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ILLINOIS JJDPA FORMULA GRANT APPLICATION 
ATTACHMENT 1:  PROGRAM NARRATIVE 

 
 
SECTION 1 – STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 
 
 1A – Structure and Function 
 

The juvenile justice system in Illinois operates as 102 county-level systems, 20 judicial 
circuits, Map 1, with some oversight by state agencies responsible for probation, 
detention, and corrections. Each county’s juvenile justice system is comprised of a 
network of entities that deal with minors under age 17 who commit delinquent acts. 
These include: 
 

 Municipal police departments, county sheriffs, and the Illinois State Police. 
 Probation and court services 
 Judges, state’s attorneys, public defenders, and private attorneys. 
 The Illinois Department of Corrections 
 The Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice  (Map 2) 
 County-operated temporary detention centers  (Map 2) 
 The Illinois Department of Children and Family Services and child welfare 

agencies 
 Private social service organizations that provide crisis intervention, foster care, 

residential placement, counseling, and other services 
 Schools 
 Neighborhood-based organizations and coalitions 

 
In November 2005, the Illinois General Assembly enacted legislation that created a new 
state Department of Juvenile Justice, effective July 1, 2006.  This statute removed the 
Juvenile Division from the Illinois Department of Corrections and created a separate 
department with the authority to provide for an appropriate mix of programs and services 
within the juvenile justice continuum, including prevention, diversion, nonresidential and 
residential commitment programs, day treatment, and conditional release programs and 
services, with the support of educational, vocational, alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
health services.   
 
The philosophy underlying the creation of the new Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice 
(IDJJ) is that youth are developmentally different from adults, and that what works in 
adult corrections is inappropriate, ineffective and costly in juvenile corrections.  The 
establishment of a separate department for youth radically transforms the juvenile justice 
system in Illinois to focus on treatment, counseling and planning for the years after a 
youth is released from an IDJJ Youth Center.   
 
An unusually broad coalition of organizations from law enforcement to religious 
organizations and the medical community supported the bill.  Both the passage of this 
legislation and the transition planning that took place has brought together all of the many 
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entities with a stake in the juvenile justice system.   
 

The mission of the new department is to treat juvenile offenders in an age-appropriate 
manner, provide rehabilitative treatment, hold youth accountable for their actions, and 
equip them with competencies to become productive members of society.    
 

Map 1 
                                       Judicial Circuits in Illinois 
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Map 2 
Illinois Youth Centers and Detention Centers 
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Each agency has different responsibilities within the juvenile justice system and comes 
into contact with juveniles at different stages in the justice process. The flowchart 
presented in Figure 1 provides a general sketch of the different stages in the juvenile 
justice process.

 
 Although the general flow of a case through a local juvenile justice 

system is similar in all counties, there is variation across counties in how specific types of 
cases are handled.  For instance, some counties may have several types of diversionary 
programs available for youth who have delinquency petitions filed in court, whereas 
other counties may have few resources available to divert youth. These differences may 
impact how juvenile justice professionals address delinquency in their counties and 
provide a deeper understanding of the county level juvenile justice data discussed in 
Section 2 of this plan. Case-level data on all youth who are involved in the juvenile 
justice system at all stages of the process would provide great insight into the efforts of 
local and state agencies. Unfortunately, these data are not readily accessible. Juvenile 
justice data in Illinois is housed in numerous and disparate local and state agencies 
creating a barrier to a comprehensive understanding of the how youth are served by 
Illinois juvenile justice system. 
 
The formal juvenile justice process begins with an arrest by law enforcement.  Once in 
custody, the minor’s offense may be investigated by a county-based probation officer 
who completes a delinquency referral.  The probation officer also decides whether a pre-
dispositional placement is necessary, including the use of secure detention.  The State’s 
Attorney then determines whether a delinquency petition should be filed with the court.  
For most serious offenses, the minor may be committed to IDJJ or transferred to adult 
court.  Juvenile offenders who are adjudicated delinquent then face a range of possible 
placements or sanctions.  The availability of a range of graduated sanctions, or a 
continuum of care, will determine to a large degree the level of use of detention for 
juvenile offenders at both pre-dispositional and post-dispositional stages.   
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Flowchart of the Illinois Juvenile Justice System 
Figure 1 
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1B - Service Network 
 
In addition to the formal agencies and service providers of the juvenile justice system, 
there are a number of other services available to youth that impact the juvenile justice 
system.  Each community has a different composition of these services.  These additional 
services may be funded through state agencies, including the Illinois Department of 
Human Services (substance abuse prevention, mental health services, delinquency 
intervention services); the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services; the 
Illinois Department of Healthcare and Family Services (formerly Department of Public 
Aid); local government agencies (Workforce Development Boards, municipalities, 
counties, school districts); and private sources (United Way, foundations, churches, 
private fundraising).  Many of these local resources have not traditionally been 
coordinated.   
 
Identified below are a few of the more global initiatives in the state affecting juveniles. 
 
Balanced and Restorative Justice  
The Illinois Juvenile Justice Reform Provisions of 1998 adopted Balanced and 
Restorative Justice (BARJ) as the guiding philosophy for the Illinois juvenile justice 
system. Balanced and Restorative Justice strives to balance the attention paid to the needs 
of all parties affected by crime: the victim (including collateral victims), the offender, and 
the community. The principles of Restorative Justice serve as a guide to the actions taken 
to achieve that balance with an explicit focus on meeting the needs of crime victims. 
BARJ has three main goals:  

 Accountability - BARJ strategies provide opportunities for offenders to be 
accountable to those they have harmed and enable them to repair the harm 
they caused, to the extent possible.  

 Community Safety - BARJ recognizes the need to keep the community safe. 
Community safety can be accomplished through BARJ strategies by building 
relationships and empowering the community to take responsibility for the 
well being of its members.  

 Competency Development - BARJ seeks to increase the pro-social skills of 
offenders by addressing the factors that lead youth to engage in delinquent 
behavior and building on the strengths evident in each youth.  

 
Illinois Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative  
In order to demonstrate that jurisdictions can establish more effective and efficient 
alternatives to placing youth in juvenile detention centers, the Annie E. Casey Foundation 
established the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) in 1992. The objectives 
of JDAI are to reduce the number of children unnecessarily or inappropriately detained; 
to minimize the number of youth who fail to appear in court or re-offend pending 
adjudication; to redirect public funds toward developing alternatives to secure 
confinement; and to improve conditions of confinement. The Foundation tested the 
initiative in five pilot sites nationwide, including Cook County, Illinois.  
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The success of the JDAI in Cook County is documented in the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation publication, Advocasey: Documenting Programs that Work for Kids and 
Families.

 
 Cook County made great improvements on all objectives. Cook County was 

able to decrease the number of youth unnecessarily detained by implementing an 
objective detention screening instrument. Cook County also reduced the number of 
failures to appear in court by creating an automatic notification system to confirm court 
appearances. Alternatives to detention were also created, such as evening reporting 
centers, where 92 percent of youth placed in centers remained arrest-free during their 
placement. Finally, Cook County was able to improve conditions of confinement by 
decreasing the number of youth detained, thereby easing overcrowding in their detention 
center. Cook County also implemented changes to mental health care, staff training, and 
the facility itself that improved conditions of confinement.  
 
Building on the success of the Cook County initiative, the Illinois Juvenile Detention 
Alternatives Initiative was formed to promote the objectives of JDAI throughout Illinois.  
Working in partnership with the Annie E. Casey Foundation and the IJJC to expand the 
initiative across the state, several sites interested in reducing their reliance on secure 
detention became involved.  Stakeholders in each county came together and created a 
plan for reducing the unique confinement issues they faced.  The IJJC provided funding 
for programmatic efforts and the Foundation provided technical assistance and support.  
Yearly conferences were held at which counties showcased their efforts and invited new 
sites to join the effort.  Special emphasis was placed on developing systemic change that 
would outlast programmatic efforts.  The initiative continues to work to expand to 
additional counties while at the same time working to address the various systems issues 
surrounding detention on a statewide level. 
 
Redeploy Illinois  
Every year, hundreds of Illinois teenagers enter the juvenile justice system by engaging in 
risk-taking and/or illegal behavior. The effect of incarceration on the lives of these youth 
is devastating and the cost to the State is enormous. With the passage of Redeploy 
Illinois, the Illinois General Assembly and Governor set Illinois on a new course of 
action in meeting the needs of delinquent youth.  
 
In State Fiscal Year 2005, the per capita cost to Illinois tax payers for incarcerating a 
single juvenile offender in a correctional institution was $70,827 per year.  The juvenile 
recidivism rate in Illinois was 48 percent.  This rate under-reports the actual recidivism of 
youth in that it only counts those juveniles that return to a juvenile institution within three 
years of release; the number of these youth that return to the criminal justice system is 
unknown. 
 
While the Redeploy Illinois Oversight Board (RIOB) expects the new Department of 
Juvenile Justice to have a significant impact on the recidivism rate of incarcerated youth, 
it is also convinced that many youth are better served in their home counties rather than 
in juvenile correctional institutions.  Research suggests that non-violent youth offenders 
are less likely to be involved in subsequent delinquent behavior if they remain in their 
home communities and receive appropriate services that address their underlying needs.  
Community-based services for juvenile offenders are less costly and more effective than 
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institutional care in correctional facilities.  However, a lack of local programs and 
services plays a significant role in a court’s decision to commit a youth to the Illinois 
Department of Juvenile Justice (IDJJ).  Further, a commitment to IDJJ is paid by the 
State; local jurisdictions incur no cost, a fact that encourages communities to relinquish 
youth to incarceration rather than invest community resources. 
 
Enter Redeploy Illinois.  The Redeploy Illinois pilot program gives counties financial 
support to provide community services to youth who might otherwise have been sent to 
IDJJ.  In return, the pilot sites commit to reducing juvenile commitments.  The funds fill 
gaps in local programming and services available for delinquent youth, allowing counties 
to reduce their reliance on IDJJ.  As a result, youth are being given opportunities to 
succeed, commitments to IDJJ are being reduced, and millions of dollars in costs to the 
state are being avoided.            
 
In its first three years of providing services, Redeploy Illinois has demonstrated success.  
Approximately, 400 youth residing in the 4 pilot site communities were diverted from 
commitment to the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice.  Compared to the number of 
commitments occurring in the pilot sites prior to Redeploy Illinois, the reported 
diversions represented a 51 percent reduction in commitments.  Although cost was 
examined, the most significant success of Redeploy is the mobilization of communities to 
provide services to youth offenders so that they may thrive and become productive 
citizens. 
 
Illinois Juvenile Justice Councils 
The Illinois General Assembly has emphasized the importance of a continuum of care in 
delinquency prevention and making the juvenile justice system as cost effective as 
possible by linking appropriate community-based services with the needs of individual 
offenders.  Toward this end, in 1998 the Illinois Juvenile Court Act was amended to 
include an emphasis on local coordination through the encouragement of juvenile justice 
councils. 
 
It is the intent of the General Assembly to authorize and encourage each of the counties 
of the state to establish a comprehensive juvenile justice plan based upon the input of 
representatives of every affected public or private entity, organization, or group.  It is the 
further intent of the General Assembly that representatives of school systems, the 
judiciary, law enforcement, and the community acquire a thorough understanding of the 
role and responsibility that each has in addressing juvenile crime in the community, that 
the county juvenile justice plan reflect an understanding of the legal and fiscal limits 
within which the plan must be implemented, and that the willingness of the parties to 
cooperate and collaborate in implementing the plan by explicitly stated. It is the further 
intent of the General Assembly that county juvenile justice plans form the basis of 
regional and State juvenile justice plans and that the prevention and treatment resources 
at the county, regional and State levels be utilized to the maximum extent possible to 
implement and further the goals of their Respective plans. [705 ILCS 405/5-201, 
effective January 1, 1999] 
 



 9

In 2001, the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJIA) published a Juvenile 
Justice Council Guidebook and Evaluation Manual to guide counties and judicial circuits 
in implementing juvenile justice councils.

  

 
As of 2008, 50 of 102 Illinois counties had convened councils or were participating on 
circuit-wide councils.  Further, in 2008 the Illinois Association of Juvenile Justice 
Councils was formed in an effort to support existing councils as well as to foster the 
development of new councils.  

 
Models for Change 
Models for Change, an initiative of the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, 
is based on its investment in research regarding adolescent development and delinquent 
behavior. The initiative also is laying the groundwork for significant changes in law, 
policy and practice. Models for Change partners with the states of Illinois, Louisiana, 
Pennsylvania, and Washington to advance juvenile reforms that effectively hold young 
people accountable for their actions, provide for their rehabilitation, protect them from 
harm, increase their life chances, and manage the risk they pose to themselves and the 
public.  
 
Models for Change supports the reform efforts under way in Illinois to bring about 
change in three areas needing improvement: juvenile court jurisdiction, community-based 
alternatives to secure confinement, and disproportionate minority contact with the 
juvenile justice system. The MacArthur Foundation, in partnership with its grantees in the 
juvenile justice field, developed a model juvenile justice system that responds to 
delinquency locally and informally whenever possible. Under this vision, all but a limited 
number of juvenile offenders are to be supervised, sanctioned, and treated in community 
settings. 
 
Specialty Courts 
 
Juvenile Drug Courts 
Juvenile drug courts focus either on substance-abusing youth in juvenile justice cases or 
substance abusing family members in child protection cases. The Illinois Juvenile Drug 
Court Act recognizes the need to create specialized drug courts with the flexibility to 
address the drug problems of Illinois youth (705 ILCS 410/1). The goals of juvenile drug 
courts are to offer immediate intervention in the lives of youth using drugs or those 
exposed to substance abuse addiction, and to provide structure for youth through the 
ongoing, active oversight and involvement of the drug court and judge. Research has 
shown that juvenile drug courts contribute to substantial reductions in recidivism and 
reduced drug use.  In 2005, four juvenile drug courts were active or in the planning stages 
in Cook, Peoria, Kane, and Will counties. 
 
Youth Courts 
Youth courts, also called teen courts and peer juries, are programs in which youth 
volunteers hear cases of delinquency, and develop sentences or agreements. These 
agreements may include community service, substance abuse assessments, apology 
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letters, essays, mentoring, and tutoring. In Illinois, most youth courts operate as a 
diversion from juvenile court through police or probation departments serving station-
adjusted youth (705 ILCS 405/5-330).  
 
