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Executive Summary

In January, 1998 the Kankakee Metropolitan Enforcement Group (KMEG)
underwent substantial change. In response to rising crime rates and increasing concern
over drug dealing and its attendant negative consequences for neighborhoods, the MEG
changed its focus. Historically, most MEGs conduct long-term undercover investigations
designed to target high-level drug dealers. However, the sheriff of Kankakee County and
the chief of the Kankakee Police Department determined that the long-term viability of
neighborhoods and public safety concerns of residents would be better met under a
reconfigured MEG. An "overt" problem oriented unit was formed and staffed with about
two-thirds of the total MEG staff. The focus of this group, which would work in
coordination with the traditional undercover unit, was to be on street dru g sales and the
nuisances created by such activities. -

In 1998, Justice Research Associates began a preliminary assessment of KMI;G to
determine if there was substance for a full evaluation. The full report of the evaluation
summarizes nearly two years of work evaluating the KMEG unit. The evaluation
included more than 100 observations of the KMEG unit, and nearly fifty interviews with
police, sheriffs, community residents, key leaders, and representatives of the state's
attorney's office. We also examined all KMEG overt unit arrest records, state's attorney
recordé, and the chronic nuisance abatement enforcement records,

The results of our evaluation document that the refocussed KMEG unit was
extremely productive, with significant increases in investigations, arrests and convictions
compared to the traditional unit. The majority of arrests resulted in a prosecution, and the

majority of prosecutions led to convictions. The majority of convictions resulted in some
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form of court supervision, with a large fraction of offenders receiving time in the Illinois
Department of Corrections. A special focus of this evaluation was the attention paid to
the enforcement of the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance. Nearly 600 cases of this
enforcement were documented. This proved a very useful method for the city to deal
with the high volume of renter occupied property and the sometimes troublesome tenants
who rent many of those properties. Citizens were aware of KMEG and the chronic
nuisance abatement ordinance, and were generally very supportive of the refocussed
MEG unit.

We found evidence that the change in focus was sustainable over time, and that it
was possible for the MEG to establish and maintain positive relationships with other
police jurisdictions. This evaluation closes with a discussion of best practices for other
jurisdictions considering a shift in the orientation of their MEG units. The need to
understand the dynamics of a local community rank at the top of any best practices list

for activities such as those engaged in by KMEG.



1. Description of KMEG

Multi-jurisdictional or metropolitan enforcement groups (MEGs) have enjoyed
broad acceptance across the nation. Indeed, nearly every state, including Illinois has

implemented task forces of some nature. Task forces include at least three general

elements:

e the acknowledged link between substance abuse, crime and the quality of life,
e the response of a multi-agency, multi-jurisdictional criminal justice model, and,

® a community-wide effort that enlists community-based involvement in crime
prevention.

The use of metropolitan enforcement groups reflects the understanding that crime
does not conform to narrowly defined geographic boundaries such as cities or counties,
and that effective law enforcement requires the integration and effective coordination of
law enforcement efforts that cross geographic boundaries. It is estimated that more than
800 such task forces have been formed across the country. These task forces focus on a
number of well-defined crime problems, most notably drug arrests (Schlegel and
McGarrell, 1991; Public Policy Research Centers, 1995). Successful enforcement groups
must be designed to respond tﬁ specific problems that reflect an understanding of the
context in which those problems occur (Eck, 1990) and maintain a flexibility to change as
the nature of problems changes. In addition, multi-agency interventions include a variety
of law enforcement tactics, and face the task of balancing the interests and abilities of
independent agencies.

Schlegel and McGarrell (1991) have conducted the most intensive evaluation of
multi-jurisdictional task force programs. Their study of arrest practices and
organizational relationships in a multi-county Indiana task force determined that the task

force affected the focus of law enforcement in two areas - it shifted attention away from



marijuana to cocaine, and away from drug possession to drug dealing. They found that
the task force was important in pursuing high level cases, especially those that involved
drug organizations. The organizational structure of the task force was effective in
enhancing communication among the agencies involved in the initiative, a key outcome
linked to successes in enforcement. They aftribute the success of the implementation to
congruence between the goals of the program and the interests of participating personnel.
This congruence was aided by regular communication among the patﬁlers. In addition,
an adequate level of funding was necessary for successful implementation. These lessons
are important for our understanding of the Kankakee Metropolitan Enforcement Group
(KMEG),  unit that serves the approximately 130,000 residents of Kankakee and
Troquois counties.

There were two significant changes that led to the change in the KMEG unit, 2
unit that had been active since the late 1970's (Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority, 1997). These two factors were enhanced relationships among law
enforcement agencies, and better bridges between the police and neighborhood residents.
At its formation, this unit engaged in traditibnal MEG activities, using long-term
surveillance and covert activities to build drug cases for prosecution in the Kankakee
metropolitan area. The typical focus was on long-term investigations that utilized covert
investigation techniques to bring high-level drug dealers to prosecution. However, the
MEG unit changed substantially in January 1998, adopting a proactive problem solving
approach, in part a consequence of folding in the problem oriented policing (POP) unit.
The hallmark of this new approach was a shift in emphasis toward street suppression and

rapid response to neighborhood complaints. As a consequence, more observable law



enforcement operations have become the primary activity of the unit. As a result of these
changes, KMEG has been involved in activities such as nuisance abatement, responding
to immediate neighborhood concerns over minor crimes, and reverse buy and bust
activities that focus on short-term nei ghborhood problems rather than long-term
undercover operations.

In late 1997, the chief of the Kankakee Police Department and sheriff met to
discuss the future of their commitment to the MEG. They determined that the structure
of the MEG no longer met the needs of the conﬁmunity for rapid response to
neighborhood problems. As the Kankakee Police Chief succinctly noted in a July 1998
interview, the citizen who calls about drug sales or disorder in front of their house wants
an immediate response from the police not a nine-month undercover operation that results
in a conviction never communicated to the complaining citizen. Citizens want these
things in part because the undercover investigation takes so long, as well as because
another drug dealer is ready to step up and replace the one that was arrested. As a
consequence of this commitment to responding to citizen concerns and engaging in direct
community problem solving, the KMEG Policy Board' voted to add three
tactical/problem-solving teams to KMEG, nearly doubling its size in early 1998. (The
document outlining the proposed realignment of KMEG is included as Appendix 1). This
change received strong political support in the city of Kankakee, whose police

department had the largest commitment of officers. Support was particularly strong from
the mayor of Kankakee. Initially, support from the Board of Aldermen was lukewarm,

but over time their support has increased dramatically. The policy board has been

! Policy Board members include the ISP district commander, the chiefs of the Kankakee, Grant Park, and
Bourbonnais police departments, the Kankakee sheriff, and the state’s attorney.



adamant that the POP unit (also known as the overt unit or tactical team) would not have
desks, as their commitment was t0 be on the street. This reflects the commitment to
having the unit on the street as much as possible and disassociating the unit from
traditional investigative activities and workstyles (especially responding to radio calls) as
much as possible.

The problem solving unit was complﬂimented by a Directed Case Unit, comprised
of three to four officers who were to engage in controlled drug buys iﬁ the way that the
MEG traditionally did. The KMEG unit was to have eighteen total officers. Seven or
eight of the officers were to come from the Kankakee Police Department, six from the
sheriff, two or three from the Tllinois State Police, one or two from Grant Park and one or
two from Bourbonnais. The City of Bradley joined the MEG in 1999. Functionally, the
overt unit was to maintain very close contact with the deputy chief of the Kankakee
Police Department and the chief of detectives for the Kankakee County Sheriff’s
Department. A sergeant from the Kankakee Police Department and anofher sergeant
from the Grant Park Police Department serve as the street sergeants responsible for the
daily operation of the unit. Each sergeant maintains daily personal contact with either the
Kankakee Police Department or the Sheriff's Department in an effort to respond to
problems reported by citizens and patrol officers. The sergeant then communicates to the
officers in the MEG the targets of activity for a specific evening, whether those targets
were individuals wanted on warrants, suspected of drug deals, under surveillance, or
whether they would focus on a specific address or location, or an activity such asa

county fair.



Funding for the KMEG intervention provides for a dedicated assistant state's
attorney for state level cases, and a city attorney is available for prosecuting city cases.
The city attorney is responsible for the prosecution of ordinance violations, particularly
those that occur in conjunction with the Chronic Nuisance and Nuisance Abatement
ordinance. The assistant state’s attorney has responsibility for all state cases (felony and
misdemeanor) that are made by KMEG officers.

KMEG is distinctive for a number of structural and operationz-il reasons. First, the
MEG Director is a member of the Kankakee Police Department, not the Illinois State
Police. Traditionally, an ISP officer is the MEG director, a practice that occurs in nearly
every other MEG in the state. Second, the detailed reporting system used by the Illinois
State Police has been replaced by the overt unit in favor of a simplified reporting process
that, in the eyes of the Kankakee police chief and the sheriff, allows officers to spend
more time on the street and less time completing paperwork. Itis the stated preference of
the Illinois State Police that usual paperwork procedures be followed. Perhaps as a
consequence of instituting a new reporting system, the Illinois State Police has declined
to name local officers assigned to KMEG as inspectors, as is traditionally done in other
MEGs around the state. The primary impact of this is that officers assigned to KMEG
who are not State Police are no longer indemnified through the ISP indemnification
procedures. To date, this has not been an issue in any cases or complaints.

Operationally, KMEG is quite distinctive from traditional MEGs. The former
Kankakee Chief identified four specific goals for KMEG: (1) to have an impact on drug
and crime through the use of traditional methods and civil sanctions, (2) to be responsive

to the needs of local law enforcement agencies, (3) to introduce and integrate innovative



strategies against gangs and drugs, and (4) to respond to the needs of communities who
contribute officers to the MEG, as identified by residents of those communities. The
overt unit within the MEG utilizes a number of characteristics and tactics that distinguish
it from traditional MEG activities. Itis flexible; available to redirect its attention from
ongoing activities to more :mmediate concerns identified by residents or local law
enforcement. All individuals within law enforcement that we interviewed as part of this
evaluation view this as a key to its operation. The MEG is available for deployment at
the "right" times (i.e., high crime) working from 5 p.m. till 2 a.m. A typical shift begins
with a brief squad meeting during which the sergeant relays the addresses of nuisance
calls, concerns about disorder in neighborhoods or at specific addresses, or drug dealing.
New information from patrol officers or citizen calls for service is provided to officers at
this time, and they are sent out to the streets. If specific addresses or problems are
lacking (something that doesn't happen very often), officers engage in aggressive
preventive patrol, including such tactics as street stops, warrant checks, and
neighborhood surveillance. In addition, the overt unit is equipped with four wheel
ATV’s that are quite effective in providing quick and flexible access to neighborhoods.
The use of nuisance abatement may prove to be an effective law enforcement
response in an area like Kankakee County, where street suppression alone has been less
effective than law enforcement and community residents desire. Rapid response to
community concerns was a primary goal of the reorganized KMEG unit. Many law
enforcement leaders told us that they were faced with demands from citizens to do
something about the problems in neighborhoods, problems that had deep roots and often

resulted in minor forms of crime as well as serious crime. Doing something, from the



standpoint of residents, did not include waiting for an undercover operation to conclude
in several months without feedback to the residents. Citizens wanted law enforcement
units that could respond quickly and resolve problems, and thereby gain their confidence.
Interestingly, local law enforcement faced this problem in a different way than did the
Illinois State Police, headquartered in Springfield. Police chiefs, sheriffs, and elected
officials face their constituencies daily. ISP commanders, are for the most part, insulated
from these day-to-day concerns, and as a consequence can focus on llong-term strategies.
This is a luxury not afforded local officials. One question to be resolved is the balance to
be struck between long—term- and short-term strategies. In the end, this may be a question
of values as much as it is of law enforcement outcomes, for departments have to
determine the appropriate balance between the short-term and long-term needs of their
communities. However, in communities faced with crime and disorder on the magnitude
of Kankakee, it may be that addressing short-term crime and disorder concerns is the
most appropriate strategy.

The realignment of KMEG created an interesting organizational structure.
KMEG integrates approaches already being used and supported by the Kankakee Police
Department and the Kankakee County Sheriff’s Department. City problem oriented
policing units and the county gang tactical unit have been integrated with the existing
MEG structure to form the new MEG. Cross-assignment of city officers to county
enforcement functions, and vice versa, were proposed to meet the need for cross-training
and co-enforcement, generating greater understanding of local problems, and integrating

law enforcement in the region. To date the co-training and co-enforcement have not been



high priorities of the MEG, but the integration of functions and attention across
jurisdiction have operated quite smoothly.

The role of the Illinois State Police, both in staffing and leading the covert unit,
adds an additional organizational layer to the complex law enforcement response crafted
in Kankakee County. The success of this reconfigured law enforcement response
depends, to a great extent, on the degree to which successful communication occurs
within the unit, between the unit and the community, between the unif and other law
enforcement officers in the region, and with command staff. The mechanisms for that
communication are in place, and by and large, seem to be working effectively.

2. Description of Kankakee County

Kankakee, Illinois is 2 medium-sized town of approximately 28,000 residents. It has
experienced many of the crime and Social problems that plague larger cities. Shifts in the
local economy led to the exit of several of the largest employers in the 1980’s. The exit
of steady, high-wage jobs had a number of negative economic consequences for the city,
including the creation of a large proportion of rental properties, increased poverty, a
declining tax base, and decreased city revenues to provide services and respond to these
problems. It would not be an exaggeration to conclude that in many respects the social
and economic problems faced in Kankakee are a microcosm of those faced by larger
cities such as Chicago and St. Louis.

One consequence of the demographic shift in the population was a dramatic
increase in the fraction of renter-occupied properties. The director of the Kankakee
Development Corporation estimated that, as of 1998, as much as two-thirds of the

residences in many Kankakee neighborhoods were renter occupied. As a consequence of



these changes, the city of Kankakee experienced dramatic increases in crime, particularly
violent crime. Homicide rates escalated to near 100 per 100,000 residents, and the
Kankakee homicide rate ranked among the highest in the state of Illinois. In addition, a
large backlog of unsolved homicide cases piled up, and many residents lost confidence in
the police department. The crime rate was of major concern as it encouraged population
movement away from the city and also spurred economic dis-investment in the city.

One consequence of this cycle of neglect and distrust was the. increasing backlog
of unsolved homicide cases. Between 1990 and 1995 77 homicides took place in the city
of Kankakee, 49 of them were unsolved. With a clearance rate of 35 percent, Kankakee
fell far short of national clearance levels for homicide. The great majority of these cases
involved African-American victims and suspects, and the majority involved drugs, gangs
and guns. This pattern occurred against an upward spiral of violence in Kankakee. By
the mid-1990's, the homicide rate in the city of Kankakee had risen to over 80 per
100,000. This compared to a national homicide rate of just over 8 per 100,000, and a rate
in Chicago m the range of 30 per 100,000. By any measure, homicide in Kankakee had
spiraled out of control, certainly well beyond the control of local law enforcement.

It is against this backdrop t}}at a new chief of police was named in the city of
Kankakee in July 1994. The new chief was selected from outside the department and the
area. The selection of an outsider as chief was si gnificant, as it indicated a desire on the
part of the mayor to change the direction of the department. The new chief served a full
career in the Illinois State Police (ISP), culminating in his term as director of the Bureau
of Investigation. In addition to being a reformer, he brought a strong community policing

and problem solving orientation to the job. One of his first acts was to secure funding for



the creation of a task force to try and solve the backlog of homicide cases. The Violent
Crime Task force was funded by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority
(Authority) through federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds in July 1995 to address the
problems of violent and drug crime in Kankakee. The funding of this task force was
significant for Kankake, as it represented a commitment of federal funds channeled
through a state agency to address the city's crime problems and garnered the attention of
the Authority for this and other problems.

The chief initiated a number of innovative programs in the city, including the
formation of a Problem Oriented Policing (POP) unit, enhanced training for problem
solving policing, a Citizen’s Police Academy, and Landlord Training. The Citizens
Police Academy has been at the forefront of enhanced relationships with neighborhoods
and the citizens of Kankakee, as it engaged them in crime prevention and law
enforcement support roles, and provided training and support for citizens interested
working toward safer neighborhood. The Violent Crime Task Force also provided an
opportunity to enhance the relationship between the Kankakee Police Department and a
number of important law enforcement institutions in the area, as well as to make a
symbolic statement to citizens about the importance of solving crimes.

The increase in crime in Kankakee in the early 1990's was quite dramatic.
Between 1992 and 1994, the city of Kankakee experienced a 100 percent increase in
homicides, going from 11 in 1992 to 22 in 1994. In addition, the rate of violent crime in
the city was one of the highest in the state, more than double the statewide rate, and
higher than many larger cities such as Bloomington, Peoria, Rockford and Springfield. It

exceeded that of Chicago by a factor of nearly two to one. Specifically, in 1994, the
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homicide rate in Kankakee was 80 per 100,00 while in Chicago it was 33 per 100,000.
The state of 1llinois recorded a homicide rate of 11 per 100,000 for that year, just above
the national rate. The increase in the homicide rate in Kankakee was also dramatic,
spiking from 30 per 100,000 in 1989 and 1990 to its 1994 peak of 80 per 100,000.

At the same time the rates increased, the police found themselves solving fewer
crimes. All of the murder in the city and county of Kankakee were cleared by arrest in
1990. However, by 1994 these fi gures declined dramatically and only 45 percent (10 out
of 22) murders were cleared in the city and 50 percent ( 13 out of 26) in the county were
cleared by arrest. Between 1988 and 1994 only 21 of the 77 homicides committed in the
city of were solved, a clearance rate of 35 percent. Clearance rate for other violent
crimes also declined in the early 1990's. For robberies, the 1990 clearance rate was 7
percent, a number that dipped to 2 percent by 1992. The clearance rates for criminal
sexual assault (from 54% to 30%) and aggravated assaults (32% to 22%) declined
between 1990 and 1992. These fi gures do not compare favorably to the statewide
average clearance rates for homicide (60%), robbery (23%), criminal sexual assault
(44%) and aggravated assault (60%). By any measure, the sudden spike in homicide rates
specifically, and violent crime generally in Kankakee taxed the criminal justice system
beyond its capacity to respond. The inability to clear offenses led to decreased
confidence in the police by residents, many of whom either moved or lost faith in the
ability of government to protect them.

Further complicating the picture of violent crime in Kankakee was the changing
nature of those offenses. Interview and media data indicate that much of the increase in

violent offenses was due to gang activity and drug trafficking -- some from Chicago --
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and that these cases were more complex to solve, requiring more detailed investigation
and prosecution strategies. Many of the offenses were closely linked to the local drug
market, and it appears that a notable fraction of violent crime in the early 1990's was
related to battles over drug territory. Thus addressing drug problems proactively was a
strategy that responded to both the shori-term causes of the local crime problem, as well
as providing a handle for addressing the underlying causes of the crime problem. These
changes in the nature of crime in Kankakee played a key role in reorgmizing the MEG to
focus more directly on street suppression.

These rapid and dramatic changes in levels of crime took place against the
backdrop of a local criminal justice system and community that was ill-prepared to cope
with these events. The criminal justice system in Kankakee reflected local values and
concerns and like many communities responded reactively when the influx of gangs, drug
sales and firearms came to town. The Kankakee police department has 69 sworn
personnel and 23 civilians; there is 1 deputy chief, 8 lieutenants, 10 sergeants, and 438
patrol officers. The department included a number of traditional divisions, including
patrol, juvenile, motor pool, stolen auto, a POP unit, and an evidence section. The mayor
appoints the chief, and the city of Kankakee has an elective system with a strong mayor
and a city council. Prosecution of felony and misdemeanor cases is the responsibility of
an elected state's attorney. The 1994 election brought a new state's attorney to office, and
this individual participated in many of the changes that took place in the local criminal

justice system, serving on the policy board for KMEG among other things.
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3. Research Methodology

We have implemented a research strategy that seeks to provide useful information
for both the local community as well as the Illinois Cri minal Justice Authority. It is our
intention to benchmark the MEG, that is to provide a description of its activities, structure
and outputs that will be useful for the local community, the Authority, and the state of
Illinois. This approach is premised on our five years of prior experience and knowledge
in Kankakee working with the MEG unit and the VCTF evaluation. In the past five-year,
members of the JRA research team have made more than 150 site visits to Kankakee.
Members of the JRA team met with representatives of the ICJIA in December, 1998 and
members of KMEG in January, 1999 to better under§tand their concerns and interests for
a further evaluation. It is against this backdrop that our evaluation proceeds.

The first research question proposes an alialysis of the covert unit and the
relationship between the covert unit and the overt unit. Understanding the relationship
between the covert and overt units is important to an understanding of the dynamics of
the MEG. Unless the two groups work in coordination with each other, especially
sharing information, discussing cases, or solving problems in neighborhoods, it is
unlikely that the MEG unit will achieve its ambitious goals. In this context we
interviewed and observed officers on both the overt and covert sides of the MEG.
Interviews were conducted with Policy Board members, such as the Kankakee Sheriﬂ‘,

local chiefs of police, and state police supervisors, as well as unit supervisors and
officers. In addition, we conducted dozens of observations, via ride-alongs, of the
operation of the overt side of the MEG. In this regard, we conducted an ambitious

research platform and saw the units in action on a large number of occasions. We are
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confident that we saw a broad range of activities within the MEG owing to the amount of
time spent on this task and to our positive relationships with members of the overt and
covert units.

The second research question in the evaluation called for examining relationships
between the KMEG unit, local police departments and the community, as well as
perceptions of officers who do not participate in KMEG. This was an ambitious
undertaking, as there are numerous "communities" and participating iaw enforcement
units. We were able to reach this goal, in part, because of our experience working with
many of these groups. Our methodology to address this question was to interview patrol
officers from the Kankakee Police Department who did not participate in KMEG. This
allowed us to assess the differences between participating officers and officers who do
not participate directly in KMEG. In addition, we observed KMEG Policy Board
meetings in February and August of 1999.

This research question also called for examining relationships between KMEG
and the community. We proposed to do this through a variety of mechanisms. The first
was to conduct interviews with key community leaders. We selected leaders (elected,
appointed, and neighborhood) from several of the participating communities. In addition,
we attended and observed a neighborhood meeting, and spoke with the mayor and
members of the county council.

