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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Nationally, the conversation around marijuana has changed significantly. More than 75% of Americans
support measures that would end criminal sanctions for those in possession of small amounts of

marijuana. According to polling dateeteased in 2014, 63% of lllinois voters support a marijuana
decriminalization bill. D edgbjpusdistinctionsetermmsof hangi ng a
marijuana possession arrests is evident in nearly every metric when compared with otheranat¢he

national average:

 llinois ranked % nationally in the number of arrests for marijuana possession in 2010;

9 Of the 5 states with the largest number of marijuana possession arrests from 2001 to 2010,
I'llTinois’™ rate of ,gnearlyenghird;ncr eased the fastest

f llinois tied with Texas for*lplace for the proportion of marijuana possession arrests (97.8%)
compared to all marijuana arrests and including sales, manufacturing, and delivery arrests;

9 llinois ranked fourth in the nation fahe rate of arrests for marijuana possession per 100K;

T I'ITlT'inois’s marijuana possession arrest rate is

9 llinois ranked third in the nation for the black to white racial disparity of marijuana possession
offenders, despite the fact that marijuana use is the same between these two groups;

1 Inlllinois, African Americans were about 7.6 times more likely to be arrested than whites;

1 Cook County made the most marijuana possession arrests of any county in the wdkio
33,068 arrests in 2010 and also had one of the worst racial disparity rates in the nation;

T II'1inois’ estimated spending for marijuana pos
per year on marijuana possession arrests and adjudications.

In lllinois,84% of all marijuana arrests are fmisdemeanor possession and these arrests represent a
sizable poribn of arrests within the statd-orexample:

9 Three year averages for marijuana misdemeanor arrests from-2018 are over 41,000 per
year;

1 In comparison to FBI index crimes, arrests f@rijuana misdemeanors were equivaldnt50%
of arrests for all index crime¢hat is serious and violent crimes;

1 Compared to all drug arrests, marijuana misdemeanor arrests make up 39% of drug-arrests
including sales and possession of controlled substangeshe state of lllinois;

I Of marijuana misdemeanor arrests, 85% of arrests were for possession of cannabis totaling less
than 10 grams.

As part of these changing attitudes, over 100 lllinois municipaliteeve passed ordinances that provide
ticketing alternatives for small amounts of marijuadarests however, can still be made under state law
allowing law enforcement personnel to choose between arresting or ticketing individuals in possession
of marijuana. An analysis of pre and post ordinance implementation arresting patterns found:

1 Of the four municipalities reviewed, Chicago had the smallest decrease in arrests, with arrests
declining by only 21% while Evanstoadthe largest decrease (46%);
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1 Marijuana misdemeanor arrests decreased by 40% in Urbana and by over 32% in Yorkville.

In order to understand the level of ticketing to arrests within each municipality, we calculatedttbe
of tickets to arrests in six municipalities. Large differences vired between cities:

1 Countrysidehadthe highest level of implementationyith 88% ofmarijuanapossession
violations resulted in tickets

1 InChampaign75% of marijuana misdemeanor offenders received a ticket instead of arrest;

In Evanston69% of misdmeanor marijuana possession violatioesultedin a ticket;

1 Urbana was slightly more likely to arrest than administer a ticket for marijuana possession (59%
V. 41%);

1 In Chicago, 93% of misdemeanor marijugoasession violations resultéad an arrest andin
only 7% of cases a ticket was issued;

=

Since ticketing has been identified as a way of possibly reducinetetive impact of disproportionate
minority contact (DMG)we assessednhunicipalities that provided race and ethnicigta:

9 Study results indated no real change in DMC after ticketing ordinances were implemented;

9 Individuals receiving the tickets appeared to be a subset of those arrested

1 Yorkville showed little disproportionate minority contact prior to and after ticketing, while
Evanston demostrated high levels of DMC.

Arrest and ticket ratger 100,000 individualwas calculatedn orderto formulate accurate comparisons
between municipalities of varying population sizes:

1 Chicago had the highest arrest rate of any municipality in the stexBn after the ordinance
was implemented, with nearly 590 arrests per 100,000 individuals;

1 Chicago was the only municipality studied with a marijuana arrest rate higher than the state
rate, specificallfl50%higher than the state average; and more than 288igher than the U.S.
rate;

1 Evanston had the lowest arrest rate with 128 arrests per 100,000 individuals;

The sizable difference between Chicago’'s arrest r
additional analyses. The number of arrests mad€hicago for marijuana misdemeanors drives state
totals:

T I'n 2011, Chicago’s misdemeanor arrest compri se
1 Despite the decrease from 2032013, the number of arrests was still disarmingly high in 2013,
comprising 38% of iiflois total misdemeanor arrests;
1 Additionally, the decrease in arrests did not represent a fundamental-shifth in 2001 and
2002, marijuana misdemeanor arrests were lower than in the most recent year (2013).

Arguments for the ticketing ordinance wereclused on police time and costs. We calculated the amount
of time and costs spent on marijuana arrests after the ticket was implemented and found:



1 In 2013 Chicago police spent from 24,000 hours to 63,000 hours arresting marijuana
misdemeanants;

1 In 2013, he costs associated withisdemeanor marijuanarrests ranged from $25 million to
upwards of $115 million dollafter the passage of the ticketing ordinance;

1 If misdemeanor arrests were reduced by hpitential costs savings range from $12.5 millian t
$57.9 million if the number ofarrests dropped byhree quarters estimated costs savings range
between$18.8 million to $86.9 million per year.

Thelow number of tickets given in Chicagd2®l3 pnly 1,100) resulted in a significant amount of lost
revenue:

1 The amount of revenue generated for 2013 from marijuana tickets was samalind$416,250

9 If half of the number of arrests were charged as tickets, the revenue genenateldl be closer
to $2.9 million and if threguarters of arrest resulted indkets, the revenue generategould
be more than $4.5 million per year.

Marijuana misdemeanor rates within community areas prior to and after the implementation of the
Chicago ticketing ordinance were also analyzed:

1 Geographic disparity by community areasfound everafter the ticketing ordinance was
implemented,with marijuana possessiamtes that are more than 1100% above the national
average;

9 After the ticketing ordinance was implemented, disparitieseighborhoodarrest rates
increasedfor exampleFuller Park, East Garfield Park, and West Garfield Park had arrest rates
that were 7 times hi gaveragerathan t he city of Chic

1 Compared to the Edison Park (the neighborhood with the lowest arrest rate), neighborhoods
such as Fuller Park, Eastd West Garfield Park had marijuana arrest raled were more than
150 times higheafter implementing the ticket ordinance;

1 Neighborhoods with a large African American population were found to be predictive of high
arrest rates for marijuana misdemeanarrests(p < .001).

Findings

Inconsistencies in the implementation of ticketing legislation are the result of disparities in ticket
administration from one community area to the next. Discrepancies in the application of the tickets by
geography create patchwork system of policy resulting in an unequal application of justice. Because a
two-tiered system still exists, police retain discretion and can choose who to ticket and who to arrest.
Geography, not justice, determines whether marijuana possesssuits in a fine or an arrest.
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METHODOLOGY

Identifying Municipalitieswith CannabiOrdinances

Online municipatode directoriesvere used tddentify lllinoismunicipalities that enacted ordinance
citations for cannabiSMunicipal ordinances were cssreferenced to ensure codes were consistent and
reflected current legislative informatioMunicipal code information cited in this paper is current as of
April 2014.

Freedom of Information Act Requests

In November 2012, arrest and ticketing informati@as requestedrom a total of 25 municipalities
through the Freedom of Information AGEOIA)Information requested included: 1hé number of
recorded violations of the ordinana@nce its inception, by yearace gender, ageof the person citied;
2)the number ofCannabis Control Act violations and/or arrests by ysgre (misdemeanor v. felony)
race gender and ageMunicipalities were asked to provide arrest data beginningpast one year

before the ordinance was passed and up to most recent geailable Chicago ordinance data was also
obtained through FOlfequests Chicago arrest and ticket information was obtained from an online
Chicago data portal managed by the City of Chicago

Municipality Data Received

Eighteenof the 25 municipalitts contactegrovided some or all of the information requestésee
Appendix A: Municipality Data Overvie\8jx municipalitiegid not provide data prior to the year the
ordinance was passexhdwere disqualified from analysiSeveral municipalities digbt distinguish
misdemeanor violations from felony cannabis chardésnicipalities that did not provide misdemeanor
data were excluded from idepth analysis.

This study focused on data from four municipaliti€hicago, Evanston, Urbana, and Yorkville.
Countryside and Champaigrereincludedin level of implementatiomnalysedecause both
municipalities provided data necessary to answer this specific research quésiibitago data was
included in all analytical procedures, except disproportionateariin contact because race information
was not available for review. Using community neighborhood information, the racial profile of
individuals arrested for marijuana violations was established £&ppendixD, Figure D7).

National Data in lllinois Contet, Rates, and Race Data

1. FBI/Uniform Crime Reporting Program Dadarests by Age, Sex, and Race.
2. US Census DatRopulation numbers andice data (for rate calculation)js® used in all rate
and racial demographic compositions, including community asdeulations.