Counties are authorized to pass resolutions increasing financial penalties for vehicular 
and other criminal offenses to generate funds that can be used for youth courts and other 
diversion programs (Public Act 93-0892). In FY05, 95 operational youth court programs 
operated in 20 Illinois counties. This includes 23 schools statewide that operate youth 
courts to hear cases of school misconduct. The Illinois Youth Court Association was 
established by the Office of the Attorney General in February 2000.  
 
 
1C – Recent Legislation 
 
The items that follow represent a review of recent legislation that has impacted the 
Illinois juvenile justice system and services to some degree. 

 
Control of Cook County Juvenile Detention Center Given to Federal Court 
The Cook County Juvenile Detention Center has been under federal monitoring following 
a lawsuit brought by the ACLU over conditions of confinement and sexual and physical 
abuse of youth.  Juvenile corrections expert Earl Dunlap has been appointed by the court 
as the Center’s Interim Director to oversee reforms.  The Illinois legislature voted to 
move administrative control over the detention center away from the county and give it to 
the court.  This was accomplished by Public Act 95-0194, which became effective on 
January 1, 2008. 
 
Youth May Petition for Removal from Sex Offender Registry 
In May 2007, the Illinois General Assembly passed legislation that amended the 
provisions of the Sex Offender Registration Act which had required that juveniles 
adjudicated for a sex offense be placed on the adult registry when they reached 17 years 
of age (the age of criminal jurisdiction in the state).  Under the new provisions, a youth 
may petition the court for removal from the registry after five years for a crime that 
would have been a felony had the minor been an adult, or after two years for a 
misdemeanor.  The amendment also applies retroactively to adjudicated juvenile 
delinquents who were required to register before the effective date of the legislation.  The 
Governor initially vetoed the bill but the veto was overridden in the House and the Senate 
in October 2007.  This was accomplished by Public Act 95-0658, which became effective 
on October 17, 2007. 
 
Confidentiality of Juvenile Records 
A new law requires that court orders permitting the disclosure of juvenile law 
enforcement and court records must be issued by a juvenile judge and that the judge must 
give precedence to the minor’s interest in confidentiality and rehabilitation over the 
moving party’s interest in obtaining the information.  This was accomplished by Public 
Act 95-0194, which became effective on August 17, 2007. 

 



 11

Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) Guardianship Age Increase 
The legislature passed a bill that addresses the need of local courts to provide child 
welfare services to delinquent youth by increasing from 13 to 15 the age at which the 
court can provide these services to delinquent youth.  The Governor’s amendatory veto 
was overridden.  This was accomplished by Public Act 95-642, which became effective 
on June 1, 2008. 

 
 
SECTION 2 – ANALYSIS OF JUVENILE CRIME PROBLEMS AND JUVENILE 
JUSTICE NEEDS 
 

Section 2A - Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems 
    

ICJIA received a grant from the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission (Commission) to 
create Juvenile Justice System and Risk Factor Data for Illinois: 2005 Annual Report. 
The majority of information found in this section of the 3-year plan has been derived 
from this report.  The full report, including data tables, can be accessed at 
http://www.icjia.state.il.us 
     
Population  
The understanding and use of population data is critical to putting into context the 
juvenile justice data contained in this report. Population data provided by the U.S. Census 
Bureau is needed to calculate crime rates and the measures of disproportionate minority 
contact with the juvenile justice system. Rates are calculated using the youth population 
ages 10 to 16, the age range at which youth are typically held responsible for the offenses 
they commit by the Illinois juvenile justice system. In 2005, about 1.3 million youth ages 
10 to 16 were living in Illinois, according to the U.S. Census. 

 
Arrest  
In Illinois, an arrest refers to the taking into custody a youth who is believed to have 
committed a delinquent act (705 ILCS 405/5-401). Once a youth is arrested, a juvenile 
police officer may: 
 

 Charge the youth with an offense and refer him or her to the state’s attorney’s 
office for prosecution or to probation for intake screening. 

 Initiate a formal or informal station adjustment. With use of station adjustment, 
the youth’s case is not referred to the court for prosecution and the youth is 
released to a parent or guardian under specified conditions, such as obeying 
curfew, attending school, performing community service, and participating in 
social services. With an informal station adjustment, there is no admission of guilt 
by the minor. In a formal station adjustment, the youth admits to having been 
involved in the offense (705 ILCS 405/5-301).  

 Release the youth without charging him or her. 
 
Under the I-UCR program, all Illinois law enforcement agencies are required to report 
monthly offense and arrest data to the Illinois State Police. Since 1995 I-UCR program 
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has only collected aggregate-level offense and arrest data from law enforcement agencies 
across the state. Index offenses, which include property, violent, and drug crime index 
offenses, in addition to supplemental data on domestic crimes, crimes against children, 
crimes against school personnel, and hate crimes. These aggregate totals combine offense 
data across gender, race, and age. Unfortunately, the collection of aggregate-level offense 
and arrest data prevents researchers from comparing offender characteristics by age and 
other important variables.  

 
An alternate source for youth arrest data is Illinois’ central repository for criminal history 
record information, ISP’s Computerized Criminal History (CCH) system. The Criminal 
Identification Act (20 ILCS 2630/5) mandates that an arrest fingerprint card be submitted 
for all minors age 10 and over who have been arrested for an offense which would be a 
felony if committed by an adult, or one or both of two serious motor vehicle offenses—
aggravated eluding of a police officer (625 ILCS 5/11-204.1), or driving under the 
influence (625 ILCS 5/11-501).  
 
Fingerprint-based arrest cards for minors age 10 and over who have committed an 
offense that would be a class A or B misdemeanor if committed by an adult may be 
submitted to ISP, but are not required. Further, the Juvenile Justice Reform Provisions of 
1998 mandated that ISP maintain a record of all station adjustments, both formal and 
informal, for offenses that would be a felony if committed by an adult. The reporting of 
station adjustments for misdemeanor offenses is optional.  
 
ICJIA, in cooperation with ISP, has established an in-house computer linkage to certain 
data elements of the CCH system’s back-up database for research purposes. ICJIA has 
begun to assess the quality of the juvenile criminal history record information contained 
in CCH and its suitability for research purposes.  
 
Preliminary analyses conducted on yearly datasets (1999-2001) extracted from CCH 
focused on compliance with the new youth arrest reporting requirements. As with adult 
criminal history records kept in CCH, which are audited periodically by ICJIA, various 
reporting issues affect the quality of juvenile CCH data. For example, changes in 
reporting requirements, coupled with the advent of electronic reporting technology, such 
as the Livescan fingerprint recording system, led to a 217 percent increase in the total 
statewide volume of youth arrests reported to ISP from 1999 to 2001.  
 
In 1999, prior to the reporting requirement changes, close to 40 percent of the largest 
police departments in the state were not submitting youth arrest cards to ISP. By 2001, 
close to 90 percent of all police departments in the most populated areas were reporting 
youth arrests. However, even though the percentage of jurisdictions reporting had 
increased, the volume of arrests expected in a given area, when using Census Bureau 
population estimates to create a rough benchmark, was found to be adequate in only 22 
counties. In other words, while the number of jurisdictions reporting increased, the 
number of arrests reported was not as high as expected. Because of these data issues, 
arrest trends between 1999 and 2001 cannot be reliably calculated using CCH data. 
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Further, as with any data reporting system, the CCH data will always be limited to those 
events it is designed to capture, namely, arrests documented by an arrest fingerprint card 
submitted to ISP. Although these issues are challenges to the research utility of CCH, the 
data provided by CCH can potentially fill a gap that exists in the I-UCR program, 
particularly as youth arrest reporting practices increase and become more standardized 
across the state. ICJIA, through its direct computer linkage with CCH, continues to 
monitor progress in this regard.  
 
An additional limitation of arrest data collected through CCH is the lack of ethnic and 
demographic categories. Demographic information is collected by race, including white, 
black, Asian, and American Indian, but data on ethnicity, such as Hispanic, is not 
collected. The omission of ethnicity is a result of nationally standardized electronic 
reporting to the FBI, which does not include ethnicity. As a result, the race categories 
used by CCH may not be comparable to race categories used by detention, corrections 
and other agencies that include ethnicity in their race codes.  
 
Another challenge juvenile data collection and analysis is that the number of juvenile 
arrests in any given time period may change due to arrest record expungements.  
 
In light of these data quality issues, the data on youth arrests and the characteristics of 
those arrested should not be viewed as an absolute measure of youth crime in Illinois. 
 
Arrest Data Summary 
This research analysis was conducted using arrest data collected in 2000 and later, when 
revisions to the Juvenile Court Act had been implemented and data reporting had 
improved with tighter requirements and use of electronic reporting technology.  
 
From 2000 to 2005, overall youth arrests increased 30 percent, from 38,246 to 49,886. 
This count of arrests totals the number of fingerprint cards filed, rather than the unique 
number of youth arrested. Observed increases in youth arrests can be attributed in part to 
improved arrest data collection and entry rather than an increase in youth arrests or youth 
crime. Counties that have a higher number of youth arrests may be counties in which 
local law enforcement agencies are fully complying with youth arrest reporting 
requirements or are also reporting misdemeanor arrests, which is encouraged, but not 
required.  
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Figure 2 
Rate of Reported Arrests per 100,000 Youth Ages 10-16,  

by County Classification, 2000-2005 

 
 
In 2005, there were a total of 49,886 youth arrests in Illinois (Figure 2). Arrests for property 
offenses accounted for one-third of all youth arrests. Arrests for violent or person offenses 
accounted for 30 percent of all youth arrests and arrests for a drug offense accounted for 14 
percent of all youth arrests. Arrests for weapons offenses accounted for 2 percent. Sex offenses 
accounted for 0.9 percent of all arrests. Offense categories—property, violent, drug, sex 
offenses—were created based on the Illinois Compiled Statutes.  
 
Sixty-one percent of youth arrested in 2005 were identified as black and 38 percent were 
identified as white. Hispanic youth arrested in 2005 could appear in any race category, 
depending on their specific ethnic background and the reporting practices of local law 
enforcement. Most youth arrestees were 15 or 16 years old (29 percent and 37 percent 
respectively). Most arrestees are also male (79 percent). Map 3 compares county rate changes in 
youth arrests from 2000 to 2005.  
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Map 3 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Arrested in Illinois, 2000-2005 

 
   Source: Computerized Criminal History System 
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Courts  
 
After being arrested a youth may be referred to the county state’s attorney for 
prosecution. A petition is filed when a decision is made to prosecute. The court may also 
choose to perform investigations that may inform court staff of a youth’s background and 
prior history.  
  
The most common type of petition filed is a delinquency petition. Delinquency petitions 
are filed when a youth is alleged to be delinquent; that is, the youth allegedly violated or 
attempted to violate a state or federal statute, or a municipal or county ordinance. Once a 
delinquency petition is filed, a number of possible scenarios may follow. New 
information may come to light that results in the state’s attorney dismissing the petition 
against the youth, a plea agreement, or referral to a diversionary program.  
 
If none of these scenarios occur, an adjudicatory hearing, or trial, is held to determine 
whether the allegations against the youth are supported by evidence beyond a reasonable 
doubt. If the youth is adjudicated delinquent, a dispositional hearing or sentencing 
hearing is held. After the Juvenile Justice Reform Provisions of 1998 were enacted, the 
terms “adjudicatory hearing” and “dispositional hearing” were changed to “trial” and 
“sentencing hearing,” respectively, to reflect the terms used in criminal court. 
 
Courts Data Summary 
 
Delinquency Petitions 
There was a steady decrease in the number of delinquency petitions filed statewide over 
the period studied. From 1995 to 2005, the number of delinquency petitions filed in 
Illinois decreased by 28 percent. This decline was driven in part by a 53 percent decline 
in delinquency petitions filed in Cook County between 1995 and 2005. Figure 3 depicts 
the rate of delinquency petitions filed by county classification.  
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Figure 3 
Rate of Delinquency Petitions Filed per 100,000 Youth Age 10-16, 

by County Classification, 1995- 2005 

 
 

Delinquency petition data for Cook County in 1997 were only available for January 
through June, which accounts for the dip depicted in the line graph in Figure 3 
 
From 2000 to 2005, the number of delinquency petitions filed statewide fell by 1 percent 
from 22,645 to 22,358. However, the rate of delinquency petitions filed slightly increased 
between 2004 and 2005. Map 4 shows the percent change in the rate of delinquency 
petitions filed by county from 2000 to 2005. 
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Map 4 
Percent Change in Rate of Delinquency Petitions Filed in Illinois,  

2000-2005 

 
     
Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
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Adjudications 
In Illinois, the rate of adjudications of delinquency decreased slightly from 1995 to 2005. 
However, in 2003 the state rate of adjudications per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 16 was 
515, the lowest rate since 1989 before increasing in CY04. Figure 4 depicts the rate of 
youth adjudicated delinquent by county classification. Adjudication data for Cook 
County in 1997 were only available for January through June, which accounts for the dip 
depicted in the line graph in Figure 4. 

 
 

Figure 4 
Rate of Youth Adjudicated Delinquent per 100,000 Youth Ages 10 to 16, 

by County Classification, 1995-2005 

 
 

A 22 percent increase occurred in the number of adjudications between 2000 and 2005, 
from 9,357 to 11,455. From 2000 to 2005, Cook County had a 20 percent increase in 
adjudications of delinquency. A 73 percent increase in the statewide rate of adjudications 
of delinquency was seen most recently, from a rate of 515 in 2003 to 891 in 2005.  
 
Map 5 shows the percent change in the rate of youth adjudicated delinquent by county 
from 2000 to 2005. 
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Map 5 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Adjudicated Delinquent in Illinois, 2000 - 2005 

 
Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
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Detention Data 
 
Once a police officer takes a youth into custody, he or she considers the need for 
placement in a detention facility, based on flight risk and whether the youth is a danger to 
himself or the community. If detention seems appropriate, the officer will contact the 
agency responsible for formal detention screening (typically a probation department or 
detention center) and request detention screening. If the officer decides not to request 
detention, the youth is released to a parent or guardian. 
 
With detention screening, it is the screener’s responsibility to determine whether the 
youth requires detainment. A detention screening instrument is used in nearly all Illinois 
jurisdictions. However, the instrument varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  
 
Detention decisions are made based on a final screening score. Points are assigned based 
on the severity of the current offense, the youth’s prior involvement with the juvenile 
justice system, whether or not the youth has missed previous court dates, and the youth’s 
legal status. For most instruments in use in Illinois, if a youth scores 12 or more points, 
he or she is detained. If a youth scores seven to 11 points, the screener may release the 
youth, but apply a less restrictive or non-secure custody option, such as home detention. 
If a youth scores less than six points, he or she is released to a parent or guardian.  
 