The third research question focused on the analysis of nuisance abatement
activities, landlord participation and outcome of abatement cases. These issues were

examined primarily through the use of secondary data. In each nuisance abatement case,
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a record of the letter to the landlord and the resident is kept by KMEG. We also
examined the impact of the nuisance abatement process through landlord interviews,

The fourth research question concerned the sustainability of the KMEG unit in its
current form. We examined changes in KMEG staff, focus of operations, and budget.
This includes the participation of other municipalities in the area, level of commitment to
the unit, and dollars dedicated to KMEG, These tasks were accomplished through
interviews with some of the participating chiefs and the sheriff

It is important to document the enforcement activiti es of the MEG unit before and
after its reorganization. After all, the MEG was changed primarily to respond to crime
problems in Kankakee. It is important not to lose si ght of this key function of the MEG.
We look at this issue as well as the processing of cases through the criminal justice
System as the topic examined in the fifth research question. In the first part of this
analysis, we examine a number of important criminal justice response measures including
narcotics investigations opened, arrests, convictions, sentences, and guns seized by the
unit. We examine these issues over time, comparing the effectiveness of the MEG before
and after its reorganization. Monthly measures for each of these outcomes are examined.
For KMEG to achieve program goals, the state's attorney and local prosecutor must be
supportive of the approach taken by the task force. For this reason, we examined case
level data and the specific outcomes of KMEG cases. This was done by using the
monthly arrest logs from KMEG and following the processing and outcomes of those
cases through the criminal justice processes from arrest through disposition.

The sixth research question examined the perceived quality of KMEG cases by

the state’s attorney’s office and the city attorney. It is possible for the KMEG unit to
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sweep up a large number of iroublesome individuals whose cases are routinely rejected
for prosecution by either the city Ior the state. This would not be a desirable outcome for
such enforcement activities. As a consequence of this, we interviewed both the state's
attorney and city attorney responsible for KMEG cases to determine their perceptions of
the quality of such cases for prosecution. We have followed a similar procedure in our
prior evaluations, and it has provided useful insights. We asked questions regarding the
perceived legal merits of task force cases, including identifying their $trengths and
weaknesses and how those attributes may be related to the operation of the KMEG unit
itself.

MEG units across the country are changing, and Illinois is no exception. Indeed,
we believe that the Kankakee Metropolitan Enforcement Group is at the forefront of such
changes. In the conclusion to this report we present an analysis of those factors that
contributed to the success of the unit as well as obstacles for achieving its goals. FHere we
present a series of “best practices” that may serve as a guide for other jurisdictions to
consider for implementing change in the orientation or structure of their MEGs.

4. Findings

The findings from our study are organized around six key research questions. These
questions were developed in conjunction with the Tllinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority in the course of a preliminary assessment of the MEG unit in Kankakee, and a
subsequent meeting with personnel from the MEG and the Authority. The questions
assess both process and impact issues. In addition, the research questions measure the
broad involvement of citizens, community groups, public officials and the criminal

justice system overall.
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Relations between the overt and covert units.

The first research question presents an analysis of the covert unit and the
relationship between the covert unit and the overt unit. This research question was
assessed by observations of the two units in their office space, as well as interviews
conducted with command staff internal to and external to the KMEG unit. In addition,
this research question is addressed with data collected from ride—alongs.

Although the overt and covert units of the KMEG are housed in the same
building, the two units generally operate as separate agencies. In the entire time that the
research team conducted site visits, the overt and cover units operated together “in the
field” on only a few occasioné. Our observations and interviews convince us that these
joint operations were the exception rather than the rule. Despite this, the two groups
shared a great deal of information on a regular basis. The overt and covert units were
designed to perform two separate functions, and the type of work performed by the covert
unit almost dictated that the two units remained separate. Unlike the overt unit, whose
identity is known to most street criminals, the covert unit was successful to the degree
that it was able to remain anonymous to offenders and the community. During our
frequent ride-alongs with the overt unit, shouts of “police” or "5-0” would be heard
frequently during street patrol. The unmarked, black, police vehicles used by the overt
KMEG unit soon became as recognizable to the street criminals as marked patrol cars.
Because of its aggressive approach and direct personal contact with suspects, individuals
soon learned that the black police cars were on the streets looking specifically for drug
gctivity, while the marked police cars were handling all of the other police calls.

Therefore, the black police cars became more threateni ng to the drug dealing business,
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especially as that business was visible, than the marked police cars. Many of the
individuals involved in street drug sales and other open forms of criminality were also
very familiar with the names and identity of the overt KMEG officers, due to the
frequency of contact with the officers and their visibility.

We did not have the same level or nature of contact with officers in the covert
squad as we did with officers in the overt squad. Most of the contact with the covert
officers on the part of the research team occurred inside the KMEG oﬁ'xce. When the
covert officers were on the street, they went to great lengths to conceal their identity.
Overt KMEG officer meetings with criminals and informants were never held inside the
KMEG office, since there was a possibility that a covert officer could be inside. The
actual KMEG office is also unmarked on the outside, so that officers working on the
inside can enter and exit less visibly. Covert officers did not take home the unmarked,
black police cars like the overt officers, and they also used their personal cars when they
were involved with an overt case on the street so as to better protect their identity. These
differing functions did not prevent ‘information sharing, the development of jo{nt
expertise, or camaraderie between the units.

As we noted above, even though there was not a great deal of interaction between
the two units on specific cases, the covert and overt units did share a great deal of
information. At roll call each evening, the overt unit was kept apprised of the current
cases being investigated by the covert unit, and the covert unit would receive information .
about the overt unit activities when they arrived to work each morning. Part of the lack
of interaction between the two units was due t0 the different work schedules. The nature

of the assignments for the overt unit dictated that they work when most of the street crime
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was occurring; between 4:30 p.m. and 2 a.m. The covert unit, however, performed most
of its work during normal business hours. It was generally the case that when the overt
unit arrived for their work shift, most of the covert officers would already be gone for the
day. The overt unit even used the desks of the covert officers to write their reports and
perform their nightly paperwork.

Although it was our original intent to perform several ride-alongs with the covert
unit, this did not occur during our evaluation. Part of this was due to the fact that
members of the research team soon became too recognizable to the leading street
criminals from the ride-along activity with the overt unit. Thus, conducting such ride
alongs would have compromised the identity of covert unit officers. Second, the covert
work activity was also not as predictable as the overt work activity, and therefore,
scheduling ride-alongs with the covert unit was more difficult. As such, patrolling was
not as crucial an element of the work of this unit as it was for the overt unit. qu
example, the overt unit had the ability to schedule the days that they were going to
perform their search warrants and special prostitution raids. Ride-alongs were scheduled
sO as to maximize the observations of these events. However, there was another
advantage to the overt schedule. If, for some reason, one of the scheduled search
warrants was cancelled, the overt unit could quickly convert their evening into street
patrol. This provided the researcher with adequate field observations. The same was not
true for the covert unit. If a scheduled activity for the covert unit was cancelled at the last
minute, the rest of the day could easily be spent in the KMEG office, following-up on
leads and gathering information. Therefore, the researcher would not have as many

activities to observe. This methodological point illustrates important differences in
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function and focus between the two units. The short-term focus of the overt street
suppression unit stands in direct contrast to the long-term orientation of the covert unit.
The different schedules of the overt and covert unit became a point of concern for
the overt unit supervisors on a few occasions. We became aware of instances in which
the overt unit became aware of or took into custody an individual involved in drug sales
that was willing to "roll over" or "flip" on someone else higher up the chain. However,
the absence of a covert officer prevented doing this on a more immeciiate basis, and an
opportunity may have been lost. It may be worth considering the use of a covert officer
who is “on-call” when the overt unit is on the street. Through speaking with the
supervisors of the overt, street-suppression unit, we learned that one of their goals was to
get the major drug dealers off the streets. Although the overt KMEG unit had been
redesigned to act quickly upon the street criminals, the overall goal of prosecuting the
major dealers remained. Supervisors of the overt unit told us that the best way of
accomplishing this goal was to have a street criminal quickly “roll over” on one of their
friends. However, the overt unit needed a covert officer to accomplish this goal, and this
could only occur if a covert officer was available. An example may clarify this point. If
the overt unit arrested an individual for drug possession that individual would routinely
be asked from whom he obtained the drugs, and if he was willing to help incarcerate the
supplying individual for some consideration in his own drug charge. If the arrested
individual was willing to cooperate, the help of a covert officer was required. The covert -
officer would brief the arrested individual regarding the rules and regulations of his
cooperation. The covert officer would also determine if the named supplier was worth

the reduction of charges received by the arrested individual (If the named supplier was
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not a major dealer, the deal would not take place). The covert unit also has access to a
larger amount of “buy money” (This is required for these cases, so the arrested individual
can purchase a larger amount of drugs).

These interactions could take place the day after the individual was arrested, but
for several reasons, the quicker the covert KMEG involvement, the better. First, word on
the street travels fast, and once an individual is seen inside the county jail, the person he
is trying to “roll over” on is going to be less likely to deal with him. However, if a deal
can be reached within an hour of the original arrest, the selling individual is going to be
much less suspicious. Second, the overt supervisors stated that it has been their
experience that individuals are more likely to perform this activity ri ght after arrest, not
after they have spent the night in jail with some time to think things over. Therefore, it
works to the advantage of the overt supervisors to get the covert unit involved before the
arrested individual changes his mind. This is all dependent upon the availability of a
covert officer, however. Because most of these situations arise after the work schedule of
the covert KMEG unit, it would be helpful for the overt unit if a covert officer was
available to perform such functions.

Relationships between KMEG, Police, and the Community

The second research question also examines the relationship between the
KMEG unit, local police departments, and perceptions of police officers who do
not participate in KMEG, as well as perceptions of the community. The first part
of our findings examines the officer perceptions. We are trying to understand two
things through these interviews: 1) What is the nature of interaction between city

patrol officers and KMEG? 2) How do city patrol officers perceive KMEG?
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We conducted interviews during ride-alongs with 22 officers in the Kankakee
Police department during spring of 2000. These interviews were used to assess the
perceptions of the MEG unit by officers who did not serve in the MEG itself. The
decision was made to conduct these interviews with officers in the Kankakee Police
Department owing to the concentration of officers from Kankakee in the MEG unit and
the concern that fewer officers from other departments were participating in the MEG
and that they therefore were not familiar with the MEG. |

Each officer was interviewed separately, and asked about their knowledge and
opinion of the KMEG unit. Inall, 22 officers were interviewed from the second and
third shifts. These two shifts were chosen for interviews because their work schedules
coincided, at least partially, with the schedule of the KMEG officers. Because first shift
officers have little or no contact with the KMEG officers, we chose to concentrate on
officers from the other two shifts. The interviews were conducted to follow a
questionnaire specifically developed for this purpose. The questionnaire is included at
the conclusion of this report.

The first issue we assessed was how often officers interacted with KMEG during
regular patrol. Answers to this question varied from officer to officer, and were based on
the area of the city that the officer was usually assigned. Some officers stated that they
rarely interacted with the unit, while officers assigned to the north side of the city stated
that they interacted with the unit 5-7 times an evening. Interaction was defined as any
event in which a city police officer had contact with a KMEG officer. This included
information sharing, as well as back up on the street. Most city police officers have some

sort of interaction with the KMEG unit two or three times an evening that involve routine
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information sharing and backup. Other interactions included information sharing,
providing assistance on emergency calls and “hot calls” (calls that require immediate
back up), assisting in crowd control, transportation of arrested individuals, and one
officer mentioned assistance with a prostitution sting.

We next asked who initiated the interaction between the units. Most officers stated
that it depends upon the situation, but mostly, the interaction is done through the
monitoring of radio traffic. In roughly half the times the interaction was initiated by
KMEG, and in the other half a city patrol officer initiated it. However, if city police
officers have an arrest in which drugs are involved, they will call the KMEG unit and
advise them. A few of the officers stated that they had very little knowledge about the
activities of the KMEG unit, and they just seemed to “show up” from time to time. The
city dispatcher calls the KMEG officers whenever they are needed for crowd control, and
the KMEG officers automatical ly respond to all of the hot calls. Most of the interaction
was described as informal, and performed through the monitoring of radio traffic. One
officer stated that KMEG was more likely to ask for his assistance than the other way
around, but several of the officers noted the fact that the KMEG unit operates on a
different radio channel.

Because providing backup was a key interaction, we asked specifically about this
issue. Most of the city officers perceived backup as a courtesy that is provided on an
informal basis, therefore, it was difficult for the officers to categorize the amount of
backup provided. However, most of the city officers believed that they were more likely
to provide back up for the KMEG unit than the reverse. The majority of officers stated

that backup was not part of their daily responsibilities. A sergeant stated that many
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times, he checks with the KMEG supervisor at the beginning of his shift to inquire about
manpower shortages. Therefore, if he knows that the KMEG unit is short 2 member, he
will inform his officers to back them up on traffic stops.

The fifth issue we examined was whether or not KMEG was viewed as a desirable
assignment. While most officers answered that they would welcome an assignment to
KMEG, there were some who indicated that they would not like such an assignment.
Officers who viewed the KMEG assignment as desirable thought so Because of the type
of work that the officers perform. Other advantages included an increased level and
availability of training, the freedom of not wearing a uniform, the ability to conduct
search warrants and seizures, and more autonomy. Just under half of the officers,
however, did not have such a positive outlook on the unit. These officers did not like the
hours of work and believed that the KMEG unit was difficult to getinto. Some of these
officers viewed KMEG as an exclusive group that operates according to its own rules.
Other positive atiributes included a take home car, the style of uniform, the excitement
level, the type of police work, and the experience gained by working in an aggressive
unit. Several of the officers stated that the KMEG unit was more “real police work”, but
they were also frustrated by the difficulty in being selected for the unit.

| Few officers were able to describe a conflict between their work and that of the
KMEG unit. There were minor disputes over such matters as the responsibility for
completing a report, or the perception that KMEG officers were reluctant to work normal «
patrol when the city police department is short-handed. Other conflicts included a lack of

communication between the two units, and the fact that many of the KMEG officers did
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not broadcast their radio traffic on the city channel. A few city officers stated that there is
jealousy between the two units that stem from the special nature of the MEG assignment.
Overall, the relationship between the two units (patrol and KMEG) was described
as good or excellent. In general, the KMEG unit is perceived in a positive light, and city
officers noted the fact that the KMEG unit has helped to reduce the drug problem in the
city. Other officers stated that their perception of the KMEG unit ha_s improved since the
new police chief assumed office. Most of the officers, though, see the KMEG unit as a
separate entity from the regular city police. They saw each unit working toward a
different goal, performing a different type of police work. One officer described the
KMEG officers as more aggressive and noted that they perform many activities, like
surveillance, that patrol does not have the time or the freedom to perform. Many officers
stated that there should be more information sharing between the two units. Most of the
patrol officers qualified this statement by stating that they would just like a “heads-up”
when the KMEG unit is performing an operation in their area of the city. Many times
they have been unaware of a situation that is going down in their patrol area. Other
officers suggested a monthly meeting between the two units to promote information
sharing. But overall, the most repeated suggestion regarding the improvement of the
KMEG unit was more movement into and out of the unit. Most of the officers felt that a
two-year rotation schedule would help both the city patrol officers gain valuable
experience, and help the KMEG officers from getting into a rut. Another common
suggestion for the improvement of the KMEG unit was an increase in the level of radio

communication between the two units, and in general better information sharing.
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Overall, the city patrol officers viewed the KMEG unit as a separate entity. This
s because the unit is very difficult to get into, as well as the type of work that the KMEG
unit performs. Several of the city officers stated that the KMEG guys do their thing and
we do our thing, and that is how the city is run. Most of the officers stated that the
KMEG unit was very aggressive, and effective in combating the drug problem. A few
offi;:crs stated that they were able to do their job better because the KMEG unit has
helped get the kids off every street comner. The KMEG unit also dembnstrates to
residents that the police are doing something to fight the drug nuisance. Several officers
observed that the KMEG unit is a necessity for the city patrol because they perform
consistent, decent work with positive results. One officer also stated that the KMEG unit
is a blessing, because it basically provides the city of Kankakee with another police force
for limited resource investment.

Another matter in the assessment of the relations between the MEG, the
department and the community is the Policy Board. As noted above, we attended Policy
Board meetings on two occasions. The majority of the time in the meetings was devoted
io routine bureaucratic matters relating to assets and money. However, the August, 1999
meeting is noteworthy, because it was at that meeting that the municipality of Bradley
was granted permission to enter the MEG. For years, Bradley had not participated in the
MEG, but recent political and social changes led the city to petition to enter the MEG.
This was an important addition to the MEG as Bradley was the largest jurisdiction in
District 21 not participating in the MEG. Bradley is now a participating partner in the

MEG.
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The second aspect of this research question examines the perceptions of the
community regarding KMEG activities. During the months of July and August 1999 14
key community leaders were interviewed in conjunction with the KMEG evaluation. In
April of 2000, five additional individuals were interviewed. These individuals include
the city attorney, director of code enforcement, a Kankakee County probation supervisor,
the sheriff of Kankakee County, the mayor of Kankakee, the supedntendent of Kankakee
public schools, a member of the city council, a reporter and editor from the Kankakee
Daily Journal, the chair, vice chair, two current and one former member of the Kankakee
County Board, a state's attorney who prosecutes drug cases, a former mayor, and two of
Kankakee's largest landlords including the president of the Kankakee Landlord's
Association. | This report is based on their responses to a questionnaire designed to
measure perceptions of crime, gangs, drugs, and the impact of KMEG activities,
including the Nuisance Abatement Ordinance.

The results of the intenriews are enumerated below by noting the response
patterns to each question and the average (mean) score for each response. It is important
to reiterate that this is by no means a random or representative sample of Kankakee
residents. Quite the opposite, this is a purposive sample, selected specifically because of
its special knowledge about social conditions in Kankakee and the ability of these
individuals to have an impact on public policy in the area. In each case, the individuals

we interviewed were in positions as attitude leaders in the community, able to influence

the perceptions and positions of others in the community.

The majority of respondents (8) characterized the crime problem in Kankakee at

this time as moderate, while six viewed it as somewhat serious or serious. This
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underscores the magnitude of the problem of crime for community residents. In spite of
these views regarding the serious nature of crime in Kankakee, 13 of the 14 persons we
interviewed said that crime had declined in Kankakee during the past few years. Six of
those 13 said that crime had declined significantly. So while crime is still viewed as a
serious problem, the perception amohg this group of community leaders is that things are
getting better in this regard. Consistent with the view that crime is declining in
Kankakee, our respondents indicated that the gang and drug problems were declining as
well. Very few members of this group of key leaders saw the gang or drug problems as
increasing. It appears that perceptions of the overall crime problem are linked to views
regarding the magnitude of the drug and gang problem. And of course, this makes sense
as drug and gang crime are among the most visible forms of crime experienced by the
community.

The next section of our interview guide moved to questions regarding the KMEG
unit and the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance. Importantly, all 14 respondents
indicated that they were familiar with the KMEG unit. This is important, as one of the
keys to success for this unit is visibility and broad public awareness of its mission. Itis
clear from these responses that the unit has attained visibility among leaders of the
community. This is an important process measure for the evaluation, as KMEG can not
hope to be successful unless it achieves a reasonable degree of public visibility. But
visibility is not enough. Leaders need to perceive that the unit is effective and has a
strong, positive impact in order for the unit to garner the broad base of support that will
be needed to generate sufficient support for current and future operation. It appears that

on this measure as well, KMEG has achieved an important goal. Nine respondents
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indicated that the impact of the KMEG unit was " Very Good", while the remainder, four,
said that it was "Good". Significantly, none of the key leaders expressed less than
positive assessments of the impact of KMEG. This is an important result given the
breadth of backgrounds of the individuals we interviewed. Several community leaders
specifically pointed to the ability of the unit to address street drug sales directly, an issue
seen as the most direct underlying cause of the community's cﬁ me problems.

Our attention next shifted to the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance in
Kankakee. This ordinance has attained a position of considerable prominence in the
community, and is seen by law enforcement leaders and elected officials as a linchpin in
the effort to combat crime and disorder. Like KMEG, it is important for this ordinance to
enjoy both widespread awareness and support in the community. These are two key
process measures in our assessment of the implementation and impact of the ordinance.
In addition, in order for KMEG to have prospects for replication in other communities, it
is imperative that it gains acceptance among community leaders. Absent such
acceptance, it is difficult to imagine that the ordinance and its enforcement could be
replicated in other communities.

There is evidence that the ordinance passes the recognition and impact tests.
Thirteen of the fourteen respondents told us that they were familiar with the Chronic
Nuisance Abatement Ordinance. This level of familiarity was variable, however, as ten
of the fourteen said that they were "Very Familiar" and three indicated that they were
only "Somewhat Familiar" with the operation of the ordinance. Of'the ten community
leaders who were able to offer an opinion on the effectiveness of the ordinance, five rated

it as very good and four rated it as good. One other individual assessed the effectiveness
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of the ordinance as only fair. These results indicate strong support among community
leaders for the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance. Community leaders are aware
of the ordinance and think that it has been effective in dealing with crime and disorder in
Kankakee.

Our evaluation now turns to assessing the job that various organizations and
groups have done in the effort to deal with the problems of crime, gangs, and drugs in
Kankakee. We asked respondents to give a grade, from A to F to niné different
organizations, including law enforcement, prosecution, the judiciary, probation, sch:l)ols,
social services, citizen's groups and the cleréy. It is interesting that law enforcement
received the highest grade, on average, 1.7 ona five point scale with one being a grade of
A" and 5 being a grade of "F". Citizens groups received the next highest grade
following closely behind law enforcement. The remainder of the seven groups received
roughly comparable "grades” ranging from a solid "B" for prosecution to grades of "C"
for the clergy and parole. Overall, these assessments are favorable, but suggest that
among institutional and agency res;laonses, the police are perceived as doing the best job.
This is important because the police are the most visible of these groups and their role in
crime control is better understood than for many of the other groups. Criminal justice
actors in probation, for example, are seen by the public less often, and this may color the
public perception of such agencies. The results also mean that there is a need to enhance
the role and perception of other groups in responding to crime in Kankakee.

We closed our questionnaire with a question regarding the views of our key

leaders regarding respect for law enforcement in Kankakee. Eleven of the thirteen
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respondents who answered this question indicated that respect for law enforcement had
increased over the past few years. Five of them said that it had increased significantly.

