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Background
The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention (Chicago Project) was formed in 1995 as a strategic public health initiative to support accelerated community-based and citywide violence prevention.  Housed within the School of Public Health at the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), the Chicago Project is supported by private foundation grants and with local, State, and federal funds.  CeaseFire is a major program operated by the Chicago Project and is designed to combat violence within the community.  
Report Conclusions
Senate Resolution 686 directed the Auditor General to conduct a program audit of the funding provided by or through the State of Illinois to the CeaseFire program.  The audit offered the following conclusions:

· In FY04 through FY06, the Chicago Project and its community partners received $16.2 million from a variety of sources to operate the CeaseFire program and fund other Chicago Project activities.

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

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

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

· During FY06, the Department of Corrections provided funding for CeaseFire outside the payment terms of the agreement.

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

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

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

· CeaseFire communities were determined during the audit period by two sources–the Chicago Project or individual legislators that provided funding in the State budget.  

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

Recommendations

1.
The Chicago Project should ensure that the Board of Directors has adequate membership support and attendance at scheduled meetings.  Additionally, the Chicago Project should take the necessary steps to ensure that the Director’s Council meets for its mandated meetings.  Finally, the Chicago Project should take steps to improve the attendance and membership of the Steering Committee meetings.
Findings:
The Board of Directors for the Chicago Project consists of volunteers from the leading civic, law enforcement, health, religious and community organizations in Chicago.  According to Chicago Project documentation, the Board serves as a civic voice for the Chicago Project, reviews all program plans and priorities, and helps to raise resources.  The Board was reconstituted in 2005 due to the large number of members.  The reconstituted Board had 17-18 voting members during the audit period covered by Senate Resolution 686.

Documentation from the Illinois Secretary of State shows that the Chicago Project incorporated as a not-for-profit on August 28, 1997.  General powers of the Board, as delineated in the Articles of Incorporation, include providing fiscal and policy oversight for the Chicago Project within the guidelines set by the University of Illinois at Chicago.  The Articles dictate that the Board is to hold at least three regular meetings a year.  The Chicago Project provided meeting minutes showing that the Board convened five times during the period FY04 through FY06:  in February, May and September of 2005 and in February and May of 2006.

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

There were 21 voting members that served on the Board during the audit period.  Only three of those members attended all the meetings, and four of the 21 members attended fewer than half of the meetings and six members attended no meetings at all.

During 2005, when the Chicago Project reduced the number of Board members, it created a Director’s Council for the members not remaining on the Board of Directors.  During 2005-2006, the Director’s Council was comprised of 27 members.  The Chicago Project’s Articles of Incorporation and By-Laws dated May 2005 state that the purpose of the Council is to “provide advice and counsel that is beneficial to the Executive Director of the Chicago Project as it carries out its mission and purpose.”  The Articles dictate that the Council meet two times per year.  According to a Chicago Project official, as of February 16, 2007, the Council had yet to fully convene.  
The Steering Committee is not a governing organization, but rather a place for members from local communities and law enforcement officials to discuss joint issues.  The committee meets monthly to discuss the progress, direction and future planning of CeaseFire.  A Chicago Project official indicated that membership on the Steering Committee is “fluid.”  During the audit period the Steering Committee met 19 times.  One hundred and forty-five non-Chicago Project staff members attended at least one meeting, but most committee members attended fewer than five meetings.  

