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Introduction

This report describes an evaluation of the Institute for Public Safety Partnerships (IPSP), a
regional community policing institute which was established to train Illinois residents, police,
other local government personnel, and community leaders to put the concept of community
policing into practice in their communities. It covers the period of July 1997 through May 1998,
during which the Institute was planned and training was introduced in selected communities
throughout the state. The principal goal of the Institute, as stated in its grant proposal, was “to
develop and test in the field new community policing education and training curricula and
delivery systems, with a special emphasis on partnership building.” The new education and
delivery systems include training, technical assistance, and distance learning systems that address
community development and sharing of responsibility for community problems. By April 1998,
a total of 49 police, 30 members of other governmental agencies, and 147 community leaders and
residents in seven communities had started training with the Institute. In addition, 25 police
officers, 6 government representatives, and 68 community leaders and representatives attended
the Institute’s joint conference. Another community received only technical assistance.

It should be recognized that this type of partnership and this level of commitment to
simultaneously train all of the integral partners in their roles in community policing has seldom, if
ever, been tried. Unifying the diverse entities involved in a project of this scope has presented a
significant challenge. Many of the problems that surfaced during the planning phase have been
addressed, and refinements are continually being made in the program. The first year of training
was considered a pilot test by the Institute, and revisions are expected at the completion of the
training process.

The evaluators from Northwestern University, Institute for Policy Research employed four
different methods to study the planning and implementation of IPSP, the training sessions and
the performance of the trainers, the trainees and their attitudes towards the training, the trainers’
reactions to the training, and the types of technical assistance provided.

First, an evaluator attended all management meetings that addressed planning, curriculum
development, and training development, starting in July 1997. Included were two national
advisory board meetings and two instructional sessions for the Institute’s trainers. Evaluators
took detailed notes at all meetings, paying particular attention to problem identification and
resolution. Evaluators also distributed questionnaires to trainers at the instructional sessions to
assess their satisfaction.

The second evaluation method involved observing training sessions in three of the pilot
communities. Because of the unexpected length of time it has taken to train the pilot
communities, evaluators only observed half of the process in the three sites. Further trainings
were scheduled after the contracted time frame. Altogether, three training sessions in three sites
and a cluster conference were observed between March and April of 1998. Also, due to the
intensive time commitment of observing trainings, evaluators did not observe technical assistance
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sessions offered in the pilot sites; however, they interviewed trainers on how they proceeded and
the topics covered. Evaluators did observe a series of five technical assistance sessions in a
community separate from the pilot communities between November and January. (This was a
period before the pilot trainings began.) At each technical assistance session, the observer took
detailed notes describing the setting and content of the training and the behavior of the trainers
and participants. She recorded evaluative comments throughout the sessions.

Thirdly, participant questionnaires were developed for each of the training sessions and technical
assistance sessions. They were distributed to all participants in all sites by the training team at
the end of each session, in accordance with standardized instructions furnished by the evaluators.
The questionnaires asked about the usefulness of the training and the proficiency of the trainers.
An additional questionnaire was developed for the trainers’ instructional sessions, with results
used to gauge trainers’ comfort with the curriculum and training process. Copies of the
community training questionnaires are appended to this report (Appendices A through D).

The fourth evaluation method involved personally interviewing trainers and administrators to
assess their concerns and suggestions, and participating in informal dialogues with trainers and
others at meetings and trainings. Trainers ventured their opinions about the administration of the
project; curriculum, materials and methods used; their effectiveness as instructors; problems
encountered; and the successfulness of the training.

The following evaluation of IPSP is divided into eight sections. Within each section, obstacles and
challenges are discussed (if applicable) and evaluators’ recommendations are made.

• Section 1: Institute Background. This section describes the organization of the Institute,
the methodology of selecting communities in Illinois to train, the training process,
curriculum development, and the selection and training of trainers.

• Section 2: First Training Sessions. Through evaluator observations and trainer interviews,
the pilot trainings are described in detail. Aspects covered include training settings, the
curriculum and how it was presented, and additional training materials.

• Section 3: Trainers. This section describes the pairing of trainers, their skills and roles
within teams, and their own opinions about the first training session.

• Section 4: Training Participants. The first sessions’ trainees are profiled, as well as their
reaction to the training. Questionnaire results are provided in this section.

• Section 5: Cluster Conference. The setting, curriculum, participant profile, and
participants’ reactions to the conference are detailed. Questionnaire findings are also
provided.
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• Section 6: Institute Challenges. The Institute faced a number of challenges in its first year.
They are described in this section, along with a brief description of the Institute’s future
plans.

• Section 7: Resources. The Institute has three resources at its disposal. This section
describes the national advisory board, auxiliary technical assistance, and their Internet
web site.

• Section 8: Conclusions and Recommendations. This section highlights the Institute’s
progress over the past 10 months, and summarizes evaluator recommendations made
throughout the report.
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Institute Background

Planning

The Institute for Public Safety Partnerships was one of 35 regional community policing institutes
around the country and one of two in Illinois funded by the U.S. Department of Justice Office of
Community Oriented Policing Services for one year, beginning July 1, 1997. The Institute is
comprised of members from a collection of organizations: the University of Illinois at Chicago; 10
police and criminal justice agencies throughout Illinois (Aurora, Bloomingdale, Chicago, Cook
County Adult Probation, Cook County Sheriff, Elmhurst, Evanston, Frankfort, JoDavies County
Sheriff, and Joliet); the Chicago Alliance for Neighborhood Safety (CANS); Loyola University of
Chicago; and Northwestern University, which has been contracted to evaluate the Institute.
According to the grant proposal submitted by the head of the Department of Criminal Justice,
University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), it was the intent of this Institute to offer community
policing education that is unique in several regards: (1) it would hold both police and community
members on equal footing in determining local problems, needs, and solutions; (2) it would train
police, other government officials, and members of the community altogether in a series of
trainings; (3) it would use communities as “living laboratories” in which hands-on problem
solving would supplement classroom training; and (4) it would provide intensive follow-up and
technical assistance to sustain the concepts delivered in training. The Institute would focus its
energy on educating the entire community, as opposed to just training individuals—typically just
police officers. Furthermore, the Institute’s proposal built in an evaluation component to insure
rapid identification and resolution of problems, and also a national advisory board.

The national advisory board was established with the following objectives in mind: to assess the
current state of knowledge of community policing training; to identify knowledge gaps in the area
of partnership building; and to create the structures needed to develop and deliver the training
curricula. In other words, board members’ roles would be to further the Institute’s goal of
“pushing the envelope,” advancing community policing to a new level. (More detail about the
advisory board is located on page 45.)

Once the proposal was funded, the head of the criminal justice department chose a co-director
who has an extensive history in criminal justice research and practice. The next step was to put
together a core planning group, which included the co-directors, a graduate student, a professor,
and a technology director all from UIC; the executive director from CANS; three police trainers
who are high-ranking officers of police departments in the Chicago area; and a police chief from a
nearby department. The core development team developed a work plan and time line that detailed
their plans, including conducting a statewide needs assessment survey to identify candidates for
training, developing the curriculum, selecting sites for training, formulating an evaluation plan,
exploring distance learning mechanisms, creating a training and technical assistance web site on
the Internet, conducting training, and implementing a technical assistance program. The time line
was modified as the Institute’s co-directors became aware that the ambitious project they had
outlined for themselves demanded more time than initially allocated in order to be done properly,
and also due to logistical complications attendant to establishing offices for the Institute.
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Initial tasks undertaken by the core planning group included naming the Institute and developing
a mission statement and a web site. Their mission statement reads as follows:

The Institute for Public Safety Partnerships is a cooperative effort between
community organizations, police agencies, educational institutions and other
governmental agencies. It is dedicated to enhancing the capacities of communities,
police, and other agencies to work together, and to building safer and healthier
communities through a prevention-oriented approach to policing. The Institute is
founded on the following principles:

• citizens, policing agencies, community associations, and other government
agencies share responsibility for public safety

• problem solving for public safety occurs at multiple levels, from local
neighborhoods to community-wide areas, organizations, and agencies

• education and training—of police, community, and government together—
is a key vehicle for fostering safer communities

• knowledge and trust are built on collaboration and information sharing;
information sharing can be improved with enhanced technologies.

Needs Assessment, Site Selection, and Site Visits

Early in the project, a comprehensive needs assessment survey was developed and distributed
both through the web site and by mail to 529 police departments and sheriff’s offices around the
state. Its purpose was to: learn about how police departments in Illinois think about community
policing and practice it; find out about problems facing communities; identify training needs; and
gauge departments’ interest in the IPSP’s training program. By January, 268 responses (51%)
had been received and 81 police chiefs and sheriffs (30% of those responding) had indicated their
interest in working with IPSP. Institute personnel telephoned the respondents that appeared
most ready, in order to pinpoint whether they were serious candidates for initial training or
technical assistance. If they were, personnel proceeded to conduct brief telephone interviews
with five to 10 other key community officials to determine their level of interest in working in
partnership with the police and other agencies on a community policing initiative with IPSP.
Forms and questionnaires were developed to insure that interviews of key community leaders
would be conducted in a systematic manner and results would be summarized clearly and
consistently.

Based on information received in the phone survey, IPSP personnel selected 10 communities for
potential pilot training. Criteria included geographic distribution, interest and capacity to
participate, diversity of population, and types of problems. Although selected communities were
in different stages of thinking or development about community policing, they all were ready and
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willing to work in partnership. IPSP’s next step was to have teams of police and civilian trainers
make two-day site visits to each of those communities and conduct in-depth interviews with
representatives from key agencies, including the police department or sheriff’s office, schools,
mayor’s or city administrator’s office, religious and business organizations, and community-
based organizations. Their purpose was twofold: to explain the IPSP mission and programs, and
to learn more about the communities’ readiness and capacity for working in partnership.

Procedures for site visits were to be documented in a comprehensive site selection handbook
decided by the Institute’s directors and CANS administrator, so they would be conducted in a
uniform manner. The guide included forms for profiling the police department, the community,
and local problems, and also one for summarizing the visit—its purpose, accomplishments, and
key issues remaining to be addressed.

Afterwards, all IPSP personnel involved in the site visits gathered in February to share their data
and collectively decided which six of the 10 sites would receive training and which four would
receive only technical assistance at that point in time. Of the six slated for training, one was
urban, two were suburban, and three were rural. (Later during the training process, one of the
suburban settings was split into two, making three suburban sites and totaling seven sites
altogether.) The four chosen to receive technical assistance were two suburban communities, one
rural, and one urban.

After these communities were selected, the civilian trainers made repeat visits to some of them to
address gatherings of leaders of community-based organizations, such as Boys and Girls Clubs
and battered women’s centers. They felt it important to make this presentation to get community
leaders to buy into the training, since community leaders would be the ones charged with doing
the organizing. Originally, there were no procedures dictating when to conduct additional site
visits and who was to authorize them. Tension ensued between CANS and the Institute co-
directors over this, but once procedures were put into place the confusion cleared.

The site selection process proved challenging. Site visit work loads were not equally shared by
police and community trainers, and there was concern police perspectives were not represented.
Community partners bore the brunt of visiting sites because of their availability, since they were
contracted full-time by the Institute, and also because of their passion for community
involvement. Throughout the project, police trainers had less time to dedicate because of their
primary work responsibilities and, in some cases, additional outside commitments.



7

Trainers and administrators both agree the community was not adequately mobilized during the
site visits in some sites. IPSP trainers had a steep challenge reaching community leaders and
residents because of their unfamiliarity with the different cities. Trainers relied on local police
departments and government bodies for community contacts. This may have been efficient but
not always effective. Time restrictions also limited the number of community groups contacted;
there was pressure to begin training as soon as possible and multiple site visits were not always
feasible. Trainers did not always follow the meticulous site visit methodology. Opinions differ
whether the scrupulous attention to detail in the site visit handbook was worthwhile or overly
tedious. The methodology will have to be revisited by the Institute for future rounds of training.
Tapping into local community-based organizations to spread the word and bring people to the
training may be more fruitful than following the detailed site handbook. More importantly,
opinions differ between the Institute’s community and university partners of when to gather
community participation. Both agree community participation is crucial; however, community
partners believe weak site visits result in weak trainings. Institute administrators think gathering
community participation in the short period of time available is unrealistic but will grow with the
training and additional technical assistances. Consensus will need to be reached for future rounds
of training.

Training Process 

Still early in the project, the core planning team in December hammered out a concrete training
plan after much debate, which all seemed comfortable with. They decided the process would have
eight phases: site visits followed by (1) an “organizational readiness” training session at each of
the chosen sites, where they would focus on creating partnerships, teach the problem-solving
model, and do a problem-solving exercise; (2) technical assistance, then (3) a conference where
participants from all sites would come together to learn about effective partnership building,
change management, cultural diversity, how to recruit, Internet assistance, and other common
issues. There each site would identify a local problem and determine who needed to be brought to
the table to work on it. This would be followed by (4) more technical assistance, then (5) a
second on-site training session, working through the identified problem with the stakeholders,
analyzing and strategizing. Following that session, each site group would implement strategies in
their communities, with (6) technical assistance from IPSP. The next month, they would
reconvene for (7) a third on-site session to evaluate their success and celebrate at each site.
Finally, (8) ongoing technical assistance would be provided to all sites.

Step 1 Step 3 Step 5 Step 7
Step 2 Step 6 Step 8

Training
Session #1

Readiness 
to Problem 
Solve in 

Partnership

Cluster
Conference

Coordination 
and 

Networking 
Workshops

Training
Session #2

Local
Problem
Solving

Training
Session #3

Project 
Assessment, 
Celebration, 

and Next 
Steps

Step 4
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Although the process includes eight steps, technical assistance sessions (steps 2, 4, 6, 8) are all
optional. The purpose of technical assistance is to help apply new concepts learned during the
three training sessions and cluster conference. Sites were to request technical assistance when
needed, however, trainers realized later in the training process that sites did not realize what they
lacked. Sites did not begin requesting technical assistance until after the first round of training
(step 1) and the cluster conference were convened (step 3). In some cases, the amount of
technical assistance was extensive and it delayed the second round of training (step 5).