A detention screener may ask a supervisor for permission to override the score when 
aggravating or mitigating factors not found on the instrument are considered. For 
example, a youth arrested during a domestic dispute may not score enough to warrant 
detention, but the screener may request an override to keep the youth from returning to 
his or her home environment. 

 
A detention hearing must be held within 40 hours of detainment. Once there is probable 
cause to believe the minor is delinquent, a continuation of detention can be based on any 
of the following: (1) secure custody is of immediate and urgent necessity for the minor’s 
protection or the protection of another person or his or her property; (2) the minor is 
likely to flee the jurisdiction of the court; or (3) the minor was arrested under a warrant 
(705 ILCS 405/5-501). Only youth 10 years of age or older can be held in a youth 
detention center. See Map 2 for a depiction of all Illinois detention centers operating in 
2005. 
 
Most admissions to youth detention centers are of youth who have been accused of 
committing delinquent acts but have not yet been adjudicated delinquent. The detainment 
of youth accused of delinquent acts but who have not yet had a trial is referred to as pre-
trial detention.  
 
Youth detention centers also are used for short periods of detention as part of a sentence. 
The detainment of youth following trial is referred to as a post-trial detention. Youth 
found delinquent can be ordered to serve up to 30 days in a county detention center, 
which includes time served prior to sentencing. 
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Detention Data Summary 
Data collected for the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts Annual Report to the 
Illinois Supreme Court and from the Juvenile Monitoring Information System (JMIS) 
were used to examine admissions to Illinois youth detention centers from 2000 to 2005.  
 
JMIS is a web-based management information system that allows all Illinois juvenile 
detention centers to electronically submit data and run data reports. The 2005 data 
extracted from JMIS can be separated by age, gender, race, and offense type for each 
admission. Most detention centers reported in 2005 to JMIS the number of admissions 
and the characteristics of the youth admitted. Although the Cook County Juvenile 
Temporary Detention Center did not report to JMIS in 2005, they provided ICJIA with 
detention data for 2005. The Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detention Center began 
JMIS data entry in 2006.  
 
Detention offense categories used were based on the Illinois Compiled Statutes. The 
JMIS system makes a distinction for juveniles admitted to detention for a warrant. 
Warrants can be issued for any type of crime. A warrant offense designation in the JMIS 
system indicates that the juvenile was admitted on the basis of an outstanding warrant, 
rather than the offense for which the warrant was issued. 
 
In 2005, there were 16,284 admissions to secure detention statewide, an 11 percent 
decrease from the 18,245 admissions in 1995. In 2005 60 percent of detention admissions 
were black youth, 28 percent were white youth, and 11 percent were Hispanic youth. 
Most youth admitted to detention were male (83 percent). A total of 26 percent of youth 
admissions to detention were due to a violent offense, followed by property offenses (23 
percent) and warrant offenses (22 percent). Cook County detention admission data by 
offense category were unavailable.  
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Figure 5 
Rate of Admissions to Secure Detention per 100,000 Youth Age 10-16 

by County Classification, CY95 - 2005 
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The state rate of annual detention admissions increased slightly in the 10 years examined 
from 1995 to 2005. In 2005, the rate of detention admissions was 1,267 admissions per 
100,000 youth ages 10 to 16. Figure 5 shows the rate of youth admissions to secure 
detention by county classification from 1995 to 2005. 
 
Map 6 depicts the percent change in the rate of county level detention center admissions 
between 2000 and 2005. 
 
In Illinois in 2005, the average daily population of youth in detention centers was 970. 
The average length of stay is based on the admission and release dates of youth in 
detention. The average length of stay of youth in detention was 15 days.  

 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts and Juvenile Monitoring Information System 
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Map 6 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Admissions to Secure Detention in Illinois,  

2000- 2005 

 
  Source: Juvenile Monitoring Information System and Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detention Center 
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Transfers to Criminal Court 
 
Youth 13 years or older charged with more serious crimes can be transferred to adult 
criminal court. Four types of transfers may result in a youth being tried in criminal court. 
They include automatic transfer/excluded jurisdiction, mandatory transfer, presumptive 
transfer, and discretionary transfer (705 ILCS 405/5-805). The state’s attorney’s office 
files the transfer motion, and a juvenile court judge decides whether the motion should be 
granted.  
 
Youth are excluded from the jurisdiction of the juvenile court and automatically 
transferred to adult criminal court if they are 15 years of age or older and are alleged to 
have committed: 
 

 First degree murder or another forcible felony. 
 Aggravated discharge of a firearm in a school, on school property, within 1,000 

feet of a school, at a school activity, or in a school vehicle. 
 Any forcible felony when the youth had been previously adjudicated delinquent 

for another felony and the current alleged felony was related to gang activity. 
 Any offense that would qualify for a presumptive transfer and the youth had been 

previously adjudicated delinquent for a forcible felony [705 ILCS 405/5-130(6)].  
 
Excluded jurisdiction and automatic transfers mean that the criminal (adult) court is 
established as the original court of jurisdiction rather than the juvenile court (juvenile 
court is the original court of jurisdiction in presumptive and discretionary transfers). That 
is, cases in which the youth is automatically transferred or excluded from the juvenile 
court’s jurisdiction are not originally heard in juvenile court, and the youth will from that 
point on be treated as an adult by the courts [705 ILCS 405/5-130(6)].  
 
Mandatory transfer occurs when a motion is filed by a state’s attorney to allow for the 
prosecution of a youth age 15 years or older for a forcible felony if the youth had been 
previously adjudicated delinquent and the offense was committed in furtherance of 
criminal activity of a gang, and a juvenile judge determines there is probable cause to 
believe that the allegations against the youth are true. 
 
A presumptive transfer occurs when a youth age 15 years or older has allegedly 
committed a Class X felony other than armed violence; or if they allegedly committed 
aggravated discharge of a firearm, or other specified offenses, and a petition is filed by 
the state’s attorney to permit the prosecution of the youth under criminal laws. 
Presumptive transfer will occur for these juveniles unless a juvenile court judge is able to 
make a finding based on clear and convincing evidence that the youth is amenable to the 
care, treatment, and training programs available through the facilities of the juvenile 
court.  
 
A motion for discretionary transfer is made by the state’s attorney to allow for 
prosecution of a youth 13 years of age or older under criminal laws. While there are no 
specific offenses associated with a discretionary transfer, the court will consider many 
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factors before granting such a transfer, including the seriousness of the offense and the 
minor’s prior record of delinquency.  
 
Administrative Office of Illinois Courts (AOIC) is the primary source of data on youth 
transferred to adult court in Illinois. Until 1999, AOIC collected aggregate-level 
information on the number of youth transferred to criminal court. Due to the manner in 
which these data were collected, however, it was not possible to determine the offenses 
for which the transfers took place, case sentencing following the transfer, or the 
demographic characteristics of the youth transferred. AOIC discontinued the reporting of 
these data in 1999.  
 
The Juvenile Monitoring Information System (JMIS) contains juvenile transfer data. 
However, JMIS can only provide the numbers of detained youth who were transferred to 
criminal court, but it is likely that the data can provide a reasonable approximation of the 
number of transfer cases outside of Cook County. As previously stated, the Cook County 
Juvenile Temporary Detention Center did not report to JMIS in 2005, therefore transfer 
data for Cook County were unavailable.  

 
Transfer Data summary 
In 2005, 81 detained youth were transferred to the adult criminal court. In 2005, the 
counties with the most youth transfers were Jefferson, Peoria, and Richland with 16, 
seven, and seven transfers, respectively. Based on available data, the use of transfers to 
adult court is generally found in counties with large, urban populations. Map 7 depicts the 
number of transfers of detained youth to adult court by county in 2005. 
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Map 7 
Number of Youth Transferred to Adult Court in Illinois, 2005* 

 
Source: Juvenile Monitoring Information System   

* Detained youth transferred to adult court
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Probation Data 
 
Probation departments in Illinois provide services to youth adjudicated delinquent and 
alleged youth offenders whose cases are diverted from the juvenile court. Probation 
departments can provide informal probation supervision to alleged youth offenders on 
whom no delinquency petition has been filed. Additionally, probation departments can 
oversee youth whose cases are petitioned to court but have not been formally adjudicated. 
These types of probation cases or petitions may receive a continuance under court 
supervision order, requiring youth monitoring by the probation department for up to 24 
months. While on supervision, the youth must meet special conditions, such as attending 
counseling sessions or completing community service work. The case is dismissed if the 
youth successfully completes the provisions of his or her supervision. 
 
The primary function of formal probation is to provide the court with investigative and 
case supervision services for adjudicated delinquents. Youth adjudicated delinquent can 
be sentenced to probation for a maximum of five years or until age 21, whichever comes 
first. Youth who are non-delinquent but subject to conditions imposed by the court, such 
as minors requiring authoritative intervention, may receive supervision or supervised 
probation to ensure they follow requirements set by the court. 
 
Probation departments also oversee court-ordered services and programs to which youth 
probationers are sentenced at disposition. Such services and programs include, but are not 
limited to, alcohol and drug treatment, mental health treatment, Treatment Alternatives 
for Safe Communities, Inc. (TASC) programs, Unified Delinquency Intervention 
Services programs, and Job Training Participation Act programs.  
 
Probationers may also receive community service and be ordered to pay victim restitution 
costs. Youth may also be removed from their homes, or in some cases require placement 
in a foster home, group home, residential treatment center, or placement with a relative.  
 
Data Summary 
 
Probation Caseloads 
AOIC collects aggregate-level active probation caseload information on the number of 
youth receiving informal supervision, those whose cases were continued under 
supervision, and those who are on formal county probation.  
 
Caseloads include only the number of active youth probation cases open on Dec. 31, 
2005. A 6 percent decline was recorded in active probation caseloads from 1995 to 2005. 
There were 10,993 active probation caseloads in 1995 and 10,353 caseloads in 2005.  
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Figure 6 
Rate of Youth Probation Caseloads per 100,000 Youth Ages 10-16,  

by County Classification, 1995-2005 
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The rate of formal probation caseloads statewide decreased from calendar years 1995 to 
2005, peaking in 2000 before a slight decline through 2005. In 2005, the state rate of 
active youth probation caseloads was 805 per 100,000 youth age 10 to 16. The more 
populated counties of the state drove the recent decrease. Figure 6 depicts the rate of 
youth probation caseloads by county classification from 1995 to 2005.  
 
Map 8 depicts the percent change in the rate of youth probation caseloads in Illinois 
between 2000 and 2005.  
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Map 8 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Probation Caseloads in Illinois, 2000 - 2005* 

 
 Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts  
 *As of Dec. 31, 2005. 
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Informal Probation Caseloads 
The state rate of active informal probation caseloads declined from calendar years 1997 
to 2005. The state rate of informal probation on Dec. 31, 2005 was 182 caseloads per 
100,000 youth ages 10 to 16. Rural counties historically have had the highest rates of 
informal probation caseloads. Data for Cook County were unavailable for 1995 and 1996.  
Map 9 depicts the Illinois regional classification of counties as defined by Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas.  

  
 

Figure 17 
Rate of Active Informal Probation Caseloads per 100,000 Youth 

Ages 10-16, by County Classification, 1997 – 2005* 
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The number of active informal probation caseloads statewide increased 2 percent from 
2,297 in calendar year 2000 to 2,339 in 2005. A total 30 counties had no active informal 
probation supervision caseloads in either calendar year 2000 or 2005. 
 
There was a slight increase in the rate of active informal probation caseloads, from 117 
per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 16 in 2002, to a rate of 182 per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 16 
in 2005. This represents a 56 percent increase in the statewide rate. Map 10 illustrates 
rate changes in informal youth probation caseloads in Illinois counties between 2000 and 
2005. 

 
 
 
 

   
* As of Dec. 31, 2005.   
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Map 9 
Illinois Regional Classification of Counties 

 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 MSA designations 
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Map 10 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Informal Probation Caseloads, 2000 - 2005* 

 
   Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
   * As of Dec. 31, 2000, and Dec. 31, 2005. 
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Cases Continued Under Supervision 
In Illinois, the court may order a continuance under supervision during court proceedings 
which may not exceed a 24-month period for youth alleged to be delinquent. During the 
time of the continuance, the youth must follow conditions of supervision determined by 
the court (705 ILCS 405/5-615). Figure 8 shows the trend in rates of cases continued 
under supervision by county classification from 1995 to 2005. Data for Cook County for 
CY04 and 2005 were unavailable, which explains the dip in the line graph shown in 
Figure 8. 
 
 

Figure 8 
Rate of Cases Continued Under Supervision per 100,000 Youth 

Ages 10-16, by County Classification, 1995 – 2005 

0

200

400

600

800

1,000

1,200

1,400

1,600

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Calendar Year

R
at

e 
pe

r 1
00

,0
00

 Y
ou

th
 A

ge
s 

10
-1

6

Cook Urban Collar Rural Illinois

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts

 

 
A decrease was noted in the number of delinquency cases continued under supervision 
from 2000 to 2005. However, Cook County reported zero cases continued under 
supervision to the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts. Without 2005 data on 
cases continued under supervision in Cook County, statewide trends are difficult to 
pinpoint. Map 11 depicts the rate changes of cases continued under supervision by county 
between 2000 and 2005. 

     
          Note: Cook County data for 2004 and 2005 were unavailable.   
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Map 11 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Continued Under Supervision in Illinois,  

2000 - 2005 

  
Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
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Corrections Data 

 
Even though the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice (IDJJ) did not come into existence until 
July 1, 2006, the corrections data discussed in this report will still be referenced as IDJJ rather 
than the Illinois Department of Corrections.  
 
The Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice provides long-term custody in Illinois Youth Centers 
to youth ages 13 through 16. According to 730 ILCS 5/3-10-7(b), a youth may remain within the 
IDJJ Juvenile Division until age 21, unless juvenile division administrators file a petition to 
transfer the youth to the adult corrections division or prison (under the guidelines set forth in 730 
ILCS 5/3-10-7(a)). In 2005, youth were committed to one of eight Illinois Youth Centers located 
throughout Illinois Map 2. In FY05, the average annual cost of housing one youth in an Illinois 
Youth Center was $70,827, although the cost per youth varies considerably across the centers. 
 