Chicago Project Response: 
Accepted.
2. The Department of Corrections should take the necessary steps to ensure that appropriate documentation is submitted, based on the funding agreement with the University of Illinois at Chicago, before providing funding for CeaseFire.  Further, the Department of Corrections should improve its monitoring of the funding provided for the CeaseFire program.  Chicago Project officials should only distribute funding to communities named in the funding agreement and should keep adequate documentation to show that funds were distributed to communities in the amounts contractually provided.  Finally, the Department of Corrections should determine whether an administrative fee should be charged and, if determined to be appropriate, include that provision in the funding agreement.  
Findings:
While some State agencies provided funding to the Chicago Project as far back as 1999, the State of Illinois became the major funding source for the Chicago Project and CeaseFire program during the FY04 through FY06 time period.  In late FY04, the Governor’s Office directed the Illinois State Police and the Department of Corrections to find $2 million in funding for CeaseFire.  In subsequent years the Department of Corrections’ budget has included funding to maintain and expand the CeaseFire program.  State of Illinois agencies provided $10.8 million directly to the University of Illinois for CeaseFire activities between FY04 and FY06.  The Illinois State Police (ISP), Department of Corrections (DOC), Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJIA), and the Illinois Violence Prevention Authority (IVPA) funded CeaseFire during the audit period.
The Department of Human Services (DHS) and IVPA provided $235,000 in payments directly to these not-for-profit community partners and did not filter through UIC and the Chicago Project.   
	

	STATE FUNDING FOR CEASEFIRE

	State FY04-FY06

	Agency
	FY04
	FY05
	FY06
	Total 1

	DOC
	$500,000.00
	$2,600,000.00
	$3,650,000.00
	$6,750,000.00

	ISP
	1,500,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1,500,000.00

	ICJIA
	500,000.00
	600,000.00
	0.00
	1,100,000.00

	IVPA 
	135,000.00
	317,300.00
	317,300.00
	769,600.00

	DCEO
	750,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	750,000.00

	DHS 
	0.00
	0.00
	200,000.00
	200,000.00

	Total
	$3,385,000.00
	$3,517,300.00
	$4,167,300.00
	$11,069,600.00

	Note:  1  Total includes $235,000 paid directly to partners.

	Source:  OAG summary of State agency documentation.


Most State funding during the audit period for CeaseFire was budgeted for community expenses such as outreach workers and related costs as well as subcontracts with community partners.  Seventy-two percent ($7.8 million) of the $10.8 million in direct funding to UIC was budgeted for community activity.  While State contracts indicated specific amounts for specific communities, the auditors found that the front-line community partners seldom received the entire amount designated in the State budget.  Another 18 percent in State funding ($2.0 million) was budgeted for salaries and fringe benefits for staff of the Chicago Project.  

	

	CEASEFIRE BUDGETED USES OF STATE FUNDING

	State FY04-FY06

	 
	FY04
	FY05
	FY06
	Total

	Community Partners
	$1,050,350
	$1,668,058
	$3,650,000
	$6,368,408

	Community Outreach
	
	
	
	

	   Salaries/Benefits
	431,449
	788,550
	157,512
	1,377,511

	Chicago Project
	
	
	
	

	   Salaries/Benefits
	678,128
	906,498
	378,959
	1,963,585

	   Equipment
	200,569
	69,277
	3,000
	272,846

	   Consultants/Training
	61,005
	186,225
	0
	247,230

	   Public Education Materials
	221,581
	15,500
	0
	237,081

	   Indirect/Other Costs
	51,965
	42,810
	5,520
	100,295

	   Community Expenses
	42,500
	42,500
	0
	85,000

	   Telephone
	26,535
	45,041
	4,416
	75,992

	   Supplies
	27,058
	30,700
	3,157
	60,915

	   Travel/Transportation
	17,195
	23,808
	4,735
	45,738

	Total
	$2,808,335
	$3,818,967
	$4,207,299
	$10,834,601

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

	Source:  OAG developed from contracts received from the Comptroller.


The Department of Corrections provided $6.75 million in funding during the audit period for CeaseFire activities in the community as well as administrative costs for operating the program at the Chicago Project and UIC.  There has generally been a shift in how the funding was directed for CeaseFire – from paying for administrative costs in FY04 to providing funds for CeaseFire communities in FY06.  Seventy-nine percent of the DOC funding for CeaseFire ($5.3 million) was directed to be used in the communities.  