' Municipal ordinances were obtained two online sourdetp:/www.municode.com/and
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codesnline
" SeeTable Al in the appendix for more information.



http://www.municode.com/
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codes-online

INTRODUCTION

The conversation regarding changing penalties for marijuana has garioeaddind nationahttention.
Eighteenstates have already decriminalized possession of marijuana for pansse, including several

Midwestern states sutas Ohio, Minnesota and Nebraskalationally, many states are considering

creating alternative sanctions such as tickets for low level possession offerMess recently

Maryl and’ s governor signed a .‘imaddion WashiagtodRCcr i mi n al
recently passed legislation that would allow a $25 fine and a ticket. This replaces their old procedure of
arresting individuals for small amounts of marijuana and charging them with criminal penalties for

marijuana possessich

PopularOpinion

Polling data from across the nation demonstrates that the vast majority of Americans support these
kinds of legislative changes. More than 75% of Americans support measures that would end criminal
sanctions for those in possession of small amswiftmarijuana. This is a bipartisan issue with 79% of
Democrats, 78% of Independents and 69% of Republicans favoring eliminating jail time for small
amounts of marijuand

President Obama recently statétlaNew Yorkemterview that marijuana iso more dangerous than

alcohol, echoinghe belief of most AmericarfsIn terms of health risks, 696 Americansonsider
alcoholtobemor e har mful to a per dMaaoves63% @& Anheticans beliesen mar i |
alcohol to be more harmful to societifan marijuana use, eveiimarijuanawasas widey available as

alcohol is today

According to the Pew Research Center, there has been a major shift in attitude on whether or not
marijuana use should be legalizéd addition, pollingon marijuana legakationshowsthat the majority
of Americans now support taxaticand regulation of marijuandn 2000, just 31% of Americans
supportedthe legalization of marijuandow, 54%o0f Americans surveyeslpport taxation and
regulation of marijuanaa 23% incrase in less than 15 yeats

The support for decriminalization, alternative sanctions, and regulatory schemes exists in lllinois.
According to 2014 polling daté&3%of lllinois voterssupport amarijuana decriminalization hilThis plan
would create a reglatory offense or a $100 ticket in lieu of criminal sanctions for individuals possessing
small amounts of marijuana.

In Illinois, 8446 of all marijuana arrests aneisdemeanor possessi@rrests and these arrests represent
a sizableportion of arrests wihin the state Three year averages for marijuana misdemeanor arrests
from 20102013 are over 41,000 per ye#r Arrests for marijuana misdemeanors comprise the larges
single category of offenseérrests for seriousBl index crime@ncluding murder, thé robbery, rape
etc.)totaled about 83,000 in 2012" In comparison to FBI index crimes, arrests for marijuana



misdemeanors arrests weeguivalentto 50% of arrests for all indeximes'? Compared tall drug
arrests, marijuana misdemeanor arrests mae39% of drug arrestsincluding sales and possession of
controlled substancesin the state of lllinois® Of marijuana misdemeanor arrests, 85% of arrests were

for possession of cannabis totaling less than 10 grdms
Financial Costs

In addition tothese changing attitudes and policies toward marijuana, there is growing recognition that
marijuana misdemeanors create many costs at the state level, including police time, court costs,
transportation, attorney feedesting of marijuana by crime labetc. Estimated costs per episode range
from $1,577°to $2,500°to as high a$7,000"" per marijuana enforcemerand sentencingMarijuana
possessiomrressand adjudication cost® lllinoisare estimated to be from $78million to $364°

million per year.

Index crimes include the followingolent and propertycrimes. Aggravatedssaultforcible rape murder, and
robberyare classified agiolentwhile arson burglary, larcenytheft, and motor vehicle theft are classified as
property crimes.Drug crimes are not index crimes.



Unforeseen Costs: Collateral Consequences

Continued enforcement of arrests for marijuana possessésultsin state budgetary concerns and an
overburdered criminal justice system. dtso negatively affesthe very individuals being arreste@ihe
effectsof a misdemeanor arrest can last much longer than the ride tqthiestation.

Between 1975 and 2009, there were over one million marijugiated arrests made in lllinof$ These
convictions result in significant collateral sanctions not directlpesased wit the criminal conviction
Theyare unintendedpenalties causing the individual to face barriers that are separate from the
sentence or the arrest. As a result of these collateral sanctions, consequences exist that create
challenges and barriefsr those with a criminal record in gaining access to basic human needs such as
housing, employment, student aid, and public assistance.

All individuals, including those witharijuana misdemeanarffensesmay be subject t@xtensive
background checkar acriminal record checKk.icensed professionals with a misdemeanor criminal
conviction on record could face having their license revoked or suspended (e.g., those licensed in the
areas of law, education, and healthcare). Additionally, if someone witm@iton on record is seeking

a license in any of these fields, their conviction may make them inelfgible

Collateral consequences of an arrest are not something to be taken lightly. The potentiaitgiong
consequences of criminal sanctions providé greother reasorto examine alternatives to arrests for
individuals possessing small quantities of marijuana.



ILLINOIS MARIJUANA POSSESSION OFFENSES IN NATIONAL CONTEXT

'l inoi s’ s dnutdrmsofurarijudria possessiontairpatitiesisevident in nearly every
metric when compared with other ates and the national averagéhese measures include the highest
rates of racial disparities, number of td@rrests and rate of arrestfn 2010, lllinois ranked"

nationallyin terms of statesvith the largestnumber of arrests fomarijuana possession.ny New York
Texas, Floridaand California hathrger arrest numbers 201Q however, these states are considerably
larger than thestate of Illinois (Table ). Of the fivestates with thelargest number of marijuana
possession arrests, Illindigte of arrestexhibited the fastest increase (30%) from 2001 to 2010 (Table

N-2). Incomparisomew Yor k and Texas had rate increases of

just 8% over the sae time period.In addition, in lllinois, of those arrested for marijuana charges,
97.8% were arrested for passsion charges while less than three percent were charged with $aies.
this dubious distinction arresting possession offendesser sales fienders- lllinois ranked first in the
nation, along with Texas (Table3)l

Rate of Marijuana Possession Arrests

In terms of the rate of marijuana possession offenses, lllinois ranked fourth in the nation, with a rate of
389 persons arrestedf marijuara possession per 100,000 individuals I | | i noi s’ s r at e i
higher than the national average of 256 marijuana possession arrest per 100,000 (¥gble N

Racial Disparity

Illinois ranked third in the nation for the black to white racial dispgaoit marijuana possession

offenders, despite the fact that marijuana use is the samieothgroups® In lllinois African Americans

were about 7.6 times more likely to be arrestddnwhites (TableN).1 | | i noi s’ s rate of
disparity was rore than 200% higher than the national average (7.56 v. 3.73) or more than twice as high
as the national average (TableS)\

County Comparisons

Cook County made the mostarijuana possessicarrests of any county in the nation with 33,068

arrests in 2010followed by Kings County, New York (Brooklyn); Bronx, NY; Los Angeles, CA; and Harris,
TX. Of these counties, Cook also had the highest racial disparity; with nearly 73% of abeistges

African America (Table No).
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Tabk N-1 Top 5 States with tk largest number of arrests for marijuana possession 2610

Marijuana Possessio Rank
State Arrests
New York 103,698 1
Texas 74,286 2
Florida 57,951 3
California 57,262 4
ILLINOIS 49,904 5

Table N2: Top 5 States with the Largest Numbers of Arre$br Marijuana Possession by Raded
Percent Change: 2002010

ArrestRates per 100,000

Possessio\rrest Rate  Possessiorrests Rate % Change in Arres

(2001) (2010) Rate
New York 459 535 17%
Texas 252 295 17%
Florida 276 308 11%
California 143 153 8%
ILLINOIS 300 389 30%

Table N3: Top 5 States with the Largest Percentage of Marijuana Possession Arrests Compared to All
Marijuana Arrests: 201¢f

State ALL Marijuana Marjuana -, Marijuana Arrests for Possession Orf Rank
Offense Arrests Possessioi\rrests

ILLINOIS 51,031 49,904 97.8% 1
Texas 75,968 74,286 97.8% 1
New York 106,860 103,698 97.0% 2
Montana 1,210 1,281 94.5% 3
Alabama 5,235 5,546 94.4% 4




Table N4: Top Five States with the HigeeMarijuana Possession Arrests Rates A@0K:2010°°

S otal Arre Rate Ra

New York 535 1
Nebraska 417 2
Maryland 409 3
ILLINOIS 389 4
Wyoming 374 3)
United States 256

Table N5: Top 5 States for Racial Disparity inaMjuana Possession Arrest Rat2010"’

Arrest Rates per 100,000

Total Black White| - Qa Y 2
Blacks arreste

lowa 211 | 1454| 174 8.34
Minnesota 144| 835 107 7.81
ILLINOIS 389| 1,526 202 7.56
Wisconsin 281 1,285 215 5.98
Kentucky 162| 697 117 5.95
United States| 256| 716 192 3.73

TableN-6: Top 5 Counties with Highest Marijuana Possession Arrests: 2010

County Total Possession Arres Black % of Arrest:

COOK, IL 33,068 72.7%
Kings, NY 20,413 61.5%
Bronx, NY 16,001 43.4%
Los Angeles, C 15,643 25.4%
Harris, TX 11,836 44.9%




TICKETING ORDINANCES IN ILLINOIS

As of this writing, over 100 municipalities in Illinois have enacted ticket ordinances for marijuana
possessionSince 2010, fourteen ticket ordinances have passed in cities across lllinois, allowing police to
ticket individua$ with small amounts of marijuana in lieu of an arrest. (AppeBEdbable EL).

Importance of Implementation

At least twoobjectives propelled the creation of tickaglegislation in lllinoisl) to reduce cost
associated with arrest@nd?2) to sare police time To meet these objectives, municipalities must use
implement,the new law Palicies enacteut notimplemented are essentially meaningless.

If the ticket ordinancds not implemented, the only outcome fandividualsfound with small amouts
of marijuana is arrestndividualsarrestedfor marijuanapossessiomot onlyface detention; their arrest
and conviction may plaaestrictions ontheir ability to obtainhousing, eligibility for studerdid, and
may impact employmengligibility.?°

Twelveof the 18 municipalities who responded to requests for datavided citation data indicating the
implementation of a tickéhg ordinance(Table 1) The city of Aurora has not issued tickets sinassjng
an ordinance law in 2008

Tablel: MUNICPALITIES THAT IMPLEMENTED THE ORDINANCE

MUNICIPALITY  ORDINANCE YE/ IMPLEMENTED ORDINAN‘ AMOUNT COVERED

CARBONDALE 2004 v Up to 10g
CHAMPAIGN 1995 v Up to 10g
CHICAGO 2012 v Up to 10g
CHICAGO HEIGH 2008 v Up to 30g
COWTRYSIDE 2010 v Up to 10g
EVANSTON 2011 v Up to 10g
OAK LAWN 2005 v Up to 30g
NORTHBROOK 2004 v Up to 2.5g
STICKNEY 2009 v Up to 30g
STREAMWOOD 2010 v Up to 30g
URBANA 2008 v Not specified'
YORKVILLE 2009 v Up to 2.5g

VIt is unclear whether the remaiing five municipalities (Elmhurst, Manhattan, Midlothian, New Lenox, and Round Lake)
implemented the ordinance since data provided did not include ticket citation information or did not distinguish between
arrests and ordinance violations (Séppendix B

¥ All municipalities listed (with the exception of Aurora) provided evidence of ordinance implementation. It is unclear whether
the municipalities that did not provide ticket data are implementing the ordinance by issuing marijuana violation citations.