Corrections Data Summary 
 
Admissions to IDJJ 
IDJJ data for FY05 were unavailable during compilation of this report. In FY04, 2,771 youth 
were admitted to an IDJJ Youth Center—an increase of 4 percent from the 2,673 admitted in 
FY00. Seven counties reported no youth admissions to IDJJ during FY04. Map 12 depicts the 
rate changes in youth admissions to IDJJ by county from FY00 to FY04. 
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Map 12 
Percent Change in Rate of Youth Admissions to IDJJ, FY00 - FY04 

 
 

 Source: Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice 
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Court Commitments to IDJJ  
Court commitments are a subset of all admissions to IDJJ. In this report, court 
commitments to IDJJ are defined as delinquency commitments or court evaluations. 
Delinquency commitments, also referred to as initial commitments or new sentences, are 
given to youth who were adjudicated delinquent and sentenced to IDJJ for their offenses. 
A delinquency commitment is an indeterminate sentence that is assessed during the 
youth’s stay at an Illinois Youth Center.  
 
Adjudicated delinquents also may be sent to IDJJ for court evaluation, a 30, 60, or 90-day 
commitment used to assess the needs of delinquent youth. Based on the court evaluation, 
a youth could be released from IDJJ custody by a juvenile court judge, or is given a court 
evaluation return to an Illinois Youth Center to serve an indeterminate term.  
 
The state rate of youth court commitments to IDJJ increased from FY95 to FY04. In 
FY04, the state rate of court commitments was 247 per 100,000 youth age 13-16. Figure 
9 depicts the rate of youth who court committed to IDJJ, by county classification, from 
FY95 to FY04. 
 

Figure 9 
Rate of Youth Court Commitments to IDJJ per 100,000 Youth Ages 13-16, 

by County Classification, FY95-FY04 

 
In FY04, there were 1,691 court commitments, including 798 delinquency commitments, 
821 court evaluations, and 72 recommitments. Of the court evaluations, 211 led to a 
return to IDJJ. In FY04, court commitments represented 54 percent of total IDJJ 
admissions. From FY00 to FY04, delinquency commitments dropped 45 percent from 
1,461 to 798. While the statewide rate of youth court committed to IDJJ leveled off 
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between 2003 and 2004, the rural rates increased 37 percent, from 611 commitments per 
100,000 youth age 13 to 16 in FY03 to 840 commitments in FY04.  
 
In contrast to the decrease in delinquency commitments statewide from FY00 to FY04, a 
33 percent increase was seen in court evaluation commitments, from 616 to 821. In 
FY04, a total of 211 court evaluation returns were recorded. Twenty-six percent of 
ordered terms in IDJJ for a court evaluation resulted in a return to IDJJ. 
 
In FY04, 46 percent of court-committed youth were committed for a property offense, 36 
percent for an offense against a person, and 12 percent for a drug offense. Of all youth 
court committed to IDJJ 52 percent were black, 37 percent were white, and 11 percent 
were Hispanic. Most court committed youth were male (89 percent). 
 
IDJJ reports youth recidivism rate as the percentage of youth who return to Illinois Youth 
Center facilities within three years following their release. Youth who return to an adult 
IDJJ facility or receive any other sentence, such as probation, are not counted in IDJJ’s 
youth recidivism rate. In FY04, IDJJ reported the youth recidivism rate within three years 
of exiting an IDJJ facility (FY01 release) as 46.6 percent. 
 
Technical Violations 
Youth also are admitted to IDJJ for technical violations of parole or mandatory 
supervised release conditions. In FY04, 44 percent of youth center admissions were for 
technical violations. Of the 3,106 admissions, 1,363 were for technical violations of 
conditions of parole or mandatory supervised release.  
 

 
SPECIAL ISSUES  
 
Disproportionate Minority Contact 

 
Of increasing concern to lawmakers and policymakers is disproportionate minority 
contact (DMC) in the juvenile justice system. DMC refers to an empirical finding across 
the U.S. that a higher percentage of minority youth are involved in the juvenile justice 
system than their representation in the general population. For example, in 1987 minority 
youth comprised 32 percent of all youth in the U.S. yet they constituted 53 percent of 
youth in secure detention and correctional facilities. By 1997, minority youth comprised 
34 percent of all youth in the U.S., 62 percent of youth in secure detention, and 67 
percent of youth in secure correctional facilities.  The rate of minority overrepresentation 
in juvenile justice systems across the country has contributed to greater scrutiny of 
juvenile justice system decision-making and the examination of how other factors 
correlated with race, such as poverty, contribute to the over-representation of minorities. 
 
The following is a description of the various methodologies used here to depict the state 
of DMC in Illinois along with an analysis of the extent of the issue in Illinois. 
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Representation Index 
 
Several methods have been utilized to assess minority representation in the juvenile 
justice system. One method for assessing DMC is to calculate a representation index (RI). 
A RI compares the percentage of all minority youth at a specific stage of the juvenile 
justice process to the percentage of that same minority group in the general youth 
population of the jurisdiction of interest. 
 
Data elements required to calculate the RI include the number of youth in the reference 
group (usually white youth) at the specific stage, the number of youth in the minority 
group at the specific stage, the total number of youth at the stage, the population of the 
reference group in the jurisdiction, the population of the minority group in the 
jurisdiction, and the total youth population in the jurisdiction.  
 
Gathering Local Data 
 
Before calculating the RI, raw data must be gathered about the justice stage of interest 
(Table 1) as well as the population (Table 2) Table 1 illustrates calculations used to 
determine the arrest RI in three hypothetical Illinois counties. Table 2 shows raw 
population data in three hypothetical Illinois counties. 

 
Table 1 

Raw Youth Arrest Data 
 

County 
Number of 

Black Youth 
Arrests 

Number of 
White Youth 

Arrests 

Total Number 
of Youth 
Arrests 

County A 21 67 90 
County B 142 46 192 
County C 16 246 267 

 
Table 2 

Raw Population Data 
 

County Black Youth 
Population in County 

White Youth 
Population in County 

Total Youth 
Population 

County A 352 6,096 6,491 
County B 2,469 8,009 10,614 
County C 98 3,352 3,478 

 
 

Calculating the RI requires first calculating the percentages of a minority group at the 
specific stage of the justice process, as well as the percentage of the minority group in the 
general population. To calculate a percentage, divide the number of youth arrests in the 
minority group by the total number of youth arrests for the jurisdiction. Multiply the total 
by 100 to get the percentage (Table 3).  
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Table 3 
Percent Calculations for Black Youth Arrests and Black Youth Population 

 
County % of Arrests that are 

Black Youth 
% Black Youth in  

Population 
County A (21÷ 90)×100 = 23% (352 ÷ 6,491)×100 = 5% 

County B (142 ÷ 192)×100 = 74% (2,469 ÷ 10,614)×100 = 23% 

County C (16 ÷ 267)×100 = 6% (98 ÷ 3,478)×100 = 3% 

 
 

Representation Index = 
  

Percent of a minority group at a stage of the justice process in jurisdiction of interest 
Percent of the same minority group in jurisdiction of interest 

 
County Arrest RI =  

 
Percent of black youth arrests for county 

Percent of black youth in county population 
 
 

Table 4 
County Arrest RI Calculations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This calculation results in a number representing a ratio. If the ratio is greater than one, 
over-representation exists. Ratios less than one indicate under-representation. An over-
representation of minorities at the arrest stage is seen in County A, County B, and County 
C. 
 
The ratio of youth at a particular stage of the juvenile justice system is dependent on the 
percentage of minority youth in the population. Because one county minority populations 
differ, RIs cannot always be fairly compared across jurisdictions and RI’s do not 
necessarily indicate the extent of the disparity.  In Table 4, County A’s over-
representation cannot be interpreted as being over two times worse than County C’s.  
 
Relative Rate Index 
 
In an attempt to address the weaknesses of the RI, OJJDP convened a workgroup that was 
charged with identifying a more effective measure of disproportionate minority contact. 
Using the same data needed to calculate the representation index, the workgroup 

County RI 
County A (23 ÷ 5) = 4.6 
County B (74 ÷ 23) = 3.0 
County C (6 ÷ 3) = 2.0 
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developed a relative rate index (RRI) that is independent of the size of the minority 
population across jurisdictions. The relative rate index compares the rate at which a 
minority group is represented at a particular juvenile justice stage to the rate a reference 
group is represented at the same stage.  
 
The RRI is determined by calculating the rates of both the minority group and the 
reference group at the juvenile justice stage of interest.  
 
RRI rates are calculated per 1,000 youth in the jurisdictional population (not per 100,000 
youth as previously calculated). This is to be consistent with the way OJJDP measures 
RRI nationally. Rates are calculated by taking the number of youth at a specific stage of 
the justice process, multiplying it by 1,000, and dividing that total by the total number of 
the youth group in the jurisdictional population.   

 
Rate = 

 
Number of youth group at specific stage of the justice process × 1,000 

Number of youth group in jurisdictional population 
 
 

Using the raw data provided in Table 1 and Table 2, arrest rates for black and white youth 
are calculated as follows:  

 
Black youth arrest rate for County A =  

 
(21 black youth arrests) × 1,000 

352 black youth in County A 
 
 

Table 5 
Black and White Youth Arrest Rates 

 
County Black Youth Arrest Rate White Youth Arrest Rate 

County A (21×1,000) ÷ 352 = 60 (67×1,000) ÷ 6,096 = 11 
County B (142×1,000) ÷ 2,469 = 58 (46×1,000) ÷ 8,009 = 6 
County C (16×1,000) ÷ 98 = 163 (246×1,000) ÷ 3,352 = 73 

 
 

Using white youth as the reference group, the RRI can be calculated for each county.  
 

RRI = 
 

Rate per 1,000 of a minority group at a specific stage in a jurisdiction of interest 
Rate per 1,000 of reference group (white) at the same stage in jurisdiction of interest 
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Table 6 
RRI Calculations for Black Youth Arrests 

 
County RRI Calculation 

County A (60 ÷ 11) = 5.45 
County B (58 ÷ 6) = 9.67 
County C (163 ÷ 73) = 2.23 

 
 

County A has an RRI of 5.45 for black youth. Therefore, black youth in County A are 
arrested more than five times as often as their white counterparts. County C has an arrest 
RRI of 2.23 for their black youth. Therefore, black youth in County C are arrested 
approximately twice as often as their white counterparts. There is an over-representation 
of black youth at the arrest stage in both counties, and County A’s problem is more than 
twice that of County C’s. County B’s over-representation of black youth is almost twice 
that of County A’s.  
 
Disproportionate Representation Index 
 
Minority representation can be examined at specific points in the juvenile justice system 
relative to their representation at the previous point in the system using a disproportionate 
representation index (DRI). The DRI assess the degree to which a stage of the juvenile 
justice system process contributes to over- or under-representation of a minority group. 
For example, one could compare the percentage of black youth whose cases are referred 
to the state’s attorney’s office for prosecution to the percentage of black youth at the 
arrest stage to understand whether the referral process disproportionally impacts black 
youth. DRI for any stage of the juvenile justice process is calculated by comparing the 
percentage of all youth who are of a particular minority group at one stage of the juvenile 
justice system to that same minority group’s representation at the previous stage using the 
RI formula. The interpretation of this ratio is similar to the representation index. If the 
ratio is greater than one, the stage increased the representation of the minority group. If 
less than one, the stage decreased the representation of the minority group.  

 
DMC Data Summary 
The lack of data on the number of youth in each race and ethnic group involved with the 
system across all stages of the process prevents calculation of measures of racial and 
ethnic disparity for the entire juvenile justice system. In most cases, these data are 
collected informally and maintained at the local level. Data are available that allows us to 
calculate the RI and RRI for arrests, detention admissions, and commitments to IDJJ in 
all Illinois counties. 
 
Neither an RI nor an RRI was calculated when the county’s minority group population 
was less than one percent. When working with very small numbers and percentages, the 
formulas used to assess minority representation can result in extremely large indices that 
are difficult to interpret. In addition, Hispanic representation among arrested youth 
cannot be assessed as reporting requirements do not include data on ethnicity. 
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Representation Index 

Arrests 
 
An RI of 1.0 would be equal representation in the general population and in the system, 
an RI over 1.0 is over-representation, and an RI under 1.0 is under-representation. In 
2005, the Illinois arrest representation index was 3.04 for black youth, 0.12 for Asian 
youth, and 0.51 for white youth.  
 
The data revealed that black youth ages 10 to 16 were arrested at a level that was more 
than three times their representation in the general Illinois youth population. Asian youth 
were arrested at a level less their representation in the general youth population. White 
youth in Illinois were arrested at a level that was about 51 percent of their representation 
in the general youth population (Table 7). 

 
 

Table 7 
Youth Arrest Representation Indices by Race in Illinois, 2005 

 
 

RI 
Percent of Population 

Ages 10-16 
Percent 
Arrested 

Black 3.04 20.11% 60.94% 
Asian 0.12 3.62% 0.44% 
White 0.51 75.82% 38.26% 

 
Note: Totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. 
Sources: Criminal History Record Information and U.S. Census Bureau 

 
Detention 

In 2005, the state detention RI for black youth was 2.97, 0.61 for Hispanic youth, 0.06 for 
Asian youth, and 0.36 for white youth.  
 
Black youth were admitted to detention at a level that was almost three times their 
representation in the general youth population ages 10 to 16. Hispanic youth were 
detained at a level 61 percent of their representation; Asian youth were detained at a level 
6 percent of their representation; and white youth were detained at a level that was about 
one-third of their representation in the general youth population (Table 8) 

 
Table 8 

Youth Detention Representation Indices by Race and Ethnicity in Illinois, 2005 
 

 RI Percent of Population
Ages 10-16 

Percent Detained 

Black 2.97 20.11% 59.81% 
Hispanic 0.61 17.51% 10.76% 
Asian 0.06   3.62%  0.23% 
White 0.36 75.82% 27.66% 
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Note: Totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. 
Sources: Juvenile Monitoring Information System and U.S. Census Bureau 
 

 
IDJJ Commitments 
In FY04, the most recent year that data were available, the IDJJ commitment 
representation index for black youth ages 13 to 16 was 2.62.  In contrast, the IDJJ 
commitment RI was 0.66 for Hispanic youth, 0.02 for Asian youth, and 0.49 for white 
youth.  
 
Black youth were committed to IDJJ at a level that was more than two and a half times 
their representation in the general youth population. Hispanic youth were committed at a 
level just more than 60 percent of their representation, and Asian youth were committed 
at a level less than 2 percent of their representation. White youth were committed at a 
level less than half of their representation (Table 9). In none of the counties where Asian 
youth ages 13 to 16 accounted for at least 1 percent of their youth population were these 
youth over-represented.  