Funding was provided by DOC through Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) between the Department and UIC.  During FY06, DOC provided funding for CeaseFire outside the payment terms of the agreement.  Additionally, during FY06, the Chicago Project was charging an administrative fee to each of the community line item amounts that was not delineated in the MOU with the Department.  
In FY04, the agreement for CeaseFire indicated that DOC was to provide $500,000 in funding for CeaseFire as designated by the Governor.  The MOU was executed 36 days prior to the end of the performance period – on May 26, 2004, and was for the period February 1 through June 30, 2004.  The agreement was filed with the Comptroller on June 18, 2004 and the Comptroller issued the $500,000 payment on July 20, 2004.

	

	BUDGETED PURPOSES FOR

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FUNDING

	State FY04-FY06

	 
	FY04
	FY05
	FY06
	Total

	Communities
	$0.00
	$1,668,058.00
	$3,650,000.00
	$5,318,058.00

	CPVP Administration
	394,214.00 
	651,925.43 
	0.00 
	1,046,139.43 

	Outreach
	105,786.00 
	280,016.57 
	0.00 
	385,802.57

	Total
	$500,000.00
	$2,600,000.00
	$3,650,000.00
	$6,750,000.00

	Source:  OAG developed from State contracts.


According to documentation received from an official with the Chicago Project, the State committed to funding in February 2004 so the Chicago Project began activities.  The Chicago Project attached a budget (dated May 10, 2004) to the MOU which listed positions that would be paid for under the agreement.  Some positions had an individual’s name associated with the budgeted payment.  However that budget, dated approximately 3½ months after work was to begin, failed to identify 18 individuals for positions that were described as “vacant” or “new hire.”  These non-designated positions amounted to over $187,000, or 37 percent, of the total budget.

In FY05, DOC funding started to be designated for individual communities as designated in the contract between DOC and UIC.  Funding was to be for the period July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005 – but the agreement was not executed until December 28, 2004.  Sixty-five percent ($1.7 million) of the DOC funds were for subcontracts for specific communities – the remainder was for administrative activities at the Chicago Project and outreach salaries and benefits.  Additionally, $50,000 was built into the budget for “Administration & Subcontract Development” to be provided by the UIC School of Public Health.  

During FY06, DOC funding was only directed towards specific communities – which was consistent with how funding was delineated in the DOC budget.  The entire funding level of $3.65 million was broken down into either $250,000 or $150,000 amounts for the individual communities.  The agreement, for the period encompassing all of FY06, was signed by UIC officials on August 18, 2005 but the DOC official executing the agreement for the State did not date the agreement.  

DOC funding agreements took the form of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) between the Department and UIC.  During FY04 and FY05, these MOU described payment procedures generally as being made “as soon as practical.”  

In FY06, that direction changed as the funding directed monies for specific communities.  The MOU provided for half of the funding - $1.825 million – to be “paid as soon as practical” from General Revenue funds to UIC for CeaseFire.  CeaseFire was to then make disbursements to the specific locations in the amounts equal to half of the total appropriated in the DOC budget.  The Comptroller issued payments to UIC for the first half on October 3, 2005 and November 23, 2005.  The MOU’s were developed by DOC after monies had been appropriated in the State budget for CeaseFire.  

	CEASEFIRE APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE

FY06 State Budget

	The amount of $3,000,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, is appropriated to the Department of Corrections from the General Revenue Fund for a grant to Operation Ceasefire to be used in the following locations.

	The City of Chicago:

  The neighborhood of Brighton Park

  The neighborhood of Rogers Park

  The neighborhood of Pilsen and Little Village

  The neighborhood of Logan Square

  The neighborhood of Albany Park

  The neighborhoods of Lawndale and Garfield

  The neighborhood of Austin

  The neighborhood of Woodlawn

  The neighborhood of Grand Boulevard

The Cities of Maywood and Bellwood

The City of Aurora

The City of East St. Louis
	$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

	Note:  Corrections used an additional appropriation in FY06 to pay $650,000 for CeaseFire in three other communities.  Operation CeaseFire was not specifically named in the other appropriation.

