS: 222,223
PARTNER: Grand Blvd.
Federation

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Chicago Police District 10

- A
. P 3 N
CITY: Chicago Eog S8
Chicago PoieDept
. . cago iceDept.
AREA: Little Village Ogden Salion
BEATS: 1031, 1033 Sk
PARTNER: Little Village
Community
Development 2
Corporation s
o
Source: Chicago Police Department.
Chicago Palice Districts 14 & 25
CITY: Chicago
AREA: Logan Square
BEATS: 1413, 2525
PARTNER: Alliance of
L ogan Square
Organizations o~

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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Chicago Palice District 24

CITY: Chicago
AREA: Rogers Park g
BEATS: 2422, 2424, 2431, :
2432
PARTNER: Organization of Devon
the Northeast
Sector 1[0
24th District Sector 3 [0
(Rogers bark Station)
6464 N. Clark St.
Source: Chicago Police Department.
Chicago Police District 5
a5th 5t
CITY: Chicago
AREA: Roseland Sector 1

BEATS: 511, 512 ~
Sth District

Chicago Police Depl.
[Pullman Stali on)
727 E. 111th 3.

PARTNER: Developing
Communities .
Project . Loy

- Sector 3@

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

3
z A
CITY: Chicago o N
. Sector2[0
AREA: Southwest Chicago Paice Dept.
[Chicago Lawn)
3515 W. 63rd St
BEATS: 823, 825
PARTNER: Southwest
Organizing
Project
Source: Chicago Police Department.
Chicago Police District 3
CITY: Chicago
AREA: Woodlawn
BEAT: 313
PARTNER: Woodlavn
Organization

7048 5. Collnge Grove Sector 20

Source: Chicago Police Department.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

Aurora Police District
e

CITY: Aurora
DISTRICTS: 3,4, 6, 8
PARTNER: FYO04:
Aurora
Community
Outreach
FY 06:
Aurora
University
FY06:
Association of
I ndividual
Development
Source: Aurora Police Department.
East St. LouisPolice District 5
= MAPQVEST.S B . GE'Q%%'R
% %ﬂ %‘"4 F :%""' i’ﬁ’g 3/ 5
CITY: East St. Louis @@z@éf Roe o KON
[ AR XAy
& ¢ WA IR 3 &7 &
DISTRICT: 5 | A PEAN S S DN OB 5
‘|‘:~?,V‘°wve 7 )‘;f:‘“ &j,%*e 5 uh %’% bk
. ([ Pt 3 £ 5
PARTNER: East St. Louis B e | 5y o 7
Township o B ANV
[ Morgan o % %:%l‘?‘_f ‘%;o %c}
) T o3 'ﬁ%@&ﬂ:b% dé#v'ﬁ% &
5 %Q”f‘;@“’% &‘\
M & % i .
Onsang, % % "’49
= 5\& Q‘"’\‘\ T )’%‘}- %"77 N\ %
o %d'c % l@%f"% ¢
w = (A
;a\\mw’““’s ///’ﬁh % . 1{; L}&?& "é“’“
N RO,

2007 MapQuest, Inc. D00TNAVIEQ

Source: East St. Louis Police Department and Mapquest.
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

CITY:

ZONE:

PARTNER:

NOTE:

Maywood
3

Visions of
Restoration

Zone 3 extends
from St. Charles
Road south to
[-290 and from
10" Ave. west to
21% Ave,

Maywood Police Zone 3

-ZAMM’w[sV = y 700m
25 @) g 0=t
2 stone park o - 5

Y 2 jon 5t
E Melrose Park Concord Dr > Divisian
o H
Z 2 River Forest
" & o
ke 5t z
13} Chicaga Ave
iE] E 1 <
1 E
o
I St Charles Rd Lake St g 5
& b3
“ﬂt@@p‘ i Franklin 5t |
! Z
2 i Washington Bid Randolph St
Bellwood oy
Gearging [y :53 *Maywood Al=crresl Park
2 R it
2 % s =
AR B By
By ﬁ__;u_ - i . 290 Q-CED O Waidheim
= A w Cemetery -
) S &
o & Forest Home A T
q el 3
& W Roosevelt Rd Broadview Cemetery  RooseV £
0 [~ =
@ i T m
z z
Fd K rd s Tewish T
g g L Cemeteries
> =y ©
% Industrial
Mines
©2007 MapQuest, Inc. ©2607 NAVTEG

Source: Maywood Police Department and

Mapquest.

CITY:

DISTRICT:

PARTNER:

NOTE:

North Chicago
3
Foss Park

District

District 3isSW
of the Red Star

North Chicago Police District

3

< MAPQUEST. = 400m
Greenbelt Forest 3t st =201
AN Preserve Lyons Ct
5 14th 5t
E Lith St =
15th 5t 2 Cole H 2// abbott
i Park w c
15th Pl = = E|| Laboratories
16th ¢ 'Worthshore i@ bl E) gmn st
16th pi ‘Gemetery 2 E Lar-
7
g =R
% =) %
Fess | \\Bth St
Park & sl 4
Goif ® North Chicago
Course Argonne Dr v = mg uffin} &
iio
< g 3 &
) vl (5| EIRIE
20t st 2 zllxl 8 S| BE
amp |\ 7Y sgﬁ 55%%;%’;- 2nd Ave
21st5t| |8 i S BlLIR & I
21st Pl E RE RA g & & 5
- ol |x@ xZEF T &
MI King Jr Dr AL I King Jr Dr o p 28
2and I & 7% ERLE
o
23n 5t @g £ 3
23rd Pl ] 2 F
b s |8 | O
/ akes
2 Lexington Ave o £ I Neval
'; g éa Training
= & Center
Willow Glen e { )
Golf Course Saratoga 5t ‘é‘ ‘“ Farragut Ave 2
R%o: 11t hyg' Preble Ave g Downs oy %
€ 2007 MapQuest, Inc. il | € exornaviEa

Source: North Chicago Police Department
Mapquest.

and
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CEASEFIRE BEATSAND COMMUNITY PARTNERS

CITY:

BEATS:

PARTNER:

Rockford
43,50

City of
Rockford

Rockford Police Beats 43 & 50

Weed & Seed
Sub Beats 43, & 50

1

Source: Rockford Police Department.
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Title: Violence Prevention Coordinator (Full-Time position)

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention isworking with community-based organizations to
implement CeaseFire: The Campaign to Stop the Shooting. CeaseFire is a coordinated strategy
to address shootings in Chicago and other cities throughout Illinois. Skilled Violence Prevention
Coordinators are a key ingredient to the success of thisinitiative.