Curriculum Development

From the outset, it was the desire of the IPSP directors to design a curriculum that was
innovative; they continually talked about “pushing the envelope.” Early in the project, a
curriculum committee was formed from members of the core planning group. (The committee
consisted of police and community trainers, and Institute administrators.) The community
partners initially reviewed a great deal of curricula currently in use around the country and
created a rough draft selecting what was useful. After reconvening again the core group selected a
handful of key components they all agreed should be included in their curriculum, such as
problem solving, self-evaluation, partnership, and diversity. They prioritized their component
list and divided the tasks. Institute administrators collected all the individual parts, and combined
and formatted the curriculum. Drafts were distributed to the trainers and administrators for
review and feedback, and some recommendations were incorporated.

The resulting curriculum was tested on the trainers who attended the January trainer instructional
session and was critiqued by them. Trainers felt the curriculum was innovative and
comprehensive, but still rough in parts, and perhaps too ambitious. Specifically, they thought
two exercises—the Youth Visioning exercise and community poll—would be too demanding in
terms of time and effort required by volunteer participants. Another concern was that a cultural
diversity component was missing.

Their comments and concerns were taken into consideration in modifying the curriculum, and the
revised curriculum was printed in March and used in the six communities chosen for initial
training. At the time that the first session in the series began, the curriculum for subsequent
sessions was outlined but not complete, in order to allow room for adjustments as needed.

The current product reflects the Institute’s vision of community policing, which entails a
fundamental shift from focusing just on the police to both the police and the community,
centralized to decentralized, and sharing of responsibilities. In developing the curriculum, their
primary areas of focus were (1) partnership development between these organizations and with
residential, business, and religious sectors of the community; (2) problem solving between
members of the partnership; and (3) organizational readiness (government and police
departments). Much consideration was given to developing different versions of the curriculum
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for the different types of communities— urban, suburban and rural, but the end result was a
uniform curriculum, with flexibility in the choice of a problem-solving exercise tailored to the
different types of regions. As of June, the curriculum was not considered finished. Multiple
revisions have occurred since the first round of training and the curriculum is expected to be
revised again after the entire training process is complete.

The Institute can pride itself on its curriculum not only because of its comprehensiveness, but
also because it was created in joint partnership. It is an innovative project, even though it is
derived on existing curricula, because it stresses joint partnership and responsibility between the
police, government, and community. The Institute revised the problem-solving model SARA
(Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment) to include the community in the model (“assemble”
and “next steps and celebrate”), and more attention has been given to the roles of community
residents, including youth, community leaders, and local government personnel.

Trainers report they are comfortable with the curriculum after using it for the first training
session, and rate it as above average. There were initial organizational problems that have since
been fixed (missing page numbers and tabs), and many trainers were agitated not all of their
suggested materials were included, although most trainers have worked around this issue. A few
trainers stressed they are particularly satisfied because it was developed in such a short time
period. As mentioned, all expect it to be revised yet again. (The use and specifics of the
curriculum are covered starting on page 16.)

Although most of those involved are currently satisfied with the curriculum, the road to
completion was not without obstacles. First, the target date was continuously pushed back. (The
entire process took between three and four months longer than expected.) One impediment to its
timely completion was the unavailability of police trainers because they had other full-time jobs;
it was difficult for them to schedule time to meet with civilian trainers. As a result, some police
and civilian trainers felt that joint development was lacking, that insufficient police input would
mean that police trainers would not take ownership. Also some police trainers were concerned
the curriculum was the community partner’s curriculum as opposed to the entire group’s.

Another obstacle was the mind set of the trainers who had been teaching community policing for
over a decade and found it difficult to think differently. Civilian trainers felt it necessary to
frequently remind their police counterparts of the need for representation of the community’s
viewpoint as well as the police perspective. There were also disagreements over basic
components of the curriculum, such as the definition of community policing.

Not surprising for a new institute, miscommunication and confusion of roles and responsibilities
occurred. It was unclear to the police and community trainers alike who was responsible for
making final decisions. Some community trainers felt Institute administrators were acting
authoritatively without having enough knowledge about training, and some police trainers felt
community partners were making decisions without their consensus. Although the Institute
requested feedback from all the trainers, many trainers were perturbed with the silence after
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submitting their feedback. They felt they were rarely told what recommendations were included
or rejected. Even though the Institute made strong attempts to develop the curriculum
collectively, a number of trainers (both community and police) still felt the current curriculum
was not reached by consensus.

Although these tensions were stressful to all involved (one trainer described the curriculum
development phase as “needing a box of Excedrin”), the conflicts resulted from the trainers’
intense involvement and sense of ownership in the curriculum. The disagreements and
frustrations resulted from their wanting a quality product. Some of the conflicts were also the
result of cultural and organizational communication differences, as opposed to philosophical
ones. As one trainer said, “I think it’s communicative problems administration-wise. I think
[we’re] saying the same things but using different words and it’s causing a problem.”
Ironically, trainers’ frustrations about missing material were easily resolved in the field. Institute
administrators accept that there are inherent differences of opinion within community policing
and do not expect trainers to reach consensus on all issues. Trainers were given the freedom to
add or revise materials to meet their needs, as long as key points were covered. One administrator
said, “The curriculum gives [the trainers] room to reiterate what’s important to them. They can
maneuver what they need.” For example, the definition of community policing was a contentious
issue. Administrators were content with trainers presenting a variety of definitions, as long as the
differences were presented providing an opportunity for discussion.

One training team revised the curriculum to include some of their recommendations that were
omitted. The trainers stressed that they covered all the main points of the curriculum, but were
able to “flex around it.” One trainer said on this subject,

During [another project] we had to read every word, but for this training we have
the flexibility to fit it to the community. We’re saying the same thing, but the same
things needed to be said differently to different communities. It allowed each trainer
to go with their strengths instead of being handcuffed to the curriculum. As long as
we got everything done and hit on everything, but not necessarily verbatim, we got
the job done.

Selection of Trainers

As mentioned, the core training team was comprised of three police trainers and three civilian
trainers, all previously experienced in training police and civilians. Seventeen additional trainers
were recruited—the civilians through CANS and the police largely through the efforts of the lead
police trainers who knew them due to professional training relationships and also through police
chiefs who served on the national advisory board. Included in this auxiliary group were 10 police
officers, two probation officers, and five other civilians. For the most part, the experience of the
additional police officers was limited to training other police personnel, while the civilian trainers
had prior experience training both. All but the three core civilian trainers had other jobs in the
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Chicago metropolitan area and planned to work the training in around them. Attempts were made
to line up a racially diverse group, including some who were bilingual in English and Spanish, and
also specialists, for example, police trainers who were experts in narcotics or gang crimes.

The core trainers and a handful of auxiliary trainers were divided into three training teams. Teams
consisted of two core trainers (one police and one community) and two auxiliary or “backup”
trainers (one police and one community). The remaining auxiliary trainers did not participate in
the pilot trainings, except for substituting when needed or assisting during the cluster conference.

All the trainers find each other highly competent and effective. The core police trainers have
trained police officers within the region and nationally. The community trainers have extensive
knowledge of community policing and community organizing, and experience training police and
community as well.

Differences between the police and community trainers were occasionally apparent but not
problematic. Each type of trainer was slightly biased to the group they were more comfortable
with. The police trainers had a more polished edge—a result of their extensive training experience.
Community trainers brought energy and community organizing skills that complemented the
training. Having trainers from each group yielded a well-balanced and complete picture. A number
of the police trainers interviewed remarked they really appreciated training with community
trainers. Some mentioned community trainers helped them learn more about community
mobilization and organizing themselves. One police trainer said,

I love working with the community trainers. It’s a novel idea and a damn good idea.
Sometimes being police, the citizens sit there still thinking we’re the police. You tell them
how to solve a problem and they think, ‘Yeah, well you can do that—you’re the police.’ But
when a community trainer tells them they can do this or they can do that and they
survived, it’s a story that’s more believable. My story is tainted because I’m the police.
[Community trainers] can give good examples and talk about potential retaliation. It
makes their story more genuine and believable.

In the beginning, there were some tensions and discomfort with one another. Some police trainers
felt the community trainers brought negative police “baggage” from previous experiences, and
some police trainers did not seem to respect the community trainers’ input. For the most part,
these issues have been resolved internally, although all agree that partnership still needs work. As
one community trainer diplomatically answered the question of whether partnership has
developed between groups,

Yes, but I say this with some reservation because we don’t know each other very
well and there needs to be a little more breaking down of barriers between police
and community. The barriers now aren’t significant...but I think there are some
natural human barriers. We like to be with our own kind.
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Training of Trainers

The first train-the-trainers workshop took place at a resort west of Chicago on January 12 - 14,
1998. This training served a dual purpose: to expose the trainers to IPSP’s plans and curriculum,
and to provide the Institute with feedback for modifying the curriculum. Auxiliary or “backup”
trainers were taught by the core trainers with the draft curriculum and were asked for suggestions
for improvement. The training included instruction in adult education techniques and facilitation
skills, taught by an outside consultant. Although many of them had never met before, nor had co-
trained with the other half of the partnership (civilian or sworn personnel), they were energized
by the opportunity to mingle with other community policing professionals. At the end of the
two-and-a-half day training session, they completed an evaluation questionnaire, which was used
to gauge the success of the training and inform IPSP where there were gaps.

Seventy-eight percent of the participants, 18 of 23, gave the training an overall top rating of
“very good,” with 22 percent (five) rating it “good.” The following table breaks the ratings down
by type of trainer.

Type of trainer Very good Good Fair Poor Total

Police officers 11 2 0 0 13

Probation officers 2 0 0 0 2

Civilian trainers 5 3 0 0 8

They complimented IPSP on putting together such an innovative, comprehensive curriculum.
However, all agreed that the organization of the materials was confusing, partly due to lack of
tabs in binders and absence of page numbers. Core trainers also felt unprepared to train backup
trainers because they had just received the curriculum that day.

All of them thought that what they learned was beneficial, regardless of whether they would
teach it, and they liked interacting with other community policing professionals. Parts of the
training they found most useful were instruction in facilitation skills (adult education techniques)
and small discussion groups. They would have liked to practice teaching together, especially
since most had never team taught before, and many noted that they desired continued training
with the curriculum and with each other.

Examination of the questionnaires revealed some concerns. Two of the police trainers wrote that
they did not agree with the IPSP training model. None of the trainers was able to award the
highest rating of “very comfortable” across the board when asked how they felt about presenting
each of the four main curriculum components. Most of them responded “very comfortable” or
“somewhat comfortable” to how they felt about teaching each component, but there were several
answers of “somewhat uncomfortable,” notably about teaching the final component on self-
assessment for partnership and problem-solving efforts. They also questioned how training
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participants would be able to commit to the time required by the curriculum; for example, to do
the youth visioning exercise and the community survey, and to devote three days to the cluster
conference.

Police trainers indicated they wanted to learn more about community recruitment and
mobilization methods and what types of technical assistance the community might need. Many
of them had no experience with community organizers because they worked in suburbs where
they had never been exposed to them. They also wanted to know how their skills might be
utilized to provide technical assistance. Civilian trainers wanted to know about the mechanics of
using backup trainers, so they could prepare. Since they had other jobs, they wanted to get a feel
for how and when they would be used. Both police and civilian trainers needed a greater
understanding of the self-assessment process—for example, who takes part, who analyzes the
data, and how it can be used. Despite their concerns, they all were positive about the experience.

The second training of the trainers was held on April 15, 1998 one day prior to the cluster
conference. Fewer trainers attended this second session (14), and the majority of the group were
team trainers who conducted the first round of training. Trainers shared their training experiences
from the first training session, were briefed about changes in the first session’s material,
discussed the Institute’s Internet possibilities, and participated in team building exercises
facilitated by one of the police trainers. Originally trainers were to practice the revised first
session, but because of the small number of changes and limited time, they chose not to.

Trainers were not as satisfied with the second training session as with the first. Most of the
trainers had already sat through a debriefing meeting about training session one. Many trainers
wanted to review the second training session, and some had concerns about the cluster conference
the following day. They felt unprepared for the cluster conference and were not sure what to
expect.

Questionnaires were distributed to trainers at the end of the session, and the results reflect their
dissatisfaction. More than half of the trainers felt their expectations were not met during the
session (54%) and almost a third felt their expectations were only “somewhat” met (31%). When
asked what was not given enough attention, almost half (46%) indicated the second training
session and about a quarter (23%) felt a general review of the curriculum was missed. When asked
what were the most useful parts of the day, more than half (62%) sited the trainers’ experiences
and a little more than one-third (39%) said the team building exercises.

Although the second trainers’ session was not well received, trainers believe train-the-trainer
sessions play an important role in their development. Both experienced and less experienced
trainers indicated they needed more opportunities to practice the curriculum at the start. When
interviewed six months later about the first train-the-trainers session, trainers had a more negative
opinion than originally. They described the meeting rightly as a curriculum review session, and in
hindsight would have preferred a training practice session. For some, training community
residents or police officers was a new experience and they would have benefitted from tips and



14

techniques. As one trainer described it, “[The police and community] are two different animals.”
With the exception of a few backup trainers, most trainers drew on their previous training
experience to prepare for the first training. None felt IPSP had adequately prepared them. A few
backup trainers relied on feedback from their core team members.

This will prove to be an issue when the Institute expands. New trainers will be added to the
training pool and they will need more guidance and assistance, particularly if future trainers have
limited training experience. The Institute prides itself on having “the cream of the crop” in current
trainers, but they may not be able to add as experienced trainers in the future.