 
Table 9 

Youth IDJJ Commitment Representation Indices by Race and Ethnicity, 2004 
 

 RI Percent of Population 
Ages 13-16 

Percent in IDJJ 

Black 2.62 19.80% 51.86% 
Hispanic 0.66 15.96% 10.47% 
Asian 0.02  3.52%   0.06% 
White 0.49 76.23% 37.37% 
 
Note: Totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. 
Sources: Illinois Department of Corrections and U.S. Census Bureau 

 

Relative Rate Index 

Arrests 

In 2005, the arrest relative rate index for black youth ages 10 to 16 was 6.0. For Asians, 
the rate was 0.24. A black youth was six times more likely to be arrested than a white 
youth in Illinois. Asian youth were arrested at a rate about one-fourth that of their white 
counterparts (Table 10). 
 

Table 10 
Youth Arrest Relative Rate Indices by Race 2005 

 
 Black 

 
Asian  White 

RRI 6.00 0.24 --  
Arrest rate/1,000 23.64 0.17 14.84 

 
Sources: Juvenile Monitoring Information System and U.S. Census Bureau 

 
Map 13 illustrates the relative rate indices for black youth at the arrest stage by county in 2005. 
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Map 13 
Black Youth Arrest Relative Rate Indices by County, 2005 

 
Sources: Criminal History Record Information System and U.S. Census Bureau 
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Detention 

In 2005, the relative rate index for detained youth ages 10 to 16 was 8.15 for blacks, 1.68 
for Hispanics, and 0.17 for Asians. Black youth were eight times more likely to be 
committed to a secure detention center than white youth. Hispanic youth were slightly 
more likely than white youth to be committed to detention. Asian youth were committed 
to detention at one-sixth the rate of a white youth (Table 11). 
 

 
Table 11 

Youth Detention Relative Rate Indices in Illinois, 2005 
 

 Black Asian  
 

Hispanic White 

RRI 8.15 0.17 1.68 --  
Detention rate/1,000 37.66 0.80 7.78 4.62 

 

Sources: Juvenile Monitoring Information System and U.S. Census Bureau 

 
 

Map 14 and Map 15 highlight the counties where black and Hispanic youth, respectively, 
made up at least one percent of the youth population 10 to 16 years old and their 
detention relative rate indices for 2005. 
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Map 14 
Black Youth Detention Relative Rate Indices, 2005 

 
 
Sources: Juvenile Monitoring Information System and U.S. Census Bureau  
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Map 15 
Hispanic Youth Detention Relative Rate Indices, 2005 

 
 
Sources: Juvenile Monitoring Information System and U.S. Census Bureau  
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Corrections 

In FY04, the IDJJ relative rate index for youth ages 10 to16 who were committed by the 
courts was 5.34 for blacks, 1.34 for Hispanics, and 0.03 for Asians. Black youth were 
five times more likely than white youth to be committed to IDJJ. Hispanic youth were 
about as likely as white youth to be committed to IDJJ. Asian youth were committed to 
IDJJ at a rate that was one-thirtieth the rate of white youth. Table 12 shows the relative 
rate indices and commitment rates per 1,000 youth for youth ages 10 to 16 by race and 
ethnicity. 

 
 

Table 12 
Youth IDJJ Relative Rate Indices, FY04* 

 
 Black Asian Hispanic White 

 
RRI 5.34 0.03 1.34** --  
Commitment rate per 1,000 6.00 0.04 1.12 1.50 

 
Sources: Illinois Department of Corrections and U.S. Census Bureau 
*The population used for corrections calculations is between 13 and 16 years of age. 
** Not statistically significant.  

 
 
Map 16 and Map 17 highlight counties where black and Hispanic youth, respectively, made up at 
least one percent of the youth population 13 to 16 years old, and indicate their IDJJ relative rate 
indices in FY04. In none of the 20 counties where Asian youth constituted more than one percent 
of the general youth population were they over-represented.  
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Map 16 
Black Youth IDJJ Relative Rate Indices, FY04 
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Sources: Illinois Department of Corrections and U.S. Census Bureau 
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Map 17 
Hispanic Youth IDJJ Relative Rate Indices, FY04 

 
 

Sources: Illinois Department of Corrections and U.S. Census Bureau 
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Table 13 shows the 2005 population, population rates, and RRIs for various stages in the 
juvenile justice system of youth ages 10 to 16, by race and ethnicity.  

 
 

Table 13 
Illinois Juvenile Justice System Relative Rate Indices by Race and Ethnicity, 2005 
 

Stages 
 

Black Asian Hispanic White 

  
Number 

 
Rate 

 
RRI 

 
Number

 
Rate

 
RRI 

 
Number 

 
Rate

 
RRI 

 
Number 

 
Rate 

 
RRI

Population 
(ages 10-16) 

 
258,607 

 
201 

 
-- 

 
46,507 

 
36 

 
-- 

 
225,104

 
175 

 
-- 

 
974,824

 
758 

 
-- 

Arrest 
 

30,399 
 

117.55 
 

6.00 
 

221 
 

4.75 
 

0.24
 

N/A 
 

N/A 
 

N/A 
 

19,084 
 

14.58
 

-- 

Detention 
 

9,740 
 

37.66 
 

8.15 
 

37 
 

0.80 
 

0.17
 

1,752 
 

7.78 
 

1.68 
 

4,504 
 

4.62 
 

-- 

Corrections** 
 

877 
 

6.00 
 

5.34 
 
1 

 
0.04 

 
0.03

 
177 

 
1.12 

 
1.34 

 
632 

 
1.50 

 
-- 

 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Criminal History Record Information System, Juvenile Monitoring Information System, and Illinois 

Department of Juvenile Justice 
Note: Corrections data for 2005 were unavailable; 2004 were used.  
** The population used in corrections calculations included only youth ages 13-16.  
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Status Offenders in Secure Detention 
 
States must meet four core requirements to receive federal Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act funding. They include deinstitutionalization of status 
offenders, sight and sound separation of youth and adult offenders, removal of youth 
from adult jails and lockups, and reduction of minority over-representation in the juvenile 
justice system.  
 
The deinstitutionalization of status offenders in Illinois is primarily a matter of keeping 
status offenders out of Illinois’ detention centers. A status offender is a youth who 
commits a crime that would not be a crime if committed by an adult. Status offenses 
include underage drinking, truancy, smoking, or breaking curfew. Figure 10 shows a 
declining number of institutionalized status offenders. The number of detained status 
offenders prior to 1997 was unavailable. 
 

 
Figure 10 

Youth Status Offenders Detained in Illinois, 1997-2005 
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Table 14 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Status Offender Violations in Detention 
Facilities, 2005 

 

County Facility Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

Adams 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 
Champaign 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Cook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DuPage 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Franklin 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Kane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 
Knox 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lake 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LaSalle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Madison 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
McLean 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 6 
Peoria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sangamon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
St. Clair 0 0 0 0 0 0   0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Vermilion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 
Will 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 
Winnebago 0 1 2 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 11 
Total 1 6 6 7 1 4 3 1 3 3 3 3 41 

 
Source: Illinois Department of Human Services 

 
Illinois recorded 41 violations for the detainment of status offenders in 2005. From 1997 to 2005, 
a 75 percent reduction was seen in the number of status offenders detained in Illinois. A total of 
188 violations per year in this category would make Illinois non-compliant with the core 
requirement and ineligible for a portion of federal funding. Table 14 shows the number of status 
offenders detained in violation of the JJDP Act in 2005.  
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Table 15 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Jail Removal Violations in Municipal 

Lock-ups, 2005 
 

Municipal Lock-up Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

Alton 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4 
Arlington Heights 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Aurora 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 16 
Berwyn 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 
Broadview 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Carol Stream 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Chicago 0 0 1 8 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 13 
Chicago Heights 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Chicago Ridge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Cicero 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 2 0 2 1 11 
Evanston 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Glendale Heights 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 4 
Granite City 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Gurnee 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 4 
Hodgkins 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Hoffman Estates 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 
Markham 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Matteson 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Maywood 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 7 
Naperville 0 2 3 0 0 2 2 1 3 3 1 1 18 
Orland Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Peoria 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Riverdale 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 
Sauk Village 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Skokie 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Streamwood 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Wauconda 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 
Woodridge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Total 9 9 15 18 11 10 12 16 11 5 7 6 129 

 
Source: Illinois Department of Human Services 

 
Table 15 shows the number of youth placed in municipal jails and lockups in 2005 in violation of 
the JJDP Act. Violations of the Jail Removal Act occur when youth are held in municipal lock-
ups for more than six hours. 
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Table 16 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Jail Removal Violations  

in County Jails, 2005 
 

County Jail Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total
DeWitt 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 1 14 
Iroquois 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Jasper 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Jersey 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Logan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Marion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 4 
Mason 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Massac 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Ogle 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Perry 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Rock Island 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Schuyler 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 
Stark 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Washington 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 
Woodford 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 7 
Total 3 2 7 3 4 6 0 2 7 9 2 5 50 

 
Source: Illinois Department of Human Services 

 
Table 16 shows the number of youth placed in county jails in 2005 in violation of the JJDP Act. 

 
 

Females in the Juvenile Justice System 
 
Although fewer females enter the juvenile justice system than males, the past decade has 
brought an increase in female involvement with the juvenile justice system. In 2007, 
National Center for Juvenile Justice Research found that female involvement at several 
points in the juvenile justice system had increased significantly across the nation. 
 
This increase signals a greater need for female-specific programming. But before a 
complete understanding of the breadth and depth of the need for gender-specific 
programming can be established, the extent to which females are involved in the juvenile 
justice system must be understood.  
 
Females Data Summary 

Female Arrests 
Females accounted for 21 percent of all arrests statewide in 2005. A total of 39 percent of 
all female arrests in 2005 were for violent offenses. In comparison, 28 percent of all male 
arrests were for violent offenses. However, virtually no difference was seen by gender in 
property crimes—33.5 percent of female arrests and 33.4 percent of male arrests were for 
property offenses. Table 17 depicts the type of offenses for which female youth in Illinois 
were arrested in 2005. 
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Table 17 
Number and Percentage of Male and Female Youth Arrests  

by Offense Category, 2005 
 

Type of Offense Male Female Total 
 Number Percent of Total Number Percent of Total  
Violent/Person 11,136 28.1% 4,039 39.4% 15,175
Property 13,229 33.4% 3,436 33.5% 16,676
Sex 376 0.9% 18 0.2% 396 
Drug 6,665 16.8% 641 6.2% 7,308 
Status Offense 526 1.3% 348 3.4% 875 
Weapons 893 2.3% 109 1.1% 1,002 
Other 6,785 17.1% 1,667 16.3% 8,454 
Total 39,610 100% 10,258 100% 49,886

 
                 Source: Computerized Criminal History System 
           
 
 

Table 18 
Number of Youth Detainees by Gender and Type of Offense  

in Illinois, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
                      
                     Source: Juvenile Monitoring System 
                     * Cook County data by offense type were unavailable.  
 
 

Females in Secure Detention 
Females accounted for 2,927 of 16,916 admissions to secure detention statewide in 2005 
(17 percent). Table 18 depicts the percentage of male and female detainees by type of 
offense in 2005.  
 
Females in Corrections  
While the percentages of females arrested and detained were 21 and 17 percent 
respectively, the percentage of females committed to IDJJ is much lower. In FY04, 
females accounted for 11 percent of commitments to IDJJ (191 of 1,691 commitments). 
This finding seems to suggest that the offenses committed by female delinquents are not 
severe enough to warrant a commitment to IDJJ. However, as shown by the analysis on 

Type of Offense Male Female Total* 
 Number Percent of Total Number Percent of Total  
Violent/Person 1,661 23.3% 667 33.4% 2,328 
Property 1,749 24.5% 310 15.5% 2,059 
Sex 194 2.7% 5 0.3% 199 
Drug 370 5.2% 50 2.5% 420 
Status Offense 24 0.3% 7 0.4% 31 
Warrant 1,459 20.5% 554 27.7% 2,013 
Violations 741 10.4% 183 9.2% 924 
Other 936 13.1% 223 11.2% 1,159 
Total 7,134 100% 1,999 100% 9,133* 
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arrests for violent offenses, the percentage of violent offenses allegedly committed by 
females is slightly higher. These data seem to indicate that females are either diverted 
from IDJJ more often than their male counterparts or commit crimes that are less violent 
than those committed by males.  
 
Due to the way data is reported in Illinois, comparisons over time by gender could only 
be conducted on corrections data. Although overall the number of females committed to 
IDJJ had remained relatively low, the number had increased 65 percent, from 116 in 
FY95 to 191 in FY04. That same year, the number of male commitments increased 9 
percent, from 1,376 to 1,500.  
 
 

Table 19 
Number of Youth Commitments to IDJJ by Gender 

FY95– FY05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                              Source: Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice 

 
 
The percentage of females committed also increased from FY95 to FY05. Female 
offenders made up only 7 percent of IDJJ’s youth population in 1995. The female 
population peaked in FY01 at 13 percent before slowly dropping to 8 percent in FY05. 
Table 19 outlines the number of youth commitments to IDJJ by gender from FY95 to 
FY05. 

 
 

Mental Health Issues 
 
Studies conducted in the 1990s documented a clear and increasing reliance on the adult 
justice system to care for the mentally ill. This trend also is seen in the juvenile justice 
system. According to OJJDP, research has shown that youth involved in the juvenile 
justice system have higher rates of mental illness than youth in the general population. At 
least 20 percent of youth in the juvenile justice system have a serious mental health 

Fiscal  
Year Male Female Total 

 Number Percent of Total Number Percent of Total  
1995 1,384 93% 102 7% 1,486 
1996 1,774 93% 139 7% 1,913 
1997 1,982 91% 201 9% 2,183 
1998 1,958 90% 205 10% 2,153 
1999 1,962 90% 225 10% 2,187 
2000 1,633 88% 219 12% 1,852 
2001 1,457 87% 222 13% 1,679 
2002 1,537 89% 187 11% 1,724 
2003 1,500 89% 188 11% 1,687 
2004 1,500 89% 191 11% 1,691 
2005 1,325 92% 109 8% 1,434 
Total 18,012 90% 1,988 10% 20,000 
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problem. Most of these disorders are diagnosable but tend to remain untreated or 
mistreated. Strategies promoted by OJJDP to address the issue include community-based 
alternatives to detention and developing mental health treatment plans and services in 
correctional facilities. 
 