Full participation in CeaseFire, which includes:

Develop a coalition representation of the community to participate in the planning and
implementation of atarget area specific violence prevention plan.

Ensure the coalition includes the following in their violence prevention plan: a
comprehensive assessment of all forms of violence within the community using data and
other community input; utilizes the “framework for violence prevention” provided by the
Chicago Project to prioritize strategies and identify outcomes; and produce a written violence
prevention plan tailored to the specific needs of target communities that specifies short and
long-term goals that are consistent with the goals of the CeaseFire Project.

Ability to document accurate meeting minutes and correspondence to community partners,
etc.

L ead the coalition in implementing the prioritized strategies with an emphasis on maximum
engagement of community residents and existing community services.

Coordinate community contact with local service providers.

Participate in eval uation activities of the community-based violence prevention program and
organize and participate in areview of program progress.

Participate in regular meetings with Chicago Project staff to 1) review and assess progress of
the program; 2) assess relevance and adequacy of the plan asit is developed; 3) refocus the
plan as needed based on these meetings; and 4) determine other priority needs and goals.
Attend Intercommunity Forum (ICF) meetings and contribute to the success of the forum by
contributing to the agenda, participating at meetings and by interacting with representatives
from other agencies that do similar work in Chicago.

Plan and implement responses to shootings with community coalition partners.

Publicize CeaseFire educational messages throughout the year.

Plan and oversee the conduct of arange of activities celebrating CeaseFire week.

Qualifications:

BSin Human Servicesfield (i.e., Sociology, Social Work, etc.) or equivalent experience.
Excellent communication skills.

Proven ability to document program details.

Experience and/or training in crisis intervention and staff supervision.

Valid lllinois driver’s license, insurance, and good driving record.
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Titlee Outreach Supervisor

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention isworking with community-based organizations to
implement CeaseFire: The Campaign to Stop the Shooting. CeaseFire is a coordinated strategy
to address shootings in Chicago and other cities throughout Illinois. Skilled Outreach Supervisors
are akey ingredient to the success of thisinitiative.

Full participation in CeaseFire, which includes:

= Plan the day-to-day and week-to-week activities with and for the outreach staff.

= Plan and hold daily meetings to review current shootings and assess what additional
interventions are needed.

= Connect with additional resources from neighboring communities (e.g., gang mediation
assistance) to get needed support, when necessary.

»  Supervise staff of outreach workers, including daily communication with each staff.

= Qutreach to the community to build strong relationships with youth, residents, businesses,
and community groups.

» Coordinate interview panelsto hire outreach staff.

= Attend Chicago Project weekly supervision meetings every Tuesday at 1 p.m. or as set by the
Project.

= Advocate for youth through court testimonies, when necessary.

» |ncrease staff visibility when shootingg/killings take place (devel oping networks with other
outreach program workers to coordinate an inclusive and immediate strategic response).

» |nvestigate causes of shootingg/killings to assist in mediating situations and preventing
retaliation between individuals and groups (working with the community, outreach programs
and local law enforcement to gain information that may be helpful in preventing additional
killings).

» |dentify and diffuse “hot spots’ for shootings and violence (conducting eyeball surveyswith
residents and CBOs to identify areas frequented by potential offenders).

= Attend and participate in meetings with law enforcement, community outreach workers,
prosecution, probation, and agencies providing opportunities to discuss recent situations and
coordinate efforts collectively to stop the killing.

» Facilitate violence prevention and life skills workshopsin local schools, parks, and CBOs.

=  Document detailed client case notes and overall coordination of all staff reports.

Qualifications:

= BSinHuman Servicesfield (i.e., Sociology, Social Work, etc.) or equivalent experience.
Extensive experience working with at-risk youth and gang members.

Excellent communication skills.

Experience and/or training in crisis intervention and staff supervision.

Valid lllinois driver’s license, insurance, and good driving record.

Reportsto:  Violence Prevention Coordinator
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Titlee Qutreach Worker

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention isworking with community-based organizations to
implement CeaseFire: The Campaign to Stop the Shooting. CeaseFire is a coordinated strategy
to address shootings in Chicago and other cities throughout Illinois. Skilled Outreach Workers
are akey ingredient to the success of thisinitiative.

Stopping Shootings by doing all that is required individually and in ateam to prevent all
shootings in the neighborhood assigned, including:

Getting to know all the highest risk persons and the people who know them.

Letting it be known that you and other outreach workers are here to stop shootings and that
they should tell you when shootings or other violence might happen so that you can help
intervene.

Working to intervene in circumstances in which violence islikely, including possible
retaliation.

Working to understand why a shooting happened and to determine why it is that you and the
team were not informed-devel oping strategies to be better informed the next time.

Working to gain trust of the community and the highest risk persons so that they know why
you are there-to help prevent shootings and violence and to help high-risk personsin any way
that you can.

Calling for assistance when situations require it.

Full participation in CeaseFire, which includes:

Anticipate and be responsive to Outreach Supervisor’s requests and needs.

Continuously keep Outreach Supervisor informed as to what is going on (this includes. what
is going right, what is going wrong and anticipating what might go wrong).