	Source:  FY06 State budget.


The FY6 MOU goes on to direct how and when the remaining funds would be disbursed to UIC.  Specifically, “Upon receipt by IDOC from the U of IC, Operation CeaseFire, of documents indicating disbursements in accordance with the terms listed…above, IDOC shall make the final one-half…payment from the General Revenue Fund.”  We found that DOC had made this second payment in violation of the terms of the MOU.

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

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

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

· One community, Auburn Gresham, had received $26,000 even though that community was not named in the MOU as a recipient.  (As discussed earlier, the community partner in this location had received a $200,000 grant from DHS for FY06.)

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

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

A DOC official indicated that as of March 29, 2007, DOC had released the first half of the FY07 funding for CeaseFire; that release of FY07 funds was not contingent upon receiving the FY06 final expense report; and that if it had not given CeaseFire the FY07 funds DOC would have violated appropriation laws.  Failure to receive an accounting of the FY06 funds not only violates the funding agreement, it may also be an indication that there is a critical failure in DOC’s methods to determine that State funds were expended for the purposes stated in the agreement.

The auditors also found that the Chicago Project was charging an administrative fee during FY06 to each of the community line item amounts from DOC funding.  The charging of an administrative fee was not delineated in the MOU with the Department.  Chicago Project officials indicated that administrative costs had been part of the FY04 and FY05 agreements with the State.  Documentation showed that, in FY06, 10 percent of the monies provided for each of the communities was withheld as administrative fees – amounting to $365,000.  The Chicago Project received private funding during FY06 that was generally for administrative activities (salary, supplies, etc.) rather than for front-line operational activities (outreach).

Department of Corrections Response:
Recommendation Partially Implemented. As part of the FY07 agreement with the University of Illinois at Chicago, specific requirements were included regarding the submission of payment documentation. Until documentation of proper expenditures is received, the final payment of the agreement will not be processed. The expenditure documentation will be reviewed and reconciled to determine that the components of the agreement were met and the funds distributed to the communities in the amounts contractually provided. Any future agreements with the University of Illinois at Chicago will clearly state whether any administrative fees will be allowed.
Chicago Project Response:
Accepted.
3. The Illinois State Police should ensure that State assets are protected by having a clear understanding for the uses of funds it provides to third parties before a funding agreement is executed.  Additionally, the Illinois State Police should include reporting mechanisms in contracts for funding provided to increase the accountability for the funds it provides. 

Findings:
The Illinois State Police provided $1.5 million in funding during FY04 for CeaseFire activities in the community as well as some administrative costs for operating the program at the Chicago Project and UIC.  An ISP official reported that the Governor’s Office directed ISP to provide funding to CeaseFire.  The same MOU that was used in FY04 for the DOC funding contained the payment agreement between ISP and UIC.  Seventy percent of the ISP funding for CeaseFire ($1.05 million) was directed to be used in the communities through subcontracts.  

The monies paid by ISP to CeaseFire appear to be for services rendered prior to a contract being executed.  The ISP contract, executed May 26, 2004, for payment for CeaseFire activities, filed with the Comptroller, shows that the contract period was February 1, 2004 through June 30, 2004.  The contract was not filed until June 23, 2004 – seven days prior to the end of the contract period.  An ISP official indicated that ISP did not receive a line item appropriation for CeaseFire, and that ISP paid the monies from the fund it was told to by the Governor’s Office.

Illinois State Police Response:
Concur.  The Illinois State Police (ISP) has made changes to the standard agreement utilized in providing funding to third parties.  The updated agreement includes additional provisions and covenants to clearly articulate the roles and responsibilities of all parties.  Included in the standard agreement are reporting and auditing requirements.  The reporting and auditing can be tailored for each specific agreement.  The ISP has also made changes regarding the execution of contractual agreements.  Except in an emergency, the signatures of all parties must be obtained prior to starting a contractual agreement.