The Mental Health and Juvenile Justice Initiative allows counties to refer mentally ill 
youth in detention to community-based mental health services. However, in 2006, the 
initiative removed detention as a requirement for eligibility. Referrals may come from 
any juvenile justice contact, including probation officers, court officials, and court 
services, within six months of a youth’s initial contact.  
 
The initiative began in January 2000 when the Illinois Department of Human Services 
awarded contracts to providers for case monitoring of youth in detention identified as 
having a mental illness. The program operates in all counties in Illinois that house youth 
detention centers. Eligibility is based on the presence of a psychotic or affective disorder. 
Youth with behavioral disorders are excluded from the program unless they occur with a 
psychotic or affective disorder. Wards of Illinois Department of Children and Family 
Services are not eligible. Court staff may refer youth to the program, but the screening 
tool, Childhood Severity of Psychiatric Illness (CSPI), determines who receives services. 
A program liaison conducts the initial eligibility screening after referral from a juvenile 
justice professional. The liaison then develops a treatment plan and connects the youth to 
appropriate treatment services.  
 
Mental Health Data Summary 
 
The number of referrals made to the Mental Health and Juvenile Justice Initiative varied 
widely across counties, mostly due to issues of eligibility. Of the number of youth 
screened and deemed eligible, the state recorded a 91 percent participation rate. Eight 
counties had 100 percent participation rates. Madison County had the lowest participation 
rate, with 62 percent of their eligible youths participating (Table 20). 
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Table 20 
Illinois Mental Health and Juvenile Justice Initiative Participation, FY06 

 
Detention 

center 
Number of  
Referrals 

Number 
 Screened 

Number  
Eligible 

Number that 
 Participated 

Percent Eligible 
that Participated

Adams 32 31 31 31 100% 
Boone 66 52 52 46 88% 
Champaign 54 54 24 21 87% 
Cook 185 128 126 121 96% 
DuPage 58 57 57 57 100% 
Franklin 44 44 42 42 100% 
Kane 33 21 21 21 100% 
Knox 4 4 4 4 100% 
Lake 96 56 56 56 100% 
LaSalle 25 25 25 25 100% 
McLean 56 56 53 38 72% 
Macon 61 52 48 44 92% 
Madison 170 166 66 41 62% 
Peoria 43 43 43 42 98% 
St. Clair 33 29 28 27 96% 
Sangamon 59 58 33 29 88% 
Vermilion 25 25 25 25 100% 
Will 20 20 20 19 95% 
 Total 1,064 924 754 684 91% 
 
Adapted from Lyons, John S., et al., The Evaluation of the Mental Health Juvenile Justice Initiative: Results from the Third Year of a 
Statewide Demonstration Project, Chicago, IL: Northwestern University, Mental Health Services & Policy Program, July 2004 
 

An evaluation of the initiative revealed that participants have lower rates of recidivism 
compared to detained youth who do not receive mental health treatment. Recidivism was 
defined by the rate at which youth detained are re-arrested. The study showed 27 percent 
of participants were rearrested in FY05, and 28 percent were rearrested in FY06, while 
non-participants had a 72 percent recidivism rate.  
 
 
Dually Involved Youth 
 
Dually involved youth are involved in the state’s child welfare and juvenile justice 
systems. Research has found that children with at least one placement in foster care are 
significantly more likely to have a delinquency petition filed against them than those not 
in foster care. Although there have been attempts to address the issue of youth entering 
both systems, such as the convening of the Cook County Dually Involved DCFS Youth 
Advisory Board, the number of dually involved youth and the circumstances that lead to 
their involvement in both systems are still largely unknown.  
 
Research on the issue is stymied by confidentiality mandates and poor data reporting and 
collection, but involvement in the child welfare system may be a risk factor for 
delinquency. Others counter that more troubled and violent DCFS wards are often 
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committed to Illinois Youth Centers because of a lack of more appropriate resources in 
DCFS facilities.  
 
Dually Involved Data Summary 
 
Table 21 shows the numbers of DCFS wards in IDJJ and county-run detention facilities 
on Dec. 31, 2005. The number of DCFS wards in confinement is often underreported.  
Detention screeners are not required to report that a youth is a DCFS ward, and would 
only know of the designation if the youth volunteered the information. The Juvenile 
Monitoring Information System includes a field to enter a youth’s DCFS status, the entry 
of that data is not a requirement. Additionally, DCFS reports the data from a single day. 
Since placements in detention are often short-term, a point-in-time report fails to capture 
the full number of youth who pass through both the child welfare and juvenile justice 
systems in any given year.  
 
 

Table 21 
Number of Dually Involved Youth Ages 10-21 in Illinois, 2005 

 
Placement Type Total Cases 
County Facility 170 
Adult IDJJ 88 
Youth IDJJ 123 
Total 381 

   

            Source: Department of Child and Family Services 
            Note: These totals were logged on Dec. 31, 2005. 

 
 

Despite data reporting and collection problems, the number of youth in both systems on 
December 31, 2005, provides an estimate of the scope of this issue.  

 
 
Risk Factor Analysis  
 
Risk factors are characteristics, experiences, or circumstances that put youth at risk for 
delinquency. The research here examines juvenile delinquency risk factors has focusing 
on distinct types of risk factors, including: (1) community (or environmental) risk factors, 
(2) social risk factors, and (3) school risk factors.    
 
Many factors influence the community, social, and school environments in which Illinois 
youth live. Although county-level data cannot tell us the degree to which any single 
youth is differentially exposed to factors that increase their risk for delinquency, these 
data are be useful to policymakers and juvenile justice practitioners as indicators of 
potential challenges to successful youth development. In particular, knowledge of risk 
factors and the prevalence of these factors are extremely useful for the planning and 
implementation of prevention activities.  
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Community Context  
 
The data elements examined here that describe the community in which youth live 
include:  

 The number of youth receiving drug or alcohol treatment.  
 Adult educational levels 
 Unemployment rates 
 Estimated median household income 
 The number of minors living in poverty 
 The average monthly number of children in families receiving temporary 

assistance to needy families 
 
Substance Abuse Treatment 
According to substance abuse treatment provider data received by the Illinois Department 
of Human Services (IDHS), 19,114 youth received substance abuse services during 
FY04. More than half of these services were provided to white youth (54 percent), 29 
percent were provided to black youth, and 15 percent were provided to Hispanic youth. 
Forty-one percent of those served received intervention service, 32 percent received 
outpatient services, 11 percent received case management services, and 11 percent 
received residential treatment services. The remaining 5 percent received intensive 
outpatient, home recovery, or detoxification services.  
 
Education 
The most recent education data available from the U.S. Census Bureau was collected in 
2000. About 6.5 million people over 25 years of age in Illinois had at least a high-school 
diploma. A total of 3.1 million males and 3.4 million females were high school graduates 
or beyond. Overall, Illinois had a rate of 81,391 persons with at least a high school 
diploma for every 100,000 people 25 years of age or older. When comparing education 
data with estimated income data, the more high school graduates there were in a county, 
the higher the estimated median household income was for that county. 

 
Unemployment 
In FY00, 290,862 people in the labor force were unemployed in Illinois. By FY05, that 
number had increased 27 percent to 370,819. The unemployment rate in FY05 was 5,719 
for every 100,000 in the labor force, also a 27 percent increase from FY00. In FY05, 
almost 6 percent of the labor force was unemployed. 
 
Income 
The most recent income data available from the U.S. Census Bureau were collected in 
2005. The estimated median household income in Illinois that year was $50,270, an 8 
percent increase from 2000, when the median household income was $46,372.  
 
Poverty 
In 2005, 524,897 youth ages 17 years old and younger were living in poverty in Illinois, a 
rate of 16,275 for every 100,000 people under the age of 18. This is a 12 percent increase 
from 2000.  
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To calculate the definition of poverty, the U.S. Census Bureau uses a set monetary 
income threshold for families that changes according to family size. This threshold does 
not change geographically, but is adjusted for inflation. For example, in calendar year 
2004, a family of four with two adults and two children, had a threshold of $19,157. A 
family of three with one adult and two children had a threshold of $15,219. 
 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
The United States Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) grants states 
federal funds to implement the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) 
Program. In Illinois, these funds are distributed locally by IDHS. Citizens apply for 
assistance at their local TANF agency and, if they meet the requirements, are offered 
temporary financial assistance to help pay for food, shelter, utilities, and other expenses. 
In Illinois, the average monthly TANF cash grant is $239. 
 
From FY00 to FY05, a significant reduction was seen in the average monthly number of 
families with children ages 10 to 18 in Illinois receiving TANF. In FY00, an average of 
190,782 youth were living in families that received TANF monthly, while in FY05, an 
average of 81,991 youth received TANF monthly, a reduction of 57 percent.  
 
A reduction also was seen nationally in youth recipients of TANF funding. This drastic 
reduction is largely attributed to the five-year time limitations placed on TANF recipients 
in the 1996 welfare reforms. (See Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-193, 110 STAT. 2105) In October 2002, six 
TANF offices in Illinois were closed and counties started combining services. In 
February 2005, three more TANF offices were closed and TANF services were combined 
with other counties. 
 
 
Social Context 

 
The data elements examined here describe the social setting in which youth live, 
including numbers of reported domestic offense incidents, reported and indicated cases of 
child abuse and neglect, reported and indicated cases of sexual abuse, reported crimes 
against children, and the number of Illinois Department of Corrections inmates with 
children 
 
 
Domestic Violence 
Domestic offense incidents are reported by local police departments to the Illinois State 
Police (ISP) as a part of the Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting (I-UCR) supplemental 
reporting program. In 2005, 115,411 domestic offense incidents were reported to the I-
UCR supplemental reporting program, an increase of 6 percent from the 108,792 
incidents reported in 2000. However, a steady decrease has occurred in the number of 
incidents reported since 2002.  Figure 11 depicts the rate of reported domestic offense 
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incidents by county classification from 1996 through 2005. Data prior to 1996 were 
unavailable. 
 
In 2005, the state rate of reported domestic violence incidents was 905 reports per 
100,000 persons in the general population. Rates of domestic incidents were much higher 
in certain counties than in Illinois as a whole. This might be explained by under-reporting 
of domestic offense incidents. The high rates may be due to some jurisdictions being 
more likely than others to report domestic offenses to ISP.  
 
In 2000, a dip is seen in the rate of reported domestic violence offenses in Cook County. 
This is due to software issues at the Chicago Police Department. 
 
 

Figure 11 
Rate of Reported Domestic Offense Incidents per 100,000 Persons 

in the General Population by County Classification, 1996 – 2005 

 
 
Abuse and Neglect 
Research has determined that abused and neglected children have delinquency rates 47 
percent higher than children who are not abused or neglected In FY05, there were 
111,830 child abuse and neglect reports to the Department of Children and Family 
Services (DCFS), an increase of 18 percent from the 95,958 cases reported in FY00.  
 
An 18 percent increase was seen in the rate of child abuse and neglect reports, from 2,924 
per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 17 in FY00 to 3,453 per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 17 in 
FY05. Figure 12 shows the rate of reports of child abuse and neglect by county 
classification from FY95 to FY05. 
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In FY05, DCFS indicated 25 percent of the reported cases of child abuse and neglect in 
the state. Indicated cases are those that DCFS has confirmed credible evidence of child 
abuse and neglect. That year, 27,575 cases of abuse and neglect were indicated, an 
increase of 1.4 percent from the 27,189 cases indicated in FY00. In FY05, DCFS 
indicated a rate of 852 cases of abuse and neglect per 100,000 youth ages 0 to 17.  

 
 

Figure 12 
Rate of Reported Cases of Child Abuse and Neglect per 100,000 Youth 

Ages 0 to 17 by County Classification, FY95- FY05 

 
Sexual Abuse 
In FY05, 9,100 cases of sexual abuse of children in Illinois were reported to DCFS, a 6 
percent increase from the 8,593 cases reported in 2000. From FY95 to FY05 a decrease 
was seen in the statewide rate of reports of child sexual abuse to DCFS, but there was a 6 
percent increase in the rate of child sexual abuse reports between FY00 and FY05, from 
265 per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 17 in FY00 to 281 per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 17 in 
FY05.  The greatest increase in the rate of reports was from 253 per 100,000 youth ages 
10 to 17 in FY02 to 281 in FY05. Figure 13 shows the rate of reported sexual abuse of 
children by county classification from FY95 through FY05.  
 
In FY05, 2,618 indicated cases of child sex abuse were recorded, a decrease of 23 percent 
from the 3,412 cases indicated in 2000. In FY05, DCFS indicated 29 percent of reported 
cases of child sex abuse. DCFS indicated child sexual abuse reports at a rate of 81 cases 
of child sex abuse per 100,000 youth ages 0 to 17 in FY05.  
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Figure 13 
Rate of Reported Cases of Child Sex Abuse per 100,000 Youth 

Ages 0 to 17 by County Classification, FY95- FY05 

 
Crimes Against Youth 
Reporting of criminal offenses against youth to ISP is voluntary. These numbers may 
therefore be an undercount of the frequency of crimes against youth. In 2005, 39,400 
offenses against youth were reported to the I-UCR supplemental reporting program, a 
decrease of 9 percent from the 43,221 offenses reported in 2000.  
 
In 2005, there was a rate of 309 reported crimes against youth per 100,000 persons in the 
general population. This represents an 11 percent decrease in the rate of reported crimes 
against youth from 2000, when the rate was 347 per 100,000 persons. Sangamon County 
had a rate of reported offenses against youth that was more than two times the rate of the 
state as a whole. This may be a reflection of reporting practices in that county. 
 
Figure 14 shows the reported crimes against youth rate by county classification for 1997 
through 2005. Data prior to 1997 were unavailable.  
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Figure 14 
Rate of Reported Crimes Against Youth per 100,000 Persons by County 

Classification, 1997-2005 

 
Correctional Inmates with Children 
In FY04, 24,951 adult inmates admitted to the Illinois Department of Corrections had 
children. This number represented 66 percent of the total inmate admission population. In 
FY00, there were 12,351 admitted inmates with children or 44 percent of the total inmate 
population. This represents an increase of more than 100 percent in the number of adult 
inmates with children from FY00 to FY04. Data for FY05 were unavailable.  
 