Train-the-trainer sessions could also aid in developing team partnerships. Some teams had not
practiced or even met before the first day of training, and were uncertain about the skills and
adeptness of their team trainers. Train-the-trainers sessions could provide a good forum for all
trainers in the Institute to build relationships.

Although all trainers are in agreement that training sessions are crucial to the Institute, time is a
significant factor. The majority of trainers, who are part-time, find it difficult to meet, especially
when meetings are called on short notice. Currently, train-the-trainer sessions are held quarterly
and scheduled well in advance. In the future, these sessions should continue to be held quarterly
and devoted exclusively to honing training techniques and practicing training within teams. To
institutionalize communication, regularly scheduled monthly or bi-monthly meetings could be
introduced to serve as a forum for debriefing about training experiences, being updated about
Institute events, and hashing out issues. A number of trainers, both police and community,
indicated when interviewed that regular meetings would be beneficial. Although not all trainers
will always be able to attend and a monthly meeting will not be a panacea for all problems, a
consistently held meeting (for example, first Monday of every month) where core and backup
trainers are invited could mediate partnerships and disseminate information. Occasional evening
meetings may also improve attendance.
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First Training Session

The training program was implemented in March, about one and a half months later than initially
planned. The first training session in each of the communities took place between March 21 and
April 4.

Turnout for the first training session was generally good. With the exception of two of the six
sites, the turnout averaged about 50 participants, and most had adequate representation from
police, community, and city government. Two sites had low turnout. One had a scheduling
conflict with a state basketball tournament, and in another, trainers met resistance from a local
neighborhood organization. This second site continues to be problematic.

Originally, trainers selected one neighborhood within the second site to focus their training on
because the neighborhood was involved in crime prevention and seemed receptive. Community
trainers had conducted multiple site visits and attended a neighborhood organization's meeting a
few days before the training; trainers were assured many community residents would attend.
Unexpectedly, the neighborhood organization's president has discouraged members to attend and
has acted as a “gate keeper.” The neighborhood organization strongly reacted against certain
aspects of the curriculum, particularly the community survey poll, because their perception was
the survey would elicit a negative response about a very sensitive issue the community has been
dealing with—namely groups of people moving from the neighborhood. Although the trainers
asked the organization to ignore the community poll, relations soured. Currently trainers are
offering technical assistance to mobilize the community and are offering an abbreviated first
training to others in the site.

Another site had a particularly strong turnout—over 70 people, and almost a quarter of the
participants was from city government, unusual compared to the other sites. Reasons for the
strong turnout can be surmised. First, the community trainers reported the multiple site visits
were very productive and fruitful. Second, the police chief assigned a person from his staff to act
as coordinator; having an “insider” tap into the local infrastructure proved beneficial. Third, the
training was held on a weekday during business hours, while all other trainings were held on
Saturdays.

Each individual site chose when to have their training. Saturdays were encouraged because many
residents could attend without affecting their work schedules. Although Saturdays allow more
residents to attend, police officers and city government employees have less incentive. Holding
trainings during the work week better ensures their attendance without overtime conflicts or
having to rely on volunteerism. Saturdays did not always fit residents’ schedules either, the
Institute found. The first training session lasted six hours—too long for many people on their
free day. In some sites, large portions of the audience left after lunch because of other
commitments. The Institute, aware of the time problems, shortened the first training. For those
sites not far from the Institute headquarters, weekday evening trainings may also be a possibility.
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Training Settings

Obtaining the training location was the responsibility of the town. Locations varied widely from
civic auditoriums and school libraries to restaurants and church basements. Settings also varied in
how conducive they were to training. One restaurant owner volunteered his restaurant, but
trainers complained it was difficult to concentrate because the lighting was dim and did not
accommodate an overhead projector. Another site scheduled the training and another event for the
same church basement, so the training was pushed upstairs to the prayer area. Not only were
participants forced to sit in pews that were uncomfortable and not suited for note taking, but
conversation and interaction were stymied due to the sacredness of the setting. Fortunately,
trainers were able to move down to the basement soon after beginning, which was significantly
better. In some cases, the settings were adequate but trainers were forced to set up chairs and
tables and put them away. Part of the training includes breaking into small discussion groups.
Some training locations were large enough so groups could segregate themselves with ease, but in
others, there was no extra room. For these settings, discussions were harder to hear and some
participants were frustrated.

Logically, local communities should coordinate the training sites because they know what is
available, but more guidance should be provided by the Institute. A general check list of
preferable site characteristics should be given to each city to aid them in selecting suitable
locations.

Training Curriculum

As mentioned previously, the Institute's training process is divided into three on-location
sessions. Technical assistance is available between each training, and a cluster conference is
offered for a select few from each site after the first training.

The curriculum is organized by sessions, and each session is divided into modules. The first
session introduces the audience to partnerships and problem solving; the cluster conference
covers general topics applicable to all sites, such as organizational change and diversity; the
second session dissects a local community problem; and the third session assesses the work done
on the problem.

IPSP considers the first year a pilot test for their training procedures and curriculum.
Administrators and trainers have been fine tuning the curriculum throughout the process, and
plan to revise the curriculum again when the entire training process is completed. The first
training session and cluster conference, the only parts of the training completed in the first year
by all sites, are described in more detail below, along with participants’ reactions.
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Training Session 1 Curriculum: Assessing Readiness for Problem-Solving in Partnership
The first training session includes an introduction to the Institute, an explanation of
organizational change, the IPSP problem-solving model, two readiness assessment exercises, and
descriptions of the cluster conference and future steps in the training.
• Module 1—Introduction

The introduction covers the Institute's mission statement, their funders and partners, the survey
methodology and site selection criteria used to select communities, and the education process.
After the first round of training, trainers and administrators agreed the first module was too long
and detailed. Since the entire first day needed to be shortened, this was a logical piece to reduce.
The IPSP introduction was radically shortened, as well as the description of the site
methodology.

• Module 2— Decades of Change

In this module, trainers led participants through an exercise to show the evolution of community,
police, and city government since the 1920s and 1930s. Trainers asked participants to describe
each group over the years. The purpose of this exercise was to highlight the differences in
policing styles as well as in the other aspects of community, and emphasize change that is
common across subgroups and inevitable. This was an interactive exercise which encouraged
discussion.

The exercise revealed many interesting historical facts about the sites. Some were new even to the
participants, and encouraged lively debate. Trainers also learned more about the sites, especially
since many new very little about the community before the training. However, the objective of
the exercise—showing that change is inevitable—was often lost and trainers felt the exercise
consumed too much time. A few training teams shortened this exercise.

• Module 3—Introduction to Problem Solving

Participants were given the definition of a problem (group of related crimes, affects multiple
people, unlikely to disappear on own, is not a root cause) and the definition of a solution
(elimination of a problem, reduction of harm, reduction of frequency, clarification of problem,
strengthening partnerships). They were also introduced to IPSP’s problem-solving model
(assemble, identify and prioritize, analyze, strategize and implement, evaluate, celebrate, and
determine next steps) and the analysis triangle that breaks problems into victims, offenders, and
locations. Participants are taught to ask the six questions (who, what, where, when, why, how)
when analyzing each side of the triangle, and taught if they knock down more than one side of the
triangle, they will affect the problem.

Trainers relied on two overheads: one comparing the SARA model to the IPSP model, and the
other showing just the IPSP model. The workbook combines SARA and the IPSP model into one.
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The combined description was confusing to some and more difficult to follow. IPSP presented
both models because police officers are often familiar with SARA. This may be appropriate for
some sites, and trainers should reserve this type of handout specifically for those sites. The
remaining participants (community and government) are usually unfamiliar with SARA, and the
extra verbiage only complicates the matter.

To help understand the problem-solving concepts, participants applied the model and crime
triangle to a problem scenario. Trainers had three scenarios to chose from geared towards urban,
suburban, and rural settings (senior citizens robbed in an abandoned lot, disturbances at
recreational centers, and disorder in a mobile home park). Interestingly, all trainers observed used
the senior citizen urban scenario, perhaps because community trainers were familiar with this
exercise from a previous training and a map was provided, unlike the other examples.

This exercise was very effective in reenforcing the new concepts. In all sites observed,
participants were engaged and seemed to understand. Trainers encouraged participants to think
non-traditionally, and often participants brainstormed creative strategies. Without much
prompting, participants targeted location-specific disorder problems, such as insufficient lighting
and overgrown lots, as well as addressing the more typical focus of offenders. This was
reassuring, especially since the curriculum never specifically defines disorder problems or
discusses why they are important to tackle. The Institute should formally include a brief
explanation of disorder problems and consider providing James Q. Wilson’s and George L.
Kelling’s “Broken Windows” article or other pertinent material for later reading.

Another trainer enriched this section by using a “Crime Is Concentrated” overhead from a 1995
study. The overhead showed that 10 percent of victims, offenders, and locations were involved in
a large portion of crimes: 10 percent of victims were involved in 42 percent of crimes, 10 percent
of offenders were involved in 55 percent of crimes, and 10 percent of locations received 60
percent of calls for service. This additional information was excellent—it explained why to use
the analysis triangle instead of simply instructing groups to use it. The graph itself may be
difficult to interpret, but trainers could talk the audience through. All training teams should
consider including this brief overhead.

• Module 4—Assessing Readiness

This section describes characteristics of communities ready to problem solve in partnership. Each
site then assesses whether their city is prepared to work together and highlights what aspects
need work. Using the exercise, Tale of Two Cities, trainers described a city obviously not ready
to work in partnership and then described another which was. Participants discussed the positive
and negative aspects of each city.

Originally, the stories were excessively detailed. Trainers suggested they be shortened because
they were too long and participants lost interest. They have been revised with less detail and put
in a bullet-point format. Trainers also had different techniques to present the stories—some read
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one story after another and discussed both at the end, while other trainers read each story and
discussed it separately. This latter technique was the more effective of the two, and with the
shortened exercise trainers should find it even more effective.

The second exercise, the Partnership Wheel, was one of the more interesting exercises of the
session. The audience split into police, community, and government breakout groups. Each group
listed on a pie-shaped diagram those committed to work on crime and disorder in the community
and those who still “need to be brought on board.” Those groups identified as not represented at
the training were to be encouraged by the participants to attend the following training session.
Unrepresented groups included racial or ethnic groups, youth, businesses, landlords, or the court
system. This exercise was well received.

There were discrepancies in how the Partnership Wheel exercise was run. Some trainers
encouraged small groups to identify those missing only in their particular subgroup, while other
trainers allowed groups to brainstorm about all subgroups. Some trainers facilitated using a
specific set of questions asking about organizational change and willingness to get involved, while
other trainers had no guides. The prepared questions did not seem particularly useful—groups
had lively discussions without them, and some questions were unrealistic, such as asking police
officers if their organization allows change. The exercise was the most effective when trainers
facilitated the small groups; it kept the participants on track and focused towards their goal.

• Module 5—Preparation for Further Training

During the cluster conference, participants selected a crime or disorder problem in their
community to work on. The exercises in module five were designed to help participants prepare
to select their problem. Each participant was given 10 community poll questionnaires and asked
to survey members of the community about neighborhood satisfaction, problems in the
neighborhood and their exact location, and the neighborhood’s most serious public safety
problem. The purpose of the poll was to include more residents’ opinions about the community
and its problems than just those attending the training. The survey might also recruit more to the
training. The completed questionnaires were to be brought to the cluster conference where they
were to be discussed and included in the brainstorming process to select a problem.

The survey was intended as a creative way to compose a more complete picture of the
community and its problems. Critics of community policing often accuse affluent subgroups of
controlling resources and influencing police departments. By collecting a more rounded picture of
the community, the Institute attempted to include groups which may otherwise have not been
involved. The majority of sites were successful in completing the survey and used it during the
cluster conference. One site observed found their perceptions of the site matched the problems
identified by those surveyed.

However, a few sites did not bring their surveys to the conference. One site did not have enough
time between the first session and the cluster conference to complete its surveys. Another site,



20

mentioned previously for its low turnout during the first session, balked at the perceived negative
tone of the survey. One question in particular, ‘Would you move away if you could?’ was too
close to reality. The neighborhood association was reeling from an earlier exodus from the
community. Trainers and a few residents reworked the survey to spin a more positive message,
and an officer interviewed approximately 15 high school students instead of the neighborhood at
large. Although this was not the original purpose of the survey, it was a creative means to hear
youth’s perceptions of their neighborhood—a voice not often heard.

The Institute provided an explicit three-page handout describing how to select individuals to
survey, where to survey them, and how to collect the information. This guidance should be
duplicated for the following two exercises, Youth Visioning and Mission Statement, if the
Institute plans to continue using them.

Youth Visioning and Mission Statement exercises were not as well received as the community
poll and not completed by most cities. This seemed mostly due to the lack of guidance and
instruction provided at the training. These two exercises fell at the end of a long day, and
participants were often eager to finish. The Youth Visioning exercise in itself was vague. The
purpose was to collect youth perceptions of public safety. Each city could decide how to
capture youths’ perspectives—in a collage, through essays, or by a skit. Participants were to
bring the product to the cluster conference to share with the other sites. No city presented the
exercise during the conference, although one city may have completed one. Instruction during the
training was very vague and trainers spent little time discussing the exercise. Another obstacle to
completing the Youth Visioning was time—some cities had little time between the first training
and the cluster conference.

Youth perspectives are an important aspect to the Institute. Since the Youth Visioning exercise
proved ineffective, the Institute may want to adopt the type of poll the previously mentioned
site used to survey high school students. Participants could ask school principals to disseminate
the surveys, both capturing youth information and potentially involving schools in the training.

In the three observed sites, one site’s Mission Statement exercise was barely covered and
completely skipped in the remaining two. Samples of other departments’ mission statements
were included in the handouts. In the interest of time and because of the lack of breadth in
covering the topic, the Institute should reserve this subject for technical assistances only. This
topic needs a day’s worth of training in itself to be effective.