*' Aurora did not implement the ticket ordinance.

" Official contacts in Urbana reported that there is no weight limit specified in the ordinance.



ORDINANCEFFECT ON ARRESTS

We expect misdemeanor marijuana arrests to decrease after a ticketing policy is implemented.
However, we know that factors such as lack of identification, outstanding warrantpcaseéssing
marijuana amountsn excess of ordinance weight limits precludeng individuals from receiving a
ticket. Individualsan stillbe arrested under the state law in cases where they do not meet ordinance
criteria. Furthermore, police officers maintain the discretion to arrest anyone in gesseof

marijuana. Despite thee limitations arrests should decline after a ticketing ordinance is implemented.

Change in Arrests

Data fromfour municipalities that provided complete, consistent informatieere analyzed All four
showed decreases in arrests after the implementatibthe ticketing ordinanceEv anst on’ s
marijuana misdemeanors decreased tinest,dropping by nearly 50 percent from 20 to 2012 (Table
2). Of the four municipalities reviewe@hicagdiad the smallest arrest decrease, with arred¢eglining

by only 21% Please see the Chicago section for more information regarding Chicago misdemeanor

marijuana arrests.

Table 2 DIFFERENCE IN ARRESTSGRIINANCE

\ MUNICIPALITY ORDINANCE YEA YEARS REVIEWH ARREST CHANGE (¢
CHICAGO 2012 2011/2013 21 %!
YORKILLE' 2009 2008/2011 32 %!
URBANA 2008 2007/2011 40 %!
EVANSTON 2011 2010/2012 46 %!

viii

" Arrest data for 2012 does not include the month of December.

" The number of Cannabis Control Act arrests in the city of Yorkville included 44 individuals under th&8age of

arres



LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION

Ticketordinances havethe potentialto reduce thenumber of people arrested and tressociated
consequencesSuccessful implementan of a ticket ordinancevould manifest as ateady progression
of police officers choosing to use the ordinance rather than arresting indigduh tickets ultimately
outnumbering arrests.

As notedpreviously we expect that arrest®r marijuanapossessiomight continue for individuala/ho
lack identificatioror who are found with greater amounts of marijuana than outlined in the ordinance
However, this number or proption should be relatively small. The objective behatigrnative
sanctiors for marijuana misdemeanoiisto redirect moneyand timespent on arrestsoward providing
vital police resources fanore serious crimes

Adequatelmplementation

Of the six municipalities analyze@puntryside demonstrated thisighestlevel of implementaibn, with
seven tickets issued for eveayrest(Table 3. In 2011,Champaign issued approximately three tickets
per arrest formarijuana possessionAdditionally,75%of the marijuana misdemeanors infractions were
ticketed instead of arrestedAppendixB, TableB-1). The city oEvanstorranked third, with69% of
marijuana casegeceivinga ticket(AppendixB, TabldB-5). It is notclear why ticket administration rates
were nothigher (and arrest rates loweringe 84% of all marijuana arrests anésdemenor offenses
making these violations eligible to receive a ticKet

Low Implementation

A number of municipalities showed low levels of ticket implementatidmanapolice wereslightly
more likely to arrest than administer ackiet for marijuana possesmn. In Urbana59%o0f misdemeanor
marijuana violations resulted in arrest with the remaining 41% receiving a {i8bgendixB, TableB-7).

Of all the municipalities evaluate@hicago hadne ofthe worstlevelsof implementation For every
single tcket written after the ordinance was implemented, more thiharrests occurredOnly 7% of
cases involvingnisdemeanomarijuana possession resulted in a tickeChicagpwith the remaining
93% resulting in arresppendixD, Figure 4).

Yorkville hadhe poorest level of implementatignvith police conductind5 arrests for every ticket
issued. Six percent of marijuana possession cases in Yorletitdsgued ticket citation, with 94% of
violations resulting in arregAppendixB, Figures-9).
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Table 3 LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION

MUNICIPALITY TOTAL TICKE] TOTAL ARRES TICKETARREST RAT
COUNTRYSIDE 15 2 7.7/1.0
CHAMPAIGN 187 65 2.9/1.0
EVANSTON 215 96 2.2/1.0
URBANA 52 74 1.0/1.4

*Pre ordinance data not available for analystountryside and Champaign were included to provide two
additional complete and consistent data sets for comparison.

Implementation Considerations

Because the passage of the municipal ordinance does nalidiate state law, two options become

available to police officensho encounterindividuals in possession of marijuana: arrest or ticket. If the
creation of civil penalties increased the overall number of marijuana possession charges, either criminal
or civil, net widening may be taking place.

Net widening may occur #penalty is deemed relatively minor as compared to the prior pendfty.
Australia, the number of individuals cited for possession was about 300% higher than the number of
arrests priorto the enactment of a civil penalf{} This was not due to increased use; rather, it was the
result of the individual judgments of police officers. Police officers who were likely to give warnings
instead of arresting individuals were now more likely toad®the civil violation option. Therefore, as a
result of the policy change, a net widening occurred in Australia after the implementation of civil fines in
place of criminal penalties

Net WideningConcerns

Many of the reasons cited fanaking changestlegislation arise from awareness trsatarce police
resourcesan be used morefficiently. Still, there is a concern that net widening (i.e., increasing the
number of individuals ticketed for possession) may reduce police time spent on serious aontéat vi
crimes.One reason ticketinghayresult innet wideningis the relative easa which citations can be
measured, especially as comparedhe metrics involved with more serious crimolice may be
incentivized to issue tickets in order to demonstramprovements in performance. Overall, net
widening reduces the ability of police to focus on crime fighting strategies and decreases policing
efficiency.

X_ Using most recent year of post ordinance data.
X Year 2012 data for the city of Urbana does not include the month of December.
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Evidence oNet Widening

Data analyses revealed the presence of net widening occurred in one &tih municipalities with
reliablepre and post ordinancdata. When comparing arrests the year before the ordinance with
arrestsandtickets post ordinance, Evanston showediaecreasen individuals charged with marijuana
possession offensesither ciminal or civildespite a decrease in formal arrests

At first glance, findingdemonstratethat Countryside issued almost fotimes as many tickets than
arrestsappearto be positive However the low, stable arrest rates contrast with the relativédyger
number of citations issued after the passage of the ordinance. This increase in interactions with
Countryside police and resulting fines suggests net widening behavior by local auth{&#ieeAppendix
B: CountrysideHowever, lecause pre ordinamcarrest information was not providetipwever,the
presence of net widening in Countryside cannot be confirmed.
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DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT

When the ticketing ordinance passed in Chicago, attentiasfocusel on the fact that arrests
disproportionaely impacted people of colorDisproportionate minority contact occurs (DMC) when
members of minority groups are arrested or ticketed at greater rates when compared to both
population demographics and incidence of bglor across all racial and ethnic groups.

Marijuana use occurs acroali ethnic and racial groups witlttle difference in use rate¥ Despite
comparable marijuana use rates among all racial and ethnic groopeBlacksand Latinosire
arrestedfor marijuana possessiothan their White counterpartsDMC is present among marijuana
arrestees as a whole in lllinois. Even in areas where Whites constitute the majority of thiaam
DMCcontinues to occuf®

Since ticketing has been identified as a wapassibly reducinghe negative impact of DMGve
assessednunicipalities that provided data on race and ethnicifecause police retain the authority to
decide whether to arrest or ticket individuals, municipalityest and ticketata (pre and post
ordinance)were analyzed foevidenceof DMC.

DMC Analysi®Results

The sudy resultsindicateno real change in DMC after ticketing ordinances were implemented
(AppendixQ). The racial and ethnic composition of those arrestedmisdemeanor marijuana offeses
prior to implementationwere very similarto the compaosition after implementation. Furthermore,
individuals receiving the tickets appeared to be a subset of those arrested.

At first, this might seem counterintuitive. However, DMC occurs because wimglpracticesSeveral
factorsresult in variations ipolicingbehaviorincluding training, expeence, and customary conduct of
officers Because these factors are not directly impacted by a policy addressing penalties for marijuana
possession offensearrest demographics are not likely to drastically change.

Two patterns surfaced following race data analyditf DMC was present prior to ordinance
implementation, it vas evident after implementation; (2)DMC was not present prior to
implementatian, then it was noevident after implementation.

Two examples of the lack of change in DMCrawewed:
Yorkville

Prior to implementing a ticket ordinance, Yorkville arrested individuals more or less in proportion to the
racial and ethnic composition tfie municipality. According to censustdaYorkville is more than 80%
White and about 17% other ethnicitieBrior to implementation more than 80% of arresteder

marijuana possessionere Whie, while 13% were Black, Latirmw,another raceThat patern remained

the same afteimplementation with more than 80% of the arrestees beWubite and 18%NonWhite
(Appendix CFigureGH6).
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Ticketingfor misdemeanor marijuana violatiomevealed a similar pattern. The only noticeable
difference occurred amonbatinos. Although thpercentageof Latinos arrested rose from 8% to 11%
postordinanceimplementation, no Latinos were givéickets ketween years 2002011 AppendixC,
Figure @).

Even thoughhe numbers changed slightly, it is important to remembleat Yorkville has relatively few
tickets and arrests in general. Therefore, minor changes from one year to another may result in
variability in terms of the racial and ethnic composition of those receiving tickets and those arrested.