Work as amember of ateam-work together to ensure that shootings are reduced.

Outreach to the community (individually and as ateam member) to build strong relationships
with youth, residents, businesses and community groups.

Identify youth who are gang members and those at-risk for joining gangs and intervening in
their lives through case management to aid in solving current problems and preventing future
ones.

Serve as linkages and support for individual s to enhance their assistance and use of
opportunities and programs in the community (job programs, GED, drug treatment, and
mentoring).

Advocate for youth through court testimonies, when necessary.

Participate, as hecessary, in organizing responses to shootings and increasing visibility when
shootingg/killings take place (developing networks with other outreach program workers to
coordinate an inclusive and strategic response).

Investigate causes of shootings/killings to assist in mediating situations and preventing
retaliation between individuals and groups (working with community outreach programs and
local law enforcement to gain information that may be helpful in preventing additional
killings) and provide documentation.

Identify and diffuse “hot spots” for shootings and violence (conducting eyeball surveys with
residents and CBOs to identify areas frequented by potential offenders) and provide
documentation.

Document shootings and other acts of violence prevented.
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Title: Outreach Worker (continued)

Respond to shootings in other communities, when necessary.

Qualifications:

Experience working with at-risk youth and gang members.

No pending criminal cases or prior convictions for sexual assault, child abuse or domestic
violence.

Excellent communication skills.

Experience or training in crisis intervention.

Knowledge of Chicago communities.

Valid Illlinois driver’ s license, insurance, and good driving record.

Reportsto: Outreach Supervisor
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Titlee Violence Interrupter

Under administrative supervision, the Violence Interrupter (Program Services Specialist) will
perform mediation and conflict resolution functions for the “ CeaseFire Campaign to Stop
Shootings.” The program is administered by the Chicago Project for Violence Prevention
(CPVP). Individualsin this position must be able to work with specific high-risk groups (gang
members) and the Community to collaboratively resolve conflict to stop shootings.

Responsibilities:

= Conducts program activities by effectively negotiating with high-risk individualsin away
that claims value and gains credibility for yourself and the CeaseFire Campaign to stop
shootings and random gun fire.

»  Gathersinformation from high-risk populations on potential conflicts within specified police
beats and identifies different approaches for resolving issuesin an effective way to prevent
gun violence.

= Understands and uses different mediation tactics in order to reach a successful outcome with
high-risk populations based on culture, rituals and background of groups (gang members)
active within the beats.

= Collaborates with other staff to formulate action plans and strategies to help resolve conflicts
with gang mediation and prevent shootings.

= Attends weekly gang mediation meetings.

=  Meetswith high-risk individuals on aregular basis to discuss issues and intervene in an effort
to achieve gains with violence prevention and improve client relationships with the CeaseFire
Campaign.

» |Interviews residents and others from the CeaseFire Zone to explore causes of shootings
and/or killings and uses this knowledge to assist in mediating situations and preventing
retaliation between individuals and groups.

» |dentifies and diffuses “hot spots’ for shootings and violence by conducting eyeball surveys
to recognize areas frequented by potential offenders.

» Assistsin effortsto prevent al potential retaliatory shootings.

= Develops relationships with key community partners to identify issues, as well as offer

alternatives to at-risk individuals.

Documents conflicts resolved on conflict mediation forms (provided by CPVP).

Keeps daily log documenting all contacts with high risk individuals.

Distributes public education materials on aweekly basis to targeted audience.

Attends community responses to shootings, as appropriate.

Participatesin regular staff meetings conducted by CPVP.

Experience working with at-risk youth and gang members.

No pending criminal cases or crimes against children.

Must be able to pass drug test upon hire and random drug screening.

Ability to effectively communicate with Community groups and gang members.
Experience or training in crisis intervention.

Knowledge of Chicago communities and the ability to closely interact with gang members
and high-risk individuals to diffuse conflicts within specific CeaseFire police beats.

Qualifications:
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Title: Violencelnterrupter (continued)

= Must have demonstrated the tenacity and audacity to approach members of the gangs such as
Four Corner Hustlers, Gangster Disciples, Black Souls, Black Disciples, New Breeds and the
Vice Lord factionsin the area to stop shootings and negotiate conflicts.

= Vdlid lllinoisdriver’slicense, insurance, and good driving record.

= Must adhere to the University of Illinois and School of Public Health policies and procedures.

Reportsto: Director of Gang Mediation Services
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APPENDIX D
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM POSITION DESCRIPTIONS

Titlee Community Canvasser

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention is working with community-based organizations to
implement CeaseFire: The Campaign to Stop the Shooting. CeaseFire is a coordinated strategy
to address shootings in Chicago and other cities throughout Illinois. Skilled Community
Canvassers are a key ingredient to the success of thisinitiative.

Active participation in CeaseFire, including:

= Distribution of CeaseFire materialsto community residents, local businesses and community
organizations.

= Communication of the CeaseFire message of No Shooting to community residents, local
businesses and community organizations.

= Door-to-door recruitment of community residents and other strategies to urge local businesses
and community organizations to join CeaseFire through participation in responses to
shootings and killings and other community events that draw attention to shootings and
killings in target neighborhoods and urge people to Sop the Shooting.

= Participation in other effortsto build a community coalition to respond to and communicate
the Stop the Shooting message.

Qualifications:

= Strong communication skills.

=  Proven ability to document activity.

= Ability to work well with others.

= Comfortable approaching and engaging strangers.
* Fexible work schedule.

= Dependable.