Trainers concluded the training describing the cluster conference and who was to attend. They
also distributed and collected the Northwestern University evaluation questionnaires.

Presentation of the Curriculum

From the beginning, the Institute expected trainers to be flexible with the curriculum, provided
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they hit the key points. Their attitude was that the trainers were “the experts in the field” and
they would use what they needed. Many of the trainers had been training on the topic for years
so were well versed in the topics, plus some had their own material to rely upon. For all the
trainers, Institute administrators had stacks of handouts and overheads they could use to
supplement the curriculum if they wished. There were some inherent differences of opinion
about community policing within the Institute. Institute administrators were not sure these
differences could be resolved nor were they overly concerned with these types of discrepancies.
For example, trainers debated the definition of community policing and swayed back and forth
between versions. Administrators were not wedded to one definition and were satisfied if trainers
offered multiple definitions and discussed the differences. Although this was never observed, it
illustrates the administration’s trust that trainers would do a good job and recognizes the
complexity of the subject. Most importantly, the Institute’s flexibility allows trainers to be
sensitive to the needs of each site. Presenting a “cookie-cutter” curriculum would not benefit all
sites because of their varying needs and varying levels of sophistication in implementing
community policing.

Even given the degree of flexibility, presentation of the curriculum was fairly consistent in the
training sessions observed. This is a reasonable success considering it was the first round of
training and trainers were given little assistance preparing. They were expected to meet with their
team members on their own time. One training team did not even receive the completed, finalized
curriculum until the night before the first training due to logistical problems with the printer.

Trainers tended to rely on either an outline of the curriculum they prepared or the overheads. No
trainer read from the curriculum verbatim; however, some trainers reviewed the material before
the training to refresh their memory. The more experienced trainers depended less on the
curriculum than the others. These trainers often used the overheads to prompt their lecture.
Virtually all trainers, police and community, added personal stories and experiences to their
training. They described problems they had helped solve and partnerships they had developed.
Trainers enjoyed sharing their experiences and audiences seemed to appreciate hearing them.

Differences in presentations did occasionally occur. Some training teams modified exercises to run
smoother or quicker. For example, one team cut back the Decades of Change exercise because it
was too long. Trainers used different approaches in presenting the Tale of Two Cities exercise in
module 4. Some trainers, after facilitating training for the first time, revised their techniques for
subsequent communities.

More significant differences occurred as well. Some of the more experienced community-policing
trainers used materials from other projects. As mentioned earlier, one police trainer spent extra
time explaining the importance of the analysis triangle. Other trainers included overheads that had
motivational and catchy phrases and stressed community mobilization. These types of overheads
enhanced the training as well.

Some of the additions were problematic. Because police trainers were so familiar with their own
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community policing material, some had trouble adjusting to the IPSP’s problem-solving model.
For example, some officers, both core and backup, referred to the problem-solving model as
SARA. IPSP’s problem-solving model is based on SARA, but has two community-oriented steps
added. Calling the problem-solving model SARA not only excludes these new steps, but also
confuses the audience. With time, feedback, and practice, trainers should be able to make the
adjustment, but they need to recognize that some of the Institute’s material is new. It is not “the
same old, same old” as some thought when the Institute was formed.

Although it was rare, some trainers completely skipped key points and objectives in the training.
For example, in one session a trainer glossed over the problem-solving model, forgetting the
analysis step. Reasons for this most likely included lack of time to prepare and newness of the
material. For the most part, all key points were covered.
Originally the Institute was concerned about offering the same curriculum to different types of
communities in the state. They decided to develop one curriculum, but have three types of
problem-solving exercises geared to urban, suburban, and rural communities. All observed training
teams used the same urban-setting problem. There were no differences in presentation between
the urban, rural, and suburban settings.

Northwestern evaluators created questionnaires to collect participants’ reactions to the materials
and trainers’ presentations. Participants were asked to personally place their completed
questionnaires in a large envelope, and trainers were to seal the envelope without glancing at
them. The majority of trainers were perturbed that they could not receive immediate feedback
from the questionnaires. They wanted to discuss participants’ responses and potentially revise
their presentation where necessary. Evaluators were concerned with respondents’ anonymity if
trainers read the questionnaires, and also participants’ honesty if they knew trainers read them.
Also, the evaluators maintained the position that the first year was a pilot test, and trainers
should complete their training without interference so evaluators could observe differences among
them and their materials, which would facilitate identifying the most productive training formats.
 After trainers’ strong show of disapproval, evaluators provided an informal report of the first
sessions’ questionnaires. This was still not timely enough for trainers, and the issue of feedback
will need to be reviewed for the second year.

Training Materials and Methods

Upon arrival, participants signed a standard form listing their name, address, phone number, and
group affiliation. They also received a folder containing a workbook and approximately 30
handouts. The workbook, professionally produced, multi-colored and spiral bound, summarized
the entire training process (all three sessions). Handouts included everything from the agenda and
exercise worksheets to descriptions of organizational change and mission statements. The
attractive workbook and copious handouts were rarely used. Some trainers reminded participants
to take notes within their workbooks or on handouts, but participants rarely did. Many trainers
did not seem familiar with the provided materials and did not emphasize their use. The workbook
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was used mostly as a reference for the Institute’s phone number and Internet web page address.

One reason why the materials were not used was because neither had page numbers. Trainers
found it difficult to refer the audience to specific pages. Also, the content was not always
pertinent. Administrators admitted the materials were low priority—the curriculum received the
focus of attention. One team that spent large amounts of time preparing ahead created their own
handouts. Plans include revising the supplemental training materials for future training sessions.

During the training, trainers relied on the overhead projector and flip charts as aids. For the most
part, the overheads were clear and helpful. There were occasional problems where the type was
too small or the screen was not large enough to show the entire overhead, but this was not
consistent. Trainers used flip charts to record participants’ answers during exercises and, when
possible, displayed them for later reference.

The size of the room and the number of trainees decided which tool was more effective. For small
intimate settings, trainers relied mainly on the flip chart. This was very effective, because
everyone could easily read it. With large audiences the flip charts were less effective. Trainers
should write responses on a clear overhead so all could follow the exercise.
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Trainers

Training Assignments

Three primary training teams were formed, each having one civilian and one police trainer from
the core planning group. Each of the primary teams had two backup trainers from the auxiliary
group, also comprised of a civilian and police trainer. So, four trainers—a primary team and a
backup team—went to each training session. Originally, only the two core trainers were to teach
and the backup team was to observe in order to be prepared to fill in in the event of illness, etc.,
and also to learn how to conduct the training, in the expectation that the Institute would expand
next year. However, core trainers decided early on to involve backup trainers at the start. Each
team differed slightly on the amount they relied on the backup trainers, but all facilitated parts of
the curriculum, usually exercises. Backup trainers became integral parts of the training teams, and
were included in later debriefing sessions. Backup trainers reported feeling part of a team, not
auxiliary, and showed a strong sense of ownership in the training. Most likely for future rounds
of training, only two trainers will attend; although four trainers sent to one training might not be
an effective use of resources, it was beneficial for the trainers in the first year.

It was the responsibility of the trainers to get together and practice ahead of time. The Institute’s
directors explained that they could not mandate it because the police had a commitment to their
regular jobs. Civilian trainers were disappointed that team practice was not accomplished
formally or with a peer critique, but some did arrange to meet with their police partners, together
with their backup teams, to prepare for training together. Other teams met for the first time at the
training session. This issue of preparedness was a concern for many trainers. Suggestions were
made for train-the-trainer sessions to be used to acquaint trainers with one another and practice
training together.

Training teams were not static due to health problems and other personal matters. Backup
trainers and occasionally core trainers substituted for others that were temporarily unavailable
because of health emergencies and maternity leave. Because of the number of absences, one
particular core trainer was assigned to train with every team. Some backup trainers complained of
the short notice to fill in for absent trainers. This incongruity of teams was not apparent during
training sessions. Some sessions flowed more smoothly than others, but all trainers projected a
sense of partnership and ease with one another. Trainees could not have been aware that some
trainers had never trained with one another before.

In reality, a sense of partnership between trainers may have been affected. Since meeting and
preparing was the responsibility of each training team, each team had a different approach. One
training team spent large amounts of time organizing their presentations and materials, and
acquainting themselves with one another. This team’s personal “chemistry” was strong and there
were no inherently opposing viewpoints. This team had the fewest absences, and the community
and police trainers worked relatively near each other making meeting less arduous. Other training
teams’ sense of partnership was not as developed. Health absences drew some trainers away, and
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police trainers had limited time, not only because of their full-time jobs but because they
continued to conduct training for other organizations. Some had personality conflicts and
struggles over team leadership. Even though partnerships did not always gel during the first
round of training, all feel that it is developing. Trainers predict more time and practice will
improve the sense of partnership.

Teaching Styles and Skills

All the trainers are very good at what they do. Some trainers were more polished, some added a
motivational tone, and some were more likely to speak “off the cuff,” but all had strengths and
skills which complimented one another. All trainers respected one another’s skills and
techniques, and trusted each other to effectively portray the information. Differences between
community and police trainers did not fall into any particular pattern. Some police trainers had
more professional training experience so were more polished, but all were effective trainers.

Many trainers, both police and community, referred to their “passion” about community policing
and public safety partnerships. Many believe a trainer needs this quality to be effective; all were
committed to the Institute’s mission.

Trainers’ Roles

Trainers’ roles tended to match their experiences. Police trainers usually presented the problem-
solving modules while community trainers tended to present the partnership modules. Both
community and police were of the opinion that participants from their particular subgroup were
better able to relate to them. This was not obvious during the training. The only time trainers
worked specifically with their subgroup of participants was during the Partnership Wheel
exercise. Participants broke into community, police, and government groups to discuss who
needed to be involved in the training, and often police trainers would work with the police side
and community trainers with the community side.  One training team decided to mix this
up—police trainers facilitated the community subgroup and a community trainer worked with
the police participants. This did not affect the training in one way or another.

Roles differed when it came to preparing for the training. Because the core community trainers
were contracted full-time for the Institute, they often worked with the sites, prepared the
materials, and generally put things in motion. As one police trainer said, “I depend on [my
community trainer] to get me where I need to be. Once I’m there, I’ll do my job.”

Trainers’ Evaluation of the Training

All trainers felt the training was well received by the communities. “The communities really
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soaked up the training,” one police trainer reported. Some felt the police participants were
enthusiastic about the training as well—a plus for many because police officers were considered
harder to please. A number of trainers were particularly satisfied with the training because they
felt the curriculum was prepared and the sites mobilized in a short time span.
Although trainers were satisfied, they all agreed the length of time of the first session was too
long. During a debriefing session held by the Institute, trainers recommended certain modules be
cut back and some exercises be revamped. Trainers all agreed the introduction to the Institute was
too long and detailed, and this has since been truncated. Poor community or government
representation was a concern for a few trainers in a few sites, and lackluster site visits, resistant
community organizations, and scheduling conflicts all played a part. Trainers hope to reduce
these occurrences from happening again, although it will continue to be a challenge.
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Training Participants

Profile of Participants

In the three trainings observed by the evaluators, audiences consisted of all three partners: police,
community, and city government. In all observed sites, the local police chief attended, as well as
supervisory personnel, such as sergeants or lieutenants and beat-level officers. Community-
oriented police officers attended when available in the department. Almost certainly, police chiefs
in each site assigned officers to attend the training. Although it was mandatory for them to
attend, virtually all of the police officers actively and enthusiastically participated. During the
training, police and community residents discussed problems and issues of partnership. The
officers did not sit along the back of the room with their arms folded as some trainers had
experienced in the past.

For two of the sites, a significant portion of those on the community side were affiliated with an
organization, either a community-based organization, a homeowner’s association, or a non-profit
group. Small numbers of individuals representing schools, businesses, and religious groups
attended as well. Very few non-affiliated residents, or “everyday” residents, attended the
training. This finding is consistent with the evaluators’ research of the Chicago Police
Department’s community policing program as well. The Institute for Policy Research found
affiliated individuals are more likely to encourage others to attend trainings, are more likely to
complete a series of trainings, and are more likely to stay involved in problem-solving and
community-policing activities once the training is over.

City government was the least represented of the three partners. Only a handful attended two of
the three sites observed, but in the third site, almost a quarter of the participants was city or
county officials. This site had the largest turnout of any of the trainings. Differences between this
training and the others may be significant; it was held on a weekday during business hours, the
police chief assigned a person on his staff to act as coordinator, and site visits were fruitful.

Racial and ethnic representation at the observed trainings did not match the demographics of two
communities. The Latino community was under represented in both sites. In fact, trainers were
surprised to learn during one training that a sizable Latino population even existed because they
had little information about the community beforehand. A few trainers were concerned with the
lack of demographic and economic information they received about the site before training. In
most cases, these trainers had not performed site visits so were unfamiliar with the area. Site visit
reports and census data could be distributed to all training teams for future trainings.

Of concern to the Institute, almost no youths attended any of the first sessions. At one site, two
teen-aged youths participated in the problem-solving exercise, but that was the extent of youth
involvement in the three sites observed. The Institute is currently researching ways to involve
youth in the public safety process.
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Based on the questionnaires in all six of the sites, those affiliated with a community organization
turned out in the largest numbers—46%. Just 6% of the total number of attendees were residents
unaffiliated with an organization, 30% of the participants were police officers, and 15% were
government (city, county or state) representatives. Three percent did not indicate what
organization they were from. (The findings based on the questionnaires do not represent
everyone who attended the training. The questionnaire response rate was 75%—not all
participants stayed until the end of the training when the questionnaire was distributed.)