Evanston

EvanstonAppendixC,Figure €3) showeda similar, but invers pattern to that of Yorkville, with DMC
presentprior to and after the implementation of the ordinance violatiSnFor example, Wile Black
compriseonly 18%0f the population of Evanstqithey made upmore than half of all arrests both pre

and post ordinance implementation (66% and 71%, respectively). Prior to implementation, more than
75% of those arrested were people of colahile after implementatiorarrestees remained largely
people of coloi(81%)

African Americang/ere also overrepresented in the ordinandgelations(AppendixC,Figure €3).
Among those receiving tickets, 75% were people of calod, 63% were Black. Although 6b%people
in Evanston are Whit&lacksvere more than twice alikely to receive a ticket (84) than Whits
(25%).

Conclusion

DMC is evident among both arrestees dinftet recipients Results indicate thatetriminalization othe
implementation of alternative sanctiordoes nothaveany impact on DMC. Police artggactices
appear tocontinue to influence ticketing behavior.

Xi Data for the month of December (2012) was unavailaléne time of the original data request and was not included in the

analysis.
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MISDEMEANOR RATES

Arrest and ticket ratgper 100,000 individualwas calculatedn orderto formulate accurate comparisons
between municipalities of varying populatisizes™

Arrest Rates

Chicagdhadthe highest rate oiny municipality in the studyeven afterthe ordinance was

implemented- with nearly 590 arests per 100,000 individual€hicago was the only municipality

studied with amarijuana arrestate higher than the lllinis rate(more than 150% highegnd more than

230% higher than the 9 rate. All other municipalities studied had marijuana arrest rates that were

significantly lower than either the .8 or lllinois rateForexampleEvanst on’ s arrelfst rate
that of the U.S rate (128 . 256) and only abou third that of lllinoisUrbana and Yorkville also had

much lower marijuana arrest rat@ghencompared tothe lllinois or U.Saverage.

Ticketing Rates

Yorkville had the lowest ticketing rate with jusver 11 ticketgssuedper 100,000 individual€hicago

had the second lowest ticketing rate of any municipality studied with only 41 tickets given per 100,000
individuals On the other handEvanstorexhibited the highest ticketing ratat 288ticketsper 100,000
individuals.

Table 7ARREST AND TICKEIRATERERLOOK

POSTORDINANC
MUNICIPALITY POPULATIOI ARREST RA TICKETING RA

(CHICAGO | 2695598 58978

YORKVILLE 16,921 177.29 11.82
URBANA 41,250 140.61 84.85
EVANSTON 74,486 128.88 288.64

ILLINOIS (2018) 12,830,632 389.00
US RATE (2019) 308,745,538 256.00

*Rates reflect most recent year of arrest and ticket data

X Arrests and tickets for each municipality were divided by the population and multiplied by 100,000 to allow for equitable
comparisons between municipalities, regardlesthef size of the city.
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RateContrast: A Closer Look at Chicago

Thesubstantial difference i€ h i ¢ a g o ’tesconapareddogdte®frother municipalitiesvarranted
additional analyses. The following section providesnattepth analysis ofrrest and ticketing behavior

in Chicago neighborhoods

EXAMINING CHICAGO

The number of arrests made in Chicago for marijuana misdemeanopglsstate totals.Prior to
implementation,C h i ¢ anigderhesinorrrest comprised almost 50% of the state toakspite the
decrease fron2011 t02013, thenumber of arrest wasstill high, comprising8% of lllinoistotal
misdemeanor arrests. Additionallthe decrease in arrests did not represent a fundamental shifith
in 2001 and 2002, marijuana misdemeanor arrests were IgppendixD, FigureD-3).

Table SCComparison of State Misdemeanor Arrests and Chicag@sts by Percent of State Total

Area Numberof Misdemeanor Arrest# Percent of State Tota

Average state dtal 201013 41,805 100%
Chicago 2011 20,088 48%
Chicago 2012 17,662 42%
Chicago 2013 15,898 38%

|l AaG2NR 2F /¢AOF3A2Q8 hNRAYIY

In 2011, theChicago Readdarought attention to the overwhelming number of arrests in Chicago for
marijuana mi sdemeanors through a series of report
analyzed the racial composition iofdividualsarrested formarijuana misdemeanors aridund that

those arrested were overwhelmingly African Amarid78%) and that just 5% werehité.*® Conviction

rates showed evegreaterdisparities; of those convicte89% were Black,%8 were Latino and just 2%

were White.Theseries also focused on a little known statistic, that 90% of these arrests were dismissed

in court®

In 2011, discussions regarding the marijuana misdemeanor issue began t8°gf.Chicago Reader
estimated the costs of these arrests at $78 million aryand 84,000 police houré Policymakers-n
particular Alderman Solispresentedthe idea of creating an ordinande providetickets for possession
of up to 15 grams of marijuana. In December of 2011, Father Michael Prgerssed his support of
marijuana decriminalizatiorstatingthat the criminal record from the arresteated collateral
consequences anthat ticketing would resulin better use of police timé°

In 2012, Mayor Eanueland Superintendent McCarthy publicly stated suggor the tickding
ordinance McCarthy stated thaéverymarijuana arrest accounted for 4 hours in lost police tithan
evenhigherestimatethan the average time stated in th@hicago Readéf
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TheChicagcCity Council passed the ticketing ordinance in June of 201Ranibte of 443*>. Revenue

generation from marijuana tickets was estimated toflb@m $4.5 million to $9 million a year, based on
the number of estimated tickets that would replace arre¥tdilayor Emmanuel was quoted the
Tribune on June 22012 asstatingthe following

"It's not about revenue, it's about what (police officers) were doing with their time," the mayor

said. "The only revenue I'm interested in, | don't want to be paying for these officers time and a

half to sit in a courtroom for fauhours on something that 80 to 90 percent of the time will be

thrown out and everybody, both the residents and police officers and judges, already knows the

outcome!" *°

We wi | | e x ami

ne

sever al d pefcdivedbemedits of eeomlinamae,e s

including police time savings, reducing coatsd the reduction of disparity in arrests between

neighborhoods.

Police Officer Time

We looked at how much time police spent arresting individualsrfarijuana possession 2013;0ne

of

year afterthe ordinance was implemented. Despite the decrease in arrests, Chicago police spent
between24,000 hoursand 63,000 hours arrgting marijuana misdemeanants$.the number of arrests
were reduced by half, the amount of estimated police tisavedranges fom 11,932 to 31,796 hours
per year; if arrests dropped by three quarters, the police time saved ranges from 17,885 to 47,694 hours

per year(Table €T).

The Chicago Police Department has faced serious time and costaiotstn 2013, abou$103million
wasspent on police overtin®® Savi ng pol i ce
wasconsidered The hours spent policing for marijuana misdemeanors represent a significant and

substantial investment by the Glsigo Police Departmeat a time when resources are especially low

(Table €T).

of fi

cers

ti

Table CT: Estimates of Chicago Marijuana Misdemeanor Arrests in 20ifhein Hours

me

Arrest Total (2013, PoliceTimeLow!’ = Police Time Middf@ | Police Time Hidgh

15,898

1.5

3.0

4.0

Total EstimatedTime

23,847

47,694

63,592

Costs

was

Estimating the costs of the remainingarijuana possession arrests2013 is beyond the scope of $hi
paper. Btimates range fronabout$1,600° to $7,200" per arrest. Based on thesestimates the costs
associated with these arrests ranged from $25,000,00dwost$116,000,000n 2013 after the
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passage of the ticketing ordinan¢€able €1).*" If Chicago reduced the number of marijuana
misdemeanor arrests by hathe costs savings range from $12.5 million to $57.9 million. If the number
of arrests dropped by three quarters the estimated costs savings sfrga $18.8 million to $86.9

million (Table C1)

Chicago now faces serious economic challenges incluldingighestevel of unfunded pension debt of
anyU.S local governmenttesultingi n  a d own g r arvestorisgrviclood Wwes Ci ty’ s
rating.> Whilethese cost savingare estimates, there is no question thaoneycanbe saved by fully
implemening the ticket ordinance and relying less on arrests.

Table C1 Estimates of Chicago Marijuana Misdemeanor Arrests in 2Qb3ts

Arrest Total (2013) WISIPP Coyné* | Miron®®
15,898 $1,577.92 $2,500.00 $7,29638
Total EstimatedCosts $25,085,851.27 $39,745,000.00 115,997,92458

Low Ticketing and Lost Revenue

In 2013, just ovetl,100tickets were issued in Chicageer the course of an entire yedAppendix D,

Table B1). Estimatinghat the averge ticket cost was $37%(the midpoint between the lower ticket
cost of $250 and the higher of $500), the amount of revenue geneiat2@13 from marijuana tickets
was nowhere close to the $6 to $9llion inprojectedrevenue. Tickets onlgenerated$416,250.If half

of the number of arrests were charged as tickets, the revenue generated would be closer to $2.9 million.

If three-quartersof all individuals arrested for misdemeanor marijuana possession were instead issued a
ticket, the revenue gearation would be more thai$4.5million per year.

Neighborhood Disparity: A Tale of Two Cities

Neighborhood arrest rates revealed an overwhelming disparity between neighborhood rates of
marijuana misdemeanor arrests. Geographic disparity by community area was éwvenafter the
ticketing ordinance was implementeilost arrests, bottpre ordinanceand post ordinance, occurred in
neighborhoods that were 90% or more nahite, with the greatest number of arrests occurring on the
South and West sides of ChicagggendixD, Figures E5 and DB6).

After the ticketing ordinancevas implementeddisparitiesin arrest ratesncreasedNeighborhoods
such as Fuller Park, East and West Garfield Park, North Lawndale, and HuPabolkeixperienced

X Determining thefixed vs. marginal costsbeyond the scope of this papéiVe recommend looking at the SPAC analysis for

an excellent demonstratn of cost savings in terms of marginal colitss difficult to determine the margad cost of arrest (and

SPAC does not deal with the question here) but the marginal costs of probation and jail costs have been determined by SPAC.