In sum, these results show strong support for the job that law enforcement is
doing in Kankakee. Key community leaders believe that the objective conditions of
crime, gangs and drugs are shrinking as problems in the community. In addition, there is
awareness of and support for the KMEG unit among members of thi_s group. KMEG is
also seen as a very effective response to crime. Similarly, this group of community
leaders is aware of the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance, and believes it to be an
effective community tool in fighting community crime and disorder. Among the groups
involved in the effort to combat crime in the community, law enforcement and citizen
groups received the most positive assessments. Most importantly for understanding the
impact of KMEG, the program appears to enjoy community support and understanding,
two keys to success.

Assessing the Impact of the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance

The third research question assesses activities enforcing the chronic
nuisance abatement ordinance. We have included the ordinance creating the
Chronic Nuisance Abatement as well as the operational overview of the ordinance
and abatement law as Appendix 2. In this regard, we examine actions of KMEG
specifically, and the police departments more generally in pursuing relief for
residents through the chronic nuisance abatement ordinance. Because the city of
Kankakee was the most aggressive of the jurisdictions, accounting for more than
90 percent of such enforcement, theirs is the only department we examine

separately. The data for this analysis came from the files of the lieutenant in
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charge of maintaining the files and, when required, making home visits to the
landlords and tenants. The data presented in this section of the evaluation report
are based on 697 nuisance abatement actions from late 1996 through December
31, 1999. A complete description of the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Process is
included as Appendix 3.

In Figure 1, we present the number of nuisance abatement actions by year.
The figure shows a dramatic increase from the initial year of the ordinance,
initiated late in 1996 to 1999. This trend clearly reveals an implementation
process not uncommon to the introduction of many new ordinances as the police
learn more about the characteristics and requirements of the ordinance. The
number of chronic nuisance abatement ordinance cases initiated in 1998 and 1999
(266 and 279) respectively reflect a stable pattern of implementation of the
ordinance.

Figure 2 displays the nature of the response to the nuisance action by the
police. Once the police have initiated a nuisance case, it is responded to
administratively by the police department, city attorney, or assistant state's
attorney, depending on the nature of the activity. Four different kinds of letters
can be initiated by the opening of a complaint. Itis important to note that the
letters and responses to letters are not mutually exclusive. Thus it is possible fora
landlord to receive a letter and a visit from the police. There were 157 drug
letters, letters that are sent to landlords to notify them that an arrest has been made
on their property of someone charged in a drug crime. The purpose of this letter

is to notify landlords of ongoing drug activity on their property and spur them to
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take action to abate that activity. Seventy-five nuisance letters were sent to .
landlords, indicating circumstances in which a nuisance was found on the
property. The largest category of letters were "heads up" letters, letters sent to
inform landlords of the arrest of a tenant, even if that arrest did not take place on
the property being rented by the tenant. These letters allow landlords to receive
advance notice about problems that may be in the offing by their tenants, and take
steps to abate a potential nuisance. Nineteen prostitution letters were- sent to
landlords, indicating that an individual had been arrested for prostitution who
listed that landlord's property as their residential address,

Ninety-six of the 697 cases (14%) resulted in a meeting with the police.
This option was used relatively infrequently, however it was the most frequently
used option after a letter. The police described these as informal meetings that
occurred in response to a letter of one of the four types sent to a landlord.
Typically, the meeting involved the chief and deputy chief of police and the
landlord. The meeting was largely explanatory, and the police described what the
options were for a landlord, and the likely consequences of non-compliance. It is
ameasure of the success of such meetings that so few cases went to city court (2)
or were tried by the state's attorney (5). In 44 cases, a lieutenant paid a visit to the
landlord. This typically occurred following a meeting with the police that did not
result in satisfactory resolution of the nuisance identified in the letter. The visit
from the lieutenant was intended to follow-up the meeting with the police, and
insure satisfactory compliance on the part of the landlord. The lieutenant

responsible for these visits was a garrulous veteran of the department, whose
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verbal skills and reputation in the department made such visits undesirable for
most landlords.

We move to Figure 3, where compliance with the requirements of a
specific response are presented. For the purposes of this evaluation, compliance
is satisfactory resolution of the case from the police perspective, resulting in the
abatement of the ﬁui sance. In most cases, this meant that the tenant was removed
from the property. Not surprisingly, the least demanding responses (letters of any
sort) received the lowest Jevels of compliance. But it is still worth noting that
even the heads-up letter generated compliance with the requirements of the letter
in 24 percent of cases, while prostitution letters were complied with 26 percent of
the time. Nuisance (33%) an;l drug letters (41%) received slightly higher levels
of compliance from landlords, perhaps owing 1o the more serious and direct
misconduct implied in those letters. In each of those letters, the alleged
misconduct occurred on the property owned by the landlord, so it seems natural
that 1andlords would take a stronger interest. It is important not to dismiss the
results of this analysis, as a letter was able to generate compliance on the part of
landlords ina substantial fraction of cases. This may be due in part to the .
publicity generated about the chronic nuisance abatement ordinance, or perhaps
due to the landlord training that was put on in the city. Regardless of the source,
it is important to note that a relatively low expenditure of personnel (generating a
letter) produced the desired results in a large number of cases.

Not surprisingly, those interventions with more "teeth” in them that

involve contact with an official of the criminal justice system generate higher

34



levels of compliance. A meeting with the police chief and deputy chief produced
compliance with the directives of the letter in nearly 95 percent of cases, while a
visit from the lieutenant results in compliance in eighty-six percent of cases,
These are remarkable figures for several reasons, First, they involve a low level
of response from the police. That is, the amount of time invested by the police
produces a desirable outcome. Second, the process does not formally invoke the
law, relying on informal sanctions and pressure to generate the desirable outcome,
Equally important, the meeting presents an opportunity for the police to do some
education, training, and conversion of landlords to a new perspective on tenant
management, responsibility to the city, and their relationship with the police. The
city attorney and state's attorney also had extremely high levels of compliance
(measured by favorable court outcomes), though very few cases ended up either
in city or state court. These results suggest that the chronic nuisance abatement
process is both an efficient and effective vehicle for encouraging landlords to
engage in crime control.

We now examine the distribution of violations by using a variety of
techniques. First, in Figure 4, we examine the number of violations per landlord.
The modal category is one violation per landlord; sixty-one percent of landlords
had just a single violation. It is interesting to observe in this graph that just over
fifteen percent of landlords had seven or more violations. We do not have data on
the number of properties each landlord owns, and of Course, such data would be
necessary to determine whether the number of violations is proportional to the

number of properties owned. There is a single landlord in Kankakee who owns a
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very large number of rental properties, and it would not be surprising to find him
the recipient of a large number of violations, owing to the number of properties
owned. The fact that the majority of landlords received only a single violation
notice suggests that on its face, the letter seems to be effective in helping them to
become more effective property managers, at least from the perspective of the
KMEG unit.

The second issue regarding the distribution of violations is dépicted in
Figure 5. Here we map the addresses of landlords who have been the subject of
puisance complaints. The majority of 1andlords live in Kankakee and are
clustered in and around the centet of the city. Indeed of the 574 landlords who
were subject to letters of complaint, 78 percent lived in Kankakee County, 19
percent lived in Tllinois outside of Kankakee County, and the balance lived out of
state. This dispels a myth common to most nuisance abatement, that out of town
jandlords who have a low level of investment in the community are responsible
for the majority of problems. At least in Kankakee, the landlords who are subject
to complaints live in the city where their properties are located. This should be
good news for the city as it tries to work more closely in landlord training efforts
and to improve the quality of properties in the city. A closer look at the issue of
in or out of town landlords was examined by noting the locations of the eleven
landlords (including the Kankakee Housing Authority) who accounted for the
most (106) nuisance cases. These eleven landlords represent only two percent of
all 1andlords, but accounted for 15 percent of all violations. Because the majority

of landlords have only a single violation letter (reflecting the state of landlord
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property management in Kankakee) focussing efforts on those landlords with
multiple violations (and most certainly multiple properties) is likely to pay the
greatest dividends. Ten of those eleven landlords lived in or have an office in the
city of Kankakee. In addition, only two of those eleven landlords were on record
as having attended landlord training at the time of the most recent complaint.
This points to a possible intervention avenue, mandating attendance at landlord
training upon receipt of multiple nuisance letters. Again, this picture of landlords
depicts the problem as local, and as a consequence, more amenable to
intervention.

We next present a series of maps that depict the locations of nuisance
properties in the city. Figure 6 presents the addresses of residences for nuisance
complaints from 1996-1999. 1t is easy to see that there are several distinct
clusters of complaints. Owing to this, we break the letters down by type of letter
in Figures 7 (drug), 8 (nuisance), 9 (heads up), and 10 (prostitution). The number
of addresses for nuisance and prostitution are too few to effectively depict
problem areas, but the drug and heads up letters provide clear indications of
trouble spot locations for nuisance abatement. There appears to be overlap
between these two figures (7 and 9), and several common areas of trouble can be
identified. These "hot spots" may reflect a high concentration of problem
properties and tenants, or an aggressive citizenry, anxious to mobilize the police
to address their concerns. Thus it would be a mistake to conclude that every
neighborhood with multiple markers is a problem area. The areas just south of

Court Street west of downtown as well as neighborhoods on either side of Court
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Street just east of downtown have generated a large concentration of both the
heads up and drugs letters. Figure 11 uses the STAC program generated by the
Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority to determine the overlap, if any, of
the four clusters of nuisance abatement letters. There is nearly perfect
correspondence between the four central ellipses drawn by the STAC program.
This indicates that the problems are probably not distinct, but rather reflect other
u‘nderlying issues, and direct police attention, as well as other interveﬁtions
toward a specific geographic area. Such a map suggests that highly geo-targeted
interventions of both enforcement and community investment may pay dividends
in these locations. Finally, Figure 12 shows a close up of the densest
concentration of calls within the overlapping ellipses. Again, this map suggests
the need for targeted interventions by the police, city and community groups in
neighborhoods with the highest levels of complaints.

Changes in KMEG Over Time

The fourth research question examines changes in KMEG staff, focus of
operations, and budget that occurred during the course of the program. We determine
this through ride-alongs, observations, interviews with KMEG staff and officers,
interviews with members of the Policy Board, and reviews of documents. This was done
with an eye toward the sustainability of the MEG.

The most notable change that has affected the KMEG unit has been the change in
police chiefs in the city of Kankakee. The research team believed that since the idea for
the change in the focus of the MEG had occurred under a prior chief; it would be

important to observe the change in support or direction (if any) following changes in
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chief. It is worth noting that five months into the term of a new chief; the level of support
in the Kankakee Police Department remains strong, and there are new initiatives being
contemplated for an expanded role for the MEG. There are no indications from
interviews or observations that the MEG will undergo changes in its role, mission, level
of staffing, or the commitment to its future under a new chief. This is an important
observation for a number of reasons. First, many programs become strongly identified
with the individual in charge of a police department at the time the program is instituted.
As a consequence of this process, many new chiefs feel the need to implement their
"own" programs, regardless of the success of prior efforts. It appears that the Kankakee
Police department is strongly committed to supporting the MEG in its current form. A
second reason why this is a notable developmet is that the former chief was an outsider
and the current chief is an "insider", a native Kankakeean promoted from within the
ranks. Chiefs selected from the outside often are reformers, who attempt to institute new
ideas and programs. When such chiefs leave, many departments revert back to their old
form. It appears that at least with regard to the MEG, this will not be the case in
Kankakee.

The KMEG overt unit has recently undergone some notable changes right after
the first of the year in 2000. AsofJ anuary 16, 2000 the main overt unit street
suppression supervisor was promoted to lieutenant. This promotion meant that the new
lieutenant was moved out of the MEG unit and named as the new third shift patrol
commander. One of the patrol officers in KMEG was promoted to sergeant, and stayed
in the unit, but not as a supervisor. Rather a sergeant from outside KMEG was brought in

to the unit to serve as street supervisor, bringing more experience to that position.
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Although these personnel changes, including that of the new chief, took place
right after the start of the new year, it appears that the focus of the KMEG unit has
remained the same since its inception. Street drug suppression remains the main focus of
the overt unit, and the unit appears to maintain its aggressive posture. By speaking with
the supervisors of the overt unit, the research team has learned that the arrest numbers for
the KMEG unit continue to rise during the new year, and there appears to be little shift in
the priorities for offenses. Even though the newly promoted lieutenaﬁt was the unofficial
leader of the overt KMEG unit, there was enough shared responsibility and on the job
training for his replacement to make the transition period go smoothly. Indeed, our
interviews with the new chief in January and April, 2000 indicate his strong support for
the MEG concept and its current operational status. He described his commitment to
keeping the MEG as unwavering and planned to remain personally involved in its
operation. Those opposed to the reoriented KMEG concept may have viewed the change
in chiefs as an opportunity to seek fundamental changes in the MEG. It would appear
that such efforts would be futile.

It is still too early to determine if there are any major differences in the operation
of the KMEG unit, but several hypotheses could be proposed. First, based on the
previous arrest numbers, it does not appear that KMEG will run out of work in the near
future. As with any major metropolitan area, the largest crime problem in the city of
Kankakee appears to be drugs and drug-related crimes. This would portend a very busy
future for KMEG. The 2000 arrest numbers for KMEG to date support this view.

Second, the relationship between city police officers and KMEG officers

continues to grow. This is due to two major factors. The insertion of a new chief has
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served to remove any "stigma" attached to the MEG unit that it was the private province
of the former chief, and any residual dislike of the former chief that was associated with
the MEG appears to have declined. The new chief was describeci as "pro police" and a
supporter of the rank and file, and this should serve to strengthen the links between the
MEG and patrol. There is a second factor that will strengthen the relationship between
the MEG and the city patrol force. The lieutenant who now commands the patrol shift
that has the most interactions with the KMEG unit formerly served in KMEG. This
lieutenant appears to be well liked by patrol officers, and should help to strengthen the
relationship between patrol and MEG officers. The relationship between these two units
is vital to the success of the pélice‘, the crime problem in the city is big enough that it
demands a well-coordinated effort within the department. Finally, citizens in the
community are aware of the KMEG unit and its presence in the community. The strong
level of community support voiced for KMEG will help to strengthen its role in the
community.

There are two additional measures of the sustainability of the MEG that were not
planned in the initial evaluation design. Because of internet technology, we were able to
follow much of the local Kankakee scene by examining The Daily Journal, Kankakee's
daily newspaper. We were immediately struck by the extent that the paper covered the
activities of the MEG. Scarcely a week went by in which we didn't observe a story about
the activities of KMEG in making arrests and pushing cases forward for prosecution.
Many of the cases received front page coverage, and most involved the arrest of suspects
on drug selling charges and the confiscation of large amounts of narcotics. For example,

a July 13, 1999 story noted the arrest of "19 Crack Pushers” in 2 KMEG operation,
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including pictures of three of the street suppression officers. And a January 6, 1999 story
documented the decline in Kankakee crime rates to a 15-year low, given much of the
credit to "dramatic increases in arrests” by KMEG. These stories were a primary way of
attaining community visibility, and many of the community leaders with whom we spoke
indicated that their familiarity with KMEG stemmed from positive media coverage. A
second positive issue for sustainability is the recognition that officers in the MEG
received on a statewide basis. In late 1998, five KMEG officers were-honored for
outstanding work in drug enforcement by the statewide MEG directors association.
Recognition in the community and at the state level by peers indicates the extent to which
KMEG and KMEG officers were embarked on paths that would insure sustainability in
the future.

Outcome Measures-KMEG Data and Court Cases

The fifth research question moves to examine outcome measures. First we review
four full years of KMEG data, including a two-year period (January 1996 through
December 1997) before the shift in ﬂe focus of the street suppression unit. In addition,
we examine case level and offenses data from the unit and the outcome of cases (court
filing, conviction, pending, disposition) from the street suppression unit. The data used
in these analyses comes from the monthly reporting requirements of the state of Tllinois.
This will allow us to assess the outcome of KMEG cases. The basic design type of this
sort of study is referred to as a time-series design that depicts a single jurisdiction over
time with measurements of an outcome variable during pre-program and post-program
periods. This type of design is ideal for examining policy changes within a single

jurisdiction, because it is unlikely that changes in factors that could affect the outcome
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measure occur quickly enough to produce the change. This allows for the control of
some rival hypotheses. For example, crime is affected by a variety of social, economic
and demographic factors such as the size of the population, population density, poverty,
and the age structure of the population. But these variables change rather slowly, over a
period of years typically. So a design that examines monthly changes in crime before and
after a policy change is likely to be able to control for the effects of such factors.
However, such a design is not good at ruling out other policy or program changes, suc_:h
as the presence of other task forces or changes in the structure or size of a police
department. Despite its limitations, this design is excellent for capturing changes in the
outcome measures (such as arrests, investigations, drug seizures, and the like) that are the
result of a change in policy.

Figure 13 presents the change over time in narcotics investigations initiated by
KMEG. The bold vertical striped line in this and subsequent graphs depict the month in
which the MEG unit changed its focus and initiated a street suppression unit. The
vertical axis of the graph presents the number of narcotics investigations initiated each
month before and afer the change in the focus of the MEG. It is clear that there was a
dramatic increase in the number of narcotics investigations after the change in the focus
of the MEG. Indeed, the highest two months before the change (at 81 and 71) are equal
to or lower than the average for the period of the new MEG. The average number of
narcotics investigations opened before the change was 48.3; the average number of
narcotics investigations opened after the change was 81. This represents an increase of
67.6%. The solid bars on the line graph reflect the averages of the two periods. Another

way at looking at the effect of the program change is to determine the number of new and
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continuing investigations initiated by the KMEG unit. The data that illustrate this issue
are presented in Figure 14. There wasa dramatic increase in both new and continuing
narcotics investigations after the change in the focus of the MEG. One concern about the
re-focussed MEG may be that new investigations are opened quickly and disposed of
with no resolution. But the data in this figure demonstrate that this is not the case. Both
new and continuing cases increased dramatically after the change in the MEG unit. The
increasing number of continuing cases after the program initiation mérits comment here.
This increased number reflects the fact that more cases were initiated after the change in
the MEG, and as a consequence more were "eligible" to remain open.

1t is one thing to initiate investigations, but quite another to produce arrests. It
may be that the re-oriented MEG was aggressive in opening cases and investigations, but
not very successful in making arrests. Such a concern may be a logical expectation for a
unit that wanted to generate a large volume of street activity. However, this was not the
case for the new MEG in Kankakee. Figure 15 presents the monthly counts for narcotics
arrests by month for the pre and post program periods. Perhaps the most dramatic
conclusion to be drawn from this figure is that the highest monthly arrest total for the pre-
program period (61) is roughly equal to the lowest monthly arrest total (59) in the post
program period. Indeed, the monthly average narcotics arrests prior to the change in the
MEG was 9.4 arrests per month. The program period averaged 94.5 arrests for narcotics
per month, an increase of 908%. This is a dramatic increase of the magnitude not often -
seen in program change. These results hold consistently across drug types. In analyses
not shown here, we examined increase in delivery and possession cases by month for

marijuana, opiates, and cocaine. The dramatic results observed here hold when separate
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drug types are examined. While there were very few opiate cases during the four-year
study period, there were slightly more cases after the MEG was reorganized (20) than
before (13). The pattern of change for marijuana and cocaine reflect the dramatic change
presented in Figure 15.

Opening cases is an important activity, as is making arrests. The figures just
presented have documented the dramatic change that has taken place in Kankakee in
these areas since the reorganization of the MEG. Some may wonder, however, if those
arrests are "good" arrests, whether or not they result in convictions. Afier all, it is one
thing to be able to make an arrest in a case, it is often considerably more difficult to
obtain a conviction. Itis possible that the dramatic changes observed above are the result
of a "bulk” arrest policy that essentially makes arrests a way to take troublesome
individuals off the street, knowing that there will be relatively few convictions. Such an
approach is often the result of a zero tolerance policy or crackdowns on drugs,
panhandlers or troublesome individuals. We make an effort to examine this jssue in
Figures 16a and 16b, which presents the monthly number of convictions by drug type
over the four-year study period.> Because there are relatively few opiate cases, we have
removed these from the analysis.®> However, the number of convictions for cocaine and
marijuana are both higher in the period following the change in the MEG. Because the
prosecution of cases may lag some time behind the date of arrest, it is possible that some

of the prosecutions that occurred after the change in the MEG were the result of arrests

? An altemnative method of constructing figures 16a through 17¢ would be to present them as rates, the

number of convictions per ten arrests. However, because many of the numbers are relatively small, and the

majority of cases had a final court action in a different year than the arrest, we determined that such a
edure would be misleading.

Opiates were removed owing to their very small numbers, but there were more opiate convictions in the
last half of the changed MEG period than in the period before the change.
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made before the change in the MEG. Thus it would be in appropriate to "credit” the new
MEG with these convictions. For this reasons we also present the average number of
convictions per year in this figure.!

Another measure of the "quality" of cases produced by each of the eras of KMEG
is the nature of the penalty assigned to offenders. Investigations, arrests, and convictions
are all meaningful activities in the criminal justice system. But the ultimate test of the
quality of a case is often judged by the penalty an individual receives. For example,
some critics of the new MEG may wish to argue that it only targets low level drug dealers
whose criminal behavior may result in convictions, but rarely result in serious penalties.
In Figures 17a-c, we examine this issue by looking at the penalties received by
individuals. Once again, there is evidence that the reorganized MEG is associated with a
greater number of more severe sanctions. In Figure 17 a, we document an increase in the
number of narcotics offenses that result in prison time following the change in the MEG.
This is evidence that contradicts the claim that the new KMEG only focusses on low
level cases, ignoring more serious crimes that would result in state prison time. Figure
17b shows that the number of narcotics offenses resulting in jail time increased following
the change in focus of the MEG. Probation cases (Figure 17¢) also increased following
the change in the MEG.

Figure 18 examines the number of gang arrests by month. We do not have a full
year of data prior to the change in the MEG, only the six-month period before the change-
in the MEG. This makes the ability to have a full comparison period somewhat limited.