As reported by IDOC, in FY98 about a 30 percent decrease was seen in the percentage of 
inmates with children, from 62 percent in FY97 to 43 percent in FY98. This decrease 
continued until FY04, when the percentages of correctional inmates with children 
increased to 68 percent. Collar counties experienced the greatest decreases, from 62 
percent in FY96 to 33 percent in FY98, but the figures increased to 59 percent in FY04 
(Figure 15).  The increase may be attributed to changes in data collection and reporting 
practices at IDOC.  
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Figure 15 
Percent of Inmates Admitted to IDOC with Children, FY90 - FY04 

  
School Context 
 
Data elements used to determine school environment included the number of students 
who were truant, chronically truant, suspended, suspended more than once, expelled, 
dropouts, and truant minors in need of supervision. Also included were reported crimes 
against school personnel. All   data were collected on youth enrolled in public schools in 
Illinois, with the exception of reported crimes against school personnel. 
 
Truancy 
In Illinois, students are considered truant if they have been absent from school without 
valid cause for one or more days during the academic year (AY). In Illinois, 341,792 
youth were considered truant during AY04-05, a 22 percent increase from the 279,755 
students who were truant during AY99-00. 
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Figure 16 
Rate of Youth Reported Truant per 100,000 K-12 Students Enrolled, 

by County Classification, AY94-95 to AY04-05 

Source: Illinois State Board of Education
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Figure 16 depicts the rate of truancy by county classification for AY94-95 through 
AY04-05. Truancy programs are often made available to these students. The statewide 
truancy rate for academic year 2004-05 was 16,909 per 100,000 enrolled students. This 
represents a 21 percent increase in the statewide truancy rate from 13,961 in AY99-00.  
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Figure 17 
Percent of K-12 Truant Students Chronically Truant, by County 

Classification, AY94-95 to AY04-05 
 

 
Chronic truants are students who habitually violate compulsory school attendance law by  
being absent from school without valid cause for 18 or more school days. Chronic truant 
programs are often made available to these students, which may include mentoring, crisis 
intervention, family counseling, and academic counseling. Of those truant during AY04-
05, 55,113 were chronically truant (16 percent).  
 
An 18 percent increase was seen in the number of chronic truants from AY94-95 to 
AY04-05 (Figure 17). However, this increase is more recent. The statewide percentage of 
chronic truants declined steadily from AY98-99 through AY02-03. A 50 percent increase 
in the number of chronic truants was seen from AY02-03 to AY04-05.  
 
Truant Minors in Need of Supervision 
Truant minors in need of supervision are students ages seven to 17 attending grades K-12 
who are reported by a regional superintendent of schools, or by the Office of Chronic 
Truant Adjudication in cities of more than 500,000 inhabitants, as chronic truants (705 
ILCS 405/3-33). In Illinois, there were 22,599 truant minors in need of supervision during 
AY04-05, representing a 1 percent decrease from the 22,940 recorded during AY99-00. 
The statewide rate of truant minors in need of supervision during the 2004-05 academic 
year was 1,118 per 100,000 enrolled students, a 2 percent rate decrease from AY99-00.  
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Suspensions 
During AY04-05, 166,240 students were suspended from school, a 30 percent increase 
from 127,771 AY99-00. 
 

Figure 18 
Rate of Youth Suspended per 100,000 K-12 Students Enrolled by County 

Classification, AY94-95 to AY04-05 

 
Suspension rates of students increased from AY94-95 to AY04-05. In AY04-05, the rate 
of suspensions was 8,224 per 100,000 enrolled students. Figure 18 shows the suspension 
rate for students enrolled in kindergarten through high school by county classification for 
AY95-05 through AY04-05.  
 
The statewide suspension rate for AY04-05 was 8,224 per 100,000 enrolled students. Of 
those suspended during AY04-05, 67,960 were suspended more than once (41 percent). 
Alexander County had a suspension rate that was almost three times the statewide rate.  
 
Expulsions 
During AY04-05, 3,271 students were expelled from school, a 62 percent increase from 
the 2,017 expelled in AY99-00.  
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Figure 19 
Rate of Youth Expelled per 100,000 K-12 Students Enrolled, by County 

Classification, AY94-95 to AY04-05 

 
 
Rate increases were seen in students expelled and students who dropped out of school 
from AY94-95 to AY04-05 (Figure 19). The statewide expulsion rate for AY04-05 was 
162 per 100,000 enrolled students. This represents a 48 percent increase in the statewide 
rate of expulsions, from 110 per 100,000 enrolled students in AY94-95. Urban counties 
experienced a 64 percent rate increase in their rates of expulsions from 201 in AY03-04 
to 329 in AY04-05. During the 2004-05 school year, Peoria County had an expulsion rate 
that was five times the statewide rate. 
 
Dropouts 
During AY04-05, there were 27,066 high school student dropouts, which was a decrease 
of 19 percent from the 33,328 high school students who dropped out during AY99-00.  
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Figure 20 
Rate of High School Student Dropouts per 100,000 High School Students 

Enrolled, by County Classification, AY94-95 to AY04-05 
 

 
There was a statewide decrease in the rate of high school dropouts from AY99-00 to 
AY04-05 (Figure 20). In academic year 2004-05, the rate of dropouts was 4,435 per 
100,000 high school students. The statewide dropout rate for AY04-05 was 4,435 per 
100,000 students enrolled in high school. 
 
Crimes Against School Personnel 
Crimes against school personnel are defined as crimes committed against teachers, 
administrative personnel, or educational and other support personnel who are employed 
by a school. The reporting of crimes against school personnel to the Illinois State Police 
became mandatory for police departments in Illinois beginning in April 1996. Reported 
crimes against school personnel rose significantly from 2000 to 2005. In 2005, 3,242 
crimes against school personnel were reported to the I-UCR supplemental data-reporting 
program, a 110 percent increase from the 1,541 crimes reported in 2000. 
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Figure 21 
Rate of Reported Crimes Against School Personnel per 100,000 Persons in 

the General Population by County Classification, 1997 – 2005 

 
The rate of crimes against school personnel in 2005 was 26 crimes per 100,000 persons in 
the general population (Figure 21). Data prior to 1997 were unavailable.). 
 
Cook County experienced a 167 percent increase in its rate, from 19 crimes per 100,000 
persons in the general population in 2000, to 50 in 2005. These findings might be 
indicative of a change in reporting practices and may not necessarily represent a higher 
rate of crimes against school personnel alone. However, in 2005, 67 counties reported no 
crimes against school personnel to the Illinois State Police.  

 
 

Section 2B - State Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements 
 

1. Reduce the Rate of Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 
In calendar year 2005, 82 of Illinois’ 102 counties had a sufficient percentage of 
African-American youth 10 to 16 years old living in that county to reliably assess 
DMC (>1%).  The youth population of  83 counties was over one percent 
Hispanic.  In 2005 African-American youth between the ages of 10 and 16 in 
Illinois were arrested at a level that was more than 300 percent of their 
representation in the general youth population, while the rate for Caucasian youth 
was a mere 51 percent of their representation in the general population.  This 
means that an African-American youth in Illinois was six times more likely to be 
arrested than a Caucasian youth.  (Similar comparisons by ethnicity are not 
available in large part because the Illinois State Police’s form used to report 
arrests does not contain an ethnicity identifier.  Further, the State Police only 
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require that police departments report felony arrests and therefore many 
misdemeanor arrests go unreported, giving an incomplete picture of the true 
number of juvenile arrests.) 
 
African-American youth were admitted to detention at a rate that was three times 
their representation in the general population; Hispanics at 61 percent; and 
Caucasians at about 33 percent.  Further, an African-American youth was eight 
times more likely to be committed to an Illinois Youth Center than a youth who 
was Caucasian; a Hispanic youth also was more likely than a Caucasian youth to 
be committed.  And although the average length of stay (ALOS) for all youth in 
detention has decreased over the past years, the relative length of stay for youth of 
color remains consistently higher than that for Caucasian youth. 
 
The issue of disproportionate minority contact with the juvenile justice system is 
persistent and extraordinarily complex.  There are numerous factors that lead to 
over-representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system – for example, 
unsafe and impoverished school and home environments, lack of parental support, 
unfair practices by police departments, and unemployment.   
 
The Commission’s primary approach to reducing DMC on a community level is 
the W. Haywood Burns Institute (BI) model.  The BI is a national organization 
working to reduce the over-representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice 
system.  The BI model requires the active commitment and participation of key 
traditional and non-traditional stakeholders in the juvenile justice system.  The 
Institute leads stakeholders through a data-driven, consensus-based process that 
focuses on changing policies, procedures and practices to reduce racial disparities 
in the system.  Illinois’ project began in four pilot locations: Peoria; South 
Suburban Cook County; the Lawndale Community Area of Chicago; and St. Clair 
County and has now expanded to Macon County, the Englewood community area 
of Chicago, and Sauk Village.   
 

2. Support and Advocate for Reform in the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice 
The Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice (IDJJ) replaced the Juvenile Division 
of the Illinois Department of Corrections on July 1, 2006.  The mission of the new 
department is to treat juvenile offenders in an age-appropriate manner, provide 
rehabilitative treatment, hold youth accountable for their actions, and equip them 
with competencies to become productive members of society.    
 
The legislation creating the IDJJ passed with an assurance that the new 
department would be revenue-neutral in its creation.  However, years of reduced 
budgets, hiring freezes, and loss of positions to the adult system handicapped the 
new department at inception.  All operations of the department were affected 
including incarceration, after-care, education and administration.  From the time 
of the transition to the present, IDJJ’s incarcerated population has been 150 
percent of design capacity, necessitating housing half of the population in double-
bunked rooms, an unsafe practice that is at odds with nationally recognized 
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standards.  In 1999, the Juvenile Division had a professional aftercare staff of 145 
people and regional contracts for placement, transition and day reporting services.  
By 2006, that staffing had decreased to 13 adult division parole agents in Cook 
County.  Downstate (i.e., the area of Illinois that is outside of Cook and the 
surrounding five “collar” counties), youth were supervised by “adult” parole 
agents with shared juvenile case loads as high as 60 youth (national juvenile 
parole caseload standards are one to 24 and one to 12 for high-risk youth).  
Regarding the Department’s (IDJJ’s) educational capacity, in 1999, there were 
120 teachers funded through Illinois’ General Revenue Fund.  As of 2007, the 
number had shrunk to 54 teachers with 44 vacancies.  Cost-cutting occurred at all 
institutional levels including reducing the number of Assistant Superintendents, 
direct care supervisory personnel, health care and mental health staff, 
maintenance, custodial, administrative and other critical positions.  In some 
instances there were funds to pay salaries but the IDJJ was unable to get 
permission from the Governor’s Office of Management and Budget to post and 
fill jobs. The consequences for programming, supervision, case management, and 
safety were reflected in reduced treatment activities, effectiveness and a rising 
numbers of incidents among the population.  
 
Despite these fiscal and administrative handicaps, IDJJ has made significant 
progress.  The number of disciplinary confinements has been cut in half and the 
average time in confinement went from 8.83 days in 2006 to 3.26 days in March 
of 2008.  The rules and regulations under which the IDJJ operates were examined 
and modified to reflect its mission.  A comprehensive five-year master plan was 
completed.  The plan addresses population projections and identifies evidence-
based case management and treatment models and capital needs. Pilot 
programming of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency’s recommended 
Juvenile Assessment Intervention System screening, assessment, and case 
management and preparations for adapting the evidence-based Washington State 
Integrated Treatment Model were put in place and are proceeding. A new job 
category of Juvenile Justice Specialist was created to replace the old Youth 
Supervisor; the first class of 11 new employees were hired (the first replacement 
direct care staff to be hired in four years).  
 
A School Superintendent was hired in April 2008, and a school board was 
appointed in the summer of 2008.  Many of the teaching and principal vacancies 
have been filled.  Further, a Special Education Coordinator was hired.  The 
National Performance Based Standards monitoring system has been adopted and  
IDJJ has successfully completed its candidacy stage, fully implementing outcome 
reporting in all facilities by October of 2007.  IDJJ sought and received a grant 
from the Commission to fund the development, promulgation, and enforcement of 
new detention standards for the 17 detention centers in Illinois and to assist the 
Department in selecting new training curricula.   
 
Much work remains to be done.  Administratively, the department must 
implement training programs.  Given the influx of new staff, the importance of 
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training and retraining is significant.  Strategically, the IDJJ must devise a plan 
for addressing the changing nature of the juvenile justice population.  In 2008, 
over 150 older youth, many charged with very serious adult felonies, were 
transferred from Cook County Jail to IDJJ custody.  These young men are 
disruptive to the juvenile facilities both because of their criminal attitudes and the 
fact that they must be transported to Cook County Court as frequently as every 
week.  Finally, the State must continue to invest in the Department’s 
responsibility to provide care and treatment for committed youth and care after 
incarceration.  Although the Governor initially included funds in the SFY 2009 
budget for the creation of a statewide aftercare system, those funds were removed 
in the final budget.  All current aftercare functions continue to be performed 
throughout the state by Adult Parole Agents and do not incorporate evidence-
based practices or a continuum of youth and family interventions that reflect 
needed services and care.   
 

3. Access to Counsel 
In the fall of 2007, as part of Models for Change, the Children and Family Justice 
Center of Northwestern University School of Law and the National Juvenile 
Defender Center released an assessment of access to counsel and quality of 
representation in Illinois’ delinquency proceedings.  The assessment found that 
the overall quality of the representation of children in Illinois falls well short of 
national standards, including the following individual deficiencies.  Across the 
state attorneys for children are typically appointed at the child’s first appearance 
before a judge, depriving the child/attorney team of communication prior to the 
detention hearing and virtually assuring that all youth are detained.  Over 70 
percent of cases in juvenile court are resolved by pleas rather than by trial.  
During the plea process, youth are not adequately informed by the judge of their 
rights (i.e.,to go to trial, to be represented by counsel, to remain silent, and to put 
on a defense).  Juvenile defenders in a majority of Illinois’ counties represent 
youth according to the “best interest” rather than the “expressed interest” model 
which substitutes the attorney’s judgment for the client and can constrain counsel 
to the expectations of the court thus limiting advocacy.  By way of example, the 
assessment found that few attorneys for children in Illinois (outside major 
metropolitan areas) file written pre-trial motions, including those for discovery.  
When asked why, some of the attorneys said that they trusted the police and 
prosecutors not to “trump-up charges.”  Appeals in juvenile cases are filed in a 
few number of cases, and virtually all defenders view their duty of representation 
as ceasing as soon as the dispositional hearing has concluded.  Finally, juvenile 
defense attorneys, especially those in urban areas, are overwhelmed with large 
caseloads and high volume court calls.  Consequently, these attorneys are unable 
to provide the kind of representation necessary to insure that juvenile courts 
render reasoned and just decisions. 
 