4.
The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity should:

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

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

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

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

Finally, the University of Illinois should only charge expenditures to State grants up to the level of the grant and maintain a system that allows for the identification of where any transfers are moved. 
Findings:  The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity executed a grant agreement on May 12, 2004 to provide $750,000 in funding for CeaseFire.  The agreement was for calendar year 2004 and was a Legislative Add-On grant at DCEO.  Payment was made using Illinois First funds – for a project initially developed in FY02.  The Comptroller issued the entire payment on one warrant dated August 11, 2004.  The funding was to go for program expansion located in the 8th Police District of the City of Chicago – specifically the Gage and Marquette Park area.  DCEO had previously funded two other grants totaling $75,000 in Chicago Project activities in Logan Square and Woodlawn outside of the audit period – back in 2000.  Both of those prior grants were monitored on-site by DCEO staff.

DCEO monies were to fund eight outreach workers, a youth outreach coordinator, one support staff, one monitoring and evaluation staff member for 50 percent of the individual’s time, an outreach supervisor and an outreach team leader.  The DCEO grant agreement to provide funding contained a budget document.  

Documentation containing the grant close-out report to DCEO from UIC showed that reported expenditures differed from those shown in the contract agreement.  Close-out documentation submitted June 15, 2005 – six months after the end of the grant period – showed that CeaseFire spent 33 percent more than budgeted for the total of personnel and fringe benefit costs; spent less than 1 percent on travel; and spent none of the money provided for subcontractors.  The subcontractor funding, which was part of the contractual budget line, was scheduled to be used for clergy mobilization; however, the Chicago Project used it toward the increased personnel and fringe benefit line items.  Additionally, while the contract between UIC and DCEO required the hiring of eight outreach workers, documentation obtained from the Chicago Project showed that fewer than eight outreach workers were on the job in the identified police beats in 4 of 12 months during calendar year 2004.  

While DCEO did have a submitted grant close-out report, it has neither accepted nor approved the close-out report.  Quarterly Expense Reports, as required by the contract, were also not provided by the UIC/Chicago Project by their respective due dates although DCEO officials did follow up with the Grantee in attempts to obtain them.  Documentation showed that the first three calendar year 2004 quarterly reports were actually provided by UIC on October 9, 2006.  

The auditors also requested a download of data showing what the DCEO funds were expended on from the Chicago Project/UIC.  A UIC official provided information showing that $884,848 had been charged to the DCEO grant in its financial system - $134,848 more than the total grant from DCEO.  The UIC official indicated that the grant was overcharged and that transfers to other grants were processed during close-out.  The majority of expenditures shown on the UIC data instead were for “Administrative/Professional Salary.”  Fifty percent of the $884,848 charged to the DCEO grant was for these administrative salaries.  

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

DCEO is currently working on an initiative, called the Monitoring and Reporting Standardization (MaRS) Project, to review and revise policies and procedures for monitoring and reporting functions for all the Department’s programs.  Standardized policies and procedures are being developed to ensure the Department adequately monitors grantees’ compliance with the requirements of their grant agreements, including tracking and appropriate follow-up of required deliverables such as programmatic and financial reports.  DCEO is also developing a new grants processing computer system that will include the functionality necessary to implement the new monitoring and reporting policies and procedures.