Please see thanalysis herehttp://www.icjia.state.il.us/spac/pdf/Cannabis_Summary 032014.pdf
* Assuming the midpoint between the ticketing costs of $250 and $500 = $375
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significantincreases in m@uana arrestsafter ticketing wasmplemented Appendix DTable B2). Fuller

Park, East Garfield Park, and West Garfield Park had arrest rates that were six times or 600% higher than
t h e averagy ratsCompared to Edison Patkneighborhoods suchs Fuller Park, East and West

Garfield Park had marijuana arreates that were more than 150 times highadfter implementationof

the ticketing ordinance.

The Importance of Race and Location

To better understand neighborhood arrest rate differenceatistical analyses were conducted using
community area race data and marijuana arrest rates. Neighborhoods with a high African American
population were found to be predictive of high arrestes for misdemeanor arrestp €.001). All
neighborhoods that gperienced an increase in arrest rates are at least 96%wiote with primarily
Black residents.

Of the 25 communities with the highest rates of arrests, almost all were 90% African American. Only
Humboldt Park, South Chicago, New City, and Chicago have a more even distribution of both
Latinasand African Americans. These four neighborhoodsadjacentto neighborhoods with high

arrest rates and 90% or higher AaicAmerican residentéJsingGeographic Information SystentsIg,

a comparison ohigh marijuana arrest rates (pre and post ordinance violation implementation) to
community race and ethnic composition reveals near perfect overlap with high majority Black
neighborhoods.

Chicagolmplications

From any perspective whetheost savings, séngpolice time or lowering racial, neighborhood or

geographic disparitithe Chicagamrdinance has not delivered what was promised when it was debated

by policymakers and public officials in the press. Arrests for marijuana misdemeanors dropped by about

21% from 2011 to 201 dut the number of arrests remain stubbornly higimore than 15,000 in 2013.

90SY | FOSNI GKS AYLX SYSyGlrdAazy 2F GKS GAO01SdAy3a 2N
2.3 times the national averag@&able 7 Arrest andTicketing Rates per 10DINeighborhoal disparity is

worse than ever (eveimcreasing in some neighborhoods on the South and Wes} wiidle rates that

are more than 1100% above the national average.

XVi

Edison Park waseighborhood with the lowest arrest rate at 17 per 100,000 residents
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CONCLUSION

Despite the good intentions that mayhe guided the creation of ticket legislation, these analyses
reveal that the implementation dicketingordinances hs been uneven and incomplet/hile we were
unable to lookat the more than 100 municipalities who have enactedeéiokg for marijuana tienders,
this paper proviles some understanding of whatisrking and what is not in terms of municipal
alternative sanctions for marijuana misdemeanants at the municipal level.

A primary concermegarding municipal ordinance violationghg co-existerce of state lawthat allows
arrestsfor marijuana possessioBecause of the state lagyoliceretainthe discreton to either ticket or
arrest anindividual.In order to realize police time savings and cost sayipgkcing practices must
change. It is ot enoughto change the wording in the lawVithout clearleadership in the municipality
practices mg remain the same, even thougbn the books, the law was changed.

For example, although Aurora passed the ordinanicey thever implemented the lavin Chicagq
tickets were seldom issuetlevels offplementation variedextensively. 8me municipalitiesssue
many more tickets than arrests while othereke more arrests thaissue citationsln someareas
arrests for marijuana possessiortreasedfter aticketing ordinance was passethis is particularly
true in minority neighborhoods in Chicago.

These ordinancesreatea two tiered system and patchwork of policies. Whatay occur in onarea
may not occur in anotheihis patchwork systa does notcreate good policyllinois requires a
comprehensive solution to the issue of misdesmor marijuana arrestg\s highlighted in the national
perspectives sections, lllinois is doing very poorly when it comes to saving police time and money on low
level miglemeanor arrests, one of the most frequentlycocring charges in the statén lllinois, he rate
at whichpolicearrest individuals for possession of marijuana is more than 1&Eg%er than the

national rate.In addition,lllinois ranks 8 in the nationwhen it comes tarrestingmarijuana possession
offenders;with the majority of arrests for marijuana (84%g¢ingmisdemeanor possession offersse
Illinoisalsohasone of the highest rates ofcial disparity in the natiorA more efficient method to
address theuseof vital police resourcegime, and to save money in lllinoisy creatinga coordinatel
statewide approach to these issuslsould be considered
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Analyses of the implementation of ticket ordinanéesa samplingf municipalities in lllinoisevealed
inconsistentpolicies regardingmall amounts of marijuandn somecommunities particularly minority
neighborhoodsarrest for marijuana possession havereased This creates a patchwork of poési-
what mayoccur in one areaay not occuin another.lllinois requires a comprehensive solution to the
issue of misdemeanor cannabis arrests.

As ofApril 2014 54% of Americans suppdhe legalization of marijuana and 75% of Americans believe

that legalization isnevitable® In addition to changing opinion regarding marijuahd, | i noi s’ s di r e
financial straits havepened the door to discussioagnong policymakers regardimgamining taxation

and regulation of cannahi It is estimatecby the Governor o€olorad that taxation and regulation of

cannabiswill bring in about $94million in tax revenue from both medical and recreational marijuana in

the 201415 fiscal year® In addition, there are some cost savings aside from the taxation of revenue

suchasthe costssavings stemming from the elimination of probatjatetention, policing, and testing

under current state lawBoth public opinionandthe dire fiscal situation ifllinois—which last year had

the worst credit rating of all the states in the nat®3a-indicatethat it would be prudent to examine

revenue possibilitiegenerated bytaxation andegalization of cannabis:

9 llinois should conduct a fiscal analysis of the possible teenngsrgenerated by the licensing
regulation and taxation of cannabi®r those age 21 and older;

1 Determinethe best earmarks for these revenussich as school funding, substance use
prevention and treatment.

According to polling data in 2014, 63% of lllinois voters support a marijuana decriminalizatilm bill.
addition,in order to develop a comprehensive marijuana misdemeanor or marijuana possession policy,
statewide legislation should be developed to replace the patchwork system which is péaecan

i Establish @omprehensivestatewide policyto decriminalize misdemesr amounts of
marijuana;

1 Create a civil fine or regulatory offense so that individuals do not experience collateral
consequences when seeking employment, housing, educatigorofessional licensure;

1 Createfinessmallenough to ensure thaindividualsare capable tgay the ticket

9 Create alternative penalties for people unable to pay the fine, otherwise the ticket may turn into
an arrest, which defeats the purposéreforming marijuana laws

1 Earmark revenues generated from civil marijuana possessioalfies for schools, substance
use preventionand treatment programs.

However, it should be noted thatdecriminalization policy will likely not reduce racial disparity among
ticketing offenders as noted in this report. In ordereliminate racial disarities,policing practices
would need to change.

Changing policing pol&s to reduce the mamber of marijuana arrests mad® that police can focus
attention on serious crim&is a sensible ided.owering the number of arrestsgood policy from a
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publicsafety standpointespecially given the issue of gun violence in Chidagithermore, edirecting
the focus of law enforcemergway from low level marijuana offenses malkegh fiscal and economic
sense particularlyat a time wten budgets are especiallight:

1 Considemakingmarijuana possession offenst® lowest law enforcement prioritwithin
municipalities

9 If Chicago implemented such a policy, it would greatly reduce the rate of marijuana possession
arrests, @ Chicago accountddr about 38% of rarijuana arrestén 2013and as much as 50% of
state arrest totals in 2011.
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Appendix A
Table A1 Municipality Data Overview

DIFFERENTIATION
YEARS OF ORDINANCE TICK PRE AND POST ORDINAI BETWEEMISDEMEANOR DEMOGRAPHIC

MUNICIPALITY DATA DATA ARREST DATA AND FELONY ARREST! INFORMATION
AURORA 20062011 NO YES NO YES
CARBONDALE 20032011 YES YES NO YES
CHAMPAIGKN 19972011 YES NO YES YES
CHICAGO 20112013 YES YES YES NO
CHICAGO HEIGHT{ 20082012 YES NO NO NO
COUNTRYSIDE 20102011 YES NO NO YES
ELMHURST 2007-2011 NO YES NO NO
EVANSTOR 20082012 YES YES YES YES
MANHATTAN 2007-2011 NO NO NO YES
MIDLOTHIAN 20052011 NO NO NO YES
NEW LENOX 20092011 NO YES NO NO
NORTHBRO&K 20022011 YES YES NO NO
OAK LAWRN 20092012 YES NO YES YES
ROUND LAKE 2001-2011 NO NO NO YES
STICKNEY 20072012 YES YES NO NO
STREAMWOGD 20082012 YES YES NO YES
URBANA 20062012 YES YES YES YES
YORKVILEE 2007-2011 YES YES YES YES

7 Unable to provide d& prior to ordinance implementation in 1995, therefore, this report will only provide the most recent 5 years of dateapptredix.

18 Only provided a total of twd p o s s e s s i o niolatiéns f@em A00&RM 4, Isoth of which occurred in 2012.

19 Arrest data foryear2012doesnot include the month of December.

20Thefollowing_':,tatemems/vasincludedwithdata “This is not the tot al number of arrests made fdr Atshe Act
such, Northbro& arest totals may not reflect the actual number of individuals arrested.

2 Although Oak Lawn passed a ticket ordinance in 2005, only ticket information from 2011 and partial 2012 data were provided.

2 Annual arrest status summarieéxludedjuveniles raging in age from 11 to 17 years old.

% Raceand gender numbers did not correspond. Arrestiats were unable to be confirmed.

24 The totalnumber of Cannabis Control Actests from 2007201 1included 44 individuals under the age of 18.
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Appendix B

MUNICIPALITY DATA IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER

AURORA

Table B1

AURORA: Ticket and Arrest Data
YEAR ARREST| TICKET]
2006 589 N/A
2007 556 N/A
2008* 688 0
2009 890 0
2010 794 0
2011 560 0

*Year ordinance was enacted.

CHAMPAIGN

TableB-2

CHAMPAIGN: Ticket and Arrest Data*
YEAR ARREST TICKET!
2006 117 153
2007 139 183
2008 146 261
2009 121 204
2010 93 181
2011 65 187

*QOrdinance was enacted in 1996hart shows six most recent years provided.