Despite that limitation, the number of gang arrests is dramatically higher following the

4 These data are aggregated monthly; that is, they are monthly totals and can not be broken down to
individual cases and tracked across months. Thus it is impossible to identify the average length of time a
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change in the MEG,; a finding that is consistent with the other trends measured since the
change in the MEG. A related issue is the number of firearms seized by the MEG unit.
These data are presented in Figure 19. The results here are not as dramatic as in other
cases, but there still is a decided difference, with the more desirable result -- more guns
seized -- found after the change in the MEG. It. must be noted that this result is tempered
by the January 1999 seizure of 27 firearms by the MEG unit, a seizu_re that produces the
difference between the two time périods.

Another measure of the success of the MEG is the number of drug seizures it
conducts. InFigure 20, we present data that reflects the number of controlled substances
seized by four distinct drug types: (1) marijuana, (2) cocaine, (3) opiates, and (4) crack
cocaine. Data for the number of seizures rather than quantity is presented because the
latter was not available to the research team. For every drug type, the number of seizures
increased dramatically. For marijuana, the number of seizures increased from 81 before
the change to 544 after the change, an increase of 671%. The results for cocaine and
opiates are not nearly as dramatic, but reflect favorably on the ability of the reorganized
MEG to successfully make drug seizures. Cocaine seizures increased from 129 to 188
and opiate seizures increased from 21 to 39. However, results for crack cocaine seizures
are even more dramatic than for marijuana, increasing from 83.5 before the change in the
MEG to 591 for the period after the MEG was changed. This is an increase of over 700%

for a drug adjudged to be very serious.’

case takes to go from investigation to arrest to conviction to penalty.
5 This result is not due to lower availability of crack in the community during the pre-program period.
Such community availability may produce differential seizure levels. However, based on interviews with

law enforcement, and analysis done by the Authority (2000) the availability of crack cocaine and other
narcotics in Kankakee is counter to this claim.
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One of the goals of a MEG unit is to seize assets of criminals whenever possible.
This is another measure of success for a MEG unit, and we present data on this matter in
Figure 21. In the year prior to the change in the MEG, the unit averaged 61 seizures, a
figure that surged to 246 in the year following the change. This again is dramatic
evidence of the effectiveness of the changed MEG.

We have examined nine separate indicators of effectiveness for KMEG. These
are the measures required by the ISP, not selective issues chosen to rﬁake the MEG look
good. On every measure, the refocussed MEG achieved more desirable results. It
opened more investigations, made more arrests, attained more convictions, cases resulted
in more severe sanctions, and it seized more contraband. The MEG increased in size by
about one-third once the focus changed. But the magnitude of the changes reported here
far outstrips a change of that magnitude. These data provide compelling evidence that
KMEG is achieving significant public safety goals.

We now change directions and assess the result of cases that were forwarded to
the assistant state's attorney. This method assesses outcome measures by tracking cases
from arrest by the KMEG unit to their disposition at the hands of the assistant state's
attorney. We used as our reference point the monthly arrest logs from the overt unit
provided by the MEG director. This included 2,144 arrests made between March 1, 1998
until March 31, 2000. However, for the purposes of this analysis we include only those
cases for which there was an arrest made between March 1, 1998 and September 30,
1999. We chose this cutoff point so that arrests would have at least six months to be
processed through the court system. This resulted in a total of 1,731 arrests. We also

performed analyses on the monthly fraction of arrest cases for which there was
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information in the court files beginning with March, 1998. The completion status of
cases began to degrade late in the year 1999, confirming that we had made the right
decision for a cutoff point. The analysis proceeds along two paths. The first is an
analysis of cases, that is, instances where an arrest was made. This method allows us to
examine a measure of all activity by the MEG unit and in turn the activity of the state's
attorney's office. The second path of analysis examines individuals, that is all persons
arrested. Since individuals can (and do) have multiple arrests the number of events
examined in this manner is considerably smaller.

We present the examination of cases first. Data for this analysis are found in
Table 1. The initial analysis determines whether cases were processed or not processed
according to the available information in the court records. There were a total of 1,005
cases that fit this description. The majority of cases that did not result in a final outcome
either had "no record found” in the court management information system, or was in a
"case continued" status. These two categories accounted for all of the cases for which
there was no final outcome. The majority of these cases were "no record”, a category that
accounts for 87 percent of this group. Thirteen percent of cases were still under
continued status. Seven of the cases were charged with a Violent Part I crime, five with a

Part I property crime, 161 with a drug crime, 205 with a Part I crime other than drugs,

and 627 with a warrant ®

® Warrant cases deserve special mention in this regard. By far, the majority of cases in the file that had
missing information or were not processed involved a warrant. It appears that many of the warrant cases
involved offenses of a relatively minor nature such as traffic, peace disturbance or other municipal
ordinance violations. These cases were logged in a different MIS system not accessible to our research

team. It is clear, however, that our ability to capture cases from the felony and misdemeanor system
enabled us to have a complete enumeration of cases.
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The second category is cases that had reached a final outcome. These data are
found in Table 2. Here we present outcomes of the 850 cases that were processed to
outcome status by April, 2000, the date of our final data collection. In the left-hand side
of the table, we present the outcome of the cases; on the right hand panel we present the
offense category. The modal category was a guilty outcome, which was obtained in
roughly two-thirds (57%) of all cases. The next largest category was the cases that were
dropped or received a disposition of nolle prosequi. These comprise& 13 percent or 112
of the cases that were presented for prosecution. The balance of cases were either still
under some trial status (bench trial or jury trial) or referred to an alternative prosecution
status (drug court, TASC (Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime)) or referred to another
jurisdiction (case exchanged). It is interesting to note the charge category of caseé that
resulted in an official outcome in the MIS system. Eighty percent of all such cases (680)
were drug charges, while 146 cases (17%) were for "Other Part " crimes. Of those that
received a guilty verdict, 123 cases received time in the Iilinois Department of
Corrections, and 327 received some form of supervision such as probation, conditional
discharge, or TASC.

In cdmparing these two sets of outcomes, warrant cases are most likely to not be
prosecuted or referred to another status. One key to understanding these data is the way
in which warrant cases are handled. When arrests are made by KMEG of an individual
wanted on a warrant, the arrest is not logged in to the court MIS as a KMEG case. Thus
because the number of warrant arrests made by the unit is large, the number of arrests
credited by the unit will greatly exceed the number of prosecutions credited to KMEG.

Drug cases and Part II crimes are the great majority of KMEG cases that end up being
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prosecuted by the state. These outcomes conform to expectations about how KMEG
cases would turn out. Because the KMEG patrol unit was designed to generate lots of
activity, it is not expected that a majority of KMEG arrests would result in prosecution.
KMEG was designed to respond to neighborhood problems, identify those problems, and
take "bad actors” out of those neighborhoods. While this approach may be well designed
for solving neighborhood problems, it is not consistent with a strategy that consistently
results in cases that are ideal for prosecution. Indeed, it is easy to understand how a
proactive police problem solving strategy is not necessarily consistent with a course that
leads to the prosecution of every case. As the police may sweep up a large number of
individuals off the corner in response to citizen concerns, those arrests or contacts may
not all be productive with regard to prosecutions. Despite this, the majority of cases that
are processed do end up with a guilty plea suggesting that KMEG arrests, by and large,
are of high quality. The KMEG arrests are of high enough quality that the majority of
cases that are filed end up being successfully prosecuted. In addition, the a substantial
proportion (26%) of those cases that result in a guilty outcome end up receiving sentences
of more than a year in the Illinois Department of Corrections. The view of KMEG cases
from these data is one of high quality case processing of cases that have important legal
status, not the processing in bulk of low-level cases that fail to meet standards of legal
sufficiency.

The next panel of this table examines offenders, rather than cases. Because many
individuals are arrested on multiple occasions, the number of individuals arrested exceeds
the number of arrest cases. We determined that a total of 1,299 individual offenders were

processed by the court system in Kankakee. Fifty-seven percent of those offenders were
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processed by the court but not convicted. Four hundred and fifty-one (61%) of this group
were convicted. It is interesting to note that while the number of drug offenders was the
highest of any group (373), more of that category received convictions than any other
category of offenders. The data from this table demonstrate that KMEG arrest cases
focused on drugs, and that the assisiant state's attorney found these cases to meet the
minimum procedural requirements for prosecution.

We present a summary of these issues in Figure 22. This fi gu;*e presents data on
both the arrests and offenders. It is important to observe that few differences are to be
found whether the focus is on arrests or offenders. In either case, it is an important
reminder that the majority of cases do not end up being prosecuted in criminal court. Of
the 1,731 arrests on which we found data in the court MIS system, 850 (49%) resulted in
a court action. The majority of court actions (57%) were convictions, with 125 cases
(15%) in a continuation status. Another fourteen percent were dismissed, and the balance
includes other outcomes such as TASC or some other form of diversion. The 1;731
arrests included 1,299 unique individuals. A slightly higher fraction of offenders than
arrests (57% compared to 49%) were taken to court, and of that group 61 percent
received a conviction. Fourteen percent were in continuation status, and the balance were
either dismissed or diverted.

Figure 23 provides more detail about the processing and outcomes of arrests. In
this figure, we examine in greater detail the outcome of the 850 court actions noted in the -
preceding figure. This figure underscores the complexity of case processing as well as
the diversity of outcomes that may result from cases prosecuted by the state's attorney.

Of the 481 cases that resulted in a guilty verdict or guilty plea, the largest subgroup, 306,
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resulted in some form of supervision such as probation, conditional discharge or the like.
The next largest category is the 123 cases that received time in the Illinois Department of
Correction. Finally, 112 of the arrests resulted in a dismissal of charges, a relatively low
figure. Taken collectively, we believe that these figures reflect the quality of arrests
made by KMEG as prosecuted by the assistant state's attorney.

Figure 24 presents data on the offenders. The flowchart begins with the 1,299
individuals arrested by KMEG, and examines the type of charge at arrest. The largést
category of offenders was arrested for drug cases, 653 cases. The overwhelming majority
of drug arrests resulted in a court case (92%), and of that group 62 percent received a
conviction. This figure is consistent with the conviction level for each of the other
offense categories, save Part I Property Crimes, where 82% of individuals received a
conviction. Interestingly, the second largest offense arrest category was for a warrant
violation of some sort. We were able to track very few of these cases in the court MIS
system, owing to our inability to access the traffic and city ordinance section of these
databases. Thus, we were able to determine the outcome of only 77 (15%) of all
individuals arrested for a warrant violation. These data document that KMEG cases
focus on serious offenses, are viewed as worthy cases by the assistant state's attorney, and
result in a high level of conviction.

Quality of KMEG Cases

The sixth research question explores perceptions of the quality of KMEG cases by
the assistant state’s attorney and city attorney who handle these cases. Interviews were
conducted with the assistant state's attorney assigned to handle KMEG cases as well as

with the city attorney. It is crucial to understand that KMEG cases are not solely the
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province of the state’s attorney; the city attorney handles a substantial number of cases as
well. The distinction between the authority for cases follows the legal status of a case.
The assistant state's attorney specifically dedicated to the grant handles misdemeanor and
felony cases generated by KMEG, particularly drug cases (that comprise the majority of
cases). However, a large fraction of cases generated by KMEG remain the jurisdiction of
the city attorney. This is particularly true of the cases generated by the chronic nuisance
abatement ordinance. Thus our evaluation includes interviews with both the city attorney
as well as the state’s attorney.

Specific cases under the jurisdiction of the city attorney include such things as
prostitution, landlords who fail to comply with city ordinances, and residents who fail to
comply with the chronic nuisance abatement ordinances. While the city attorney
indicated that there was great diversity in the quality of cases and that it was near
impossible to characterize them generally, some generalities did emerge. Landlords
represent the great majority of cases handled by the city attorney generated by KMEG.
The process by which the chronic nuisance abatement ordinance is enforced is
straightforward, and that appears to be part of its virtue. Inmitially, the city attorney
notifies landlords in writing of their violations. They then have a specified period of time
within which to abate the nuisance or put into place a plan for doing so. If the landlord
fails to cooperate, they lose the use of their rental property for a six-month period. If
landlords chose to cooperate, they have 30 days within which to enact a plan to come into
compliance. Such cooperation almost always means eviction of a problematic tenant.
The city attorney indicated that most landlords were anxious to have the authority of the

city behind them in ridding themselves of problematic tenants. Indeed, the city attorney
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saw this process as providing backbone for landlords who would not stand up to
troublesome tenants. A court order from the city attorney results when cases are
presented to him. The court order involves a statement of eradication of the nuisance
during the period of the court order. There is no negotiation with tenants, and very little
with landlords during the period of the curt order.

There is an interesting division of the jurisdiction of chronic nuisance abatement
ordinance violations. Typically landlords end up in city court, while tenants end up in
state court, typically charged with drug violations. The city attorney has had very few
cases, fewer than ten out of more than 600, actually go to court. This suggests that power
of the ordinance is quite substantial, and that it may also meet needs in the community
that landlords feel but are unable to address themselves. The city attorney argues that this
is due to the procedural and substantive due process in the law, owing to the inherent
right of a municipality to abate nuisances that threaten the city. Circumstances in
Kankakee led to the need for the chronic nuisance abatement ordinance. The introduction
of the ordinance at the city level was made smoother owing to the informal explanation
that was provided to hearing judges. This explanation allowed the judges to understand
the contents of the ordinance and its desired impact, as well as the procedural
characteristics of the ordinance.

Approximately half of the landlords charged with city chronic nuisance abatement
ordinance violations have been represented by counsel. Interestingly, none of the out of
town landlords have been represented by counsel. The city attorney feels that the letter
from the police chief is sufficient to spark most out of town landlords into compliance.

The landlords typically contact the city attorney as well as the police chief and seek
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guidance. The relationship between landlords charged under the ordinance is typically
not adversary, rather there is often a counselor role adopted by the city attorney. While
the Kankakee Landlord’s Association initially opposed the ordinance, there has been no
organized opposition to the ordinance. Indeed, most of the landlords we talked with
(including the current President of the Kankakee Landlord’s Association and the
Kankakee landlord who owns the most properties) expressed support for the ordinance.

The chronic nuisance abatement process typically involves KMEG, the chief of
police, and the city attorney. Patrol officers appear in municipal court very infrequently,
and rarely are involved in the enforcement of the ordinance. Broader involvement of
patrol officers would expand the impact of the ordinance.

The city attorney expressed the belief that the communities of Watseka and
Bradley were the most likely destinations for individuals who were evicted from their |
residences in Kankakee. Clearly there is some migration of troublesome tenants out of
the city of Kankakee into surrounding municipalities. This seems to be especially true
for the small towns that surround Kankakee, many of which have high-density rental
properties. There is some recycling of undesirable tenants within Kankakee, but the city
attorney believes that most residents now understand what will happen to them and are
taking appropriate action.

We offer one problem address as an example; 175 S. Elm was long considered a
problem property. Multiple complaints were initiated to KMEG officers by neighbors. *
When the city attorney presented the case in municipal court, between 40 and 50
neighbors appeared in court to support the complaint. The landlord agreed to shut the

property down for a 120-day period. This case was considered to be pivotal because it
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demonstrated community support for the ordinance early in its life, and provided a
tangible example for other neighborhoods to follow. The city attorney now reports that
residents from a variety of wards and neighborhoods now appear in court to support the
enforcement of the ordinance.

The long-term power of the ordinance should be in its deterrent value. That is,
over time, the enforcement of chronic nuisance abatement ordinance _violations should
decline if the ordinance is effective. Over time, both landlords and tenants should come
to understand what would happen when violations occur. The chronic nuisance
abatement ordinance is a particularly useful tool for landlords, but must be supported
with additional landlord training and support. The city of Kankakee now provides
training for landlords in the enforcement of the ordinance as well as in dealing with
troublesome tenants and other maintenance issues. However, the ordinance by itself can
not bring a community back from the brink of demise. The city attorney noted that the
long-term solution to community decline lies in an increase in owner-occupied homes,
schools that are perceived as safe, quality education centers, and a community that is
safe. Neighborhood organizations are absolutely critical in this process, and they serve to
affirm the choice made by a resident to live in Kankakee. In addition to these other
improvements, raising the standards of code enforcement and the quality of building
inspections and landlord oversight are critical to bringing a community back to life and
vibrancy.

One additional aspect of nuisance abatement is the posting of “Slum Landlord”
signs at troublesome properties. These signs are quite large and very visible from the

street. During the course of the evaluation we observed a number of these signs as we
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rode the streets of Kankakee. The signs are the responsibility of the city attorney. There
have been 25 total slum signs erected in the city and 18 of them have come down owing
to substantial compliance with the order of the city attorney. Three criteria are
designated for the erection of such signs. First, the property must be in a visible location.
Second, there must be repeated code violations resulting in a lack of compliance. Finally,
there must be no response from the targeted landlord. Twenty more properties are
currently being considered for erecting signs. The erection of the si gﬁs is intended to
provoke a response from the neighborhood and create a level of public intimidation for
the landlord to change their behavior.

The assistant state’s attorney assigned to the KMEG program noted that cases
began on July 1, 1998. The average time from date of filing to date of plea has averaged
twelve months. Over 90 percent of all KMEG cases have come from the city of
Kankakee, and narcotic law violations comprise the majority of cases. The assistant
state's attorney assigned to this program handled 460 cases referred from KMEG in the
twelve-month period of January 1999 through December 1999.

Interviews were conducted with the assistant state's attorney on four occasions
during the duration of the evaluation. These interviews were candid discussions of the
quality of cases from KMEG, the quality of those cases relative to arrests made by
officers in other units, and the outcome of such cases. We are convinced that the
assisfant state's attorney believes KMEG cases to be of consistently high quality, compare
favorably with other cases of similar charges, and present no special dilemmas for the
state's attorney's office. The assistant state's attorney described a process whereby he met

on an irregular basis with officers in the KMEG unit, and indeed during one of our visits
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to observe the KMEG unit, he was conducting training for officers in the unit on

narcotics and nuisance cases. This underscores one of the benefits of a specialized unit
that has ties to a dedicated prosecutor: the ability to maintain a relationship between
prosecutor and police officers. Both the assistant state's attorney and officers in the
KMEG unit described cases in which there had been communication between the parties
regarding elements of the case, physical evidence and witnesses. It is apparent that such
lines of communication do more than improve the quality of cases before trial, they also
build bridges between prosecutor and police, and fulfill important training functions.
Though it is not a manifest function of the separate MEG unit, the enhancement of officer

skills should not be overlooked as a positive latent function of the operation in Kankakee

County.

5. Conclusion and Best Practices

We conclude by identifying those factors that contribute to the success of the unit,
obstacles, and “best practices” for other jurisdictions to consider for implementation.

The previous sections of this report have described the operation and
achievements of the KMEG program. There have been a number of notable
achievements from the reorganization of the task force. The unit has produced a dramatic
increase in the numbers of drug arrests and convictions over the previous organizational
structure. However, and perhaps more importantly, the new and more comprehensive

approach has been at the forefront of a revitalization effort in a number of nei ghborhoods.
This section will suggest factors that are related to the ability of KMEG to achieve these

results and to have had such an impact in these communities. These findings and
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comments are based upon extensive interviews with community leaders, police
administrators and officers, and direct observation of KMEG activities.
Orientation and Principal Focus

Drug enforcement operations have multiple goals and objectives. ‘While the
ultimate goal of drug enforcement is the cessation of drug use dealing, there are many
different objectives or methods through which this goal can be approached. Drug
enforcement has traditionally been focused upon the apprehension of drug sellers through
undercover methods, the use of informants, and “buy- bust” approacl*:les. In many
instances, there is an attempt to use these arrests to “buy up the chain”. In this approach,
smaller level dealers are “encouraged” to provide information that would lead to the
arrest and prosecution of individuals involved at a higher level of the illegal drug trade.
This was the approach emphasized in the former organization of KMEG.

This approach seeks largely a criminal justice response to the problems of drugs.
As such, the focus of this strategy is upon making arrests. However, it is widely
recognized that there are many conditions that contribute to drug selling other than the
mere presence of the offender. If the individual is removed from the community these
conditions may foster a replacement drug seller in a short time.’ Thus for longer-term
solutions to the problem of street drug selling, it is important to deal with these issues.
This more comprehensive approach is the basis of the reformulated KMEG unit.

Through working with the community, landlords, city agencies, and other police.
units, this new approach has sought to address these wider issues. While many of the
outcomes of this unit have been discussed in terms of arrests and other traditional

measures of productivity, the larger impact of this unit has been through its role as a
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catalyst in the larger mobilization of city and community action to address the problems
of crime and disorder in the community. While traditional drug enforcement approaches
are focused upon making arrests as a means of deterring drug sales, the approach adopted
through the reformulated KMEG is upon solving problems.

Comprehensive Approach

This more comprehensive approach has involved the integration of a number of
components. The Kankakee approach consisted not only of enforcement but also various
other progrz-ims designed to address the multiple underlying causes of street level drug
dealing. These additional components included the nuisance abatement program, the
landlord training program, and the Citizens Police Academy. While each of these
programs has certainly had an independent effect, their total contribution was
undoubtedly greater than the sum of the effects of the individual parts. These multiple
programs created many ways in which individual citizens could have contacts and
experiences with the program. The greater number of these positive contacts resulted in
increased communication within the community about the program and police activities.
This helped create a “multiplier effect” through which positive community perceptions of
the program were enhanced.

Each of these program components also had unique characteristics that could be
considered “best practices” worthy of consideration for other similar programs. The
nuisance abatement program is structured to put landlords on notice that their property is
in jeopardy of seizure given drug activity. While many departments follow a similar
procedure for addresses in which drug arrests are made, the approach in Kankakee also

included a “warning letter” that let them know that a person to whom they were renting
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property had been arrested on a drug charge in another location. While this did not
directly jeopardize their property, they were informed that there was a potential risk
snvolved since this individual was actively involved in the drug trade. These property
owners generally were very responsive and complied with the program as if there had
been a drug arrest on their property.

The structure of the .Citizens Police Academy also was able to enhance its
contribution. The sessions of the Academy were organized around géographic areas of
the city. Thus there was tﬁe potential for interaction and communication among
participants outside of the class. In addition this structure provided for the continued
communication among neighborhood residents after the Academy was concluded thereby
strengthening neighborhood bonds. Other departments would be advised to adopt a
similar structure to their citizen police academies.