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

U of I Response:
Accepted.  Departments are expected to only charge expenditures up to the level of their budget authority.  The University maintains a system that tracks both sides of required transfers. 
5.
The University of Illinois should ensure that subcontract agreements for the CeaseFire program are executed in a timely manner.  Additionally, the Chicago Project should not allow community partners to initiate work on CeaseFire activities until a properly executed contract is in place.  
Findings:
The University of Illinois at Chicago and the Chicago Project for Violence Prevention did not have an adequate system in place to ensure that contracts had been properly executed in a timely manner.  As a result, community partners were allowed to initiate work without a written agreement in place.  In seven of 39 subcontracts, the agreements were not executed until after the performance period for the contract had expired.   These 39 subcontracts totaled $5.3 million.  The average amount of time to execute the subcontract was 128 days when comparing the date when performance was to begin with the subcontract execution date.  It took UIC 248 days to execute the agreement with the Aurora community partner in FY06.  

Chicago Project officials indicated that once funding sources have promised funding, the University sets up anticipation accounts.  While a subcontractor cannot be paid until the formal agreement is executed, this anticipation account allows the vendor to start work.  The officials also indicated that the University would “front” the monies for this anticipation account until the State or private monies were received.  However, if a community partner is not performing adequately and is allowed to work without a properly executed agreement – including the scope of work section – it increases the chances that State funds are not spent in accordance with the State’s intentions.

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

6.
The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention should enforce provisions of the subcontractor agreements to ensure that the required number of outreach workers are hired by the community partners. 
Findings:
Contractually, community partners are required in the scope of work section to hire a specific number of outreach workers to conduct CeaseFire activities.  During FY04 though FY06, the community partners only hired 69 percent (868.5 of 1267 worker-months) of the required number of outreach workers over the duration of the contracts.  Additionally, community partners had failed to hire over 398 worker-months positions during the course of the contracts.  Chicago Project staff charged with monitoring the community partners took little action to ensure compliance with the agreements. Outreach workers are the “front-line” in the CeaseFire Campaign to Stop the Shooting.  

A Chicago Project official indicated they were aware that community partners had not had the required number of outreach workers on staff and that it was a problem.  The official explained that reasons for not complying with the subcontract on this issue included: turnover in outreach staff; inability of some community partners to hire ex-offenders; and delays in getting a community up and running.  

Chicago Project Response:
Accepted.
7.
The Department of Corrections should develop quantifiable performance measures to be included in State funding agreements for the CeaseFire program.  Additionally, the Department should work with the Chicago Project to define reporting measures that accurately depict what effect CeaseFire activity has on reducing shootings – including how CeaseFire activity, and not other programs operating in the same communities, has influenced the reduction.  Finally, the Department should ensure that the Chicago Project also documents the selection criteria utilized when deciding how to spend the State funding. 
Findings:
The major State funding agency for CeaseFire, the Department of Corrections (DOC), had no predetermined performance measures contained in funding agreements with the University of Illinois detailing what results are expected for the funding levels received.  The agreements simply set forth payment schedules.  DOC officials stated that, prior to FY07, the only role of DOC was to “pass through” the funds for CeaseFire with no monitoring of results or expenditures.  .

While Chicago Project evaluation staff have completed internal evaluations of CeaseFire statistics and analyzed CPD crime statistics, they have not been able to isolate or quantify what part of the CeaseFire process is instrumental in reducing shootings and killings.  Much of the evaluation work completed by the Chicago Project is descriptive in nature – such as the number of client meetings, the number of shooting mediations by outreach staff, etc.

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

The analysis of Chicago Police Department shooting statistics showed that the Chicago Project did not always choose the most violent communities to expand the CeaseFire program.  Until FY05, the Chicago Project selected the Chicago Police districts for the CeaseFire program to operate in.  Beginning in FY06, the communities where CeaseFire operates were named in the State budget.  

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

After the initial year, CeaseFire didn’t always expand to the most violent areas.  Based on our analysis:

· CeaseFire expanded into Chicago Police District 6 in August 2001.  CPD shooting statistics show five Districts with higher shooting rates than District 6 for 2000 (Districts 2, 3, 5, 7, 15).    