Champaign (2011)

H Total Ordinance
Violations (Tickets)

m Total Arrests

FigureB-1 ChampaignLevel of Implementation

24



COUNTRYSIDE

Table B3

COUNTRYSIDE: Ticket and Arrest Data
YEAR ARREST TICKET!
2010* 3 11
2011 2 15

*Year ordinance was enacted.

Countryside (201€011)
16 i
I
14 i
12 I
@ }
o 10 1
S I
=] 8 i
..>_ I Ordinance Enacted
o 6 I
I+ A :
—
2 : T
0 1
2010 2011
= Arrests 3 2
Tickets 11 15

FigureB-2 Countryside Arrests vs Tickets

Countryside (2011)

m Total Ordinance
Violations (Tickets)

H Total Arrests

FigureB-3 Countryside Level of Implementation
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EVANSTON

TableB-4
EVANSTON: Ticket and Arrest Data
YEAR ARREST TICKET!
2008 138 N/A
2009 167 N/A
2010 179 N/A
2011* 147 115
2012 96 215
*Year ordinance was enacted.
Evanston (200&2012)
250 I
I
200 l ‘.
%) |
c
§ ___—— —
[e) S “u
S w Sso
5 100 i B 4
+ Ordinance Enacted |
50 !
I
0 [
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
== Arrests 138 167 179 147 96
== Tickets 115 215

FigureB-4 Evanston Arrests vs Tickets; *Year 2012 does not include the month of December

Evanston (2012%)

m Total Ordinance
Violations (Tickets)

H Total Arrests

FigureB-5 Evanston- Level of Implementation
*Year 2012 does nanclude the month of December
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URBANA

TableB-5

URBANA: Ticket and Arrest Data
YEAR ARREST TICKET!
2006 120 N/A
2007 123 N/A
2008* 87 9
2009 68 36
2010 59 50
2011 74 52
2012 58 35

*Year ordinance was enacted.

Urbana (20062012)

140 ,

|
120 - 1

| Ordinance Enacted
Ne
80 !

60

I
1
: /.__.“~
40 | S
1
I
20 */

0

# of Violations

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
== Arrests 120 123 87 68 59 74 58
= Tickets 9 36 50 52 35

FigureB-6 Urbana— Arrests vdTickets; *Year 2012 does not include the month of December.

Urbana (2011)

m Total Ordinance
Violations (Tickets)

m Total Arrests

FigureB-7 Urbana Level of Implementation
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YORKVILLE

TableB-6

YORKVILLE: Ticket and Arrest Data
YEAR ARREST TICKET]
2007 35 N/A
2008 44 N/A
2009* 70 1
2010 33 7
2011 30 2

*Year ordhance was enacted.

Yorkville (20072011)

80 T

70 /+\
60 t

[} T
S 50 ~ : N\
S 40 — | N\
5 30 , ) -
* Ordinance Enacted
20 :
10 :
0
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
—o— Arrests 35 44 70 33 30
—i—Tickets 1 7 2

FigureB-8 Yorkville— Arrests vs Tickets

Yorkville (2011)

6%

u Total Ordinance
Violations (Tickets)

m Total Arrests

FigureB-9 Yorkville: Level of Implementation
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Appendix C

DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT (DMC)

Evanston Arrests (2008011) Evanston Arrests (2012012)

3%

m Black m Black
m Latino m Latino
m White m White
m Other* m Other*
Evanston Tickets (2012012) 2010 US Census Data: Evanston
m Black H Black
H Latino H Latino
= White m White
m Other* H Other*

FigureG3 Evanston- DMC
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Urbana Arrests (200@007) Urbana Arrests (2002012)

1% 1%

m Black m Black
H Latino H Latino
m White m White
m Other* m Other*
2%
Urbana Tickets (20062012) 2010 US Census Bureau: Urbana
1%

H Black H Black
H Latino H Latino
m White m White
m Other* H Other*

1%

FigureG5 Urbana—DMC
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Yorkville Arrests (200-2008) Yorkville Arrests (2002011)

1% 1%

m Black m Black

H Latino H Latino

m White m White

m Other* m Other*

Yorkville Tickets (2002011) 2010 US Census Data: Yorkville
0% 3% 3%

H Black H Black
H Latino M Latino
m White m White
u Other* H Other*

Figue G6 Yorkville—DMC
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Appendix D

CHICAGO DATA

CHICAGO
Table D1
CHICAGO: Ticket and Arrest Data
YEAR ARREST TICKET!
2011 20,088 N/A
2012* 17,662 301
2013 15,898 1,110
Chicago (201:2013)
25000 :
I
I
2 —
S 15000 '
o) |
g I Ordinance Enacted
5 10000 :
I+
I
I
5000 }
I
I
0 1
2011 2012 2013
== Arrests 20088 17662 15898
Tickets 301 1110

FigureD-1 Chicago: Arrests vs Tickets
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Chicago (201:2013)

6000 I
|
1
5000 I
1
|
4000
(2]
s 1
Qo
K |
_t>2 3000 I
5 | Ordinance Enacted
H* 1
2000 I
|
1
1000 I
1
0 i i
Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter| Quarter
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CHICAGO NEIGHBORHOODS: Race and Arrest Information

TableD-2: Top 25 Community Areas withe Highest Arrest Rateafter Ticketing Implementation

Community Area

(Map No.)

%
Black

%
Latino

%Non
White

Rate
Pre

Rate
Post

Change

1 Fuller Park (37) 92% 5% 98%]| 2399.17| 3,198.89| 799.72
2 East Garfield Park (27) 91% 4% 97%| 2027.52| 3,194.44| 1,166.92
3 West Garfield Park (26) 96% 2% 99%| 2233.21| 3,049.83| 816.62
4 North Lawndale (29) 91% 6% 99%| 1659.61| 2,174.76| 515.15
5 Washington Park (40) 97% 1% 99%/| 3089.53| 2,142.19| -947.34
6 Austin (25) 85% 9% 96%| 2440.26| 2,029.15| -411.11
7 Humboldt Park (28 41%| 53% 96%| 1622.78| 1,745.29| 122.51
8 Englewood (68) 97% 1%| 100%| 1875.77| 1,543.03| -332.75
9 West Englewood (67) 96% 2%| 100%| 2002.53| 1,433.60| -568.93
10 Greater Grand Crossing (69 97% 1% 99%| 2052.02| 1,349.61| -702.41
11 Grand Boulevard (38) 94% 2% 98%| 1441.01| 1,327.01| -114.00
12 West Pullman (53) 93% 5% 99%| 1632.32| 1,271.46| -360.86
13 Woodlawn (42) 87% 2% 93%| 2101.37| 1,216.18| -885.19
14 Roseland (49) 97% 1%| 100%| 1797.44| 1,214.73| -582.71
15 South Shore (43) 95% 2% 99%| 1597.44| 1,163.42| -434.02
16 Auburn Gresham (71) 98% 1%| 100%| 1823.85| 1,111.95| -711.90
17 South Chicago (46) 75%| 22% 98%| 1455.22| 1,089.81| -365.41
18 Chatham (44) 97% 1%| 100%| 1479.31| 1,070.00| -409.31
19 Burnside (47) 98% 1% 99%]| 1165.98| 1,063.10| -102.88
20 New City (61) 30%| 57% 89%/| 1516.55 998.26| -518.29
21 Washington Heights (73) 97% 1%| 100%| 894.58 962.52 67.94
22 Chicago Lawn (66) 49%| 45% 96%| 1702.38| 886.24| -816.14
23 Riverdale (54) 96% 2%| 100%| 570.81| 740.51| 169.70
24 Douglas (35) 73% 3% 90%| 570.24| 685.38| 115.14
25 Avalon Park &) 96% 2% 99%| 490.92 667.65| 176.73
MEAN Chicago 32%| 29% 68%| 745.07| 589.78| -155.29
MEDIAN | Loop (32) 11% 7% 37%| 665.92| 338.08| -327.84
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CHICAGO NEIGHBORHOODS: Race and Arrest Information

Community Area

(Map No.)

)
Black

%
Latino

%Non
White

Rate
Pre

TableD-3: Community Areas witintermediate ArrestRatesafter Ticketing Implementation

Rate
Post

26 Oakland (36) 94% 1% 98%| 456.24 642.11 185.87
27 Morgan Park (75) 67% 3% 71% 754.08 634.32 -119.77
MEAN | Chicago 32% 29% 68% 745.07 589.78 -155.29
28 South Deering (51) 62% 32% 95% 767.75 529.49 -238.27
29 Uptown (3) 20% 14% 48% 720.34 500.34 -220.01
30 Lower West Side (31 3% 82% 88% 584.30 480.86 -103.44
31 East Side (52) 3% 78% 83% 594.57 455.69 -138.88
32 Rogers Park (1) 26% 24% 61% 563.73 438.25 -125.48
33 Hermosa (20) 3% 87% 92%| 479.81 435.83 -43.98
34 Pullman (50) 84% 8% 93%| 409.56 409.56 0.00
35 Portage Park (15) 1% 39% 46% 240.16 383.63 143.47
36 Near West Side (28) 32% 9% 58% 499.26 364.42 -134.84
37 Gage Parke@) 5% 89% 95% 569.01 353.44 -215.57
38 Kenwood (39) 72% 3% 84% 459.62 347.51 -112.10
MEDIAN| Loop (32) 11% 7% 37% 665.92 338.08 -327.84
40 Hegewisch (55) 4% 50% 55% 339.49 318.27 -21.22
41 South Lawndale (30) 13% 83% 96% 387.20 317.83 -69.37
42 McKinky Park (56) 1% 65% 83% 538.05 301.05 -237.00
43 Calumet Heights (48] 93% 4% 99% 506.81 289.60 -217.20
44 Belmont Cragin (19) 3% 79% 85% 463.53 287.01 -176.52
45 Archer Heights (57) 1% 76% 79% 201.60 283.73 82.13
46 Brighton Park (58) 1% 85% 92% 332.83 282.14 -50.70
47 Garfield Ridge (56) 6% 39% 47% 318.72 260.77 -57.95
48 West Elsdon (62) 1% 79% 82% 298.19 226.41 -71.79
49 Ashburn (70) 46% 37% 85% 357.83 216.65 -141.18
50 West Town (24) 8% 29% 43% 391.74 209.99 -181.75
51 Jefferson Park (11) 1% 19% 31% 117.89 200.41 82.52
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CHICAGO NEIGHBORHOODS: Race and Arrest Information