Reportsto: Violence Prevention Coordinator
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Appendix E
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM INDICATORS
July 2005 — June 2006

Violence
Shootings Interrupters Outreach
g n

[%2) 8 8 = o E (%]
Community 2 |- | 2 g 28 273 5 | B 8,182 |5 <

g £ |88°%|%%|: ok |ff (% |

e ) Q S = 5 S 5 = oS} o joo}

5 | |HoxE|S=|2 |30 |8 | T x
Albany 4 2 2 1 5 3 2| 45 687 368 95
Park
Auburn 18 4 18 2 4 5 8| 74 1,260 791 384
Gresham
Aurora 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Austin 19 1 1 3 28 2 2| 28 233 132 40
Brighton 27 7 10 2 11 3 42| 17 306 205 60
Park
East St. N/A | N/A 6 0 0 3 11| 149 1,583 | 1,158 663
Louis
East 8 3 5 1 7 3 0| 32 189 112 7
Garfidd Park
Englewood 6 5 18 7 45 4 5| 45 745 602 213
Grand 10 1 8 1 8 3 0| 28 121 80 64
Blvd
Little 24 4 0 3 10 0 5| 39 18 15 3
Village
Logan 6 3 4 1 23 4 21| 43 676 322 131
Square
Maywood N/A | N/A 25 2 14 5 5| 75 1,707 | 1,357 614
North N/A | N/A 4 2 8 3 4| 26 352 179 73
Chicago
N. Lawndale/ 10 6 1 2 2 0 0| 16 30 7 0
Garfield
Rockford N/A | N/A 30 1 5 4 15| 43 1,471 944 101
Rogers 12 6 4 1 1 3 41 45 237 416 0
Park
Southwest 16 9 5 1 0 4 17| 58 1,182 626 7
West Garfield 12 3 16 1 21 5 2| 53 867 561 186
Park
West Humboldt 54 10 27 2 18 4 10| 52 490 733 79
Park
Woodlawn 13 2 2 1 11 4 3| 78 958 265 151
Total 239 66 | 190 34 221 | 62| 156 | 946 | 13,112 | 8,873 | 2,871
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Appendix E
CEASEFIRE PROGRAM INDICATORS
(July 2005 — June 2006)

Public
Community Education Faith-Based L eaders
> >
= ] =
> 2} +—
Community f§ = 83 B = g . S5 §
S < o= 2 ! 28 | BEZ
5 o~ SRR 58 258 255
< T Ralr-) < 3 LOhxY |LOo<
Albany 33 1,268 18,692 8 0 67
Park
Auburn 30 13,800 29,849 102 59 422
Gresham
Aurora 1 60 115 0 2 0
Austin 3 470 13,746 6 11 8
Brighton 27 2,751 10,616 7 13 4
Park
East St. 32 4,210 20,629 232 2 161
Louis
East 13 2,033 11,378 2 16 15
Garfield Park
Englewood 13 2,853 17,513 63 62 29
Grand 5 111 5,780 1 3 5
Blvd
Little 6 35 675 0 0 0
Village
Logan 25 2,289 12,909 37 2 79
Square
Maywood 14 952 27,625 21 19 109
North 11 210 3,860 7 16 221
Chicago
N. Lawndale/ 0 0 2,750 0 6 0
Garfield
Rockford 35 2,329 22,739 78 29 145
Rogers 11 189 6,385 0 3 72
Park
Southwest 43 2,536 9,941 14 21 209
West Garfield 30 3,456 25,800 12 6 80
Park
West Humboldt 13 1,830 26,000 10 14 110
Park
Woodlawn 0 0 17,500 6 0 0
Total 345 41,382 284,502 606 284 1,736

Source: Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.
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|, 500,00

Ilineis Department of Corrections 3&5 U()O
CeaseFire Memorandum of Understanding 0, Ob 20

Whereas, the Governor of the State of [llinois has. established the CeaseFire Program, a program
designed to reduce crime and violence in the State of Illinois and to be administered by the

Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois at Chicago.

Whereas, the Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC), 1s providing funds for the CeaseFire
Program as designated by the Governor.

The parties, in recognition of the CeaseFire Program, agree as follows:

1. "The CeaseFire Program will be administered and audited by the University of Illinois at
Chicago (U of IC), Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.

2. The U of IC will create a contractual relationship with parties designated by it for the
successful administration of the CeaseFire Program. Those parties shall include, but are

not limited ta, a full-time program manager and outreach warkers.

3. The U of IC shall be an independent contractor and shall perform all services as an
independent contractor and shall discharge all of its liabtlities. No acts performed or
representations whether oral or written made by the U of IC shall be binding upen IDOC.

4. The U of IC and all subcontractors shall follow all applicable statutes and regulations,
including, but not limited to:

30 ILCS 500/50-10.5: Felony Convictions

30 ILCS 505: Hlineis Purchasing Act

30 ILCS 505/10.1: Brbery

30 ILCS 580/1 et seq.: Drug Free Workplace

720 ILCS 5/33.E.3 and. 5/33.E 4: Bid Rigging and Bid Rotating
775 ILCS 5/1-101 et seq.: Equal Opportumity

775 ILCS 5/2-105: Sexual Harassment Policy

42 USC 12101 et seq.: Americans with Disabilities Act

The U of IC certifies that its taxpayer identification number is: and its State code
number is 10067601, This MOU is for the period of performance of July |, 2005 through June

30, 2006.
IDOC shall fund and pay the following ta U of IC pursuant ta the terms of this agreement:

1. The amount of §3,000,000 shall be paid from the General Revenue Fund as soon as
practical, but no later than June 30, 2006. The paymeants shall be made in the

following manner:

2. One-half ($1,500,000) shall be paid from the General Revenue as soon as
practical for disbursement by the U of IC, Operation Ceasefire. U of IC,
Operation Ceasefire shall make disbursements in the amouants listed to the

follow: tons’
owing locations i1



The City of Chicago:

The neighborhood of Bnghton Park ............... .....5125,000
The neighborhood of Rogers Park .. ......5125,000
The neighborhood of Pilsen and thtle Vlllage ..53125,000
The neighborhood of Logan Square ... oo $125,000
The neighborhood of Albany Park ..........c........... . $125,000
The neighborhoods of Lawndale and Garfield .....$125,000 .
The neighborhood of Austin .. cevererreineeeo ... $125,000
The neighborhood of Woodl-aWn .......................... $125,000
The neighborhood of Grand Boulevard ................ $125,000

The Cities of Maywood and Bellwood .................... $125,000

The City of Aurora inthe amount ..........................5125,000

The City of East St. Louis in the amount ...............$125,000

b. Upon receipt by IDOC from the U of IC, Operation Ceasefire, of documents
indicating disbursements in accordance with the terms listed in item la.
above, IDOC shall make the final one-half ($1,500,000) payment fram the

General Revenue Fund.
c. The UofIC, Operation Ceasefire shall dxsburse the funds as fo].lows

The City of Chicago:
The neighborhoed of Brighton Park .................... .$125,000
The neighborhood of Rogers Park .. ...$125,600
The neighborhood of Pilsen and thtle V’Lllage ..$125,000
The neighborhood of Logan Square ... e $125,000
The neighborhood of Albany Park ...................... $125,000

. The neighborhoods of L'a.wnda.le_ and Garfield .....$125,000

The neighborheod of Austin ..........ccceeeeeeeee....... $125,000
The neighborhood of Woodlawn ........... s $125,000
The neighborhood of Grand Boulevard .....5125,000

The Cities of Maywood and Bellwoad .. 3125 000

The: City of Aurora in the amount .. ...53125,000

The City of East St. Louis in the a.mou.nI ...............$125,000

d. The U of IC, Operation Ceasefire shall provide to the IDOC no later than 60
days from the fnal payment, documents indicating disbursements in
accordance with the terms of item lc. above.

2. The amount of $650,000 shall be paid as soon as practical, but no later than June 30,
2005 to the U of IC, Operation Ceasefire. The U of IC, Operation Ceasefire, shall
make the dlsbu.rsements as follows:

2. One half (§325,000) shall be paid to the U ofIC,Operatio'n Ceasefire for
disbursements in the amounts listed to the following locations:
' The City of Waukegan in the amount of $125,000

112



The City of Rockford in the amount of $125,000
The City of Englewood in the amount of §75,000

b. Upon receipt by IDOC from the U of IC, Operation Ceasefire, of documents
indicating disbursements in accordance with the terms listed in item 2a.
-above, IDOC shall make the final one-half ($325,00) payment.

c. The U of IC, Operation Ceasefire shall disburse the funds as follows:
The City of Waukegan in the amount of $125,000
The City of Rockford in the amount of $125,000
The City of Englewood in the amount of $75,000

d. The U of IC, Operation Ceasefire shall pravide to the IDOC no later than 60
days from the final payment, documents indicating disbursements in
accordance with the terms of item 2c. abaove.

Firm price - $3,650,000.00

IDOC shall not be respoasible or liable for any contractual obiigations of the U of IC.
This Memorandum of Understanding shall incorporate by reference all terms set forth by the
parties in the attached budget between the Board of Trustees of the University of Illinats, acting

on behalf of the University of Illinois at Chicago, and the Illinois Department of Corrections.

Legal Effect of the Memorandum of Understanding:

This Memorandum of Understanding is 2 formal expression of the purposes and iatent of the
parties to it. Nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding shall be construed to impose
abligations on or to bind IDOC beyond the above stated terms. It does not coafer, grant or
authonze any privileges or obligations to any organization or person other than the parties ta it
and their official representatives. By written concurrence of the parties, it may be amended by
the modification or deletion of any provision or by the addition of new provisions. This
Memorandum of Understanding is executed by the signatories in a representative capacity and
shall remain in effect until an affirmative action is taken to amend it or rescind it by written
agreement with 10 days notice to the parties.

This agreement is contingent upon funding by the Legislature as to IDOC, and if funding is
withdrawn, notice to the Chicago Project for Violence Prevention and U of IC will be no later
than June 30, 2006, and therefore, [DOC shall cease to be a funding source.

Approved as to Form and Content:

The Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois

sHPR K, 7[1os” M&)}/W 3/"’/r

'e 1l
mrrolfEPHEN K AUGR Tt ACHELE M. THOMPSGr
COMPTROLLER SECRETARY

PROVED AS TO LEGAL F IHJA
%Z&N wﬁn 2006-00397 Page 3 of 4




e
HlinoijsDep mcw;m
Directar /

»Make Checks Payable to:
The Board of Trustees of the University of Hlinais

Mail to:

'University of Ulinois @ Chicago ~ Graats & Contracts
P.O. Box 20787

Sprngfield, [ 62708-0787
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APPENDIX G
CHICAGO PROJECT FOR VIOLENCE
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
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CHICAGO PROJECT FOR VIOLENCE PREVENTION

APPENDIX G

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

FYO05-FYO06
Member Title FY05 FY 06

Richard M. Daley Honorary Chair v 4
Francis Cardinal George | Honorary Chair v v
Martin R. Castro Member v

Howard Draft Member v v
Oscar David Member v 4
Stanley Davis Jr. Member v v
Mary Heidkamp, D. Min. | Secretary v 4
Joan Feitler Member v v
Scott L assar Member v 4
Jonathan Levine Member v v
Jerry Roper Member v 4
Robert Mendonsa Member v v
Rev. Dr. Calvin Morris Chairman v 4
Sheila Murphy Member v

Jm Riley Member v 4
Susan Scrimshaw Member v

Gary Slutkin Member v 4
Curtisteen Steward Member v

Henry Webber Member 4
Andrea Zopp Member v
Gery Chico Member 4
David Wilhelm Vice-Chairman v v
Kathleen Y osko Treasurer v v

Source: Chicago Project for Violence Prevention.