· The next expansion of CeaseFire occurred in 2002 with zones being set up in Districts 8, 14, and 25.  District 14 reported the highest shooting rates among the three Districts that the CeaseFire zone expanded to; however, eight districts (Districts 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 13 and 15) all reported higher shooting rates than District 14 for 2001.   

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

Generally, after CeaseFire zones are established in a district, shooting rates begin to decrease.  However, shooting rates in Chicago Police districts where the CeaseFire program was not active also generally decreased.  

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

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

8.
The Chicago Project for Violence Prevention should develop formal procedures for the review of subcontractor expenses.  Additionally, staff should develop formal amendments when changes are made to a contract agreement.  Finally, staff should be more diligent in enforcing the payment provisions of the subcontracts.   
Findings:
Contract amendments were not always developed or on file with the original agreements. Visions of Restoration provided services for CeaseFire in FY04.  An amendment to the subcontract was not developed when UIC approved the budget increase (to $127,133) that made expenses rise above the maximum reimbursement amount ($125,000) listed in the subcontract.  A Chicago Project official indicated this was not a subcontract increase but an adjustment to the budget.  In another instance, the Organization of the Northeast budget was amended by the Chicago Project and authorized to spend an additional amount on summer activities that were not in the original proposal/budget; however, the revised budget was not included in the formal agreement as an amendment.

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

Chicago Project Response:
Accepted.
Updated Response:
9.
The Department of Corrections, as the largest funding agency for the State for CeaseFire activity, should require the Chicago Project to provide documentation to show how all its funding, from both State and non-State funds, is to be utilized.  Additionally, the Department should determine whether any discretionary uses of State funds are to be allowed, and, if so, prescribe that in the written funding agreement with UIC for CeaseFire.
Findings:
Community partners did not always receive the entire amount of funding provided by the General Assembly and outlined in the State budget.  During the audit period, the 39 subcontractors received 83 percent of the named funding in State contracts from the Chicago Project.  Over $1.1 million was withheld by the Chicago Project, generally during FY05 and FY06, for program support expenses, like the hiring of violence interrupters and core administrative functions.  The amounts withheld were not always consistent from community to community.  

In addition to the $1.1 million in community monies withheld for expenses paid by the Chicago Project, there was a significant total of the community funding remaining that was not spent by the communities but rather for purposes determined by the Chicago Project.  Failure to expend all State funds in the communities designated by the General Assembly, and detailed in the contract between the State and UIC, circumvents the intentions of the General Assembly.  

Due to the funding mechanism used to provide funding for CeaseFire, the State would be unable to recover any unspent funds under the Grant Funds Recovery Act for the majority of State monies actually provided.  
Chicago Project officials indicated that monies withheld from the community funding levels went for payment of outreach staff and violence interrupters that were hired and paid by UIC.  Additionally, the officials indicated that sometimes the agreements are put into place
	DIFFERENCES IN FUNDING LEVELS AND SUBCONTRACTOR AGREEMENTS

FY04-FY06

	Location
	FY
	Community Funds Per State Contract
	Actual Contract Amount
	Amount Not Distributed by UIC