TableD-4: Community Areas with theowest Arrest Rateafter Ticketing Implementation

Community Area % % | %Non Rate Rate

Rank (Map No.) Black Latino White Pre Post

MEAN Chicago 32% 29%| 68%| 745.07 589.78| -155.29
MEDIAN | Loop (32) 11% 7% | 37%| 665.92 338.08| -327.84
52 Irving Park (16) 3% 46%| 58%| 311.10 193.03| -118.07
53 Albany Park (14) 4% 49%| 71%| 259.98 190.14 -69.85
54 West Ridge (2) 11% 20%| 57%| 240.47 189.04 -51.43
55 Armour Square (34) 11% 3%| 88%| 328.58 186.69| -141.89
56 Logan Square (22) 5% 51%| 60%| 226.92 178.00 -48.92
57 Bridgeport (60) 2% 27%| 65%| 231.42 156.36 -75.05
58 Lake View (6) 4% 8% | 20%| 225.71 153.65 -72.06
59 Avondale (45) 3% 64%| 72%| 354.03 134,99 -219.04
60 Dunning (17) 1% 24%| 30%| 109.70 133.55 23.85
61 West Lawn (65) 4% 80%| 85%| 224.85 128.92 -95.94
62 North Park (13) 3% 18%| 51%| 161.73 122.69 -39.04
63 Norwood Park (10) 0% 12%| 19% 54.02 102.64 48.62
64 Montclare (18) 4% 54%| 62%| 104.28 96.83 -7.45
65 Near North Side (8) 11% 5% | 28%| 226.13 95.67 -130.46
66 O'Hare (76) 3% 10%| 23%| 156.79 94.07 -62.72
67 Edgewater (77) 14% 16%| 45%| 162.77 93.77 -69.00
68 Hyde Park (41) 30% 6% | 53%| 268.68 89.56| -179.12
69 Lincoln Square (4) 4% 1% | 37%| 298.79 83.56 -215.23
70 Clearing (64) 1% 45%| 48%| 159.90 73.47 -86.43
71 North Center (5) 2% 14%| 23%| 103.56 72.17 -31.38
72 Lincoln Park (7) 4% 6% | 17% 96.70 67.07 -29.63
73 Beverly (72) 34% 5% | 41%| 129.78 54.91 -74.87
74 Near South Side (8) 28% 6% | 52%/| 102.85 51.43 -51.43
75 Mount Greenwood (74) 5% 7% | 14%| 109.99 47.14 -62.85
76 Forest Glen (12) 1% 11%| 25% 27.02 21.61 -5.40
77 Edison Park (9) 0% 8%| 12% 35.76 17.88 -17.88
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2011 Marijuana Misdemeanor Arrest Rate by Community Area
(Pre Ordinance)

I >2000

1 [ 1000 - 1999
2 []745.07* - 999
77 [1300-745.06
76 i 13 [_]100-299
4 o - 99
96 14 3
15 16 5
17 6
21
18 19
201 22
24 8
Area# Community Area 28 32
1 Rogers Park
2 West Ridge
3 Uptown
4 Lincoln Square 33
5 North Center
6 Lake View 31 34
7 Lincoln Park
8 Near North Side 30 60 35
9 Edison Park 59
10 Norwood Park
11 Jefferson Park A 36,
12 Forest Glen 58
13 North Park 57 39
14 Albany Park
15 Portage Park u—/ 63
16 Irving Park
17 Dunning 56 62 a1
18 Montclar
19 Belmont Cragin
20 Hermosa 64 65
21 Avondale —
22 Logan Square
23 Humboldt Park .
24 West Town 51 South Deering
25 Austin 52 East Side
26 West Garfield Park 53  West Pullman 70 45
27 East Garfield Park 54 Riverdale
28 Near West Side 55 Hegewisch |
29 North Lawndale 56 Garfield Ridge 48
30 South Lawndale 57 Archer Heights
31 Lower West Side 58 Brighton Park
32 Loop 59 Mckinley Park 72
33 Near South Side 60  Bridgeport 50
34 Armour Square 61 New City 52
35 Douglas 62 West Elsdon 74
36 Oakland 63 Gage Park
37 Fuller Park 64 Clearing
38 Grand Boulevard 65 West Lawn
39 Kenwood 66 Chicago Lawn
40 Washington Park 67 West Englewood
41 Hyde Park 68 Englewood
42 Woodlawn 69  Greater Grand Crossing
43 South Shore 70 Ashburn 54
a4 Chatham 71 Asburn Gresham 55
45 Avalon Park 72 Beverly
a6 South Chicago 73 Washington Heights
a7 Burnside 74 Mount Greenwood
48 Calumet Heights 75 Morgan Park
49 Roseland 76 O'hare
50 Puliman 77 Edgewater

* Chicago Mean Rate

Figure D5 Chicago Marijuana Misdemeanor Arrests by Community AreBl{20
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2013 Marijuana Misdemeanor Arrest Rate by Community Area
(Post Ordinance)

Community Area
Rogers Park
West Ridge
Uptown

Lincoln Square
North Center
Lake View
Lincoln Park
Near North Side
Edison Park
Norwood Park
Jefferson Park
Forest Glen
North Park
Albany Park
Portage Park
Irving Park
Dunning
Montdar
Belmont Cragin
Hermosa
Avondale

Logan Square
Humboldt Park
West Town
Austin

West Garfield Park
East Garfield Park
Near West Side
North Lawndale
South Lawndale
Lower West Side
Loop

Near South Side
Armour Square
Douglas
Oakland

Fuller Park
Grand Boulevard
Kenwood
Washington Park
Hyde Park
Woodlawn
South Shore
Chatham

Avalon Park
South Chicago
Burnside
Calumet Heights
Roseland
Pullman

[ >2000

[ 1000 - 1999
[[]589.78* - 999
[1300-589.77

[]100-299
B 0 - 99

South Deering
East Side
West Pullman
Riverdale
Hegewisch
Garfield Ridge
Archer Heights
Brighton Park
Mckinley Park

Bridgeport

New City

West Elsdon
Gage Park
Clearing

West Lawn
Chicago Lawn
West Englewood
Englewood
Greater Grand Crossing
Ashburn

Asburn Gresham
Beverly

Washington Heights
Mount Greenwood
Morgan Park

O'hare

Edgewater

* Chicago Mean Rate

FigureD-6 Chicago Marijuana Misdemeanor Arrests by Community Area (2013)
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Community Area
Rogers Park
West Ridge
Uptown
Lincoln Square
North Center
Lake View
Lincoln Park
Near North Side
Edison Park
Norwood Park
Jefferson Park
Forest Glen
North Park
Albany Park
Portage Park
Irving Park
Dunning
Montdar
Belmont Cragin
Hermosa
Avondale
Logan Square
Humboldt Park
West Town
Austin

West Garfield Park
East Garfield Park
Near West Side
North Lawndale
South Lawndale
Lower West Side
Loop

Near South Side
Armour Square
Douglas

Oakland

Fuller Park
Grand Boulevard
Kenwood
Washington Park
Hyde Park
Woodlawn
South Shore
Chatham

Avalon Park
South Chicago
Burnside
Calumet Heights
Roseland
Pullman

Chicago Community Areas by %Non-White

[ >90% Non-White
B >90% Black

[[]>50% Non-White
[ <49% Non-White

South Deering
East Side
West Pullman
Riverdale
Hegewisch
Garfield Ridge
Archer Heights
Brighton Park
Mckinley Park
Bridgeport

New City

West Elsdon

Gage Park

Clearing

West Lawn

Chicago Lawn

West Englewood
Englewood

Greater Grand Crossing
Ashburn

Asburn Gresham
Beverly

Washington Heights
Mount Greenwood
Morgan Park

O'hare

Edgewater

Figure D7 Chicago Community Areas by %Nbhite
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Appendix E

Table E1 Illinois municipalities with ticket ordinances for marijuana possession

Municipalities AG

Implemenrtation Year*

Code

Antioch 1976 Title 6, Ch. 21976 Code § 130.041

Aurora 2008 Ch 29, Article IX: Ord. No. 0686, § 1, 610-08

Barrington 2013 Title 5,Ch 2: Ord. 133757, 16014-2013

Barrington Hills 1984 Title 8,Ch 2: Ord. 8426, 924-84

Bartonwille 2006 Ch 38, Article \{ Div. 3 Ord. No. 1496, § 4, 124-2006

Beach Park 1993 Title 9,Ch 9: Ord. 19930-23 8VIII

Beecher 1991 Title 6, Ch1: Ord. 1173, 211-2013

Bensenville 1976 Title 4,Ch 3: Ord. 622011, 16252011

Bloomington 1994 Ch 28, Section 103: Ordinance No. 1934

Braidwood 1997 Ch 58, Article IX: Ord. No. 984, § 311-11-97

Broadview 2009 Title 15, Ch20: Ord. 0948, 1619-2009

Burbank 2006 Ch 9, Article 1: Ord. No.-P-84, § 1, 125-84

Calumet City 2008 Ch 62, ArticleV, Division 1: Ord. No. 08, § 2, 124-2008

Carbondale 2004 Title 14, Ch7: Ord. 200415

Carpentersville 2011 Title 9, Ch9: Ord. No. 1117, § 1, 3152011

Champaign 1995 Ch 23, Article VI, Division 2: C.B. No.-831, § 1, 1219-95

Charleston 202 Title 5, Ch3: Ord. 20020-27, 917-2002

Chicago 2012 Title7, Ch. 7, Article 4A: Added Coun. J.-87-12, p. 30306, § 1

Chicago Heights 2008 Ch. 30, Article 1V, Div. Drd. No. 0820, § I, 121-08

Chicago Ridge 2010 Ch 50, Article 1V Div. 2 Codel978, § 1e3-11(C); Ord. No.
10-03-14, 8§ 5, 316-10; Ord. No. 1D4-17, § 3, 46-10