One objective of the Institute is developing partnerships, and modules are dedicated to doing this.
Even if some sites lacked certain groups for the first session, participants were encouraged to
invite those missing partners into the fold for the next training. For example, one site that lacked
Latino representation for the first training had more attend the second training session.

Participants’ Reaction to the Training

The training was overwhelming well received by participants. Virtually all were enthusiastic and
willing to participate in the exercises and discussions. Many volunteered information concerning
their communities and seemed interested in following through with next steps of the training,
such as completing the community survey. No one type of participant (community, police, or
city government) was more involved in the training than the others. Discussions often occurred
between all three groups, and it was clear the different types of people were learning each other’s
perceptions and roles in the community.

From observing trainings, all three types of participants seemed optimistic about the concept of
community policing in particular. A number of police departments had previously received
community-policing trainings and were familiar with the concepts; however, this was the first
time they trained with other members of the community. No participant obviously scoffed at the
concepts introduced by IPSP and they seemed optimistic about trying them in their communities.

Below are the findings from the questionnaires collected in all six training sites. The majority
considered the training useful or somewhat useful for themselves and their organizations.

Was the training useful?

Rating Frequency Percent

Yes 149 85%

Somewhat 22 13

No 0 0

Missing 5 3

Total 176 100%*
*The total does not equal 100% due to rounding.
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Analyzing the usefulness of the training by sub-groups, there were no significant differences;
however, police found the training slightly more useful than the community or government
representatives.

Will the training be useful to you and your organization?

Yes Somewhat No

Police 90% 10% 0%

Government 88% 12% 0%

Community 86% 14% 0%

When asked what aspects of the training were most useful, participants most frequently
answered that it was the partnership and networking opportunities, the problem-solving model,
and group exercises.

What was the most useful part of the training?

Frequency Percent

Partnership and networking
opportunities

53 28%

Problem-solving model 33 17

Group sessions and exercises 31 16

Learning a new approach 18 9

Education of community’s role 4 2

Other 20 10

All was useful 18 9

Missing 15 8

Total* 192 100%**
*This was an open-ended question, and 16 participants listed more than one answer. Two answers
were collected in these cases.
**Totals do not equal 100% due to rounding.

Participants were asked in an open-ended question what were the least useful aspects of the
training: 30% wrote that all was useful and 45% left the question blank. Two-thirds of all
participants surveyed found the entire training useful.

More than half surveyed thought no topics were left out of the training: 24% thought all was
covered and 42% left the question blank. Of those remaining, two small patterns emerged: 7%
wanted outreach and communication tips on how to reach those not involved in the training, and
7% wanted to work on specific problems, such as youth and drugs. The small number of
participants (13) who considered outreach not fully covered had legitimate concerns. Trainers
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facilitated exercises that revealed which groups were not involved in the partnership, but did not
suggest how they be enticed to get involved. Unfortunately, training session one is already too
long and more information can not be added. Instead, trainers should encourage communities to
request technical assistance sessions on outreach and mobilization. A few sites have already done
so.

Trainers were rated high in the majority of available categories. More than two-thirds of all
responses to questions about trainers’ proficiency were either “very good” or “good.”

Questions about trainers Very good Good Fair Poor

Knowledgeable about subject
matter?*

75% 25% 1% 0%

Gave information that could be
practically applied?

61% 35% 4% 0%

Drew of the experience of
participants?*

54% 38% 8% 1%

Were open to input/feedback
from the group?

73% 22% 5% 0%

Adapted to participants’ needs
and concerns?

57% 38% 5% 0%

Were effective
communicators?

67% 33% 0% 0%

Acted in a professional
manner?

79% 21% 0% 0%

*The total does not equal 100% due to rounding.

Finally participants were asked to add any comments they had. More than a third (40%) wrote 
positive comments about the training or the trainers, and the remainder fell in no particular
pattern. Appendix E in the back of this report lists the comments verbatim.
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For those who rated the training overall, 66% considered it “very good,” 32% considered it
“good,” and 2% considered it “fair.” Small differences occurred between the groups in rating the
training overall—the community rated it slightly higher than police or government officials. 
Almost everyone indicated they would return for further training: 90% said “yes” and 5% said
“no.”

Overall, how would you rate the session?
Very good Good Fair Poor

Community 68% 30% 2% 0%

Police* 64% 35% 2% 0%

Government 63% 33% 4% 0%
*The total does not equal 100% due to rounding.

The breakdown of those who completed the questionnaires is as follows: 53% were community
members, 31% were police, and 15% were city government.

Type of organization Frequency Percent

Police 53 30%

State government 3 2

County government 4 2

City government 18 10

Business 1 1

School 1 1

Religious organization 3 2

Homeowner's association 12 7

Community-based organization 61 35

Social services 3 2

Concerned resident (non-
affiliated)

11 6

Missing 16 3

Total* 176 100%**
*The data does not represent all who attended the training because some left before the
questionnaires were distributed the end of the day. The response rate was 75%.
**The total does not equal 100% due to rounding.
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Cluster Conference

For a select number of community, police, and government representatives from each pilot site, a
cluster conference was held between the first and second training sessions. Communities self-
selected who would attend, but all three subgroups had to be represented. Originally only 10
from each site were invited, but some sites sent as many as 20. The purpose was to conduct one
simultaneous training that would apply to all sites. The training focused on large sweeping topics
that apply to all cities and towns in Illinois.

Conference Setting

The conference was held in the business center of a community college in a far suburb of Chicago.
The training facilities were excellent. The main auditorium was comfortable with good visuals and
acoustics, and there were plenty of small break out rooms for each city to discuss topics they
recently learned. Lunches were provided on the premises, as well as snacks, by the culinary
students of the college.

An additional purpose of the cluster conference was for people to mingle and network between
cities. Some discussion did occur during the main training, but informal socializing and networking
functions were limited because participants were lodged in different hotels around the college.
The Institute may want to consider lodging all attendees under one roof for future conferences.
Understanding that this may be unfeasible, at least organized evening social events should be
offered for the first night for participants to network.

Conference Curriculum

The conference ran two days and included such topics as partnerships, diversity, the Internet,
vision statements, paradigm shifts, self assessment, and organizational change. Participants
cycled through sitting altogether in a large conference room listening to a half-hour plenary
session, and splitting off into a break out session to discuss the new concepts and how they
applied to their city. Each day was divided into four plenaries and breakouts. At the end of both
days and the beginning of the second day, representatives from the different cities gave five
minute presentations on what they learned, the status of their efforts, and plans for follow-up
work.

The entire conference was very interactive. Breakout sessions gave the participants an
opportunity to talk through the concepts. Having community, police, and government
representatives attend also stimulated lively conversations. The opening ice-breaker exercise set
the stage. Each city was given a bag of “resources” (construction paper, rubber bands, stickers,
paper clips, and markers) and instructed to build a model of their city. Sites had to work with one
another in some cases, and all cities continued to improve upon their model throughout the
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conference presenting the improved models to the entire audience.

While the break out sessions provided an excellent means for participants to discuss the new
concepts, the time allotted to discuss the concepts was relatively short. It was easy for
participants to veer from the discussion and talk about other problems in their community. Some
of the concepts were so complex (organizational change and vision statements) that participants
would need weeks to process them thoroughly. Since these were only introductory sessions,
hopefully communities will take the initiative to ask for further technical assistance.

The following is a brief description of the first day’s agenda.

Day One
• Partnerships
A key staff member from CANS described her organization’s work promoting community
policing in Chicago and its efforts in training neighborhood residents. Community trainers sitting
in the audience added their own experiences working with the police and community during this
training.

• Diversity
One of the police trainers delivered a high energy presentation about the pertinence of diversity
in the workplace and everyday life. Organizations need to be prepared for change, he opined.
People have a tendency to fear change and fear others different from themselves, but diversity is
“our strength, not our weakness.” The trainer was unable to cover all of his material, but he
distributed a packet of information including statistics; definitions of diversity, “frames” and
“paradigms;” and tips for individuals to widen their comfort zones. The plenary ended with an
inspirational video of words to live by.

• Partnership and Diversity Breakout
Participants from each site analyzed their community by race, ethnicity, age, and economic and
property status. After listing the subgroups that comprise their community, they identified
which need to be involved in the IPSP partnership. Some groups rated their public safety
partnership by the “12 characteristics of a partnership” introduced in training session one.

• IPSP Technical Assistance and the Internet
The Institute’s web director showed IPSP’s web site on a large video screen and walked the
audience through the site. He emphasized the “community forum” where people can exchange
information and discuss topics, and distributed packets of information about how to log on. He
explained that each city would be given a computer connected to the Internet and a password to
enter the forum. A brief clip from the “Legacy Project,” videos of community policing experts
discussing specific topics, was shown, but due to the community college’s poor connection, the
sound quality was rough. After the presentation, those interested could “surf” IPSP’s site and
ask questions. Most of the questions were about server connections.
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• Crafting Vision Statements
The trainer who presented the diversity plenary briefly covered the key elements and purpose of
vision, mission, and value statements. Large corporations, families, and communities need to
think “where do they want to be five to 10 years from now” and recognize that they are not there
yet. Using overheads, the trainer listed what visions are and how to write solid vision statements.
This plenary introduced one of the more challenging concepts of the conferences. Sites will need
ample additional technical assistance if they try to create vision statements for their own
organizations.

• Final break out session
During this time, cities reviewed their community polls and partnership assessment forms from
training session one. (Not all cities brought their community polls.) Relying on this information,
the groups prioritized and selected one problem they would work on during the following training
sessions. This time was also dedicated to reviewing youth visioning projects, but it seemed no
city had completed one.

Day Two
• Paradigm Shifts
A police trainer introduced the concept of paradigms and explained how it relates to
organizational change. The trainer encouraged the group to “think outside of the box,” and
showed a  45-minute video that further explained paradigms. This was a good introduction to the
concept of paradigm, and a strong explanation of the need to think differently and creatively.
After this session, people started freely using the word “paradigm” and seemed to have grasped
the meaning.

• Breakout session—visioning statements
The breakout session was dedicated to developing vision statements. Because of the complicated
nature of the subject and the limited time, few groups made much headway.

• Assessment and Evaluation
An Institute administrator discussed how and why groups should assess their problem-solving
efforts. He explained it helps focus organizations on their goals, ensures documentation for future
reference, and helps garner funding. The issues, problems, strategies, and solutions all need to be
systematically documented. Much of the assessment work has already been woven into the
Institute’s problem-solving process, unlike other community-policing curricula, through the
strategy action form used in training session two. Groups also need to measure their outcomes. In
some cases, measurements are already available, like crime data, city service data, and number of
arrests, but for other problems, groups need to create their own measurements. IPSP created a
worksheet, the RAISE worksheet, to aid sites doing the assessment process. (RAISE stands for
Resources, Activities, Interventions, Short-term effects, and long-term Effects.)
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• Organizational Change
A police trainer talked about changes in policing in the context of community policing. Changing
para-military police departments is not an easy task. “It’s like throwing marshmallows at a
tank,” he said. Community partners also need to change—they need to take responsibility for
their community. They know the problems and players better than the police. Like the vision
statement plenary, this session provided only an introduction and further technical assistance
will be needed.

• Final break out session
The final break out session was an overview and review of the future steps needed to be taken.
Groups cemented the problems they will work on in future trainings, reiterated which partners
they need to bring to the table, and what “big ideas” they had learned from the conference.

Presentation

Overall, trainers presented clear and relevant information. The time slots dedicated to each topic
were too brief for the complexity of the subject in some cases, but trainers made the most of their
allotted time. Participants were kept active during breakout sessions, and lively discussions
ensued.

Facilitation of the breakout sessions was also well conducted. Whenever possible, trainers who
conducted a town’s first training session facilitated that town’s break out sessions. Facilitators
kept discussions moving and, for the most part, on track. In some instances there were variations
in topics covered between different facilitators’ breakout sessions. This was due to each
community’s interest in discussing different aspects, as well as whether facilitators used guide
materials.

Trainers unanimously agreed they were not prepared for the breakout sessions. Some expected
guidance during the train-the-trainers session, but the cluster conference was not covered. One
community trainer took the initiative the day before the conference to create a facilitator guide.
The guide highlighted the objectives of the sessions and listed discussion questions. Trainers
reported they received the guide the morning of the conference, not leaving much time to prepare.
Some facilitators were observed using it, while others were not.

Conference Materials

The conference introduced a large amount of information, but provided few take-home training
materials. During registration, the Institute distributed a folder with an agenda and a travel
reimbursement form, and three trainers passed out their own packets of information (on
diversity, mission statements, and the Internet); however, additional information would have
been helpful. The self-assessment piece was one of the most complex and detailed plenaries.
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Unlike some of the other more concept-based sessions, the assessment piece has clear steps that
should be followed. Communities will learn about this piece in later training sessions, but they
would have benefitted from take-home materials at the time. A few participants mentioned they
would have liked materials to take home to their communities to share. In addition, a few
introductory handouts would have been helpful during the breakout sessions, such as the
problem-solving model and definitions of a problem and solution. Those attending the conference
were to have attended the first training session, but some were new. Even offering the workbook
for those who did not have one would be helpful for the future.

Profile of Participants

Between the two days, 99 people attended the conference. There was a good mixture of police
and community representation for each site. Judging from discussions, many of the officers were
assigned to community-based or community-service units. City representatives attended in
smaller numbers; four of the seven sites brought city representatives in influential positions, such
as a mayor, an alderman, and a housing authority director. Approximately eight youths attended
as well from three of the sites, and a few spoke up during breakout sessions and plenary
discussions. The percentages of who attended were 68% community, 25% police, and 6% city.
(Numbers are based on the sign-in sheets provided by the Institute.)