Focus upon Community Concerns

While related to the above discussion of orientation, it is important to emphasize
the fact that the focus of activities in each of the project components was upon
community concerns. In each of the project components the principal concern was with
actions oriented to alleviate drug selling and the conditions that foster drug selling in the
community. The KMEG unit itself was structured to have an immediate response to
complaints regarding drug selling. Nuisance abatement was concerned with cleaning up
propertiés and eliminating problems brought about by the presence of drug selling.
Landlord training was focused upon creating better communities through producing more
responsible property owners and improving tenant screening, and the Citizens Police

Academy was concerned with producing more informed and involved residents.
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Another important aspect of this focus was the timely response to community
problems. Once problems have been identified it is important that there be an immediate
response. This demonstrates to the community that the police are serious about dealing
with this issue. In addition, a timely response is more likely to be effective in some drug
situations that may be quite fluid. Police administrators in Kankakee indicated in
interviews that this immediate response was a distinguishing characteristic of their
approach and other departments would be well advised to structure their programs
similarly.

Level of Cooperation among Agencies

Through the reformulation of the KMEG unit, the level of cooperation among
area law enforcement attained an all time high. Although there had been a local board for
the unit for some time, this new approach involved more direct ties and involvement to
the communities in Kankakee County. Thus, there was more active involvement from
the participating jurisdictions. In fact, some jurisdictions that had historically not
participated in multijurisdictional efforts became more involved in KMEG. In addition,
this cooperation extended beyond KMEG specific activities. Among other efforts,
increased cooperation among agencies has lead to the plans for acquiring and
implementing a new county wide radio system. Such a system had not previously existed
and will facilitate operational communication among agencies.

Specialized Unit

One of the dilemmas in law enforcement is the role and operation of specialized
units. While it is often important to devote significant resources to an aspect of law

enforcement through creating a specific unit, the creation of such special details is often
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accompanied by divisiveness in the department. It is not unusual for these units to be
viewed as “elite” and hostilities develop from attitudes of both those inside and outside of
the unit. While some officers outside of KMEG expressed some degree of concern
regarding the perceived elite status of KMEG, there was a close working relationship
between KMEG and patrol officers. Specialized units by their nature are freed from the
responsibility of responding to calls for service. In fact is it important that they have this
freedom in order to perform their assigned tasks. However, it is important to note that the
KMEG officers frequently would respond and provide back up to patrol officers on
certain types of calls. Equally important is the fact that patrol officers also reported
backing up KMEG officers quite frequently. This degree of interaction and positive
working relationship was important in creating a team approach to dealing with
community problems that was central to the Kankakee philosophy.

In summary, the reformulation of KMEG unit provided the impetus for
restructuring policing in Kankakee. It marked the shift from an approach that was based
principally upon enforcement to one that concentrated upon solving the problem through
a range of strategies including enforcement. Police administrators summarized this
approach in the following manner and offered these suggestions to other jurisdictions:

1) Determine and analyze the specific problems faced in the local community,

2) Respond directly and immediately to these problems,

3) Implement changes in policing to address these problems,

4) Implement changes in the way the community responds to problems, and

5) Use the MEG to change the way policing is done in your community. Z

It is clear that by any measure the KMEG has made a considerable contribution to

the quality of policing and the quality of life in Kankakee communities.



6. Questionnaires
KMEG-Patrol Interface. We are trying to understand two things: (1) What is the nature
of interaction between regular patrol and KMEG, and (2) How is KMEG perceived by

other officers. We don't need answers that fit into nice boxes, but some more descriptive
material regarding these issues.

1. How often do you interact with KMEG during your regular patrol?
2. What are the typical interactions your unit has with KMEG?

3. When you interact with KMEG, is it most likely because they call you or you call
them?

4. How frequently do you back them up? How frequently do they back you up?
5. Is KMEG viewed as a good assignment within the department? Why?

6. Describe your last interaction with KMEG.
7. What kind of cases are you most likely to interact with KMEG with?

8. Has there ever been conflict between your patrol unit and KMEG over a case or over
an issue? If YES, please describe it.

9. What has been the relationship between KMEG and patrol units?

10. In general, how is KMEG perceived among patrol officers in the department?
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Key Leader Questionnaire

KMEG Evaluation

1. Name: Organization:

2. Position: # Years in this Position:

3. Overall how would you characterize the crime problem in Kankakee at this time:

Very Serious
Somewhat Serious
Moderate
Somewhat Minor
Very Minor

i

What is the nature of the crime problem? That is, when you think about crime in
Kankakee, what specific things do you focus on?

How has the crime problem changed, if at all, in Kankakee during the past few years?

It has declined significantly
It has declined somewhat

It has stayed about the same
It has increased somewhat
1t has increased significantly

[T

Has the nature of the crime problem in Kankakee changed in the past few years? If
so in what ways? What factors do you believe have caused the crime problem in
Kankakee to change (or remain stable) in the past few years? Please explain.

What about gangs? In the past few years, has the gang problem in Kankakee:

Increased significantly
Increased somewhat
Stayed about the same
Declined somewhat
Declined significantly

1]

What is the nature of the gang problem in Kankakee at this time and how has that
changed, if at all, in the past few years? What factors do you believe have caused the
gang problem in Kankakee to change (or to remain stable) in the past few years?

What about drugs? In the past few years, has the drug problem in Kankakee:



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Increased significantly
Increased somewhat
Stayed about the same
Declined somewhat
Declined significantly

i

What factors do you believe have caused the dru g problem in Kankakee to change (or
to remain stable) in the past few years?

Which drugs, if any, are available in the community?

Is crime in this area more concentrated in certain neighborhoods/areas? YES NO

IF YES

What neighborhoods/areas (please describe by providing the informal name of the
neighborhood/area and approximate cross-streets for each location)

What specific types of crime seem most prevalent there?

What organizations in Kankakee have been doing the best job of dealing with the

crime problem and why? What is it about those organizations or their approaches that
makes them successful?

Which organizations in Kankakee, if any, do you believe should be doing a better job
of dealing with the crime problem, and why?

What specific suggestions do you have concerning ways to improve how the
community deals with the crime problem? It would be helpful if you could discuss
these under the following three categories: (a) prevention (preventing crime before it
occurs), (b) intervention (intervening with offenders to provide positive programs in
order to reduce future crime by those offenders); and (c) suppression (arrest,
prosecution, and punishment of offenders after crime occurs,

Prevention
Intervention

Suppression
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16. Are you familiar with the KMEG the Kankakee Metropolitan Enforcement Group, the
specialized unit that is comprised of officers from the city and county of Kankakee,
Grant Park and Bourbounnais?

Yes
No

IF YES, How and when did you first learn about KMEG?
17. What is your understanding of KMEG's mission?

18. What role does your organization play with respect to the KMEG program, if any?

How could this relationship be enhanced?

19. Have you had any direct experiences with KMEG?

IF YES, What have your direct experiences with KMEG been like?

20. What are the specific strengths and weaknesses of KMEG?

How could the weaknesses be reduced or eliminated?

21. How would you assess the impact of KMEG, and why?

Very Good
Good

Fair

Poor

Very Poor

11

22. Are you familiar with the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Ordinance in Kankakee?
YES NO.
IF YES
How familiar are you with the operation of the ordinance?

Very Familiar
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23.

Law Enforcement

Somewhat Familiar
Not Familiar at All

What is your view on the effectiveness of this ordinance?

Very Good

Good
Fair

Poor
Very Poor

_—

———
—

Has the ordinance helped the police to work more effectively with landlords in
reducing crime and disorder and dealing with troublesome tenants?

YES NO
IF YES
HOW?

How would you rate the effectiveness of the following organizations in dealing with
the problems of crime, gangs, and drugs in Kankakee and why?

Very Good Good Average Poor Very Poor

Prosecution

Judiciary

Parole

School

Social Services

Citizen’s groups

Clergy

Comments about the above:

Law Enforcement
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Prosecution

Judiciary

Probation

Parole

Schools

Social Service

Citizen’s Groups

Clergy

24. How would you describe the relationship between law enforcement and the
community in Kankakee? (Please specify which law enforcement agency(ies) are
discussed).

25. Tn the past few years, respect for law enforcement in Kankakee:
Increased significantly
Increased somewhat
Stayed about the same

Declined somewhat
Declined significantly

1

WHY?
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Appendix 1 Proposed Realignment of KMEG
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PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF KMEG

Currently KMEG is housed in a separate facility with all the attendant costs of 2 separate police
operation. The unit receives day to day direction from a director and a field supervisor who
Oversee a number of field officers, The primary thrust of the unit is to infiltrate drug traffickers
through the use of covert officers who make drug purchases from these traffickers. This thrust is
good in that it provides the best possible case for prosecution, and allows the unit to look toward

13 .



This realignment proposal is written as a beginning point for discussion of handling the current
epidemic of drug trafficking in Kankakee, and is not a criticism of the current KMEG leadership
or officers. KMEG has performed well and its officers deserve recognition for producing
excellent results. However the philosophy underlying the current approach to drug enforcement
does not meet today’s needs as noted by other changing law enforcement strategies. Community
policing and problem solving policing have proved to law enforcement leaders to provide
answers which were formerly not forthcoming. Community policing is customer based. Police

concentrated efforts have on the criminal community, and have had a positive impact on the
citizens view of law enforcement. Police Chiefs give countless talks to citizens in which they
solicit a cooperative effort from the community to halt problems. The answer given to chiefs is
often that the citizens have called several times and nothing in done. This realignment will
allow Kankakee law enforcement to respond to the desires of our customers and improve the
cooperative spirit with the community,



DIRECTOR DUTIES
Insure state requirements met for reporting.
Budget and grant oversight responsibility.
Insure coordination of activity by various squads,
Maintenance of files,
Oversight of asset forfeitures.
Operational and administrative reports to policy board.
Daily oversight of Directed Case squad.
Inate request for assistance from county communities.

DIRECTED CASE UNIT (DCU) _
Review cases generated by other units for potential for mid to upper level trafficking.
Assist other units when necessary in execution of search warrants and raids
Iew arrestees in county for potential use as informants
Coordinate the acquisition of undercover police officers from other Jurisdictions for purchases.
Develop conspiracy potential.
Will use ISP paper for all unit operations.
Will operate out of small office with files.

GANG AND STREET SUPPRESSION (GSS) AND PROBLEM ORIENTED POLICE (POP)
Receive specific complaints from City and County for complaints from community.
Operate street level tactical operations.

Report resuits of daily assignments to City and County on a daily basis.
Coordinate activity with Director.

Assist DCU when necessary in tactical situations.

Coordinate activity with other units.

Work with other City \ County agencies to develop solutions to problems.
Will work out of City and County squad rooms to insure contact with patrol.
Will use ISP administrative reports and local agency tactical reports.

CITY AND COUNTY

Provide GSS and POP with complaint targets,
Contact each other daily with each unit’s activity.
Coordinate complaint targets with Director.



Appendix 2 Ordinance Amending Chapter 22 of the Municipal Code of the
City of Kankakee, Procedures in Impl ementing the Ordinance
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the Nuisance Abatement Law. The Nuisance Abatement Lay is a
state law, 740 1LCS 40/0.01, and is usually used to abate
Properties where drugs are involved. The Chronic Nuisance
Ordinance is a City Ordinance, 97-38, and is used to abate when
circumstances other than drugs are involveq.,

The procedure for Nuisance Abatement is:
1) Drugs are found ang documented by police
2) Police contact the County Tax Assessors (Determine
owners/interested parties)
3) Letters are sent to the landlord ’
4) Landlords are required to meet with Chief/Deputy
Chief within 10 days

Landlords may serve 3 day notice on bPerson over
13 years or post +he notice on the apartment.
City Police will accompany- the Landlord to keep
the peace if the landlord requests police
assistance. In any case, landlords will advise
how the nuisance will be abated.

The landlord goes to the States Attorneys 0ffice
and Assistant States Attorney, EQ Pentuic, will -

5) If the Property owner refused to Cocperate with the
police and the nuisance is not abated the documentation will be
forwarded to the States Attorneys Office ang the office of the
Illinois Attorney General for review and possible court filings.

1) Police documentation for three incidents, meeting
Criteria, occurring within a sixty (60) day period.
Criteria includes Disorderly Conduct, GUW, Mob
Action, Discharging a firearm, Gambling,

Possession, Assault, Batter, Sexual abuse, Public
Indecency, Prostitution, criminal Damage, Possession

2) Police contact the County Tax Assessors (to



3) Letters are sent to the landlord
4) Landlords are required to meet with the Chief /Deputy
Chief within 10 days, to develop a plan to abate the
nuisance.
5) Landlord may serve notice depending on lease:
Month to month or year to year, 30 days
Week to week, 5 day

Police will accompany the landlord at his request to keep
the peace. If the tenant refuses to move the landlord is

referred to The City Attormey to begin civil proceedings.

In either case if the landlord refuses to abate the
nuisance, civil court proceedings will be taken. The property
owner will loose the use of the property for a period of up to
one year and be subject to civil penalties as deemed appropriate
by the court.

In situations involving either the Nuisance Abatement Law or
the Chronic Nuisance Ordinance, the property owner will be made
aware of the Kankakee City Police "Landlord Training Program" and
informed of assistance the police can provide, including
information on temant screening, Agency Agreements, Leases/Rental
Agreements, Landlord Compacts, Lighting Surveys, Extra Patrols,
etc...
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peniot.

Darmanent Injuncrior : P2omanzzily prORIDIT PEISORS BT
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Orger of Abatement : irects the Sherill 1o remove zné seli 2l
Sxrires 2n¢ mOvabie properTy st I CONG ducting, 2IGINg &F
shering te drog awisznce, 206 1o ciose B2 piacs engrzly

1}

,n

e

vyezr OF 25 D2 cours designzizs.

e Acoviny mies piaze znd is documen i2G

: J £y

A Fer 2n0i0er GrRg acTvity, NOUCE IS civen OF 58Dt T the owner
or ine zgsnt

«The Staiz’s Azomzy of he ATOmEY Genes

The OWDET With WIiEeD ROUCS MIOFmIng them

DrODEITY IS & DIESESTe. Nozice will be serves Dy persona



\_ Violztion

You'can be charged with the crime of maintaining z Public
Nuisance if vour buiiding was vsed 1o in the comunission of anv

of the Jollowmc'

2 First Degree Murger

o. Kjdaanflnc

e A geravated _K_Qg*g-ﬂc

c. P*osu-uuon

*. Solicitztion for prostinuion

i Paadering

& Obsceniry

L Chilg '-"ﬂ"'10= D y

r'= 2l Mater

7 ¢ of Obscene publicziion

X C::E'?L!u_l Housing Manzoemen:

L Possassionofe Xplosives

m Unlewfuivse of 2 We2p0n

. Unlawiul use o7 2 w230

& Sals of firezrms

o Gambiing

¢ Keeping z cambling Dizce

H Con::::aiirg z fugitive

S violzgon of the Hilingis Coniroljsd Sudsiznces Aci
) L violation of the Cannzbis Control Act

Sanctions jor violatiop of ine law

[
.

using, building, or mainizining the nnisznce for i-vezr

& Owner cen prevent the ijunciion Dy posting 2 bond and

2150 by preventing fumure offenses

!\.J

us2g 1o commii the oiienss

Permaneni injunction : Perx “maneatly prohidits 2l] persons from

Lisn:zli=nis Imposed oa duilding fixtures or other pr operty
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2. The properly may be sold lo salisfy any judgment, lines,
and domages -

=

3. Revoeafion : Licenses, permits, cerlificales authorizing food or
liguor can and will be revoked from 60 days lo 1-year

4, Temporary Restraining Order or Prefiminary Injunclion :
Prohibits all from maintzining (he nuisance and/or removing
property

C.  Crnminal penalty

l. A person convicled of knowingly maintaining 2 public nuisance
commils z Class A misdemeznor. Each subsequent offense s 2
lass 4 jclony.

Class A misdemneanor @ up to | year imprisonment. fine

&
up to 51000

. = 23 Tk s o

0.  Clzss4izlony: | {03 yezrs impnsonmenl, iine up i0

1
$10.000 i an individuel or up to $50,000 if 2 corporaiion

Munizipai Coge €5 ILCS 5711-13-15

City or viliace ordinances can aiso be vsed fo afale the nuisance. Failure o
—

comply with cily zoning ang building codes can resuit in 2 civi] lawsuil.
A.  Violation
I.  When any building. fixture, or structure is construcled,
reconstructed, allered, repairsd, converted, mainiained or used
in violation of an ordinance adopt=d under Division 13, 31, o7
31.1 of lliinois Municipal Code

a.  Division 13 : Zoning

b.  Division 3] : Unsaie Buildings
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Divisions 31.1 : Building Code violations

he

An action can be brovght by the following

1¢ Allorney General

a.
b.  the State's Atlorney
c.  Prvale party

(1)  only aiier 30 dzys 2nd within 80 deys of writlen
notice fo the Attorney General or the Stale’s

Allorney

Sanctions for violztion of the law

I Prevent the construction, reconstruction, repair, conversio
matnienance or use of building or siructure: or
Prevent oczupancy of building, structure, or lzng; o

3. Preveniillegal act, conduct, business or use i or about (he
premises; or
4.. . Restrain, comroct or abale the violztion: ¢
3. A rcsimaining order, a prefiminary injunciion or 2 permansnt

injunction may be issusd; and
6.  Delencani pays for plainlilT s stiomey f==s.
C.  Proccdurss

1. Who car bring action?

lozal mumicipal authorities:



i

L.
L]

b.  any owner of real propery within 1200 fect; and

"t.  any lenant of real property within 1200 fect.

PlaintifT must show that the property or pErson will be
substantially affected by the zlleged violations

Sanctions



Gy of 3
- Koerkbakee
Police Department

385 East Oak Streer

RKankakee, Mfinois 6090
1815) 933-0401- Fax (8)3) 936-361

July 14, 1997

RZ: Notice oFf Illeg2l Drug Activity at
involving your tenan: ( ).
1257

Case Number 57C0000 on June la,
Dezr :

We are putting You on notice that there has been an incident
of illegal amrug activity at the above listed address. Duniic
TeCcores indicate that YOt own, manage, and/or have 2 possessory
interest in +ha= PIODerly. s the landlerd oI this Jroperty, you
are legzally responsinle for any public nmisance That resulis from

illegal gug activity taking place thers.

We are herebv informing you tha: & "nuisance® is Gefined in
The Controlleg Substancs ang Cannzbis Nuisancs 20+ (Zllincis

Compiled Statutass act %0, Section 40/i) as "zny place at which or
in which ConZrollsd subsiznces are unliawinlly soid, Dossessed,
served, stored, Geliversad, manuiactured, culitivated, civen awav
ST used more than once Witkin a period of ome year."™ Thus, thig
i2tter is being sent o netify you thz: 2 nuisance s deiined in
the aforementioned Statute will eyxis: z+ this property if thers
&T2 any ad@itional incigents Of drug activity within fwe? ve

el
WIS from the lage incident on June Ax,; 1987, Moresover,
PuTsuant to 720 Illinois Compiled Statutss 5/37-1 anv builiding
used-in’'the commission of ozienses prohibited bv the Illincis
Controlled Substancs abuse Act and the Cannabis Control ic+
Sonstiteies a publis huisance. 2 person who knowingly mzintains
Such 2 public nuisance Commits 2 Class 2 Risdemeanor andé ezch
Subsécuent viplation constitutes z Class 4 Felony.

Your Tesponsibility 25 a landlorg requires you to abate any
nuisance that may eyist &nd ipstitote measures that vill insu—e
That  your Proberty will not maintain such nuisances in the
future. Your fajlgre to CazTy out your resp nsibility in this
matier may subject You to prosecution for mzintzining a2 public
nuisance ang your property may be subjected to permanent
injunction thereby depriving voun of pse of the property for up o
one vear.



itionally, in compliance with city Ordinance #96-68, "An
Ordinance To Abate Chronic Nuisance properties”, adopted by the
city of Kankakee on August 19, 1896, you =are required to respond
+o the Chief of Police or the Deputy Chief of Police within Ten
(10) days, to Giscuss a course of action thav will abate the
nuisance activities zt this propercy. Your fzilure to responc
may result in the clesing of the property for a2 period oI 180
davs and a2 civil penalty of $100.00 per Gay.

The City of Kankakee stands ready to work with you to
prevent the use of your property for illegal a2ctivity.

Dlezse contact my office immediately =o ¢iscuss methods in
which you can abzte the auisance and comply with both loczl and
state law. VYour failure to take immedizte action to abate the
nuisance may result in the enforcement o these statutes Dy the
T11inois Attorney Generzl, the Kankakee grates Atteorney and the
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Mike XKingka
Deputy Chiei.
81i3-833-02
ME/vD
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST
KANKAKEE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

YS

|

LANDLORD'S 5 DAY NOTICE TO QuUIT

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

YOU ARE HEREZY

[ % Use of premisss for the purpose of unizwiy]
delivering, wsing, selling or giving away
used for such purposss (740 ILCS 40/] 1)

NOTIFiED. that in conszguence of vour default jor

possessing, serving, storing. maznufacturing. cultivating,
controlles substanc=s or jor pzrmitiing the premises 10 be

L1 Being charped with having commitied 2n offenss on the premises constinnting a CLASS X Felony (763
ILCS 705/5)

0f iz premisss 20w Ocswpisd by you. being

1V,

you %ﬂpigg,&:mim: yoﬂl;{' \m{ YOU 27 hersby notifies 1o quit 2n¢ defiver up possassion of the
10 -\i\{l
P
withinyiiv of this datss
) \1
\ \ »
2123 z!_%“-v" this dzv of 19
9

sams

Landiord
By

Agsnt

g,
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CirY OF KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS

ORDINANCE NO. 77 7

- AN GQDINANC... AMENDING
AN ORDINANGCE 70 A ASATE CHRONIC NUISANCE PSROPESTIES

ADOFTED BY THE
CITY COUNCIL OF Toz
CITY OF KANKAKES
THIS Zﬁg‘w”& oavor_Qg) % 1587
J

Pubiished in pamphlet jorm by authority of the City Council

Gf the City,of Kankzkee, e County, lllinois
ﬁ'us_';?é% day of %ﬂ £, 1ee7
’ A



CITY OF KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS
ORDINANCE NO. 9 2"3‘3/

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING

AN ORDINANCE TO ABATE CHRONIC NUISANCE PROPERTIES

WHEREAS, certain properties loczizd in the City of Kankzkee has determined that
acivities at cartzin properties crazte 2 nuisance 1o various other residents; and

WHEREAS, the abatement of this nuisance is esseriial for the public szfsty, hezlth
and weliare oi the residents of the City of Kankzkes: ang

WHEREAS, the conduct which ocours in carizin propenies ars on-going and of
2 ciminal nature. '

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED that

ScCTION 1

@

()

ATy cenain property within the Ciy of KanKzkes which becomes z Chroric
Nuisance Propeny is in viciziion of ihis Chapier and is subiect to its
remedies,

Any person in chargs who parmits propenty uncer his or her ewnershio or
contol o be & Public Nuisance Propery shzll be in violztion of this
Chapter and subject to its remedies. '

SECTION 2. DEFINITIONS:

A

CHRONIC NUISANCE PROPERTY - Chronic Nuisance Propeny shall be
Propery ubon which three or mors of the behaviors fisted below have
occurrsd during any sixty (50) Gay period, 2s 2 result of any thises (3)
separats izctual avents that have been independenty investigatas oy zny
law eniorcement agency.