117




118



APPENDIX H
AGENCY RESPONSES

119




120



UNIVERSITY OF [LLINOIS
Chicago * Springfield * Urbana-Champaign

Office of the Vice President and Chief Financial Officer
and Comptroller MC 761)

414 Administrative Office Building

1737 West Polk Street

Chicago, Hlinois 60612

August 9, 2007

Mike Maziarz

Audit Manager

Office of the Auditor General
Tles Park Plaza

740 East Ash

Springfield, IL 62703-3154

Dear Mike:

Attached are responses to the recommendations from the Office of the Auditor General’s
program audit of the University of Illinois’ CeaseFire Program which was undertaken
pursuant to Senate Resolution 686.

'We thank the Auditor General and his staff for their work on this project. The University and
the CeaseFire Program value the recommendations and are already pursuing an
implementation plan.

Sincerely,

b o CUA

Walter K. Knorr
Vice President and Chief Financial Officer
and Comptroller

Chicago * Phone (312) 996-8800  Fax (312) 996-9013 ¢ E-mail wknorr@uillinois.edu
Urbana ¢ 506 South Wright Street, Urbana, Illinois 61801 e (217) 244-1298
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University of Illinois and Chicago Project for Violence Prevention Response to
CeaseFire Audit Pursuant to Senate Resolution 686

The University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) and the Chicago Project for Violence
Prevention (Chicago Project) welcome an audit designed to improve programs and
operations. We appreciate and agree with the main recommendations and look forward
to instituting the improvements needed. We see the audit as potentially very helpful to the
next stage of the work of the Chicago Project’s operations and have already begun
making the improvements required. These include improving financial management with
an emphasis on proper payment documentation, payroll management and financial
oversight and improving grants administration related to needed contract amendments
and meeting reporting timeframes.

We believe the audience reading this report should know that there was a 400% growth in
new communities implementing CeaseFire during the audit period which involved 20
new start-up communities. This rapid growth affected contracting, hiring, and
community spending levels. Additionally, the Chicago Project is based on a model for
reversing epidemics. Strategically this requires preventing violent actions (necessitating
the violence interrupters) and changing social norms (through mobilizing forces at the
neighborhood, city and other levels). Besides strategic considerations, working against
epidemics requires central guidance, support and spending. For these reasons, the
Chicago Project spends funds directly on behalf of communities which are above and
beyond the sub-contracted amounts to the community partners. These points are
discussed in greater detail below.

Rapid Expansion to New Start-up Sites and Its Effects on Contracting, Hiring, and
Spending

The Chicago Project had grown from one CeaseFire community in FY0O to five in FY04.
It was then tasked with expanding from five programs with outreach (FY04) to 25
programs (FYO06) during the period covered by the audit. The audit shows the challenges
faced when an organization that successfully managed a small service program expands
very rapidly, but particularly due to the way the Chicago Project CeaseFire Model is
designed to work — by contracting with multiple community partners. At the same time,
the Project was keenly aware that funds had been made available by State legislators so
that workers could be hired, trained and put to work to stop shootings and save lives in
high need communities as quickly as possible. This puts into conflict the goals of rapid
deployment of these new programs vs. the development of a stable community
infrastructure that will last.

The process of identifying, discussing, and reaching agreement on scopes of work with
new CeaseFire partners requires time, but took more time than the Project had hoped.
However, rushing that process would have been both disrespectful to the community and
to potential partners and fiscally irresponsible. To fill the immediate need the Chicago
Project hired violence interrupters directly and, in some cases, outreach workers to
deploy them to the areas to mediate conflicts and, hopefully, stop deadly shootings.
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To start a new site in a new community with a new potential partner involves a multi-
phase process to insure pre-set criteria are met. Following selection of a community
partner, there is a more thorough orientation to what CeaseFire is and how it really
works, budgeting discussions, agreements on a scope of work and then a contract. Failure
to follow this process has resulted in mistakes in community group selection. In other
words, it is important to do these initial steps well, rather than do them fast. This is
relevant to the FY2004-2006 audit because 80% of the communities involved in the audit
period were start-up communities.

Upon completion of these initial phases, actual program start-up follows. Program start--
up requires specific training of the new community organization’s staff, the recruitment
and selection of program managers, outreach supervisors, and outreach workers, followed
by intensive off site and on-site training on the CeaseFire model (including specifics as to
their own job functions, within site and cross site communication, personal and group
safety, working with law enforcement, client management, ethics, and other matters).

These required processes, are not “delays” in start-up but are essential steps in laying
the foundation for a sound program. As such, these processes have an impact on
outreach worker and other staff starting dates, the overall number of worker months,
when contracting and spending starts, and the overall ability of the community partners
to spend out the budget.

For these reasons, spending requirements for new sites are less than what is required for
the maintenance or growth of established programs. Although Chicago Project guidance

to CeaseFire partners was to get up and running as quickly as possible, making the
correct choices in staffing and ensuring training before fielding persons for difficult and
dangerous assignments took precedence. Left with this situation, there was some under
spending by sites since the guidance to sites was not to spend State dollars for the sake of
spending. For this reason, a total of $160,090 was not spent during the audit period and
will be spent in the coming fiscal year for sites that are still operational.

Given the important but time consuming and critical process of selecting community
partners and providing the necessary training, we believe consideration should be given
to differential funding for start-up and continuing communities rather than providing the
same funding for both.