Participants’ Reaction to the Training

All three types of participants (community, police, and government) appeared equally interested
and involved in the conference. Their energy level and motivation were high. Some officers
seemed skeptical at the beginning of the conference, sitting removed from the rest of their group,
but by the end of the first day, a number had moved to sit with their community representatives.
Like in the first training session, the breakout sessions provided a forum for police and
community to voice their ideas, concerns, and frustrations. Internal networking and partnership
building within sites had a chance to develop. Police and residents reported having a better
understanding of each other’s position afterwards. One site in particular showed strong signs of
bonding between police and community. The police officers vented about the department’s
management and lack of dedication to community policing, which “cleared the air” for them. This
site scheduled additional planning meetings before the second training session.

Many of the adults were involved in the discussions and presentations, but few youths were.
Most of the topics were beyond their scope (vision statements, organizational change, paradigm
shifts), and there was little to capture their interest. The Institute intends to involve young
people in greater numbers in their training, and if they plan to involve them in future cluster
conferences, additional activities should be available. A few youths and their chaperons identified
as much on their questionnaires.



37

Responses to the questionnaire distributed at the end of the second day show the conference was
a positive experience for participants. For example, the vast majority of participants found the
conference useful and would return for another training.

Was the training useful? Would you attend subsequent
trainings?

Rating Frequen
cy

Percent Rating Frequency Percent

Yes 49 91% Yes 50 93%

Somewhat 4 7 No 1 2

No 0 0 Missing 3 6

Missing 1 2 Total 54 100%*

Total 54 100% *The total does not equal 100% due to rounding.

When asked what aspects of the conference were the most useful to them, participants answered
partnership building and networking opportunities, particular plenary sessions, and breakout
sessions.

What was the most useful part of the conference?

Frequency Percent

Partnership and networking
opportunities

20 29%

Overall plenary sessions 4 6

Paradigm shift plenary 9 13

Vision statement plenary 8 11

Diversity plenary 8 11

Self assessment plenary 2 3

Organizational change plenary 1 1

Breakout sessions 7 10

Problem-solving process 4 6

Other 3 4

Everything was useful 2 3

Missing 2 3

Total 70* 100%
*This was an open-ended question, and 16 participants had more than one answer. Two answers were collected in
these cases.
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Participants rated each of the plenary sessions separately. Most were rated very high, with the
paradigm, diversity, and vision statement plenaries rated the highest. Internet training and self-
assessment plenaries were rated lower, and reasons for the lower ratings can be surmised. The
Internet presenter had technical difficulties with the video and the content was drier compared to
other sessions. The self-assessment piece was more academic and detailed than the other
sessions. Even though these two sessions received lower ratings, their content is still very
important to the project.

The following plenary ratings are shown in the order they were presented during the conference.

Diversity Internet training

Rating Frequeny Percent Rating Frequency Percent

Very good 32 59% Very good 12 22%

Good 17 32 Good 14 26

Fair 2 4 Fair 16 30

Poor 0 0 Poor 8 15

Missing 3 6 Missing 4 7

Total 54 100%* Total 54 100%

Vision statements Organizational change

Rating Frequeny Percent Rating Frequency Percent

Very good 32 59% Very good 23 43%

Good 14 26 Good 25 46

Fair 4 7 Fair 3 6

Poor 1 2 Poor 0 0

Missing 3 6 Missing 3 6

Total 54 100% Total 54 100%*

*The total does not always equal 100% due to rounding.
_

Paradigms Self assessment and evaluation

Rating F______y Percent Rating _______y Percent

Very good 37 69% Very good 24 44%

Good 12 22 Good 19 35

Fair 2 4 Fair 7 13

Poor 2 4 Poor 0 0

Missing 1 2 Missing 4 7

Total 54 100%* Total 54 100%*
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*The total does not always equal 100% due to rounding.

When asked in an open-ended question what were the least useful aspects of the conference, 65%
indicated everything was useful or left the question blank.

Participants rated the trainers high as well. Virtually all responses were “very good” or “good.”

Questions about trainers Very good Good Fair Poor

Knowledgeable about subject
matter?

62% 36% 2% 0%

Gave information that could be
practically applied?

64% 26% 8% 2%

Drew of the experience of
participants?

62% 28% 6% 4%

Were open to input/feedback
from the group?*

76% 23% 2% 0%

Adapted to participants’ needs
and concerns?

66% 23% 9% 2%

Were effective communicators? 68% 30% 2% 0%

Acted in a professional manner? 89% 11% 0% 0%
*The total does not equal 100% due to rounding.

The final question asked participants to write any additional comments they had about the
conference. Responses fell in no particular pattern, except 22% made generally positive
comments about the training. Appendix F in the back of this report lists the comments verbatim.
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The breakdown of those who completed a questionnaire is as follows: 52% were community,
41% were police, and 6% were city government. (Two percent did not indicate their organization,
totaling slightly more than 100% due to rounding.)

Type of organization Frequency Percent

Police 22 41%

City government 3 6

Business 1 2

School 1 2

Religious organization 3 6

Homeowner's association 3 6

Community-based organization 12 22

Youth 8 15

Missing 1 2

Total* 54 100%**
*The data does not represent all who attended the training because not all people attended the second
day of training or left before the questionnaires were distributed the end of the second day. The
response rate was 54.5%.
**The total equals more than 100% due to rounding.
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Institute Challenges

Trainers and administrators alike are very enthusiastic about the training and feel it can make a
difference in communities. One police trainer said,

The training could change people’s lives as they know them. I know it sounds dramatic,
but they’re learning a new way to do business.

Some police trainers considered training police and community together novel and worthwhile.
“This is the key to turn the corner of community policing—the community,” said one
experienced police trainer. Some police trainers even learned new skills from the training, such as
community organizing and a more refined sense of partnership. All trainers interviewed wish to
continue training for the Institute, although some have reservations.

The Institute’s style of training—personally tailored, on-location, and long term—is significantly
more challenging than pre-packaged, one shot training. One administrator reported the same:

This is what we wanted [long term training], but we weren’t sure how it would play out.
It’s a challenge and it increases the frustration levels and creates weaknesses.

After sites complete the first training session and cluster conference, they focus on one specific
problem to tackle. As of the writing of this report, trainers were running into road blocks in half
the sites trying to begin training session two. Some communities were not prepared to begin the
next session: some have partnership problems, political tug-of-warring, unreasonable
expectations, and new untrained groups. As one administrator phrased it, “The mine fields are
out there and now we’re stepping on them.”

Sites did not understand technical assistance sessions were available earlier to hash out some of
these problems, and trainers did not investigate to see if communities needed them. It was not
until after the cluster conference that site participants understood the demands of the training and
began requesting assistance. Types of assistance conducted since the cluster conference include
community mobilization and outreach, refining selected problems, partnership building, and
abbreviated training for new groups. Some trainers believe earlier proactive technical assistance
would have readied communities sooner. One trainer opined:

TA [technical assistance] needs to be given right away. They need a checkoff list, like are
there organized groups of community? We might even have to go in before training one.
Before the cluster conference they probably needed some things to make sure they were
developing. Just because they don’t know to ask for TA, it isn’t OK for us to ignore them.
We have to be much stronger in the in-between steps. Communities didn’t know what to
ask for.

This is a consideration for future trainings. Trainers could provide a handout detailing the types
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of available technical assistance, and scenarios illustrating when communities need them. Trainers
do have to be cautious about not doing for the sites what the communities can do themselves.
One administrator warned, “We don’t want to hand hold [during TA]. We want to give guidance
and be a resource. We should brainstorm with [the sites] but not do it for them.”

On-site and multiple trainings have also proved difficult for the trainers, especially police and
part-time community trainers, because it is so labor intensive. Many feel stretched thin with long
commutes, weekend trainings, and short notifications. The Institute will most likely expand to
more communities in the coming year, which could tax trainers even more.

New trainers will be recruited over the following months, and training and quality control will be
a new challenge for the Institute. As explained earlier in the report, current trainers relied more on
their past experience than train-the-trainer sessions or other Institute guidance. New partners will
need specific instruction, especially if they are inexperienced trainers or have scant community
policing backgrounds.

The Institute has internal challenges to overcome as well. It is based on a partnership between
universities, police departments, and a community organization. Not unexpectedly, confusion
exists over the roles and responsibilities of each group. Funders stress each organization should
be equal in the partnership, and in many cases, decisions were made by consensus through the
core team consisting of the main partners. However, the university controls the budget and has
subcontracted the other partners. There is confusion over whether the group is run completely in
partnership or ultimately run by the university.

The community organization played a larger role in the first year beyond just training. This was a
result of their passion for the project and their full-time status. Three trainers from the
community organization were contracted to work full-time unlike any of the police department
members. They worked on developing the first draft of the curriculum, which was revised by the
curriculum development team, they conducted site visits (often multiple), and they prepared
sites for the training. Working with the local sites, they also managed the delivery of the
trainings—when and where they occurred. For the second year, decisions need to made on who
manages the trainings, and every partners’ roles and responsibilities need to be clearly stated.

Another challenge muddling the Institute was police trainers’ limited time. Core police trainers
need to be part of the process, but it was more difficult for them to make time between their
existing police responsibilities and own personal training schedules. Police trainers were
contracted for 25 to 35 days over six months, not always enough time for the many development
meetings necessary in the beginning of the Institute, plus the scheduled trainings. This
conundrum of limited time is not likely to be solved but can be lessened with consistent
communication. Also police trainers’ contracted time may be sufficient for the second year
because the many developmental meetings held in the first year will not be necessary during the
second year.



43

Unfortunately, organizational and cultural communication differences were another institutional
hurdle. Each organization prefers a different method of communicating, and the Institute is forced
to juggle between them. They have not always been successful, and tensions and frustrations
have ensued.
_ 
Tensions resulting from confused roles, restricted time, and occasional miscommunication
stymied the sense of partnership within teams and through the entire Institute. However, most
administrators and trainers are optimistic that a sense of partnership is growing even with the
current tensions. One such optimistic trainer said:

I think it’s getting better. I like the direction it’s going in. We’re all headed in the same
direction. We need to sit down and talk with each other and realize that, hey, we’re talking
about the same thing.

Although the road has been rocky, the Institute has accomplished much in partnership while
managing many of the difficulties not unusual for new organizations that should not be forgotten.
In less than 12 months, they conceptualized the Institute, developed curriculum and materials,
selected sites, and trained diverse communities. The core trainers and some backup trainers have
weathered the growing pains of a new Institute and consequently have been frustrated. One
administrator compared trainers’ experiences to a favored food:

The trainers are in the unenviable position of watching how sausage is made. People like
sausage but watching how it’s produced is disgusting and unappealing. Had the training
teams come in at the end of the year, their frustrations may be different. New trainers will
most likely have a different perspective.

To improve upon partnerships, each group needs to understand their role in the Institute with
their responsibilities clearly defined. In some cases, renegotiation will need to occur. Consistent
communication between administrators and trainers should also become habit. Each partner needs
to be sensitive to time constraints of the other partners and be flexible in what communication
methods are used. Administration should continue to fax bulletins to all trainers, including backup
trainers, on a regular basis—either weekly or bi-weekly. Summaries of field training and technical
assistance sessions should be included so all partners are kept up-to-date. Although some trainers
feel electronic communication is too impersonal, it is the most efficient means of keeping
everyone informed.

Train-the-trainer sessions should continue to be held on a quarterly basis, with the purpose of
teams practicing the curriculum and honing facilitation skills. In addition, regularly-scheduled
monthly meetings should be instituted. These meetings would act as forums where updates and
training debriefings are disseminated, and ideas and concepts can be mulled over. Monthly
meetings would not only inform trainers of the Institute’s happenings, but would provide extra
time for trainers to get acquainted. Holding monthly meetings on the same day every month
should eliminate the short notice and schedule conflicts of previously held meetings. Evening
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meetings could be instituted bi- or tri-monthly so part-time trainers would not have to interrupt
their primary work schedule.

Currently, the Institute is developing a governing board, which will oversee strategic planning,
fund-raising, and program priorities, as well as act as a judicial body for disputes. This may aid
the sense of partnership because of its ecumenical nature and function as a place to air
complaints. Funders have strongly pushed for the development of such a board, and the partners
are highly in favor of it.

Future Plans

The Institute has a full agenda for the upcoming year. They plan to stay focused on their
strengths—partnerships and problem solving. The curriculum will be finalized after the pilot
training is completed, and they plan to double the number of sites to train next year. New trainers
will be recruited and the Institute is considering inviting a few individuals from the new training
sites to act as liaisons between the Institute and their communities. Liaisons would attend
meetings, train-the-trainer sessions, and other Institute functions. By immersing themselves in
the Institute, these liaisons would not only relay key information to the training sites, but could
also be tapped as future trainers. The Institute is considering expanding the central administrative
staff to include an events and training coordinator. This person would be solely responsible for
organizing trainings and would relay the information to the trainers. To increase police
involvement, administrators are entertaining the possibility of creating a full- or part-time law
enforcement fellowship position. Other plans include the governing board previously mentioned,
and marketing their Internet web site, which was underused in the first year.

The Institute is also considering expanding their deliverables. Potential side projects include
investigating police performance evaluations and youth initiatives. National advisory board
members and university partners would contribute to these projects. Providing interactive
training and distance learning via the web are other options the Institute wishes to explore in the
second year.
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Institute Resources

The Institute has a variety of resources at its disposal for the training sites and for its own
internal development. They include the national advisory board, auxiliary technical assistance
sessions, and the Internet web site. The following are brief descriptions of each resource.

National Advisory Board

The national advisory board is comprised of 23 respected experts in community policing,
community organization and training, and curriculum development. They include police chiefs
and officers from the Midwest region; the director from a community organization located in
Chicago; and professors, research directors, and city administrators from across the country.