1. Disorderly Conductsd s Geifined in 720 ILCS 5/26-1

& Uniawiul Use of W=zpons 2s defined in 720 ILCS 5/24-1 &t s2q.

A

Mob Action as defined in 720 ILCS 5/25-1
4, Discharge of z Fiream as defined in 720 ILCS 5/24-1.2 and 1.5

Gambiing s dafined in 720 ILCS 5/28-1

w



W
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n

6.  Possession, Manufacture or Delivery of Controfied Substances zs
defined in 720 ILCS 570/401 et seq.

7.  Assault or Betiery or Any Relsted Offense as defined in 720 ILCS
5/12-1 =t seq.

8. Sexual Abuse or Releted Offenses as defined in “’JG ILCS 5/12-15
et s=q.

o

Pubiic Indecency s dsfines in 720 ILCS 5/11-8.
10.  Prositution 2s cefined in 720 ILCS 5/11-14 =t segq.

11.  Crminal Damzge to Property zs defined in 720 ILCS 3/21-1 2t seq.

-
[1$]

.Possession, Cultivetion, Manuiacturs or Delivery of Cannzbis s
defined in 720 ILCS 330/1 =t s=q.

13.  Ilegal Consumption or Pessession of Alcohol as defined in 235 ILCS
5/1 =t ses.

14, Violztion oi ths City of Kankaksz Propeny Mzintenance Coge rsiziive
0 garbage - Section - PM - 308.0 &t sea - THE BOCA PROPERTY
MAINTENANCE CODE/1983.

Conirol; the ability to reguists, resirsin, dominais, counisract or govermnor
conauct thet cccurs on that propeny.

Owner, any person, sgent, i or corporation having any legal or
equitable intsrast in the property. Owner includes, but is not limited to: (1)
& mortgages in possession in whom is vested (g) all or pani of the legal title
to the propeny; or (b) il or part of the beneficial ownership and the right
0'the present vss and anjoyment of the pramises; or (2) 2n occupant wic
czn control what occurs on the propeny.

Permit. To suizr, ellow, consent to, acquiesce by faiiurs to pravent, or
exprassiy 2scem or agrae o the doing of an act.

Person. Any naiural person, association, parnersiip or corporeiion
capable of owning or using property i the Cily of Kankakes.

Person in Charge. Any person in actual or constiuctive possession of 2
property, including but not imited to an owner, occupant of Droaery unde.f
his or her domain, ownership or cortrol ey



G Property. Any r=al property, including lend in that which is affixed,
incidental or pertinent to land, including but not limited to' any premisas,
room, house, building, or structure or any senarate parnt or partion thereof,
whether permitted or not.

SECTION 3. REMEDY

{A) In the event z court determines properiy to be & Chronic Nuisance
rroperty, the court may order that the property be closed and secured
against all use and occupancy for z period of not less than thirty days (30),
but not more that one hundred and sighty days (180) , or the court may
Employ any other ramedy deemed by it ©© be appropriats to zbate the
nuissnce.

(5) In =ddition 1o the remedy provicad in paragreph (A) zbove, the count may -
impese upon the owner of the propeny & civil penzalty in the amount of up
to One Hundred Dollars (S100.00) per day, payable o the City of
Kankakes, for sach day the owner had zchzl knowledge that the proparty
Was 2 pubiic nuisancs propery and permitiad the property to remain public
nuisance properiy. .

{Q In determining whas remedy or remediss shall empioy, the coun may
- consiger evidence of other conduct which hes occurrsd on the propery,
including, but not lirmitzd o

(1)  The disturbance of neighbors.

(2)  The racurrencs of loud 2nd obnoxious roises.

(5)  Repsziag Consumption of Alcohol in Public,
SZCTION 4. - ABATEMENT OF NUISANCE

~the Corporation Counsel of the City of Kankekee or the Sizies Atiomey of
Kankakes County may commence 2n aciion to zbate pubiic nuisance 2s described
2dove. Upon being satisiied by zfiicavis or other swom svidence that an alleges pubiic
nuisance xists, e court may without notice or bond antar 2 temporary restraining order
or & prefiminary injunction io enjoin zny defendant irom maintzining such nuisance and
fREY Snter an order restaining any defendant from ramoving or intasiaring with 2l
property used in connection with the public nuisance.

SECTION 5. - PROCEDURE
When the Chief of Police of the City of Kankzkes recsives two or more

peiice repoits documenting the occurrence of Nuisance Activity on or within
& Property, the Chiei of Poiice shall independently review such repons to



determine whether they describe ciiminal acts. Upon such findings, the Chief may:

1.

w

Notify the person in charge in wiiting that the Propenty is in danger of
becoming a Chronic Nuisancs Property. The notice shall contain the
iollowing information:

2  The sirest address or 2 legal description sufficient for identification
of the Propeny.

) A siztement that the Chisl of Police hes informaiion thet the
rroperty may be Chronic Nuisance Propery, with & concise
description of the Nuisance Acivities that may exist, cr that have
occurred. . The Chief of Poiics shzll ofier the Person in Charge an
opponunity to propese & course of action that the Chief of Polics
agrees will zbats the Nuisance Activities giving rise to the viciztion.

c. Demand that the Person in Charge respond to' the Chiel of Folics
within ten (10) days to discuss the Nuisance Aciividies.

Aiter compiying with the notiiication procedurss describes hersin when the
Chisi o Police recaives & poiice report documneriing the occumence of 2
ihird Nuisance Activity 2t or within 2 Property and detzmmines that the
Propery hes becoms 2 Chronic Nuisznce Propany, the Chisf of Foiice
stell:

;1 Naiily the Person in Charge in writing that the Propeny has besn
dstermined to be 2 Chronic Nuisance Proo--—ry The notice shall
contain the following informeation:

2 - The suset address or legai dsscription sufficient for
icentiicziion of the Fropeny.

A saiement that e Chief of Police hes detemined the
orcoer‘y o be Chranic Nuiscncc -'T'rooer'ry wifh ccncise

e

nncmg.

c. Demanc that the Person in Charge raspend within ten (10)
days to the Chief of Police and propess & course of action
that the Chief of Poiice zgress will abats the Nuisancs
Activities giving fise fo the violation.

d.  Service shall be made sither personally or by first cless maii,
postage pre-paid, retum raceipt requesiad, addressed to the
Person in Charge at the address of the Property believed to
be a Chronic Nuisance Property, or such other place which
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€

isEkdymgivemePsrsoninChe:genoﬁceofme
determination by the Chief of Police. .

e. A copy of the notice shall be served on the owner at such
address as shown on the iax rolls of the county in which the
Property is located, andfor the occupant, at the address of
the Property, if these persons are diiferent than the Person in
Charge, and shall be mzde either personally or by first class
mall, postage pre-paid.

A copy of the notice shall 2lso be pested zt the Propeny aitar
ten (10) days has elapsed irom the service or mailing of the
notice to the Person in Charge and the Person in Cherge has
not contacted the Chief of Poiice.

=h

g.  Tne iailure of any Person {o receive notice that he Propeny
may be 2 Chronic Nuisancs Propery shall not invalidats or
otherwise affect the procssdings under this Chapter.

If aiter the notification, but pric: ‘o the commencement of legal
proceedings by the Cly pursuant to this Cheptsr, 2 Person in
Charge stipulates with the Chiei of Police thet the Person in Cha gs
will pursue z Course of action the periss zgree will zbai= the
Nuisance Activides giving rise o the violaiion, the Chisi o Foiice
M2y agree o posipone legal procesdings for 2 period of not less
than ten (10) nor more than thirty (30) days, sxcept in the case of 2
Nuisance Activiiy under Section 3 (b)(7) where 2 search warznt wes
executed &t the Property. If the agreed course of action does not
rasult in the abatement of the Nuisance Actvity or if no agreement
canceming abetement is reached within thiny {30) days, the Chisi
oi Police shall request authorizztion jor the Corporation Counsa! ic
commence & legal procseding fo sbars the nuisance,

Concurrent with the notiication procedurss s&t jorth hersin, the
Chief of Police shall sand copies o7 the notice, 2s well as, any othar
documentation which supports legai proceedings te the Corporztion
Counsel.

When 2 Person in Charge makes z response to the Chief of Poiice zs
required above, any conduct or statements mads in connection with the
furnishing of that response shall not constitute 2n admission that any
Nuisance Activities have or are occurring. This subsaction Goes not raquire
the exclusion of any evidence which is otherwise admissibie or offiersd for
any other purpose,



SECTION 6. - COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION, BURDEN OF PROCF

A

In an action sesking closure of 2 Chronic Nuisance Property, the City shall
have the initial burden of showing by preponderance of the evidence that
the property is 2 Chronic Nuisance Property.

It is a defense b an action seeking the closurs of chronic nuisznce
propesty that the owner of the properiy zt the time in question could not,
in the exercise of reasonable care or diligencs, determine that the propeny
had become z public nuisance property, or could nct, in spit2 of the
exarcise of rezsonzble cares and difigenice, control the conduct lezding of
ihe aindings that the property is a Chronic Nuisznce Froperny.

In esizdlishing the amount of any civil penzlly requesizd, the court may
consider any of the following izctors if they need be found appropriats, znd
shall sits these ound zppiicable:;

(1)  The actions or lack of action tzken by the Person in Craree to
mitigais or comect the problem zt the property.

(2)  Whether the problem at the proparty wes repe=ted or comtinuous.
{3)  The magniiude or gravity of the probiem.
(4  Tne cooperaticn of the Person in Charge with the Ciy.

(5} Tnes cosi of the Cily invesiigating and correciing or attempting to
corract the condition.

SECTION 7. - EMERGENCY CLOSING PROCEDURES

A
Ma

-

32

In the event that it is determined that the properly is an immediate threst
to the public szisty and welfars, the City may apply to the court for such
interirn raiief, as is deemed by the Chief of Foiice to be zpproprzts. In
such an svent, the notification provision set forth in Section 5 above need
not be complied with, however, the City shall mzke z diligent afiort to notify
the person in charge prior to 2 cour: hearing.

In the svent that e court finds the properiy constitutes a Chronic
Nuisance Properly 2s defined in this Section, the court may order the
reredy set out above. In addidon, in the event that it 2lso finds the Person
in Charge had knowledge of activities or conditions of the property
constituting or violating this Chapter and permitted the activities to occur,
the court may assess a civil fine as provided above.

The court may authorize the City of Kankakse to physically secure the
property againsi uss or occupancy in the event the owner fziis o do so
within the lime speciiied by the court In the event that the City is



authorized to secure the property, all costs reasonzbly incurred by the City -
1o afiect a closure shall be made and assessed 2s a hen against the
property. If used hersin, "cosis™mean thesa costs actually incured by the
City for the physical securing of the property, 2s well as, tenant relocation
coss.

D.  Tne City of Kankakee Deparment of Public Works aifecting the closurs
shall prepare 2 siztement of cost and the City of Kankakee shall thereziizr
submit said siziement to the court for its review. If no objection of the
siatement is made within the period described by the court, z fien in szid
amourt mey be recorded against said property.

E. Any person who is assessed the cos: of closure and/or civii penatty by the
court shall be personally lizble for the payment thereof Dy the City.
F. A tenant is entiled o their ressonshie reloczticn costs, as these ars

detsrmined by the count #, without actuzl nofice, the tenant moved into the
propeny, aitsr siiher

(1)  The owner or tenant recsived notice 2s gescribed nersin of the
Police Chiefs Getermination 2s Gescribed zhove.

(2} Unknown owner or sther agent recsived nofice of an action broughr
pursuani o this Secion.

(3) Ay person who is zssessed with costs of cicsurs andfor civii
penaly by the court shall be personally fizble jor the payment
inersoi o the Giy.

SzCTION 8. SEVERABILITY

i 2ny provision of this COrdinance or its applicztion, or any person or

circumsiancss hald to be invelic ior 2ny reason, the remainder of said appiication of iis
provisions-to the other persons or circumsiances shall not be in any way affected.

SECTION 8. EFF=CTIVE DATE OF ORDINANGCE

s Ordinance shall be in full sfiect 25 o the Gziz of final passage and shall

ramain in efiect for z period of two () ysars irom the dats of original passage.



ADOFTED THIS ‘/(’Qf/f’/dayof Q;Q#_ s So . 1997, pursuant to 2 roll call
vote. '

|
AYES: /4
NAYS

AcSEN"
ABSTAIN: /‘1

,Z@/f/i/

MAYOR DONALD E. GREEN




Appendix 2 Ordinance Amending Chapter 22 of the Municipal Code of the
City of Kankakee, Procedures in Implementing the Ordinance
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CITY OF KANKAKEE
KANKAKEE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

ORDINANCE NO. 98-

ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 22 OF THE
MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY OF KANKAKEE
KANKAKEE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

" ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL
» OF THE
CITY OF KANKAKEE

THIS DAY OF , 1998

Published in pamphlet form by authority
. by the City Council of the City of Kankakee
this day of , 1998.




ORDINANCE NO. 98 -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 22 OF THE
MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY OF KANKAKEE, ol
KANKAKEE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

=

WHEREAS, it is essential to protect the safety of the citizens and peace of the City.
of Kankakee; and -

'WHEREAS, the possession of firearms, the existence of prostitution and the
solicitation of drugs is an on-going occurrence which affects the ability of the citizens of .
the City of Kankakee to live free of the affects of crime; and :

WHEREAS, persons who use their motor vehicles for the purposes of transperting
firearms, solicitation of cannabis or controlled substances and also soliciting prostitution

upset the peace and tranquility of neighborhoods and rights to live in any peaceful
neighborhood., . -

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE GITY OF
KANKAKEE, KANKAKEE COUNTY, ILLINOIS AS FOLLOWS: Y-

SECTION I: Chapter 22 of the Municipal Code of the City of Kankakee, Kankakee.
County, lllinois, is hereby amended by adding the following sections to said Chapter: : -

SECTION 22-76 THROUGH 80: RESERVED

SOLIC!;I'ATION OF DRUGS

SECTION 22-80: ATTEMPT TO SOLICIT DRUGS.

It is unlawful for any person to solicit or to attempt to obtain cannabis, as
defined in the lllinois Cannabis Control Act or a controlled substance as.*;:: ..,
defined by the lilinois Controlled Substance Act with an intent to possess._..+
by request, contract, agreement, command or understanding.

P 1
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SECTION 22-81: ATTEMPT TO SOLIGIT FROM VEHICLE - IMPOUNDMENT.

A.  The owner of record of any motor vehicle which is used in connection with a =
violation of Sec. 22-80 or that contains cannabis as defined by the lllinois Cannabis
Act or a controlled substance as defined by the lliinois Controlied Substance Act .°
shall be subject to seizure and impoundment and liable to the City for an
administrative penalty not to exceed $500.00 plus any towing and storage fees,
as hereinafter provided. “ .

(1)  This Sub-section shall not apply: (1) if the vehicle used in the violation was _
stolen at that time and the theft was reported to the appropriate police '
authorities within 24 hours after the theft was discovered; or (2) if the vehicle - :
is operating as a common carrier and the violation occurs without the
knowledge of the person in control of the vehicle.

(2) Whenever a police officer has probable cause to believe that a vehicleis
subject to seizure and impoundment pursuant lo this Section, the police °
officer shall provide for the towing of the vehicle to a facility controlied by the
City or its agents. Before or at the time the vehicle is towed, the police officer )
shall notify any person identifying himself ds the owner of the vehicle or any
person wh is found to be in control of the vehicle at the time of the alleged " :
violation, of the fact of the seizure and of the vehicle owner's right to request ~
a vehicle impoundment hearing to be conducted under this Section.

(3)  If the owner of record of a vehicle seized pursuant to this Section desires
to appeal the seizure, said owner must make a request for said hearing within *;
twenty-fou (24) hours of the seizure. Said request shall be in writing and %
filed with the Chief of Police or his designee. If an appeal is timely filed, a*
Hearing Officer of the City shall conduct such appeal hearing within forty- .
eight (48) hours after the request, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and y
holidays. All interested persons shall be given a reasonable opportunity fo .
be heard at the vehicle impoundment hearing. The formal rules of evidence -
will not apply at the hearing and hearsay evidence shall be admissible. ;!
after the hearing, the Hearing Officer determines there is probable cause 0.,
believe that the vehicle is subject to seizure and impoundment pursuant to®,
this Section, the Hearing Officer shall order the continued impoundment of ;
the vehicle as provided in this Section, unless the owner of the vehicle posts:
with the Collection Department, a cash bond in the amount of Five Hundred *
an no/100s Dollars ($500.00), plus any applicable towing and storage fees.-:

(4) Unless a hearing is held pursuant to (3) above, within 10 dayé after _a“'l

vehicle is seized and impounded pursuant to this Section, the City shall nofify:*
by certified mail, return receipt requested, the owner of record of the date,™

3



time and location of a hearing that will be conducted, pursuant to this
Section. The hearing shall be scheduled and held, unless continued by - :.
order of the Hearing Officer, no later than 45 days after the vehicle was
seized. The hearing shall be conducted by a Hearing Officer appointed by ¥,
the Mayor. All interested persons shalil be given a reasonable opportunity .
to be heard at the hearing. If, after the hearing, the Hearing Officer -
determines by a preponderance of evidence that the vehicle was used in
connection with a violation of - Section 30-225, and that none of the '
exceptions described in clauses (1) or (2) of Sub-section (a) applies, the -
Hearing Officer shall enter an order finding the owner of record of the vehicle
civilly liable to the City for an administrative penalty in the amount not to
exceed $500.00. If the owner of record fails to appear at the hearing, the ;
Hearing Officer shall enter a default order in favor of the City requiring tha
payment to the City of an administrative penalty in an amount not to exceed
$500.00.” If the Hearing Officer finds that no such violation occurred, the

Hearing Officer shall order the immediate retum of the owner's vehicle or :
cash bond

(5) Ian adm:mstratxve penally is imposed pursuant to this Section, such penalty'.
shall constitute a debt due and owing to the City. If a cash bond has been-
posted pursuant to this Section, the bond shall be apphed to the penalty '
if a vehicle has been impounded when such a penalty is imposed, the Clly_f,_-
may seek to obtain a judgment on the debt and enforce such judgment’
against the vehicle as provided by law. Except as provided otherwiss in this
Section, a vehicle shall continue to be impounded until (1) the penalty, plus_
any applicable towing and storage fees, is paid to the City, in which case
possession of the vehicle shall be given to the person who is legally entitied:
to possess the vehicle (2) the vehicle is sold or otherwise disposed of to ;%

! satisfy a judgment to enforce a lien as provided by law. - If the admmnstraﬁve*
penalty'and applicable fees are not paid within 30 days afteran .- >V
adm:nlstraiive penalty is imposed under Sub-section (d) against an twner-
of recofd'who defaults by failing to appear at the hearing, the vehicle 8l
be deemed unclaimed and shall be disposed of in the manner provlded by
law for the disposition of unclaimed vehicles. In all other cases, if the %
administrative penalty and applicable fees are not paid within 30 days after
the expiration of time at which administrative review of the Hearing Offi cer‘s
determination may be sought, or within 30 days after an action seeking*.
administrative review has been resolved in favor of the City, whichever- -
is applicable, the vehicle shall be deemed unclaimed and shali be dlsposer.
of in the manner provided by law for the disposition of unclaimed vehlcles
under Section 4-208 of the lllinois Vehicle Code (625 ILCS 5!4-208)




(6)

SECTION 22-82; " L_ise of Vehicle For Soliciation of Prostitution - lmpoundmerit:_:;if:
(A) -

i

(C)

Except as otherwise speczﬁcally provided by law, no owner, lienHolder or “*"
other person shall be legally entitled to take possession of a’ vehlcle g
impounded under this Section until the civil penalty and fees applicable : é
under this Section have been paid. However, whenever a person with a lien ::

of record against an impounded vehicle has commenced foreclosure "-f';"-‘_?%
proceedings, possession of the vehicle shall be given to that person if he or:::
she agrees in writing to refund to the City the amount of the net proceeds’ of "'K
any foreclosure sale, less any amounts required to pay all lienholders of
record, not to exceed $500 00, p!us the applicable fees. X

%‘.

t

,.J"
-a

a‘

’*h

For purpases ofthls Section, the owner of record” of a vehicle is the record B
title holder : LB

A motor vehicle that is used, with the knowledge of the owner of record, ln
violation iof 22-59 supra., in the commission of prostitution as defined

in the Criminal Code of 1961, soliciting for a prostitute as defined in said
Code," sollcthng for a 1uvemle prostitute as defined in said Code, or .
patronizing a juvenile prostitute as definedin said Code, shall be subject to %
seizure and impoundment under this Sub-section. The owner of record of .
such vehicle shall.be liable to the City for a penalty of $500. 00 in addltlon
to fees for the towlng and storage of the vehicle.