Chillicothe 2011 Ch 62: Ord. No. 1408-15, § 2, 88-2011

Countryside 2010 Title 4, Ch2: Ord. 1628-0, 526-2010

Darien 1977 Title 8, Ch7: Ord. 012-77, 44-1977

Des Plaines 1994 Title 6, Ch2: Ord. M68-94, 1017-1994; amd. 2002 Code

East Moline 1982 Title 6, Ch3: Ord. 825, 1-4-1982 Ord. 835, 1-17-1983

East Peoria 2006 Title 10, Ch1: Ord. No. 3272, § 2,-601; Ord. No. 3292, § 74
7-3-01; Ord. No. 33728 1, 618-02; Ord. No. 3670, § 1-31-
06; Ord. No. 4051, § 1:-77-12

Edwardsville 2009 Ch 74, Article VII Ord. No. 57815-09, § 2(2), 51-2009

Elk Grove Village 1978 Title 6, Ch6: Ord. 1256, 124-1978

Elmhurst 2009 Ch 51: Ord. 142004 § 6; Ord06-2009, 88 1, 2

Evanston 2011 Title 8, Ch13: Ord. No. 920-11, § 2(816-3), 1128-2011

Forest Park 2005 Title 5, Ch2: Ord. G36-05, 726-2005

Franklin Park Unknown Title 5, Ch. 50rd. 7778 MC 10, 8 1

Glendale Heights 2011 Title 6, Ch 6, ArticleC 1978 Code § 16-2-11; amd. 2011
Code

Glen Ellyn 1981 Title 6, Ch2: Ord. 2719, 124-1981

Glenview 1959 Ch 46, Articlell, Division 1: Code 1959, § 13.63

Glenwood 2004 Ch 62: Ord. No. 200401, § IV, 120-2004

Granite City 1978 Title 9,Div. 11I,Ch 9: Ord. 3488 § 2, 197&rd. 4918 881

4(part), 1995; Ord. 3488 § 4, 1978
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Municipalities HP
Hanover Park

Implementation Year*
2008

Code
Ch 66, Article VI Ord. No. G12-08, § 2, 3152012

Hazel Crest 1999 Ch 20, Article 1. Ord. No0.-4999, § 14-27-99

Herscher 2004 Title 4, Ch. 10rd. 0403, 1:19-2004

Inverness 1995 Title 10, Ch2: Ord. 95553, 1212-1995

Island Lake 1977 Title 6, Ch5: Ord. 355, 186-1977; Ord. 115391, 1213-2001

Jo Daviess County | 2009 Title 5, Ch. 120rd., 10611-2005;amd. 2009 Code

Joliet 1976 Ch. 21, Article 1Ord. No. 6421, 88 2, 3;2/-76

Lake Barrington 1994 Title 4, Ch1: Ord. 940-18, 819-1994

Lake Villa 1977 Title 6, Ch2: Ord. 776-2, 6:22-1977; amd. 1983 Code

Lansing 2003 Part I,Ch 26, Article 1: Gde 1982, § 2¢83; Ord. No. 0307,
88 It 4, 4152003

Lebanon 1979 Ch 13, Article 1: Ord. No. 619, § 1, 2679

LeRoy 2009 Title 5, Ch2: Ord. 0901-02-70, 1-:19-2009 Ord. 0911-03-10,
11-16-2009; amd. Ord. 1@1-01-10, 1-4-2010; Ord. 13108-02-
70, 81-2011

Lindenhurst 1984 Title 13, Ch134: Ord. 848-559, passed 27-84; Am. Ord. 96
4-975, passed £2-96

Lisle 2001 Title 9, Ch4: Ord. 20013321, #2-2001

Lynwood 2005 Ch 70, Article VII| Div. 3 Ord. No. 0518, § I, 524-2005

Manhattan 2007 Title 9, Ch6: Ord. 936, %6-2007

Manteno 2010 Title 4, Ch1, Article 4: Ord. 18, 82-2010

Marquette Heights | 2002 Title 10, Ch2: Ord. 644, 82-2002

McCook 1965 Ch 54, Article 2: Code 1965, §1924

McCullum Lake 2012 Ch 8, Article VII: Ord. No.43, § 2, 612-12

Midlothian 2005 Title 6, Ch. 10: Ord. 1613;2/-2005

Monmouth 2002 Title 13, Ch. 131: Ord. 62108, passed 121-02

Mount Prospect 2001 Ch. 23, Article 10rd. 3424, 65-1984; amd. Ord. 5189 -85
2001

New Lenox 2011 Ch. 54, ArticleV: Ord. No. 1762, § 2:9-2006; Ord. No. 2192
§ 13, 822-2011

Niles 1965 Ch. 66, Article V, Div. Lode 1965, § 232(b), (c)

Northbrook 2004 Ch. 17, Article IlI: Ord. No. €8, § 2, 210-2004; (Ord. No. 01
54, § 2, 626-2001; Ord. No. 20117, § 2.f, 412-2011)

Northfield 2006 Ch 15, Article IV Ord. 061306, 125-2006

Northlake 1980 Title 5, Ch6: Ord. G10-80, 513-1980; 1992 Code

North Pekin 2007 Title 6, Ch2, Article 1V: Ord. 374,-12-1982; amd. Ord. 817,
5-14-2007

Oak Brook 1996 Title 6, Ch 1: Ord. G971, 522-2012

Oak Lawn 2005 Title 10, Ch5: Ord. 051546

Oregon 1996 Ch 6, Article IV: Ord. No. 1093 -82-96

Palatine 1998 Ch. 12, Article I: § 229, Ord. NoO-37-76, 81, 412-76; Ord.
No. 06983, &1, 1610-83; Ord. No. 66-98, 815, 126-98

Plainfield 1986 Ch 6, ArticleVI: Ord. No. 1520, § 8,-80-93; Ord. No. 1654, §
2, 25-96

Prospect Heights 1998 Title 9, Ch2: Ord. 097-77, 1215-1997, eff. 21-1998
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Municipalities H

Implementation Year*

Code

Woodstock

Rantoul 2007 Ch 20, Article VI: Ord. No. 2102, § 18.6.818-2007; Code
1977, § 1.5; Ord. No. 2098, § 1(1.5)15%2007; Ord. No. 2283
81, 3102012

River Forest 1981 Title 8, Ch6: Ord. 3412, 312-2012

Riverside 1976 Title 6, Ch1: Ord. 1299, 120-1976; Ord. 254, 63-1996

Riverwoods 2002 Title 5, Ch1, Article A: Ord. 03-7, 35-2002; amd. Ord. 02
12-30, 123-2002

Roselle 1992 Ch 13, Article lll: Ord. No. 21592, § 1, 3392

Round Lake 2001 Title 9, Ch9: Editorially amended during 2001 codification;
prior code § 43A10

Round Lake Beach | 2000 Title 4, Ch7: Ord. No. 78-29, 926-1978; Ord. No. 0@8-04,
8-14-2000

Silvis 2003 Ch 58, Article VI: Ord. No. 20639, § 18, 63-2003

South Barrington 2007 Title 5, Ch4: Ord. 2007830, 913-2007

South Bebit 2004 Ch 62, Article 1ll: Ord. No. 1685, 8§ 13, 11-:1-2004; Ord. No.
1824, § 2, 81-2011

South Holland 1999 Ch 11, Article I: Ord. No. 995, #1999

Springfield 2010 Title 13, Ch131: Ord. No. 9@2-09, § 1, 23-09; Ord. No. 230
06-10, § 1, €1-10

Steger 2009 Ch 58: Ord. No. 984, § 2-87-09

Stickney 2009 Ch 50, Article 1I: (Code 1981, § 48!; Ord. No. 20028, § 2,
11-18-2009

Streamwood 2010 Title 4, Ch3: Ord. 201615, 85-2010

Sugar Grove 1995 Title 5, Ch2: Ord. 615, 3-1995

Sycamoe 2006 Title 5, Ch4: Ord. 97.77, 511-1998; amd. Ord. 2005.78-3-
2006 Ord. 2012.29, 1452012

University Park 1977 Part 6, Ch. 660: Ord. 366. Passef-87; Ord. 372. Passed 9
1377

Urbana 2008 Ch 15, Article IV Div. I Ord. No. 20089-103, 8 1 10-6-08

Vernon Hills 1982 Ch 14, Article I: Code 1982, § 14

Villa Park 1978 Ch 16, Article I: Ord. No. 1791, §§ 13, 51578

Wadsworth 2004 Title 5, Ch 6: Ord. 2004653, 32-2004

Warrenville 2005 Title 4, Ch. 30rd. 2192, 27-2005

West Chicago 2005 Ch. 11, Article Il, Div. ©Ord.No. 1442,81,10-15-79; Ord. No.
05-0-0097,8 4, 12-5-2005

Wheeling 1986 Title 8, Ch 8.54:0rd. 2301 § M (part), 1986; Ord. No. 4731,
3,1212-2012

Wilmette 1982 Ch 12-18, 780-32, 8/15/78; 9:0O-74, 11/5/91; 960-11,
4/9/96

Willowbrook 1980 Title 5, Ch3: Ord. 790-11, 326-79; amd. Ord. 81, 1-14-80

Winnetka Unknown Title 9,Ch 9; Prior code § 45.14

Wood Dale 2000 Ch 14, Article V: Ord. 2015,-8-2000

Woodridge 1991 Title 5, Ch. 71976 Code §1Q47; and. 1991 Code

Woodstock 2011 Title 4, Ch9: Ord. 090-43, 616-2009; Ord. 11043, 621-

2011
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Municipalities Implementation Year* Code

Worth -Z

Worth 2006 Title 10, Ch4: Ord. 0631, 516-2006

Yorkville 2009 Title 5, Ch3: Ord. 200902, 1:13-2009

Zion 1969 Ch 62, Article IV: Ord. No. 79-20, § 1, 515-79; Code 1969, &
1865

*Yearof implementation as cited in municipal code documents
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