The board has met twice, in October and May. The October meeting, which lasted a day and a
half, gave the 17 board members present the opportunity to be filled in on the Institute’s plans
and progress to date. They also debated the structure of the proposed training and listened to
two presentations, one about keys and obstacles to successful partnerships, and one about the
Salt Lake City model of community action teams, which was especially useful in understanding
how other cities are building multi-agency partnerships. Among the conclusions they reached
were that the Institute should develop a curriculum to address all types of communities—urban,
rural and suburban, and that criteria for selecting the pilot training sites should be varying
developmental stages of community policing, diverse geographical locations, and varying types of
crime and disorder problems.

The usefulness of this October meeting was gauged by questionnaires completed by participants
and interviews with IPSP trainers who were present. It was found to be informative for board
members, but not very useful for trainers, who had previously had the opportunity to ponder
and address some of the questions which board members posed about the Institute. Twelve
advisory board members completed evaluations, giving the two who made presentations on
partnerships and the Salt Lake City model high marks (8's, 9's and 10's on a 10-point scale), and
praising the small breakout groups for providing an opportunity for discussion. Some were
unclear about their roles and obligations, but they expressed a high degree of confidence in the
Institute, with nine believing it would attain its goal and three unsure. The consensus seemed to
be that this project was very ambitious, given the scope, the time frame, and the limited amount
of funding. A quote from one summed it up: “Very competent staff, excellent resources, but
daunting challenges.”

There were fewer board members who attended the second meeting in April—only 10 were in
attendance. The meeting lasted one day, and half of the agenda was dedicated to briefing the board
members on IPSP’s accomplishments and areas to work on, as well as testimonials from trainers
and participants from two of the training sites. Both the trainers and participants spoke about
the success of the training so far, and the motivation of participants to stay involved. One police
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officer trainer testified working for the Institute had sharpened her awareness of partnership and
community policing. A police chief from one of the pilot sites described his officers who returned
from the IPSP training as “born again.” The general tone was very positive and upbeat.

During the afternoon, the Institute solicited board members’ opinions of future subjects to
address. The Institute is considering acting as a resource to develop police performance
evaluations geared to community-policing departments. There were disagreements on whether to
tackle such a charged topic, but the group decided that performance evaluations should be
investigated. Some board members suggested creating a process guide. Another suggestion was to
channel police departments to the national experts on the board. Most agreed that the Institute
should stay focused on their task—to train cities in problem solving and partnership, and
university members and board members would focus on developing these special projects.

Board members were also asked how they would like to participate in the Institute for the
following year. Administrators admitted the board’s role was not as fully developed as originally
intended. Of those present, all agreed they wanted to stay involved and participate more fully.
Some members suggested they submit monographs in their fields to be posted on the Internet
web site. Another expert offered to attend future cluster conferences and present material. The
general tone was the national advisory board can be more integrally involved. To date, some
members have played an important role in the Legacy Project offered on the Institute’s web page.

Technological Component

An IPSP web page was created on the Internet; the address is www.acsp.uic.edu/~ipsp/. The
Institute’s directors frequently encouraged trainers, national advisory board members, and
communities they served to use the site as a means of communication. (Each community was to
receive a computer connected to the Internet. As of June, none had been installed due to
communities’ uncertainty about where it should be located.) Setting an example in the beginning,
IPSP directors used the web page to disseminate information, such as announcements of sites
selected, a calendar of events, minutes from planning meetings, descriptions of the Institute and
services offered, the Institute’s periodic bulletin, and online surveys and request forms including
their needs assessment survey and technical assistance request form. Also established was a
private forum for the core planning group and national advisory board members to use to
exchange ideas and information.

One of the Institute’s goals was to conduct preliminary trials with distance learning and advanced
communications technologies. In this light, the Legacy Project was established, a video-to-
Internet project on the history of community policing. Designed to bring the opinions of experts
directly to interested parties, it features visual and audio presentations by some of the country’s
foremost authorities on community policing. As of June, three five-minute introductory
presentations were available, featuring Dr. Herman Goldstein, Dr. George Kelling, and Dr.
Wesley Skogan. Plans include adding more community-policing academics and practioners in the
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following year.

Plans to use the Internet as a communication and training tool fell short of the Institute’s goal.
The private forum was rarely used by the trainers or board members, and communities had not
received their computers and passwords to access it. The Web director reported the site was
“hit” (looked at) many times, but most occurred outside of Illinois. Trainers were either
disinterested or opposed to using the Internet to communicate. More than half of the trainers said
they never use the Internet or referred to themselves as “computer illiterate.” Communicating via
email or the forum was problematic for some trainers—it was too cold and impersonal for them.

Opinions were stronger when training was proposed via the web site. Some trainers found it
antithetical to their belief that community policing means bringing people out of their homes to
work together. In their opinion the Internet sanctions isolationist behavior. Trainers’ animosity
relaxed when the Internet was proposed as a training supplement. Trainers qualified their
opposition, agreeing that if the site offered interactive materials and promoted discussion for a
group it could be beneficial—also if curriculum modules were posted that might aid communities’
understanding of the material. Some trainers were ambivalent about the web as a training tool
because no substantive information was offered at the time.

The web site has great potential in aiding communities being trained. Documenting problem-
solving experiences and developing a problem data base would benefit all who access the site.
Posting curriculum modules, discussion points, and providing a question-and-answer forum could
clarify aspects of the training. It could potentially reduce the amount of technical assistance
sessions needed. It could also be a tool for trained groups to spread the training to other
untapped groups. The web site could also benefit trainers. National advisory board members are
considering presenting articles in their fields on the web. Other research topics and papers can be
made available that practically apply to the training. 

Enhancing the web site with public safety partnership stories, a problem-solving data base, and
an on-line curricula takes both time and money. Those currently maintaining the web site are only
partially funded by the Institute, and would either have to shoulder more responsibility or the
Institute would need to hire additional staff. Administrators are optimistic about the web site’s
potential as long it does not detract from field operations.

Those currently maintaining the site recognize that acceptance and use of the Internet takes time.
Trainers need to feel comfortable in their roles before they turn to another tool, and there
currently is little substance to offer them. The second year will be devoted to increasing
information on the site. This group has incorporated trainers’ feedback and revised the home page
and aspects of the Legacy Project. The Institute co-directors have created a distance learning task
force on the University of Illinois at Chicago campus to further explore options in this area.



48

Technical Assistance Sessions

IPSP offered two types of technical assistance: assistance sessions for the pilot training sites and
topic-specific technical assistance sessions for other interested communities. Below are brief
descriptions of two rounds of technical assistance offered in one community separate from the
pilot sites. An evaluator observed the first auxiliary technical assistance session before the pilot
training series began in the other six sites. The evaluator did not observe the second round of
technical assistance; only questionnaires were analyzed and the trainer interviewed.

Auxiliary technical assistance
The Institute implemented its auxiliary technical assistance program in the autumn of 1997 before
the full trainings started. Considering the expertise of their trainers, IPSP directors saw no reason
not to make them available while development of the training curriculum was underway. Their
first request for technical assistance came from a sheriff’s office, which sought help in developing
vision, mission, and values statements to guide the department’s transition to community
policing. An IPSP police trainer facilitated the process with a planning group comprised of
people from the sheriff’s office, other government agencies, social service providers, and
community groups. The technical assistance took the form of five two-hour sessions, conducted
at the sheriff’s office training facility. In the four that took place in November and December, the
group worked hard at drafting vision, mission, and values statements by consensus, then
circulated them among sheriff’s office personnel and other key community officials for review
and approval. In January, the group reconvened to assess the feedback received and modify their
products.

An observer evaluated all five sessions, and at the end of the fourth one, participants completed
questionnaires for the evaluator describing whether the technical assistance was useful and what
was not given enough attention, and rating the facilitator on his skill level and behavioral traits,
such as punctuality and professionalism. The facilitator also completed a questionnaire describing
his opinions about the setting, the material, support received, and the receptiveness of the
participants.

Observations revealed that the group of 16 participants was somewhat diverse. Of nine males
and seven females, thirteen were white, including one Hispanic, and three were African American.
Notably, however, all of the police officers were white. Of the group of 16, seven were sworn
members of the sheriff’s office and the others represented school districts, a homeowner’s
association, a domestic violence assistance provider, and county and state government
organizations. Overall, there was good participation from both community members and police,
but less from lower-level police officers. The trainer suggested that, in the future, if police
personnel are uncomfortable with the group process or being in partnership with the community,
perhaps a pre-session to get the officers ready and motivated would facilitate their involvement
in the larger group.

In the observer’s opinion, the facilitator was very professional and the sessions were successful.
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Excerpts from the observer’s notes document on-the-spot impressions:

 [The facilitator] was extremely facile and it seemed as if he had been doing this for years.
He set the proper tone at the beginning of the session by establishing a positive
atmosphere, encouraging participation, and making his expectations clear. He
demonstrated respect for the participants by complimenting them, and received respect
from them in return. He had presence, taking charge of the class and maintaining
momentum. He was very credible, as a high-ranking officer in a community-policing
oriented department which had previously developed vision, mission, and values
statements; as someone who had a great deal experience conducting training of this sort;
and as someone who obviously believed in the community-policing philosophy. The
training was interactive; participants seemed very interested, attentive, and engaged.

Almost all participants rated the sessions “very good,” with 15 out of 16 giving them the highest
possible mark; the remaining one rated it “good.” The 16 who completed the questionnaire 
included nine sheriff’s office members, two with the school district, two with community-based
organizations, one from state government, one from county government, and a homeowner’s
association president. They also gave the highest possible marks across the board to the
facilitator, especially in knowledge, openness to input from the group, effective communication
skills, promptness and professionalism. They all answered “yes” to the questions about whether
the material met their expectations and would be useful to them and their agency. What they
found especially useful about the sessions was the interaction with other government officials,
the diversity of the group, and the airing of a variety of opinions. Following are excerpts from
their evaluation forms:

It is amazing what people can accomplish when they respect each other and are willing to
work together.

We were diverse enough to provide a wide range of ideas and concepts.

The open dialogue allowed for the development of a useful policy statement.

Of note though, were concerns expressed by a respondent who digressed from evaluating the
technical assistance to address the concept of community policing on the back of his
questionnaire. He wrote that he believes community policing enables police corruption and
oppression of minority communities, specifically Hispanics.

The vision, mission, and values statements drafted by the working group were praised by key
community and police personnel and adopted with minor changes. Of the 28 who reviewed them
independently, all made positive comments and six recommended minor changes. This group
included school superintendents, township supervisors, police chiefs, and chamber of commerce
members. Comments made by these professionals in their independent reviews follow:
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This is not a 'mission impossible,' but rather a 'mission probable.' You are doing an
excellent job. Keep it up!

Your mission statement, vision statement, and set of values are admirable and thoughtful.
I can offer no comment on how to improve them.

In a follow-up letter to IPSP, the sheriff’s office called the technical assistance “an outstanding
contribution to the development of (our) community policing strategy.”
Furthermore, they requested additional technical assistance from IPSP in helping to develop their
community policing curriculum for training all department personnel in 1998. The purpose of the
training was to provide an overview of what community policing is and how to conduct effective
problem solving in the neighborhoods they serve. The same IPSP police trainer facilitated these
sessions. The curriculum was completed in April, and questionnaires filled out during the final
session reflected participants satisfaction with the training. The eight police officers and one
county government representative who attended the final session all thought the training will be
useful to their agency. Virtually all present rated the trainer as “very good” and “good” in such
categories as knowledgeable about subject, open to feedback, and gave information that could be
practically applied. The trainer credited the sheriff’s department with the success of both
technical assistances. He said,

This wasn’t an issue of IPSP doing for them. We facilitated, but they did the bulk of
the work. They had good people assigned.



51

Conclusions and Recommendations

The following is a summary of the key aspects of the Institute, their developments over the year,
and the evaluators’ recommendations.

Core Planning Group
The Institute’s core planning group of directors, trainers, and graduate students is enthusiastic,
hard-working, and focused, and their planning process was very thorough. They recruited a
talented and experienced pool of trainers, and assembled an impressive array of experts for their
national advisory board.

Site Selection
A thorough site selection methodology was developed, including first, a needs assessment survey
mailed to more than 500 police departments in the state, then telephone interviews that were
used as a screener, the site visit handbook, and finally, one-on-one interviews on-site.

Considering it was the first run, the Institute was successful in gathering participants for training.
They have learned, however, mobilizing the community was difficult in some cases due to their
lack of knowledge of the areas, a short time span, and reliance on government and police contacts.
The site visit handbook, although extensive, was not as helpful as expected—in some cases,
trainers did not follow it. Differing opinions exist within the Institute about the intensity of pre-
training site visits. Both this and the site visit handbook will need to be reconsidered for future
trainings. Tapping local community-organizers to drum up community support should prove
effective when available.

Curriculum
Efforts to settle on the training process and curriculum were tedious, but not unusual in an
ambitious new venture of this sort. Although disputes and complaints occurred, the curriculum
development process was a joint effort of police, community, and university partners. The
curriculum is innovative in three ways: it stresses a partnership between community, police, and
city government; it requires the community to be “more than eyes and ears;” and it includes self-
assessment methodology. The core development team has already revised the first training
session, and plans to revise the entire curriculum before new trainings begin.

Evaluators’ recommendations for training session one include:

• Revising or cutting the Youth Visioning and the Mission Statement exercises in module 5.
The session is already too long, and participants lose interest by the end of the day. Also,
instruction was not substantial enough to effectively relay the subjects. These topics can
be reserved for technical assistance sessions.

• Briefly defining disorder problems and explaining why they are included in the problem-
solving process. “Broken Windows” or other pertinent material can be included in their
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packets for further reading.

• Adding brief additional information explaining why the analysis triangle should be used.
Evaluators observed the “Crime Is Concentrated” overhead greatly increased participants’
understanding when used in one site.

Train-the-Trainer Sessions
Current trainers reported they relied more on their previous experience to prepare them for
training rather than the train-the-trainer sessions. Even with their substantial experience, current
trainers believe these instructional sessions can play an important role. Future sessions devoted
to hands-on training within training teams and facilitation techniques would be beneficial. With
the not-so-distant addition of new trainers, train-the-trainer sessions will prove essential. Future
trainers may not be as experienced as the current trainers and may need more guidance.