Whenever a police officer has probable cause to believe that a vehicle i |s
subject to seizure and impoundment pursuant to this Section, the police - ;
officer shall provide for the towing of the vehicle to a facility controlled by i
the City or its agents. When the vehicle is towed, the police officer. shall - !sr
notify the pérson who is found to be in control of the vehicle atthé time-of Jﬁ
the alleged violation, if there is such a person, of the fact of the séizure and§
of the vehicle owner's right to request a preliminary hearing to be c:onductéd g
under this Section. , _2,

"'.'-”

if the owner of record of a vehlcle seized pursuant to this Sechon rlésu';:%
to appeal the seizure, said owner must make a request for said héaﬂng“f’-'”"‘ﬁ
within twenty-four (234) hours from the seizure. Said request shaliBe:in"3
writing and filed with the Chief of Police or his designee. If an appeaﬁs 3‘3
timely filed, a Hearing Officer of the City shall conduct such appeaf'heaﬁng’ 5
within forty-eight (48) hours after the request, excluding Saturdays, Stinddys?
and holidays. All interested persons shall be given a reasonable opportunlty‘;i
to be heard at the vehicle impoundment hearing. The formal’rules:of
evidence will not apply at the hearing, and hearsay evidence shall “bé’%
admissible. If, after the hearing, the Hearing Officer determines there |s ,5,2
T E

.',,r
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(D)

probable cause to believe that the vehicle is subject to seizure and -

impoundmient pursuant to this Section, the Hearing Officer shall order
the contiriued impoundment of the vehicle as provided in this Section, .
unless the owner of the vehicle posts with the Collection Department,
a cash'bond in the amount of Five Hundred an No/100s Dollars ($500 00).*:
plus any applicable towing and storage fees. ,‘

Unless a.hearing is held pursuant to © above, within 10 days aﬁer a vehicle"’_'f;-:%
is seized and impounded pursuant to this Section, the City shall notify by
certified mail, retum receipt requested, the owner of record of the date, time =*
and location of a hearing that will be conducted, pursuant to this Section. ;-
The hearifig shall be scheduled and held, unless continued by order of the ,,
Hearing. Officer, no later than 30 days after the vehicle was seized. * All =%

i interested persons shall be given a reasonabie opportunity to be heard at the
~ - hearing.*f, after the hearing, the Hearing Officer determines by a4 : S

ponderance of evidence that the vehicle was used with the kntfw\fledge of s
the owner in the commission of any of the violations described in paragraph %

" (a), the Hearing Officer shall enter an order requiring the vehicle to’ continue-:g

@

(F)

.. to'be ifipbiinded until the owner pays a penalty not to exceed $500,00, plus:?
: fees fof towing and storage of the vehicle. The penalty and fees shall ba a*ﬁ

debt dué @nd owing the City. However, if a cash bond has been posted; the
bond shall be applied to the penalty. If the Hearing Officer determines lhaf?
the vehicle was not knowingly used in such violation, he or she shall ordef;?
the returri of the vehicle or cash bond. Notwithstanding any other provisiois
of this-Section, whenever a person with a lien of record againsl & vehicle
Impounded under this Section has commenced foreclosure’ prﬂd:éedlng?.'
possession of the vehicle shall be given to that person if he or $h' ag"reeéx.
inwriting to refund to the City the net proceeds of any foreclosure ‘sale; lesS"
any amounts necessary to pay all lienholders of record, up to: “the: {6Ial

amount uf penalt:es and fees imposed under this Sub-sectwn Aoy £

SR,
-Any rnotor vehicle that is not reclaimed within 30 days after thé & spiratiofs
of the time during which the owner of record may seek judicial révie\'i of: {ha
City’s action under this Section, or the time at which a final judgeffisnt i§3%
rendered against an owner of record who is in default may be dzsposed of*
as an unclaimed vehicle as provided by law. As used in this Section, the 3
“owner of record" of a vehicle means the record title holder. ., 2 7__-:_ il

Fees for towing and storage of a vehicle under this Section sha!l be the ééme
as those charged, pursuant to this Code. _ S ;-

‘}
. ‘-..‘ rfﬁ



SECTION 22-83:  Unlawful Firearm in Motor Vehic!e-lmpoundhent -

(A)

- (B)

(©)

The owner of record of any rnotor vehicle used in connectxon witha -
violation of Article 24 of the Illinois Criminal Code of 1961 (720 ILCS 5124-1
et seq.) Or Sec. 30-101, Sec. 30-102, Sec. 30-103, Sec. 30-104 and -

Sec. 30-105 or that contains a firearm or ammunition for which a Firearms “;
Owner’s Identification Card is required under the lilinois Owners Ident:fwtlon
Card Act (430 ILCS 65/0.01 et seq.) and is not presented, shall be liable o7
the City for an adrainistrative penalty not to exceed $500.00 plus any towing -3’
and storage fees as hereinafter provided, in addition to the fine imposed for :;
violation of any provision of this Article. Any such vehicle shall be Sllb]eﬁt,s...
to seizure and impoundment pursuant to this Section. This Sub-section shall
not apply: (1) if the vehiclé used in the violation was stolen at thattime and“;
the theft was reported to the appropriate police authorities within 24 hours:: 2
after the théft was discovered or reasonably should have been dlsoovered &
or (2) if the vehicle is operating as a common carrier and the violation occurs
vathnut the knowledge of the person in control of the vehicle. eales

Whenevér a pohce officers has probable’cause to believe that a vehs.ple
is subject to seizure and impoundment pursuant to this Section, the pohce
officer shall provide for the towing of the vehicle to a facility controlled by the --
City or its agents. Before or at the time the vehicle is towed, the police officer .
shall notify any person identifying himself as the owner of the vehicle or any
person who is found to be in control of the vehicle at the time of the alleged «
violation; of the fact of the seizure and of the vehicle owner’s right to request
a vehlcle lmpoundment hearing to be conducted under thts Sectlon

If the owner of record of a vehicle seized pursuant to this Sectlon deswes to
appeal the seizure, said owner must make a request for said hearing wnthln
twenty-four (24) hours of the seizure. Said request shall be in wntlng and i
filed with the Chief of Police or his designee.. If an appeal is timely filed,: a%
Hearing Officer of the City shall conduct such appeal hearing within fo

eight (48) hours after the request, excluding Saturdays, Sundays ors=:
holidays. All interested persons shall be given a reasonable opportun:ky to-’é
be heard at the vehicle impoundment hearing. The formal rulés of e\hden

will not apply at the hearing, and hearsay evidence shall be admiSSIbIe*ﬂf é
after the hearing, the Hearing Officer determines there is probable“.&tjse te
believe that the vehicle is subject to seizure and impoundment putstiant to;
this Section, the Hearing Officer shall order the continued impoundrieit d%
the vehicle as provided in this Section, unless the owner of the vehiclé posts
with the Collection Department, a cash bond in the amount of Five' Hl]ndred
an No/100s Dollars ($500.00), plus any applicable towing and storéga feesi




(D)

: j'?‘- ~ violation beéurred, the Hearing Officer shall order the immediate return of the “-:

(E)

208).

T
L

iy

Unless a hearing has been held pursuant to (c ) above, within 10 days after.::
a vehicle is seized and impounded pursuant to this Section, the City shall :
notify by ‘certified mail, return receipt requested, the owner of record of the::
date, time and location of a hearing that will be conducted pursuant to this
Section. - The hearing shall be scheduled and held, unless conducted by
order of the Hearing Officer, no later than 45 days after the vehicle was
seized.- The hearing shall be coriducted by a Hearing Officer appointed by
the Mayor.~ All interested persons shall be given a reasonable opportunlty'
to be heard at the hearing. If, after the hearing, the Hearing Officer ** =& f
determines by a.preponderance of evidence, none of the exceptlons
described herein applies, the Hearing Officer shall enter an order finding the ™
owner of fecord of the vehicle civilly liable to the City for an administrative ; '-»‘*
penalty in the amount, not to exceed $500.00. If the owner of record fails to’3s
appear at the hearing, the Hearirig Officer shall enter a default order in favor %
of the City requiring the payment to the City of an administrative penalty in %"
an amotint hiot to exceed $500.00. 'If the Hearing Officer finds that no such v

owner's‘vehicle or cash bond.

""""

If an admlmstratwe penalty is imposed pd’rsuant to this Secticn, such,
penalty shall constitute a debt due and owing to the City. If a cash iy
bond has been posted pursuant to this Section, the bond shall be applled
tothe pehalty if a vehicle has been impounded when such a penalty is -

" imposed;’the City may seek to obtain a judgment on the debt and enforce ;;
such judgmient against the vehicle as provided by law. Except as prowded
otherwisé ifi this Section, a vehicle shall continue to be impounded until (1 ) %
the penalty, plus any applicable towing and storage fees, is paid to the
City, in Which case possession of the vehicle shall be given to the person
who is'legally entitled to possess the vehicle, or (2) the vehicle is sold or "%
otherwise disposed of to satisfy a judgement or enforce a lien as pt‘c:\ndet:.l'ﬁ”e
by law.{If- the administrative penalty is imposed under Sub-section-(d)%
against an owner of record who defaults by failing to appear at the heanng.
the vehicle shall be deemed unclaimed and shall be disposed of in the
manner provided by law for the disposition of unclaimed vehicles. In’ all other*
cases, if the administrative penalty and applicable fees are not paid withm‘.&
30 days after the expiration of time at which administrative review of thé®:
Hearing Officer’s determination may be sought, or within 30 days after an t .
action seéking administrative review has been resolved in favor of the Clt)f,;
whichever is applicable, the vehicle shall be deemed unclaimed and Shall ba?
disposed of in the manner provided by law for the disposition of uiiclaimed;
vehicle urider Section 4-208 of the lllinois Motor Vehicle Code (625 ILCS 5147

NL"}:

'l;




(F)

Except as otherwise specaf‘ ically provided by law, no owner, lienholder or e
other person shall be legally entitled to take possession of a vehicle - :
impounded under this Section until the civil penalty and fees appllcable
under this Section have been paid. However, whenever a person witha " Eo
lien of record against an impounded vehicle has commenced foreclosure -
proceedings, possession of the vehicle shall be given to that personif he -. ;
or she agrees in writing to refund to the City the amount of the net proceeds®: z
of any foreclosure sale, less any amounts required to pay au henholders of
record, up to $500.00, plus the applicable fees. i

For purposes of th:s Section, the “owner of record” of a vehicle is the record
title holder :

SECTION 22-84 EXCEPTIONS Shall not apply to or affect any of the following

(1)}' a4

-in making arrests or preserving the peace while he is actually engaged

@

(3)

(4)

)

(6)

S

Peace oﬁ' eers or any person summoned by any such Officers to assist

in assisting such Officer; _ T

A La-ﬁs-l )

‘Wardens Supenntendents and Keepers of prisons, penitentiaries, jads and

other such institutions for the detention of persons accused or convicted of
an offense; while in the performance of their official duty or commuﬂng Tak

between lhelr homes and places of employment; ; = S
Menibets of the Armed Services or Reserve Forces of the United %
States or the Hlinois National Guard or the Reserve Officers -~~~ ¥
Training Corps. while'in the performance of their official duty, ’ b
Special Agents employed by a railroad to perform police functions, ~=
or employees of a detective agency, watchman-guard or patrolman : '___ i

agency, licénsed by the State of llinois, while actually engaged i in .
the performance of the duties of their employment or commutmg
between thetr homes-and places of employment;

£l
CRR

Agents and investigators of the lllinois Crime Investigating CommiSsio
authorized by the Commission to carry weapons, while on duty in the iR
course of any investigation for the Commission; : e

Manufacture or transportation of weapons which are not immedi ately' :
accessible to any person: sale of weapons to persons authorized Under%;w
law to possess them; R

A




I

. (8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

- successfully completed a course of study, approved by and supervised byég

Pe'rsons?!léénsed'as private security contractors, private detectives or i
private alafm Contractors br.employed by an agency certified by the .- - ‘
lHinois Department of Professional Regulation who have documentation
on their person, if their duties include the carrying of a weapon under ... =
the provisions of the Private Detective, Private Alarm and Private = - -
Security Act of 1983 (225 ILCS 445/1 et seq.), while actually engaged -

in the performancs of the duties of their employment. - e

Any person regularly employed in a commercial or industrial operation ::
as a security guarg for the protection of persons employed and private -7
property-telated to such commercial or industrial operation, while actually %
engaged ih the performance of his or her duty or traveling between sites : :
or properties belonging to the employer, and who, as a security guard, - :5'5
is & meMmber of a security force of at least 5 persons registered with the* gé}',
llinols Départment of Professional Regulation; provided that such - R
security guard has successfully completed a course of study; approved-:;3

by and supervised by the llinols Department of Professiorial Regulation; 34
consisting of not less than 40 hours of training that includes the theory 5%
of law enforcement, liability for acts and the handling of weapons. ...+

.
oY

Agents and investigators of the lilinois Legislative Investigating Commission>
authorized by the Commission to carry the weapons while on duty in the -
course of any investigation for the Commission. - Rl

Persons employed by a financial institution for the protection of other* *~= =
employees and property related to such financial institution, while actually=
engaged in the performance of their duties, commuting between their homes$:
and plates of employment, or traveling between sites or pfoperties-owned =
by such financial institution, provided that any person so employéd Ras ™55

the lllinois Department of Professional Regulation, consisting of fiot les§ =2
than 40 hours of training which includes theory of law enforcement,-fiabilifyz
for acts 'qr;gi the handling of weapons. »lh»w i

Any person' employed by an armored car company to drive an armored
while actually engaged in the performance of his duties, -~ . s

lnvestigatofs of the Office of the State’s Attorneys Appellaié Prosecdor "’ég
authorized by the Board of Governors of the Office of the State’s Attomneys:

Appellate Prosecutor to carry weapons pursuant to the State's Attomeys 5 :
Appellate Prosectuors’ Act (725 ILCS 210/1 et seq.); ' S

10



(13) Speciai iivestigators appointed by a State’s Attomey under Section 3-9005-.
of the Coutities Code (55 ILCS 5/3-9005); T e -

(14) Memnbers of any club onl'organ':zaﬁdh organized for the purpose ofpractnc!ng‘g“ﬁ
shooting st targets upon established target ranges, whether public or pdyate‘,%ﬁ
A3

while such members are using their firearms on such target ranges; ..

L
b

(15) Duly Buthorized military or civil organizations while parading, with the special s>
permission of the Govemor; et
(16) Licensed hunters or fishermen while engaged in hunting or ’ﬁshin;j:ﬁ e

A,
¥ R

(17) Transpbi‘tatidn of weaporis‘ broken down in a non-functioning stéte; Er' ; ﬁg
(18) Such other -exceptions as approved by the lilinois General Assembly. ;
i g T i _j‘ wE L ot : -..’a:.;.

SECTION 22:85:%"."Whenever ay reference to any Hearing Officer is used herein/3
those Hearing Officef§*are appointéd for purposes for the Administrative ‘Adjuqicatipn_%%
System and pursuan o°said applicable Ordinances, shall be and are hereby deemed to%x
be authorized to act a§ Haaring Officers, pursuant to thede Sections. In addition;:any City:s2
Attorney may act as.a Hearing Officer in the event of the unavailability of the’ Hearing; %)

Ay
T &
e
s

et g

Officer described pe;qjg;:i 3

* SECTION 22.86:" Chapter 22 of the Municipal Code of the ity of Kankakee'is’
hereby amended by the deleting of paragraph (a) thereof and replacing it’ With the
fO“OWing: =5 5 oS B

; el : : _ - __t._"-;':"‘,p.__, G
"(A)  Any violation of this Article shall be punished by a fine of $500.00 for:any 'nﬁg%

i offense and upon conviction, any weapon seized shall be confiscated by:the;
City. - s g R B

SECTION Ii: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect as of .74

1998 after its passage, approval and publication in pamphiet for, as provided by law.2x2%
> - RS S

Passed this day of , 1998, pursuant to a roll call vots 3
as follows: et SRR %
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AYES:
NAYS: .
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

1]

DONALD E. GREEN, MAYOR
ATTEST: - =

KATHERINE CARR, CITY CLERK



CITY OF KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS
ORDINANCE NO. 4 2’3?/

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING

AN ORDINANCE TO ABATE CHRONIC NUISANCE PROPERTIES

WHEREAS, certzin properiies locatzd in the City of Kankakee has determined that
aciivities at cenain properiies cfzate 2 nuisance 1o various other residents; and

WHEREAS, the zbatement of this nuisance is essenizl jor the public safety, hezlth
and weliare of the residents of the Chy of Kankzksz: ang

WHEREAS, the conduct which oceurs in Ceriain properties ars on-going and of
2 criminal nature, '

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED hat:

ScCTION 1

(@)

()

Afy cerzin property within the Ciiy of KanKzkes which becomes 2 Chronic
Nuisance Propery is in viciztion of this Chapter and is subject to its
remedies.

Any person in charge who permits Property under his or her ownership or
contol 10 be 2 Public Nuisance Property shell be in violztion of this
Chapter and subject to its remedies.

SECTION 2. DEFINITIONS:

A

CHRONIC NUISANCE PROPERTY - Chronic Nuisance Propery shall be
Propery upon which three or more of the behaviors fisted below have
occurrsd gduring any sixty (50) Gay period, as a result of any thrae (3)
separats {actual events that have been independently investigated Dy any
law enforcement agency. '

i. Disorderly Conducted s defined in 720 ILCS 5/26-1

2. Unlawiul Use of Wszpons 2s dsiined in 720 ILCS 5/24-1 et s=q.
3; Mob Action zs defined in 720 ILCS 51251

4, Discharge of 2 Firearm 2s defined in T2 ILCS 5/24-1.2and 1.5

5. Gambiing as defined in 720 ILCS 5/28.1



(5]

m

n

B. Passession, Manufacture or Delivery of Controlled Substznces as
defined in 720 ILCS 570/401 et seq.

7. Assault or Bettery or Any Related Offense as defined in 720 ILCS
5/12-1 et seq.

8. Sexual Abuse or Releted Ofienses as defined in 720 ILCS 5/12-15
= L

©

Pubiic Indecency &s defined in 720 ILCS 5/11-8.
10.  Prostifution as defined in 720 ILCS 5/11-14 et seq.
11.  Criminal Damage to Properiy &s deiined in 720 ILCS 5/21-1 at seq.

.Passession, Cultivation, Manuiacturs or Delivery of Cannzabis 2s
defined in 720 ILCS 30/1 et

- i
18]

13.  lilegal Consumpiion or Pessession of Alcohol as deiined in 235 ILCS
51 st seq.

14, Violzstion of the City of Kankakse Propeny Maint%nc'-" Code ralet
io garbage - Seciion - PM - 306.0 &t sea - BOCA DFIOP"""V
MAINTENANCE CODE/12S3

Controt; the 2bility 1o regulats, restrain, dominate, courteract or govemor
conduct that occurs on that properny.

.Owner, any person, zgent, firm or corporation having any legal or
equitable intsrest in the property. Owner includes, but is not limited to: (1)
2 mortgages in pessassion in whom is vested (2) all or part of the legal il
to the propeny; or {b) all or part of the beneficial ownership and the right
to°the present use and snjoyment of the premises; or (2) an occupant wic
can control what occurs on the propeny.

Permit To suiizr, zllow, consent o, acquiesce by ialiurs to pravent, or
expressiy ascent or agree 1o the doing of an act

Person. Any nefural person, association, partnership or corporation :
capeble of owning or using property ii the City of Kankakes.

Person in Charge. Any person in actual or constructive possession of 2
property, including but not fimited to an owner, occupant of Dmoeﬂy under
his or her domain, ownership or convol. o~



C. Property. Any rsal property, including land in that which is affixed,
incidental or pertinent to kand, including but not limited to any premises,
room, house, building, or structure or any separate part or partion thereof,
whether permitted or not.

SECTION 3. REMEDY

{A) In the event & court determines property to be z Chronic Nuisance
Property, the court may order that the property be closed and secured
against all use and occupancy for 2 period of not less than thirry days (30),
but not more that ene hundred and sighty days (180) , or the court may
Employ ary other remedy deemed by it io be appropriate to zbate the
nuisance.

(8) In zddition to the remedy provicad in parzoraph (A) ebove, the count may -
impese upon the owner of the propeny z civil penzlty in the amount of up
to One Hundrsd Dollars (S100.00) per day, payable to the City of
Kankakee, jor each day the owner had achzl knowledge thai the proparty
was 2 pubiic nuisznce properiy and permittad the property to remain public
nuisance properiv. .

(Q In datermining what remedy or remediss shall employ, the court may
consider evidence of other conduct which hes occurrsd on the property,
including, but not fimii=d to:

(1)  Tne disturbance of neighbors.

{2)  The racurrence of loud and obnoxious noises.

(3) Repeziad Consumption of Alcohol in Pubiic.
SZCTION 4. - ABATEMENT OF NUISANCE

-ihe Corporation Counse! of the Cily of Kankakse or the States Atiomey of
Kankakes County may commence 2n action fo zbate public nuisance as described
zbove. Upon being satisiied by afiidavits or other swom avidence that an alleged pubiic
nuisance xists, the court may without notice or bond enter 2 temporary restraining ordsr
or & preliminary injunction o enjcin 2ny defengant from mzintaining such nuisance and
may enter an order resiraining any defendant from removing or intarfering with all
property used in connection with the public nuisance.

ScCTION 5. - PROCEDURE

When the Chief of Police of the City of Kankakee receives two or more
Peiice reports documenting the occurrence of Nuisance Activity on or within

-

& rroperty, the Chief of Police shall independently review such reports to



determine whether they describe ciiminal acts. Upon such findings, the Chief may:

1.

w

Notify the person in charge in writing that the Propenty is in danger of
becoming 2 Chronic Nuisanczs Property. The notice shall contain the
{oliowing information:

2. The strest address or a lecal description sufficient for identificztion
of the Properiy.

b A siztement thet the Chisi- of Police has informaiion that the
Property mzy be Chronic Nuisance Propery, with a concise
description of the Nuisznce Activiies that may exist, or that have
occurred. Tne Chiei of Police shall ofier the Person in Charge an
opporiunity to propose & course oi action thai the Chief of Police
agrees will abets the Nuisance Activiies Giving rise to the vioiztion.

C. Demand that the Person in Charge respond to the Chiei of Police
within ten (10) days to discuss the Nuisance Aciiviiies.