Chicago Project Spending on Behalf of Communities

The CeaseFire model is based on a design of how epidemics are reversed which requires
both central (Chicago Project) spending and site (community) spending. It is, therefore,
important to understand that “Amounts not distributed by UIC” does not mean that
spending on behalf of the community has not occurred. The Chicago Project spends
directly on behalf of the community in many ways beyond the subcontract amounts.
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While the goal and intent of the Chicago Project is to contract with a community
organization to implement CeaseFire in communities with high levels of violence, it has
not been possible to do so in every community. At the request of the community partner,
the Chicago Project has hired workers whom the local partner could not hire or when a
new organization is still developing the infrastructure to manage the total amount of
funds reserved for the community by the legislature. In these instances, the Chicago
Project enters into a contract with the community partner for a lesser amount of funds
and then hires the workers and details them to the site to work as though they were
employed by the community partner. Such is the case currently in Brighton Park. In
Aurora and Englewood, for example, community partners subsequently decided they
were not able to implement CeaseFire in accordance with how these operations fit with
other parts of their organization; in both instances the Chicago Project assumed
responsibility for the staff so they could continue their efforts with the least amount of
disruption, Other reasons why the Chicago Project spends directly on behalf of the
community include site inability to hire ex-offenders, a temporary problem in a
community group, or to ensure the continvity of staffing during a change in community
partner. For example, the Chicago Project spent $142,650 for the Maywood community
due to a change in implementing partners.

For all of the above reasons, it should not be assumed that the subcontract amounts
alone represent the total spending on behalf of the communities. There are important
and valid reasons why the Chicago Project assumes this responsibility in order to meet
the objectives of the community, funding agencies and ultimately the General Assembly.

Having provided this context, our responses to the specific recommendations are as
follows:

Recommendation Number 1

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention {Chicago Project) should ensure that the
Board of Directors has adequate membership support and attendance at scheduled
meetings. Additionally, the Chicago Project should take the necessary steps to ensure
that the Director’s Council meets for its mandated meetings. Finally, the Chicago Project
should take steps to improve the attendance and membership of the Steering committee
meetings.

Chicago Project Response: Accepted.

Recommendation Number 2

The Department of Corrections should take the necessary steps to ensure that appropriate
documentation is submitted, based on the funding agreement with the University of
Illinois at Chicago, before providing funding for CeaseFire. Further, the Department of
Corrections should improve its monitoring of the funding provided for the CeaseFire
program. Chicago Project officials should only distribute funding to communities named
in the funding agreement and should keep adeguate documentation to show that funds
were distributed to communities in the amounts contractually provided. Finally, the
Department of Corrections should determine whether an administrative fee should be
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charged and, if determined to be appropriate, include that provision in the funding
agreement.

Chicago Project Response: Accepted.

Recommendation Number 4
The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) should:

e require entities such as the Chicago Project to provide budget modification
requests when expected expenditure of funds are not consistent with contractual
arrangements;

e require detailed support for expenditures that can be used to monitor what specific
payments were made using State funds;

e require the timely submission of quarterly expense reports as directed by the
contract to ensure State funds are adequately protected; and

e request documentation from UIC to determine whether appropriately budgeted
staff positions were actually paid with its grant funding and recover any
inappropriately paid amounts.

Finally, the University of Illinois should only charge expenditures to State grants up to
the level of the grant and maintain a system that allows for the identification of where any
transfers are moved.

University of llinois Response: Accepted. Departments are expected to only charge
expenditures up to the level of their budget authority. The University maintains a system
that tracks both sides of required transfers.

Recommendation Number 5

The University of Illinois should ensure that subcontract agreements for the CeaseFire
program are executed in a timely manner. Additionally, the Chicago Project should not
allow community partners to initiate work on CeaseFire activities until a properly
executed contract is in place.

University of Illinois and Chicago Project Response: Recommendation is under study. In
order to solve these problems, we believe consideration should be given to other funding
mechanisms (i.e. grants) and timeframes in order to enable the Chicago Project to meet
the objectives of the CeaseFire program. Assistance in solving the important and
formidable problem of how to maintain outreach workers and other essential program
staff during the immediate period following State budget passage (summer months)
would be greatly appreciated. This is the time period when shootings are most intense
and coverage is most critical.

Recommendation Number 6

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention should enforce provisions of the
subcontractor agreements to ensure that the required number of outreach workers are
hired by the community partners.
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Chicago Project Response: Accepted.

Recommendation Number 8

The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention should develop formal procedures for the
review of subcontractor expenses. Additionally, staff should develep formal amendments
when changes are made to a contract agreement. Finally, staff should be more diligent in
enforcing the payment provisions of the subcontract.

Chicago Project Response: Accepted
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July 30, 2007

Mike Maziarz

Audit Manager

Iles Park Plaza

740 East Ash

Springfield, IL 62703-3154

Dear Mike:

Attached is the Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s response to the
recommendation from the Office of the Auditor General’s program audit of funding provided by or
through the State of Illinois to the CeaseFire program pursuant to Illinois Senate Resolution Number
686. :

We thank the Auditor General and his staff for their efforts and hard work on this audit. The

Department appreciates the recommendation and will continue to pursue improvements to our
monitoring and reporting functions for our grantees.

Sincerely,

Jack Lavin
Director

Internet Address hup://www.commerce.state.il.us

620 East Adams Street James R. Thompson Center 2309 West Main, Suite 118
Springfield, Hlinois 62701-1615 100 West Randolph Street, Suite 3-400 Marion, lilinois 62959-1180
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
PROGRAM AUDIT FOR THE CEASEFIRE PROGRAM PER SENATE
RESOLUTION #686

July 30, 2007

Recommendation 4: The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
(DCEO) should:

e require entities such as the Chicago Project to provide budget modification
requests when expected expenditures of funds are not consistent with contractual
arrangements;

e require detailed support for expenditures that can be used to monitor what specific
payments were made using State funds;

e require the timely submission of quarterly expense reports as directed by the
contract to ensure State funds are adequately protected; and

e request documentation from UIC to determine whether appropriately budgeted
staff positions were actually paid with its grant funding and recover any
inappropriately paid amounts.

Response: The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) agrees
with the recommendation. DCEO will review University of 1llinois Chicago (UIC)
expenditure documentation, including staff position expenses, to ensure payments are
adequately supported and are consistent with the scope of the project. DCEO and the
UIC will also process a budget modification for the CeaseFire grant to ensure the
expenditures are within the revised budget amounts and make any other necessary
changes consistent with the scope of the project.