Training Teams
All trainers reported having confidence with the other trainers’ adeptness in effectively
presenting the curriculum. A few police trainers in all three teams mentioned the benefits of
training with their community trainers. Levels of partnership varied between the teams due to
personal “chemistry,” time, and absences; however, most feel partnerships are growing.

Police trainers have less time to devote to the Institute, which occasionally frustrated both police
and community trainers, and occasionally caused friction. Community trainers bore the brunt of
responsibility for the site. This should shift to an Institute events coordinator who would manage
arranging training sites and trainer assignments. Responsibilities will then be more balanced
between police and community trainers, and both can focus solely on training.

First Training Session
The first session was overwhelmingly well received. Participants reported partnership and
network opportunities, and the problem-solving model were the most useful aspects of the
training. For most sites, community, police, and government were all represented.

A few lessons learned during the first session were:

• Sites need more guidance from the Institute regarding training locations. Sites should
continue to shoulder the responsibility of reserving the location, but should have more
specific details from the Institute to guide them, such as what types of rooms are
appropriate, what materials should be present, and ensuring chairs and tables are set up.

• The day of the training seemed to have an affect on attendance. Although Saturdays do
not interrupt residents’ work schedules, it is not conducive for government
representatives and is not popular with residents themselves. The Institute has addressed
this by shortening the first session. Weekday sessions may be an option for sites located
near the Institute.
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• Trainers should be provided with site visit reports and census data before training. The
Institute may have this information at their office, but it should be included with the
trainers’ provided materials. Since the Institute provides training geared to individual
communities, trainers should be familiar with each community before training.

• Trainers’ presentations of the curriculum were mostly uniform. However, a few police
trainers more accustomed to their past experiences occasionally veered from the IPSP
curriculum, misnaming the model or missing key points. More practice during train-the-
trainer sessions and future trainings should reduce this.

• Communities did not understand the purpose or their need for technical assistance early
in the process. Trainers will want to pay particular attention to this for future rounds,
and may want to distribute guides during the first training session explaining the role of
technical assistance and the types offered.

Cluster Conference
The cluster conference was also well received. Again participants found the networking and
partnership aspects the most beneficial, along with particular plenaries.

A few lessons were learned from this first conference as well:

• Facilitators need to be adequately prepared for the break out sessions. This would reduce
their reported stress levels and ensure more uniformity in topics covered between sites,
although all observed break outs went well.

• To increase the amount of networking between sites, informal social events should be
planned for future conferences.

• Take-home materials would be beneficial for both the participants and the remainder of
trainees not present. Materials could include brief reviews of the problem-solving model,
as well as information on each plenary.

• Plenary sessions were not always long enough for some topics. Facilitators during
breakout sessions should re-enforce that technical assistance sessions are available if
communities wish to explore topics more thoroughly.

National Advisory Board
The board has an extensive wealth of knowledge and expertise in the community-policing field.
While board members helped guide the Institute in the beginning, they were less involved during
the year. Institute administrators hope to use board members’ time more effectively for the
following year, and some members offered to submit research for the trainers and sites through



54

the IPSP web site, present material during train-the-trainer sessions and cluster conference, and
work on Institute research projects.

Internet Web Site
The Institute developed a web site early in the project. General information about Institute staff,
a calendar of events, and a description of their mission and purpose, as well as training assistance
forms and summaries of national community-policing experts were made available. Use of the
web site as a communication tool did not meet the Institute’s expectations. In the following year,
the Institute plans to add more information to the site, such as curriculum modules and
potentially document trainings and trainees’ problem-solving efforts.

Northwestern University Feedback
The evaluators at Northwestern University were contracted to conduct a process evaluation and
submit a year one report. They were not hired to provide individual trainer evaluations, nor were
they originally contracted to provide feedback before the final report. However, the majority of
trainers were unsatisfied that they could not receive immediate feedback from the Northwestern
University participant questionnaires. They wanted to discuss participants’ responses and
potentially revise their presentation where necessary. The evaluators recommend the Institute
absorb the internal evaluation of the trainers next year for immediate feedback purposes. At the
time of this report, the Institute and the evaluators were discussing Northwestern University’s
role in the coming year.

Institutional Communication and Partnership
Through the core planning team, IPSP has produced a great deal in a relatively short period of
time including program planning, curriculum and materials, site selections, and trainings.
However, there have been tensions and conflicts throughout the process due to confused roles,
miscommunication, and time restrictions.

Although easier suggested than implemented, recommendations include:

• Each organizations’ roles and responsibilities need to be clearly defined for the second
year. Current Institute co-directors need to re-absorb training coordination that the
community organization managed the first year, so trainers can focus primarily on
training. Hiring an events coordinator should satisfy this.

• Although much has already been created in partnership, developing a governing board
should help ensure consensus. Creating a forum to discuss issues and frustrations as a
group will also be beneficial.

• Consistent communication from the Institute to all trainers needs to occur. The future
events coordinator should continue the Institute’s policy of providing core and backup
trainers with weekly faxed bulletins describing trainings and technical assistance sessions,
and any other important Institute information. Regularly scheduled monthly meetings



should also be instituted for all trainers. This will provide the face-to-face contact so
many trainers find necessary. These meetings would give the opportunity for trainers to
debrief, discuss issues, and acquaint themselves with one another.

Overall, the Institute has accomplished much in its first year. They have also discovered their
training process is as challenging as they expected, and more so in some sites. Currently, trainers
are working with sites to tackle their selected problem or preparing them to attack their selected
problem. Trainings for the remainder of the pilot sites will be very interesting, as communities
will be implementing what they learned during the first and second training sessions on actual
crime and disorder problems.



Training Session #1 Questionnaire

The following is a list of participants’ verbatim responses to question 16: “Do you have any
comments about today’s session?” Since responses varied, the evaluators have included the
comments from all six sites for the Institute’s administrators and trainers to review; 40% had
positive comments about the training or the trainers.

• Could have received more information about the purpose of program and required
commitment ahead of time.

• Very long day—too much material to absorb.

• It was good and informative. Maybe group was a little too large. Microphone was a
problem.

• Very informative and motivating. I think periodic meetings in the future will help to
motivate and continue to help us put our ideas to work on a more realistic basis.

• Very good.

• Believe it’s a good staring point.

• I feel that with the many groups who participated today, there was a lot of views
expressed and this will be helpful. This info will help immensely.

• All speakers were positive in their roles interacting with agencies in attendance.

• Very informative.

• I loved it.

• Organize the handout material in folder a little bit better so participants can follow
lectures better.

• Very enlightening—good ideas. [This community] really needs this. I hope we can really
get this going.

• Awesome.

• Please keep a focus on the elderly—not only the youth; We are an aging America looking
at the big picture with the baby boomers as middle agers.
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• I was not able to attend the first session this morning as my boss and I took turns. Only I
wish I could have spent the whole day in session as this information was wonderful.

• Seems very good—actually exciting. Gov’t is quite receptive. Presenters were very
personable and knowledgeable.

• At start having problem—problem solved.

• I was totally satisfied.

• Excellent.

• Excellent beginning—need to keep momentum.

• Interesting.

• The session was very well planned—the officers who participated did an excellent job.

• Enjoyed it.

• Very worthwhile and beneficial.

• Should allow people in attendance to speak out against specific problems.

• This is very good and necessary. I wish I could help more.

• I felt it was a good presentation. It was the first community policing training session I
attended.

• Very well presented.

• Very good and necessary.

• Please break the community section into citizens and organizations such as social service
with schools and then citizens and citizen organizations.

• Senior citizens at my table were very distracting, talked through sessions and wouldn’t
stay on task. Some thought it was a continuation of the senior academy.



• Lunch hour shorter. Overall you did a great job.

• Very good.

• Was very good but rushed sometimes.

• Need better microphone, etc.

• Too long.

• Covered quite a lot in a short time.

• Very well presented.

• Include a copy of the sessions goal and objectives with the handout materials.

• Very informative and motivating.

• Too long.

• Too long—needs to be shorter in order to get more participation.

• It could be split into two sessions or shortened.

• Much more interesting and motivating than I expected.

• Very good—somewhat long—team integrated groups well.

• Excellent.

• Could not hear during separate sessions.

• When we broke into groups, we should have gone into smaller rooms. It was very difficult
to hear.

• Would like to have another meeting.

• Very educational.

• Cafeteria table benches not comfortable. May interfere with concentration.



• Very positive, will give support and collaboration to efforts already organized.

• Very good.

• How can additional police assist with the training of this program? I’d like to become an
instructor.

• Excellent presentation.

• Very informing.

• Excellent presentations.

• I am happy to feel growth in our community in this area of fighting crime.

• This session was informational.

• Very good.

• It was very good. Would love to hear more from citizens that are involved in this
program.

• As a starter very good.

• It made me want to be involved ongoing.

• Information discussed will be helpful in getting some changes in the community.

• Very informative.

• Today’s session was very helpful and educating to everyone to help on our community.

• I really enjoyed and would like to get more involved.

• It was informative, very educational, thought provoking.

• I would like about three more workbooks.

• Did not provide means to tap into existing and present at meeting citizen resources.
Maybe this wasn’t the time. One of trainers mentioned we often assume we can’t talk to
so-and-so. There are some people present today who are very involved in the community



but very negative to others actually doing things.

• Good training.

• Excellent.

• It was overall good.

• Could have been done in a shorter amount of time. Presenters enthusiastic, approachable.
Give the community the option of a Saturday or a session from 4-9 or 5-10.

• Very informative.

• Excellent.

• My very first time and I’ve learned a lot and it was fun doing the activities.

• Was very good.

• Could have been streamlined as a four hour block first time out.

• Organization and flow of presentation needs improvement.

• Went very well and was very helpful—to all of us!

• Informative, interactive.

• Just it was refreshing.

• It was informative.

• One group kind of dominated the conversation about the problem and we kind of got off
task.

• Inspiring.

• Excellent and looking forward to future meeting.

• Thanks for the help.

• I felt the trainers were well prepared and professional.



• Unorganized.

• All instructors were very good.

• Very excellent sessions and super instructors.

• Instructors were very good in keeping the attention of class and were easy to understand.

• Why did it take four people to teach 7 hours of training?

• Little too long.

• The teachers were very helpful and beneficial—also very polite and professional.

• I have learned a lot.

• I feel this is not the group they should be talking to.

• All was good.

• Well presented - good interaction.

• Excellent - I wish it could have been delivered to more of our community.

• All was good.



Appendix F:
Verbatim participant comments from cluster conference questionnaire
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Cluster Conference Questionnaire

The following is a list of participants’ verbatim responses to question 23: “Do you have any
comments about today’s session?” Since responses varied, the evaluators have included the
comments from all seven sites for the Institute’s administrators and trainers to review; 22% had
positive comments about the training or the trainers.

• The service and commitment from the staff was excellent. The staff was friendly and
worked with everyone. They made everyone feel like they were part of the effort. The
Hampton should also be thanked for the excellent service they provided.

• Inspiring. I believe very good things will happen in [this site] due to this training.

• Excellent interaction. We were not just attendees—we were participants! Thanks.

• Perhaps more time could have been spent working on vision statements and more hands
on of assessment/evaluations.

• Would like to have had more time to work on topics in the small groups.

• The entertainment was enjoyable (brewery) and the food was good.

• This is one of the best developed conferences I’ve ever attended—including the future—
and I would recommend it to anyone. Thank you.

• Would like to meet with other communities again.

• Really enjoyed the Paradigm video.

• We need to organize and insist collectively, that our village PD & trustee give us more
coverage in our community & work with us to keep our community safe.

• More involvement of youth.

• Should have more active for kids to do.

• [One trainer] needs to stay on the subject.
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• Eager to move forward, our steering committee meets this very Monday.

• While I was excited about the Paradigm Video, it is perhaps too long for our youth.

• That I think there should of been a lot more people of each here.

• I would like to see this program get off its feet.

• I think that you should have someone in college to talk to us because its easier to talk to
someone our age.

• Have breakout groups develop vision, mission, and value statements immediately
following Plenary session on this. Clarification on their statements and examples
(numerous for different organizations—would be valuable). Have Plenary session on
Paradigm shifts on first day.

• Thank you—we needed this information to really put another change to what we’ve
already started. We’ll stay connected.

• More information should have been passed out especially valued information that can be
elaborated on to transfer this community policing to other members in the community.

• [Our site] had a short time between 1st local meeting and cluster in which to get people.

• The first day session should run longer if the final breakout gets energy going. It was great
to have civilians and youth at the conference.

• It is going to improve [our community]—if it doesn’t it will be our own fault—this team
gave it to us.

• [One trainer] was excellent—he should have more time for his presentations. Training
could last three days.

• Increase the length of Thursday’s class and shorten Friday’s.

• That the trainers in breakouts should be more neutral and push their ideas.

• This trip was very educational and the accommodations were excellent.
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• Internet training was very difficult to see on the screen.

• Would like another cluster meeting with other cities to see successful outcomes.

• Great appreciation should be given to the energy and knowledge that the instructors
brought to the program. I believe they sincerely believe in what they are teaching.

• Thanks for the passion.

• Good course. Invite/order more people to attend.

• Tremendous concept and training. Additional training is necessary to maintain focus and
motivation.

• Enjoyed conference very much. Location of talks was great, food excellent. Learned much
from talking with people during breaks. Am going home with much data that we intend to
use. Hope there are more conferences as we need to get more people from our town that
should have been here.

• Communication was powerful, they relayed their points well. Participation from all
involved was greater than I ever expected.

• I think it was a very good conference.

• Sessions were steeped in concepts & ideals, not practical and readily usable, concrete
ideas.
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