After complying with the notificztion procedurss described herain when the
Chisi of Police receives 2 police report documeniing the occurrence of &
third Nuisznce Activity ai or within 2 Property anc dsi=mmines thet the
Propeny hes become z Chronic Nuisance Propary, the Chiel of Polics
shell:

1. Notify the Person in Chargs in writing thet the Propenty has besn
determined to be & Chronic Nuisance Pmoﬂr'y The nodice shall
contain the iollowing informaiion:

2. - The shest address or legai description suiicient for
identificztion of the Propeny.

o

A siztement that the Chief oi Police hes detsmined the
properiy to be Chronic Nuisance Properly with a concise
description of the Nuisance Aciiviies leading to nis/her
findings.

c. Demand ihat the Person in Charge respond within ten (10)
days to the Chief of Police and propess 2 course of action -
that the Chief of Poiice a2gress will abaie the Nuisance
Activiies giving fise to the violation.

d.  Service shall be made 2ither personally or by first cless mail,
postage pre-paid, retum receipt requesiad, addressed to the
Person in Charge at the address of the Property befieved to
be 2 Chronic Nuisance Property, or such other place which



!\‘)

€

is Iikely to give the Person in Charge nofice of the
determination by the Chief of Polics,

e. A copy of the notice shall be sarved on the owner &t such
address as shown on the tax rolls of the courtty in which the
Property is located, andfor the occupart, at the address of
the Property, if these persons are diiferent than the Person in
Charge, and shall be made sither personally or by first class
mail, postage pre-paid.

A copy of the notice shall zlso be posted &t the Propeny aiter

ien (10) days hes elapsed from the sarvice or maiiing of the

notice to the Person in Charge and the Person in Chergs has
t contacted the Chief of Poiice.

rh

g. The failure of any Person to receive notice that the Propeny
may be 2 Chronic Nuisance Propeny shall not invalidate or
otherwiss affect the proésadings under this Chapter.

I aiter the notification, but prior to the commencement of legal
proceedings by the Ciy pursuant to this Chepter, 2 Person in
Charge stipulaies with the Chisi of Police that the Person in Charge
will pursue z course of action ihe pariss agree will zbai2 the
Nuisance Activities giving rise to the violation, the Chisf of Police
2y agree 1o pesipone legal procesdings for 2 period of not less
than ten (10) nor mors than thirty (30). ¢ays, except in the casz of 2
Nuisance Activity under Section 3 (b)(7) where & search warent wes
executed at the Property. If the agre=d course of action does not
result in the abatement of the Nuisance Activily or ii no agreement
conceming abatemnent is reached within thirty (30) days, the Chiei
o Police shall request authorization jor the Corporation Counsel to
commence z legal proceeding fo ebate the nuisance.

Concurrent with the notification procedures st jorth herein, the
Chief of Police shall sand copies oi the notice, as well 2s, any other
documertation which supports legai procesdings to the Corporation
Counsel.

When a Person in Charge makes 2 response to the Chief of Poiice zs
required above, any conduct or siatements made in connection with the
fumishing of that response shall not constitute zn admission that any
Nuisancé Activities have or are occurming. This subsection Goes not require



SECTION 6. - COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION, BURDEN OF PROOF

A

In an action seeking closure of 2 Chronic Nuisance Property, the City shall
have the initial burden of showing by preponderance of the evidence that
the property is a Chronic Nuisance Property.

It is a defense to an action seeking the closurs of chronic nuisance
property that the owner of the properiy at the ime in question cauid not,
in the exercise of reasonzble czre or diligence, determine that the propeny
hed become a public nuisance property, or could not, in spite of Hie
exarcise of rezsoneble care and diilgence, control the conduct lezding of
the findings that the property is a Chronic Nuisance Property.

in estzblishing the amourtt of any civil penzlty requesied, the court may
consider any of the iollowing factors if they need be found appropriate, and
siall sits these found applicable:

(1) The zctions or lack of action zken by the Person in Charge to
mitigais or comrect the problem &t the properiy.

(2)  Whether the problem &t the properly was repsated or cominuous.
(3) The megniiudg or gravity oi the probiem.
(4  The cooperation of the Person in Crarge with the City,

(5) The cost of the City investigating and correcting or attempting o
corract the condition.

SECTION 7. - EMERGENCY CLOSING PROCEDURES

w

C.

In the event that it is determined $het the property is an immediate threat
to the public sziety and welfare, the City may apply to the cour for such
interim relief, 2s is deemed by the Chiei of Poiice ic be appropriats. In
such an event, the notification provision set jorth in Section 5 above nesd
not be complied with, however, the City shall make & diligent efiort to notify
the person in charge prior io 2 court hearing.

in the event that the court jinds the propery consiiiutes a Chronic .
Nuisance Property as defined in this Section, the court may order the
remedy set out above. In addition, in the event that it also finds the Person
in Charge had knowledge of activiies or conditions of the property
constituting or violating this Chapter and permitted the activiies to occur,
the court may assess a civil fine as provided above.

The court may authorize the City of Kankakee to physically secure the
property against use or occupancy in the event the owner fails 1o do so
within the time speciied by the courl n the event that the City is



authorized to secure the Property, all costs reasonzbly incurred by the City -
toaﬁectadosmesha!lbemadeandass&ssede_saﬁenagafns:me
property. [f usad herein, “casis™mean these costs actually incured by the
Chy for the physical securing of the property, as well as, tenant relocation
Cosis.

D.  The City of Kankakes Deparment of Public Warks affecting the closurs
shiall prepare z stztement of cost and the City of Kankakee shall therezftar
submit said siatement to the court jor its review. F no objection of the
siatement is made within the period described by the cour, & fien in szid
amourt may be recorded zgainst saig property.

m

Any person whe is 2ssessed the cost of closure andfor civil penatty by the
court shiall be personally iizble jor the payment thereai by the City.

n

A tenant is enifled o their rsasonzbie relocztion costs, as those ars

determined by the court i, without actual notice, the tenant moved into the
properiy, aiter sither

(1)  The owner or tenznt recsived notice as described hersin of the
Police Chief's Getermination 2s described zhove,

(2} Unknown owner or other agent recsived notice of an action Srought
pursuam o this Section

(3) Any person who is zssessed with costs of cicsurs andfor civii
penaly by the court shall be personally fiable for the payment
her=oi to the Ciy.

ScCTION 8. SEVERABILITY

if 2any provision of this Ordinance or its applicaiion, or any person or
circumsiznces held to be invaiid jor 2ny reason, the remainder of said application of iis
provisions-to the other persons or aircumsiances shall not be in any way affected,

SECTION 8. EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDINANCE

Tris Ordinance shall be in full sfiect 25 of the datz of final passage and shall
remain in efiect for 2 periog of two (2) years from the date of original passage.



ADOPTED THIS /(7 day of g;a,“ ., 1997, pursuant o 2 roll 2l
vote. '

|

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT: ;”2

ABSTAIN: g

wid 7]

MAYOR DONALD E. GREEN
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CITY OF KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS

ORDINANCE ¥O. 95-59

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 24, SECTION 2£-03.1
AND 24-03.2 OF THE MUKICIPAL CODE OF THE
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TEIS JAsf DAY OF & , 1895
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Published in Pamphlet Form by Authority gf_‘the City
of the Cityv oi Kankakes, Illinois, This/-?t-é‘-nay oi
1885, 7
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ORDINANCE RNO. 95-Q72

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 25, SECTION 24-063.1, OF
THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY OF KANKAKEE ENTITLED
"NUISARCES".

WHEREAS, the City of Kankakee has heretofore enacted a
certain Ordinance entitled “"Nuisances, same providing for
the control or abatement of noise nuisances within the City
of Kankakee, and;

WHEREAS, technological changes, improvements have
resulted in it now being in the best interest oif the
residents of the City oi Kankakee to amend aforesaid
Ordinance.

BE IT THEREFORE ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR
OF THE CITY OF KANKAKEE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1.

That Chapter 24, Section 24-63.1 shall be amended to
provide the following.

T+ shall be unlawful for any person to make, continue,
or- cause to be made or continued, ary excessive, unnecessary
cr unusual necise which either apnoys, disturbs, injures or
endangers the comfort, repose, health or safety of others
within the City, except in cases of urgent necessily in the
interest of public szfety. The Zollowing are herebyv declared
to be excessive, disturbing, loud andé unnecessary noises in
viplation of ‘this Section, however, said snumeration shall
not be deemed to be exclusive, namely:

{a) Radio, compact disc cr tape player, television
sets, musiczl instruments and similar device. The playing
using, operating or permitting to be played, used, or
operated, any radio compact disc, tape plaver, musical
instrument, phonograph, television or other machine or device
for the producing or reproducing of sound in such a manrner as
to disturb the peace, guiet and comfort of the neighboring
inhabitants or a2t anv time with louder vclume than 1is .
necessary for the convenient hearing of the persons who are
in the room, chamber, vehicle or outdoor area within the City
in which or were such machine or device is placed, used or
ope-rated and who are voluntary listeners thereto. The
operation of any such radio, compact disc or tape player,
instrument, phonograph, machine or device in such 2 manner as
to be plainly audible at a distance oI fifty fee (50°) from
+the location of such set, instrument or device, shzll be
prima facie evidence of a violation of this Section.

{b} Permit for outdoor area. No band, group, disc
jockevy (D.J.), orchestra or other person using amplified



sound equipment, in an outside area, may operate in

violation of subparagraph (a), without first obtaining
approval for the permit from the City Council. The City
Clerk shall issue such permits, to such groups, organizations
or charities that the City Council deems to be in the best
interests of all of the citizens. In no event, shall any
permit allow for sound to be amplified past 11:00 p.nm.
Sunday-Thursday and 12:00 p.m. for Friday and Saturday
nights. All Park District Property shall be exempt from the
provisions of this Ordinance.

SECTION 2:

e e ——

That Chapter 24, Section 24-03.2 shall be amended to
provide the following.

Sec. 24-23.2 PENALTIES/FEES

Any person who violates any provision of this Ordinance
shall upon conviction be fined not less than $50.0@ nor more
than $500.00. Each hour during which a2 violation occurs
shall be deemed =z separate and distinct offense.

Any person who violates any provision of this Ordinance
while operating anv vehicle, shall subject that vehicle to
immediate impounding and towing. The vehicle shall only be
released to the owner upon payment of zll towing and storage
COSTs. Such vehicle shall be impounded until lawfully
claimed or disposed of in accordance with Chapter 625 ILCS
5/2-201 et. seg.

SECTION 3:

THAT THIS ORDINANCE shall be in full force or effect
ZTom and aiter its Passage, approval and publication as
Provided by law.

ADOPTED this - z/b»( day of Q./.Zn . =

pursuant to a roll call vote as gﬁllo$§?
" AYES: /Z

NAYS:

\D
w
ut
-

ABSENT. 4 72
APPROVED this jx_.(ﬁ day ? il ;
_ = _

Y73

DONALD E. GREEN, Mayor

b
\D
\D
w

R s .
L}\,w/,ﬁiﬁ,:,;oc/ ff:ﬁfizf
KRTHERINE CARR, City“Elerk
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City of B¢
Police Deparmment
385 East Oak Sercet
Kankakex, [Hinois 60901
(813 9350401~ Fas 18151 936-361 1

06-25-27

Dear :

vou have been identified as the owner of the property at

Kankakee, Illinois. Recently, the property has been
found to have at least two violations of the chronic nuisance
roperty ordinance.

Police wers celled to the : reisrence
<o a window being shot out on Mey 25, 1927. The police were

called agzin to in reference to shots being
sired June 21, 1997 and 2lso on June 22, 1997 to the same area in
raference to three (3) shots being fired. A1l of the incidents
are believed to have originated from your property.

0

Jote fare

&

The chronic nuisance property orcinance reguires that the owne
of the property abate any zné all nuisance which occur on the
property owned by them or be subject to potential sanctions,
~egarding limitations of property use.

mhis letter is being sent to you as notification of problems on
vour property. The city of Kankakee 15 ac*k ng a*1ﬁgenh1v to
rectify ne*ghporﬁoou uvob1_ms Your in abating nuisances on
your property will azssist us in n-OteCtlng the value of your
properTy as well as vour neighbors.

vou are reguired by ordinance to respond to the Chief of Police
within Ten (10) days, to discuss & course of action, that will

abat2 the nuisance activities at this property.

Sincerely,

Mike Kinkade
Deputy Chief

MK /VD

/7
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memm

Police Department
335 East Oak Sores
Kankakee. Hlinois 60901
18151 933-0401- Fax (8131 936-3611

July 17, 12§57

RE:  Notice of Illecal Drug Activity by z tfenant (
), Xankakee, Illinois.
Case £ 57CD00D

Dear :

We are putting yvou on notice that a person, "
has been involved in an incident of iilsgal drug acti ivity. This
letler is to inform vou tha: listed the address of

following his arrsst. Public records indicate that vou
own, mauaae, and/or have z bossessow interest in that property.
s the landiord ci this property, you zre legalily responsible for
any public nuisance that -asults Irom illegzl céxrug activity
-ak..ng place there.

While the above incident did not tzke place on your property
we Zeel it is important tha:t 2 DIoperty manager is aware of the
problems of both his properties and his tenants / residents.

The City of Xankakee stands rsadv to work with vou to
prevent the use of your property for illegal activity.

. e =

Please contact my office immecdiately to cdiscuss methods in
which you can abazte the nuisance.

Respectiully,

William Doster Mike Kinkade
Chief of Police Deputy Chief
815-833-0400 815-933-0475



CITY POLICE ARTMENT AGENCY A

This agreement, made and executed this day of
, 1997, by
of the a S 0 T OF PROPERTIES

, as Principal/Owners, and by

DEPUTY CHIEF MIKE KINKADE, as agent of the City of Kankakee,

IL., a Municipal Corporation, provides as follows:

SE ON - SE _OF
It is recognized that in certain situations the use of
Kankakee City Police Officers to control certain activities on
.common areas of private property located within the Corporate
Limits of the City of Kankakee being conducted by non-residents
of parties not otherwise entitled to possession of the property,
may be desirable and necessary in order to preserve and protect

the health, safety, and welfare of the public.

ON 2 - O

k. I, , as Principal/Owner,

do hereby authorize and grant to the City of Kankakee, as my
agent, the power to control non-resident persons who enter and

remain upon common areas of all property located at _SEE___

ATTACHED SHEET FOR LIST OF PROPERTIES , Kankakee, Illinois.



B. The City of Kankakee specifically has the power to
approach persons located on the property and to order them to
lea?e the property and not to return if they are non-residenﬁs.
The City of Kankakee shall also have the power to cause a non-
resident to be arrested if they refuse to leave the property.
The City of Xankakee, as my agent, shall also have the power to

sign criminal complaints against non-residents, at its election.

Ca Iy , as

Principal/Owner, hereby agree that I will cooperate with the City
of Kankakee in any criminal prosecutions that may arise from the

City of Kankakee’s exercise of the authority granted by this

agreement.

D. The City of Xankakee, as agent, does hereby authorize
its police officers to control non-resident authorized persons
entering upon the common areas of property located at _SEE

ATTAQEED sgggx FOR LIST OF PROPERTIES _, Kankakee, IL.

The police officers are hereby authorized to approach
persons located on the property to determine if they reside or
have been legally invited on the property. Said police officers
are empowered to arrest persons who refuse to leave or who leave
and return without permission of the Principal/Owner or a
resident at a later date, and said police officers are also

empowered to sign criminal complaints against the individuals on

behalf of the Principal.




SECTION 3 — EFFECTIVE DATE OF AGREEMENT
A. This agreement shall be in full effect and legally

binding upon such time as signed and certified by each party.

B. The Chief of Police of the City of Kankakee will retain
the original signed agreement and will be responsible for

circulating such agreement for purposes of signature and record.

TON - ATION OF Al
A. This agreement shall remain in full force and effect
until terminated in writing by either party and said written

notice of the termination is delivered to the other party.

B. In the event that the Principal sells or otherwise
conveys their interest in the property, they shall notify the
city of the fact of the sale or conveyance and this agreement
shall thereupon be terminated at the time of the sale or other

conveyance unless sooner terminated by either party.

Principal Agent

Witness Witness

Home address of PRINCIPAL

Home telephone number of PRINCIPAL




POLICE DEP. AGENCY AGREEMENT

This agreement, made and executed this day of

» 198_, _by

of the

» as Principal/Owners, and by_ DEPUTY

CEIEF MTKE KINKADE , as agent of the City of Kankakee, Illinois,

a Municipal Corporation, provides as follows:

SECTION 1 — PURPOSE OF AGREEMENT

It is recognized that in certain situations the use of
Kankakee City Police Officers to controcl certain activities on
common areas of private property located within the Corporate
Limits of the City of Kankakee being conducted by non-patrons
of parties not otherwise entitled +o possession of the property,

may be desirable and necessary in order to preserve and protect

the health, safety, and welfare of the public.

SECTION 2 -~ POWER AND AUTHORITY

A, I, + @s Principal/Owner,

do hereby authorize and grant to the City of Kankakee, as my
agent, the power to control non-patrons and unauthorized
vehicles which enter and remain upon common areas of all property

located at  Kankakee, Il.

B. The City of Kankakee specifically has the power to
approach persons located on the property and to order them to

leave the property and not to return if they are non-patrons.



_The City of Kankakee shall also have the power to cause non-
patrons to be arrested if they refuse to leave the property.
Further, the City of Kankakee shall also have the power to remove
non-patron vehicles from said property at ownérs expense. As my
agent, shall also have the power to sign criminal complaints

against non-patrons, at its election.

C. - I, : @S

Principal/Owner, hereby agree that T will cooperate with the City
of Kankakee in any criminal prosecutions that may arise from the
City of Kankakee’s exercise of the authority granted by this

agreement.

D. The City of Kankakee, as agent, does hereby authorize
its police officers to control non-patrons, unauthorized persons
and unauthorized vehicles entering upon the common areas of

property located at - ’

Kankakee, Illinois. The police officers are hereby authorized to
approach persons located on the property o determine if thev are
patrons or have been legally invited on the property. Said
police officers are empowered to arrest pers&ns who refuse to
leave or who leave and return without permission of the
Principal/Owner or a patron at a later date, and said police
officers are also empowered to sign criminal complaints against

the individuals on behalf of the Principal.



Appendix 3 Process Mapping of the Chronic Nuisance Abatement Process
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Process Mapping

Kankakee Municipal Enforcement Group
City of Kankakee. IL

Checks

1. Is there a previous case report on file at the police department on a property?

2. Are there three or more nuisance calls for the property in the last 60 days? (as
determined by a check of the CAD system)

3. Have there been drug calls on the property? Or against people who reside at the
property?

4. Have residents of the property been arrested for prostitution?

Letters

Five copies of each letter are made. One to Nolte, one to Chief's file, one to
Mayor/City Attorney, and one to each alderman in the appropriate ward. In addition, one
letter is sent for each family member at the property that has run afoul of the law. Lt.
Nolte supervises the Community Service Officers who get the information from the CAD
system as well as the County Assessor to determine the number of calls to the property,
their nature and the landlord of the property. Lt. Nolte spends the first half of his day
processing the chronic nuisance letters; the second half pursuing landlords and talking
with trouble residents. Letters can be sent to property owners who reside at the property
as well as landlords who do not live at the property.

4a. Nuisance letter

This is sent in response to police being called three or more times to the property
in the past sixty days. This is checked with the CAD system to determine the number of
prior calls. The property owner is required by law to respond to the Chief, Assistant
Chief or Lt. Nolte within ten days. A second letter is sent out after ten days if no
response is received. This letter is sent certified mail, and copies of the letter are placed
in a "ten day" folder.

4b. Drug letter

This letter is sent out if drugs were used or sold on the property. The property
owner is required by law to respond to the Chief, Assistant Chief or Lt. Nolte within ten
days. A second letter is sent out after ten days if no response is received. This letter is

sent certified mail, and copies of the letter are placed in a "ten day" folder. These letters
receive top priority.

4c. Prostitution letter

This letter is sent to a landlord whenever a tenant is picked up on prostitution
charges off the property. This letter targets the person offering sex. No follow up is
required of the landlord.

4d. Heads up letter



This letter is sent to a landlord whenever a tenant is picked up on drug charges off
the property. No follow up is required of the landlord.

Follow up to First Letter

5. Meeting with Chief Doster, Deputy Chief Kincaid, or Lt. Nolte is the follow up to the
first letter. This is the order in which the landlord meets with a departmental

representative, and if the Chief is available he meets with the landlord. (It should be
noted that Lt. Nolte has a copy of all the files.)

Sa. The meeting reviews the circumstances of arrest, and is intended to impress the nature

of the law violation (drug, nuisance, prostitution, and crime) on the landlord. Thereis a
review to pursue 5-day evictions. This meeting is largely informational.

5b. The heads up letter does not require a response, though many landlords chose to call

or meet with the department in response to this letter. This meeting is largely
informational.

5c. If there is no response to the second letter, or the certified letter is returned to the
department, Lt. Nolte takes over. He typically finds the landlord and discusses the matter
with them, similar to the office discussion, but somewhat more forcefully. In addition, he
appraises the landlord that charges can be filed in the courts to have the property closed

through the actions of the city attorney. The city attorney files cases with Ed Pentuic, the
State's attorney assigned to most drug cases.

5d. Landlords can sign an "agency agreement"; this allows the police department to
become agents for/of the property owner, regardless of whether the property is an
apartment, business or residence. This process started with the "party house” on

Wildwood where proceedings got away from the owner of the property who sought an
external source of enforcement.

5e. The city attorney or state's attorney are cross-designated to lighten the load for five

day evictions. The state's attorney can file on behalf of (or as an agent for) the landlord
for five day evictions in the case of drugs.

The Problem Persists

6a. If multiple letters are sent out and no response is forthcoming from the landlord, the
case goes to the city attorney. Val reports that most cases result in eviction before trouble

escalates. The case of landlord Steve Funk was one in which the case escalated before
eviction occurred.



Process Map of Chronic Nuisance Abatement Steps

Nuisance report (citizen) KAMEG Activity Patrol Report
Agency Agreement
This allows landlords who sign the agreement to designate the police department as
agents for the property owner. In these cases, the police can make arrests for criminal
trespass of individuals on the property that don't live there.
(CAD Search) (County Assessor Search for Landlord Pedigree)
First Letter
Nuisance Drug Heads Up Prostitution
Compliance
(This is usually done in a meeting.) Landlord gives tenant five days to leave the property,
following which SA Pentuic handles the case. When the state takes over the case it is a
30 day notice before shut down.
New Complaint > Property Shut down
Meeting with KPD Representative Failure to Respond to Letter
Phone Call from Lt. Nolte
Visit from Lt. Nolte
Second Letter Lt. Nolte takes on the case

Compliance

City Attorney > ->—>-> State's Attorney (role in eviction, as SA can file as agent on
behalf of the landlord for a 5 day eviction in the case of drugs.)

Legal Outcomes

Eviction
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