	Albany Park
	2006
	$  250,000.00
	$  200,000.00
	$   50,000.00

	Auburn
	2004
	265,350.00
	265,350.00
	0.00

	Auburn  
	2005
	444,447.00
	444,447.00
	0.00

	Aurora
	2004
	65,000.00
	28,133.00
	36,867.00

	Aurora
	2005
	70,201.00
	N/A
	70,201.00

	Aurora
	2006
	250,000.00
	115,432.69
	134,567.31

	Austin
	2006
	250,000.00
	200,000.00
	50,000.00

	Belmont-Cragin
	2004
	25,000.00
	25,000.00
	0.00

	Belmont-Cragin
	2005
	40,000.00
	35,000.00
	5,000.00

	Brighton Park
	2004
	25,000.00
	25,000.00
	0.00

	Brighton Park
	2005
	40,000.00
	35,000.00
	5,000.00

	Brighton Park
	2006
	250,000.00
	57,750.00
	192,250.00

	E. Garfield Park
	2004
	35,000.00
	35,000.00
	0.00

	E. Garfield Park
	2005
	40,000.00
	35,000.00
	5,000.00

	E. Garfield Park
	2006
	250,000.00
	130,000.00
	120,000.00

	East. St. Louis
	2005
	100,000.00
	100,000.00
	0.00

	East. St. Louis
	2006
	250,000.00
	220,000.00
	30,000.00

	Englewood
	2006
	150,000.00
	220,000.00
	-70,000.00

	Grand Blvd
	2006
	250,000.00
	200,000.00
	50,000.00

	Little Village
	2006
	250,000.00
	200,000.00
	50,000.00

	Logan Square
	2004
	210,000.00
	210,000.00
	0.00

	Logan Square
	2004
	0.00
	19,814.00
	-19,814.00

	Logan Square
	2005
	180,000.00
	158,513.54
	21,486.46

	Logan Square
	2006
	250,000.00
	210,000.00
	40,000.00

	Maywood
	2004
	125,000.00
	125,000.00
	0.00

	Maywood
	2005
	250,000.00
	209,880.00
	40,120.00

	Maywood
	2006
	250,000.00
	158,239.05
	91,760.95

	North Chicago
	2006
	250,000.00
	220,000.00
	30,000.00

	Rockford
	2004
	95,000.00
	89,575.00
	5,425.00

	Rockford
	2005
	120,000.00
	120,000.00
	0.00

	Rockford
	2006
	250,000.00
	220,000.00
	30,000.00

	Rogers Park
	2004
	125,000.00
	125,000.00
	0.00

	Rogers Park
	2005
	161,410.00
	116,807.26
	44,602.74

	Rogers Park
	2006
	250,000.00
	220,000.00
	30,000.00

	Roseland
	2004
	25,000.00
	25,000.00
	0.00

	Roseland
	2005
	250,000.00
	250,000.00
	0.00

	Southwest
	2004
	20,000.00
	20,000.00
	0.00

	Southwest
	2005
	27,000.00
	25,000.00
	2,000.00

	Woodlawn
	2006
	250,000.00
	192,220.00
	57,780.00

	Draft, Inc.
	2004
	150,620.00
	150,620.00
	0.00

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

	Source:  OAG developed from Chicago Project documentation.


late in the performance period and that decreases were due to only providing services for part of the fiscal year.  Regardless of the reason, the Chicago Project still receives the “entire” amount from the State.

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

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

The Chicago Project received funding from various sources, including the State of Illinois, for salaries of top administrative positions that exceeded the amounts needed to pay these salaries in 2006.  For example, the Executive Director’s annual salary was $172,973 in fiscal year 2006.  However, the Project received a total of $197,270 in funding designated for the Executive Director’s salary.  Three other staff positions had funding designated for those salaries that exceeded the amount of the salaries.  It is unclear what these excess funds were utilized for by the Chicago Project.  However, it appears that the expenditure of these funds would have been left to the discretion of the Chicago Project.

Department of Corrections Response:
Recommendation Accepted. Any future funding agreements will include provisions requiring the University of Illinois at Chicago to provide documentation on its funding sources, both State and non-state. The documentation must include the intended uses of the funds and any requests for discretionary use. The funding agreement will include provisions and criteria to determine whether discretionary funding will be allowed.
MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
CeaseFire Funding Mechanism

The Illinois General Assembly may wish to consider changing the mechanism for how it funds CeaseFire activities to ensure that monies are spent for purposes specified by the General Assembly and, if not, excess funds can be recovered by the State.  
Findings:
The majority of State funds for CeaseFire are provided through the Department of Corrections.  Recovery of any unspent grant funds is guided by the Grant Funds Recovery Act.  As a named entity in the State budget, the DOC funds provided to CeaseFire are not subject to the recovery provisions of the Act.

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