DCEO is currently working on an initiative, called the Monitoring and Reporting
Standardization (MaRS) Project, to review and revise policies and procedures for
monitoring and reporting functions for all the Department’s programs. Standardized
policies and procedures are being developed to ensure the Department adequately
monitors grantees’ compliance with the requirements of their grant agreements, including
tracking and appropriate follow-up of required deliverables such as programmatic and
financial reports. DCEQ is also developing a new grants processing computer system
that will include the functionality necessary to implement the new monitoring and
reporting policies and procedures.

On-site monitoring provides the best assurance for reviewing and approving grantee
expenditures and supporting documentation for corresponding agency payments. DCEO
has a limited number of monitoring staff and cannot complete on-site monitoring for all
grantees; however, the MaRS initiative and the new grants system will improve our
overall monitoring and reporting abilities to ensure grantees are compliant with the
provisions of their grant agreements.
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ILLINOIS STATE POLICE
Office of the Director

Rod R Blagojevich Larry G. Trent

Governor Director

July 30, 2007

Mr. Mike Maziarz

Audit Manager

Office of the Auditor General
Iles Park Plaza

740 East Ash Street

Springfield, Illinois 62703-3154

Dear Mr. Maziarz;

The Illinois State Police (ISP) is in receipt of the draft report prepared by the Office of the
Auditor General (OAG) in connection with the recent audit of the ISP CeaseFire program. I have
reviewed the report and prepared the enclosed response. Please contact me should you have any
questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

Qe —

Larry & Trent
Director

Enclosure

801 South Seventh Street ® Suite 1100-S
P.O. Box 19461
Springfield, IL 62794-9461
(217) 782-7263 (voice) +]21) (800) 255-3323 (TDD)

www.illinois.gov ® www.isp.state.il.us




State of Illinois
CeaseFire Program Audit
Department of State Police

Finding Response

Recommendation Number 3 - Illinois State Police Funding

RECOMMENDATION

“The Illinois State Police should ensure that State assets are protected by having a clear
understanding for the uses of funds it provides to third parties before a funding agreement is
executed. Additionally, the Illinois State Police should include reporting mechanisms in contracts
for funding provided to increase the accountability for the funds it provides.”

DEPARTMENT RESPONSE

Concur. The Illinois State Police (ISP) has made changes to the standard agreement utilized in
providing funding to third parties. The updated agreement includes additional provisions and
covenants to clearly articulate the roles and responsibilities of all parties. Included in the standard
agreement are reporting and auditing requirements. The reporting and auditing can be tailored for
each specific agreement. The ISP has also made changes regarding the execution of contractual
agreements. Except in an emergency, the signatures of all parties must be obtained prior to starting a
contractual agreement.
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. . Rod R. Blagojevich
|||InOIS Governor

Department. of Roger E. Walker Jr.
Corrections Director

1301 Concordia Court / P.O. Box 19277 / Springfield IL 62794-9277 / Telephone: (217) 558-2200 / TDD: (800) 526-0844

Responses to the Program Audit for the CeaseFire Program (Senate Resolution #686)

Recommendation #2: Violations of Department of Corrections’ Funding Agreements

Recommendation: The Department of Corrections should take the necessary steps to ensure that
appropriate documentations is submitted, based on the funding agreement with the University of lllinois at
Chicago before providing funds for CeaseFire. Further, the Department of Corrections should improve its
monitoring of the funding provided for the CeaseFire program. Chicago Project officials should only
distribute funding to communities named in the funding agreement and should keep adequate
documentation to show that funds were distributed to communities in the amounts contractually provided.
Finally, the Department of Corrections should determine whether an administrative fee should be charged
and, if determined to be appropriate, include that provision in the funding agreement.

Agency Response: Recommendation Partially Implemented. As part of the FY07 agreement with the
University of Illinois at Chicago, specific requirements were included regarding the submission of payment
documentation. Until documentation of proper expenditures is received, the final payment of the agreement
will not be processed. The expenditure documentation will be reviewed and reconciled to determine that the
components of the agreement were met and the funds distributed to the communities in the amounts
contractually provided. Any future agreements with the University of Illinois at Chicago will clearly state
whether any administrative fees will be allowed.

Recommendation #7: Performance Measures and Reporting Results

Recommendation: The Department of Corrections should develop quantifiable performance measures to be
included in State funds agreements for the CeaseFire program. Additionally, the Department should work
with the Chicago Project to define reporting measures that accurately depict what the effect CeaseFire
activity has on reducing shootings — including how CeaseFire activity, and not other programs operating in
the same communities, has influenced the reduction. Finally, the Department should ensure that the
Chicago Project also documents the selection criteria utilized when deciding how to spend the State

Sfunding.

Agency Response: Recommendation Accepted. Any future funding agreements will include provisions for
performance measures, and specifically address the CeaseFire activity and metrics. As part of the funding
agreements, the University of Illinois at Chicago will be required to submit detailed documents on the
selection procedures and criteria utilized when making contracting and expenditures decisions that use the
State funds.
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CeaseFire Audit
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Recommendation #9: State Funding Issues

Recommendation: The Department of Corrections, as the largest funding agency for the State for CeaseFire
activity, should require the Chicago Project to provide documentation to show how all its funding, from
both State and non-State funds, is to be utilized. Additionally, the Department should determine whether any
discretionary uses of State funds is to be allowed, and, if so, prescribe that in the written funding agreement
with UIC for CeaseFire.

Agency Response: Recommendation Accepted. Any future funding agreements will include provisions
requiring the University of Illinois at Chicago to provide documentation on its funding sources, both State
and non-state. The documentation must include the intended uses of the funds and any requests for
discretionary use. The funding agreement will include provisions and criteria to determine whether
discretionary funding will be allowed.
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