4. Monitor the Aspects of Mental Health/Trauma Issues in the Juvenile Justice 
System and Support Efforts to Address Identified Needs 
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Increasingly, youth involved with the juvenile justice system are diagnosed with 
mental health disorders.  The Surgeon General’s 2002 Report on Children’s 
Mental Health found that the prevalence of mental health disorders among youth 
in the juvenile justice system is three times higher than that among youth in the 
general population. 
 
The National Center for Mental Health and Juvenile Justice, working in 
partnership with the Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators, completed a 
comprehensive study of the mental health needs of youth in the juvenile justice 
system.  They found that, overall, 70 percent of youth were diagnosed with at 
least one mental health disorder, with girls experiencing a higher rate of disorders 
(81.8%) when compared to males (66.8%).  Many of the youth in the study 
exhibited more than one mental health disorder.  Of those youth who were 
diagnosed with a mental health disorder, 79 percent met the criteria for at least 
one other mental health diagnosis.  The majority of youth who met criteria for a 
mental health diagnosis also were diagnosed with a co-occurring substance use 
disorder. 
 
In Illinois, there is growing concern about the number of youth in the juvenile 
justice system who suffer from mental health disorders that go undiagnosed or 
untreated.  Many youth are detained or placed in the juvenile justice system for 
relatively minor, non-violent offenses due to the lack of community-based service 
options available.  The placement of youth in the juvenile justice system as a 
means of accessing mental health care is part of a growing trend toward the 
“criminalization of the mentally ill”.  The U.S. Department of Justice conducted a 
series of investigations into the conditions of confinement of youth in juvenile 
detention and correctional facilities across the country.  These investigations 
consistently highlighted the lack of appropriate screening, assessment and 
treatment available to youth in their care. 
 
Further, youth in the juvenile justice system have a very high rate of having been 
exposed to trauma.  Child trauma has been defined by the National Institute of 
Mental Health as “the experience of an event by a child that is emotionally painful 
or distressful which often results in lasting mental and physical effects.”  Children 
exposed to trauma often exhibit a combination of symptoms or problems that 
produce varying behaviors from youth to youth which can be confusing for those 
working to understand them and far too often leads to misdiagnosis as mental 
illness.  Unfortunately in many Illinois communities there is a critical shortage of 
youth service organizations with the capacity for conducting professional mental 
and behavioral health assessments and the ability to provide proven approaches 
for treatment and so youth are often inappropriately remanded to the juvenile 
justice system. 
 
There is ample evidence and a growing body of literature that supports the need 
for mental health services in the juvenile justice system published solid and 
repeated documentation of reduced recidivism as a result of Multisystemic 
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Therapy (MST) and Functional Family Therapy (FFT) at much lower costs than 
incarceration.  A 2000 review of the research on the characteristics of effective 
mental health treatments for youth in the juvenile justice system found that 
community-based treatment and programs are generally more effective than 
incarceration or residential placement in reducing recidivism, even for serious and 
violent juvenile offenders.  Numerous reviews of evidence-based mental health 
treatment interventions have found positive outcomes including decreased 
psychiatric symptomatolgy and reduced long-term rates of re-arrest.  These 
evidence-based interventions are all family and community-based models, and are 
being used throughout the country for youth referred from the juvenile justice 
system.  Diverting youth into effective treatment that addresses their mental 
health needs and reduces the likelihood of further delinquency offers a more 
effective alternative than simply locking them up with limited access to effective 
treatment.  However, these evidenced based interventions are hard to come by for 
many communities as they require significant administrative costs to ensure 
fidelity to the model.  These costs, training for staff, fees for ongoing technical 
assistance, etc. are not generally supported by state grants and are often 
considerable for a community agency. 
 
The lack of appropriate mental health treatment for youth involved in the juvenile 
justice system can be attributed in part to the lack of coordination between the 
state’s mental health and juvenile justice systems.  While administrative 
responsibility for Illinois’ mental health system rests with the IDHS, there is no 
single entity responsible for oversight of the juvenile justice system.  That 
responsibility is widely dispersed among agencies and organizations at the local, 
county, and state levels, resulting in substantial fragmentation of the system.  The 
IDHS’ Division of Community Health and Prevention administers a full range of 
prevention and intervention programs for system-involved youth to divert youth 
from the juvenile justice system in favor of community-based services.  However, 
access to needed mental health and trauma services through those programs is 
limited by fiscal and programmatic constraints.   
 
Mental Health Pilot Initiative - In 2005 and 2006, the Department of Human 
Services collaborated with the Illinois Collaboration on Youth/Youth Network 
Council (ICOY/YNC) to implement the Juvenile Justice Mental Health Initiative 
(JJMHI).  This initiative operated through 22 IDHS provider organizations at 38 
sites throughout Illinois to provide mental health services to youth who were in 
contact with either law enforcement or the juvenile justice system and who had 
been assessed as having a mental health disorder.  Ninety-five percent (95%) of 
the youth who were served by JJMHI had no additional law enforcement contact 
during the pilot period.  Nearly two-thirds of the youth referred to the program 
had histories of offenses against other persons, while more than two-thirds (69%) 
also had histories of alcohol and/or drug-related problems.  Three-quarters (75%) 
of youth enrolled had been diagnosed with a serious mental illness, per the 
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM- IV). Of those youth with a single 
diagnosis, those diagnoses most commonly indicated were substance abuse, 
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depression and conduct disorders. Those youth who were diagnosed with dual or 
multiple diagnoses most frequently were also abusing substances in “numbers that 
are higher than would be expected.”  This initiative highlights the success of 
reduced recidivism as a result of timely access to mental health treatment at a 
community-based level.   
 

5. Focus Attention on the Issue of Substance Abuse Prevention, Treatment, and 
Recovery within the Broader Context of Mental Health Services to Youth and 
Support Efforts to Better Coordinate Systems and Services 

 
According to the IDHS Division of Mental Health, approximately 62 percent of 
youth held in secure detention in Illinois have a mental health diagnosis.  Of 
those, 68 to 78 percent have a co-occurring mental illness and substance abuse 
problem.  Approximately 24 percent of youth in secure detention have had mental 
health treatment prior to their most recent system involvement and approximately 
13 percent have had prior substance abuse treatment. These data seem to indicate 
that only a small percentage of youth receive attention to their mental health 
needs before becoming involved in the juvenile justice system.  This is further 
demonstrated by the 2006 evaluation report conducted by the Abate Group for the 
JJMHI pilot program described earlier, which provided mental health services for 
youth in the State’s youth services system as a diversion from the juvenile justice 
system.  The evaluation found that more than two-thirds (69%) of the youth 
served by the program had histories of alcohol and/or drug abuse problems and 
three-quarters (75%) of the youth had been previously diagnosed with a serious 
mental illness. 
 
A 2007 draft report Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice Population Profiles by 
Institution, profiled the 1,423 youth housed in IDJJ at a single point in time.  
According to this draft report, 1,246 youth (88%)  had a drug and/or alcohol 
problem; 1,067 youth (75%) had a mental health diagnosis and the number of 
youth found with co-occurring substance abuse and mental health was 844 or 57.9 
percent.  This seems to indicate that the prevalence of mental health and substance 
abuse issues increases with every additional level of system involvement.  These  
data seem to indicate not only that only a small percentage of youth are linked to 
services before incarceration, but also that youth are not being treated for dually 
occurring issues when appropriate.    
 
The lack of appropriate substance abuse and mental health treatment for youth 
involved in the juvenile justice system can be attributed in part to the lack of 
coordination between the state’s mental health system, substance abuse system 
and juvenile justice system. While administrative responsibility for Illinois’ 
mental health and substance abuse systems rests with the IDHS, there is no single 
entity responsible for oversight of the juvenile justice system.  That responsibility 
is widely dispersed among agencies and organizations at the local, county, and 
state levels, resulting in substantial fragmentation of the system. The IDHS’ 
Division of Community Health and Prevention administers a full range of 
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prevention and intervention programs for system-involved youth to divert youth 
from the juvenile justice system in favor of community-based services.  However, 
access to needed substance abuse, mental health and trauma services through 
those programs is limited by fiscal and programmatic constraints.   
 
Substance abuse and mental illness are also self-perpetuating in tandem. The 
mentally ill individual may not possess the behavioral temperance that would 
otherwise discourage drug use, and drug use and addiction in turn impair 
judgment, further weaken mental faculties, and may incline an individual to 
commit acts to support the physiological addiction. In delinquent populations, that 
behavior is often criminal in nature. Because mental illness and substance use 
appear together, they must be addressed together.  
 
Research indicates that the most successful treatments address both issues, 
thereby providing a holistic approach.  When treated individually, the underlying 
cause may never be addressed.  In Illinois, the lack of initial data available about 
the level, availability of services, and outcomes for youth receiving holistic 
treatment leads one to infer that youth are not receiving adequate treatment for co-
occurring disorders. 
 
In 2009, the IJJC will begin to take the steps necessary to focus attention on the 
issue of substance abuse prevention, treatment, and recovery within the broader 
context of mental health services to youth. The IJJC recognizes that the absence 
of services to address either issue dramatically hinders the opportunity for a 
successful outcome.   The IJJC intends to further research and monitor the 
prevalence of mental health disorders, substance abuse issues and co-occurring 
disorders in both the State’s youth service system and its juvenile justice system.  
The IJJC will research best practice models for adequate and timely treatment of 
each.  Further, the IJJC will begin working to address the failures of cross-system 
coordination. 
 

6. Develop Alternatives to Secure Detention throughout the State 
In 2005, there were 16,284 admissions to secure detention statewide, an 11 
percent decrease from the 18,245 admissions in 1995. In 2005 60 percent of 
detention admissions were black youth, 28 percent were white youth, and 11 
percent were Hispanic youth. Most youth admitted to detention were male (83 
percent). A total of 26 percent of youth admissions to detention were due to a 
violent offense, followed by property offenses (23 percent) and warrant offenses 
(22 percent). Cook County detention admission data by category of offense were 
unavailable.  
 
The state rate of annual detention admissions increased slightly in the 10 years 
examined (1995 to 2005). In 2005, the rate of detention admissions was 1,267 
admissions per 100,000 youth ages 10 to 16. The average daily population of 
youth in detention centers was 970. The average length of stay of youth in 
detention was 15 days.  
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Illinois has embraced efforts to create alternatives to secure detention.  Through 
the Illinois Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative Partners Group, a 
partnership among the Annie E. Casey Foundation, the IJJC, the Illinois Probation 
and Court Services Association, the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, 
Youth Network Council, and the Illinois Department of Human Services, a 
number of counties have been given grants and/or technical assistance to develop 
detention alternatives in their communities.  As a result of several IJJC funded 
grants and continued technical assistance provided by the Partners Group, 
counties experienced fewer detention days when those counties implemented 
detention alternative strategies.  In addition, detention alternatives have been 
demonstrated to be effective and much less expensive than secure detention.  
When the last of the funding to these communities ended, the Partners group, 
through funding from both the IJJC and the Casey Foundation, continued to 
support counties’ efforts through a number of technical assistance and local 
systems reform efforts such as data collection and analysis, detention screening 
instrument reform, etc..   
 
Recently, progress in the area of detention reform in Illinois has begun to slow.  
The initiative can and does continue to make progress at a local level, but real 
systems reform must come at a higher level, an accomplishment yet to be realized 
through the efforts of the Partners Group.  To that end, and coupled with a new 
focus of the Annie E. Casey Foundation, Illinois intends to shift its focus to a 
statewide replication model examining the efficacy of the Partners Group with 
this new focus and forging a stronger alliance with the IJJC.   

 
7. Monitor Female Involvement in the Juvenile Justice System and Support Gender-

Specific Programs 
Girls make up the fastest growing segment of the juvenile justice system in 
Illinois and across the nation.  However, according to an OJJDP report released in 
2008, Juvenile Arrests 2006, girls still commit far less crime than their male 
counterparts (only 29 percent of youth arrests in the United States).  As with most 
states, the Illinois’ juvenile justice system is not fully prepared to address the 
increasing need for gender-specific programming as almost all of the existing 
alternative programs were designed for delinquent boys and their needs. 

 
There are risk factors that put juveniles at risk for delinquency, as well as 
protective factors that help reduce delinquency.  Many risk and protective factors 
are applicable to both boys and girls, but girls are more affected by physiological 
and relational risk factors.  The unique needs of girls, including sexually-
transmitted disease, teenage pregnancy, substance abuse, mental health issues, 
abuse, and exploitation, as well as their patterns of delinquency, warrant gender-
specific programming. 
 
In Illinois, girls are becoming increasingly visible in the juvenile justice system, 
particularly for offenses against a person and status offenses.  Girls have 
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experienced a greater increase than boys in rates of arrest.  While evidence 
indicates girls are being arrested for increasingly violent offenses, misdemeanor 
batteries appear to be the underlying cause of much of the current increase. 
 
The IJJC has provided funds to ICJIA to conduct  a three-pronged analysis of the 
issue: system analysis (arrest, detention, corrections); risk and protective factors; 
and state and national gender-specific programming.  The study is close to 
completion; the final report is expected to be completed in 2009.  IJJC also 
supports the training, development and implementation of gender-specific 
programming for females in an effort to create an environment that realistically 
addresses the treatment needs of females in the juvenile justice system. 
 

8. Continue the State’s Efforts to Improve Jail Removal Strategies 
Although Illinois is currently in compliance with the JJDP Act requirement for 
jail removal, as recently as 2000 the state was not in compliance.  In addition, the 
Illinois Juvenile Court Act, as rewritten in 1998, allows for juveniles age 12 and 
older to be detained in county jails and municipal lockups for up to 12 hours (up 
to 24 hours for violent offenses).  This puts Illinois statutes in direct conflict with 
the jail removal requirement of the JJDP Act.   
 
In light of these facts, the IJJC is continuing to prioritize the need for additional 
jail removal strategies.  Specifically, IJJC continues to support jail removal efforts 
in rural areas by approving grants to transport juveniles from rural counties to 
juvenile detention centers elsewhere in the state.  Certain parts of the state are 
three or four hours from a detention center.  Without transportation programs, 
county sheriff’s departments would have the responsibility of transporting minors 
for the detention hearings.  One or two deputies could be occupied for their entire 
shift.  A number of rural counties may only have two deputies working at one 
time.  The transportation grants help offset this expense and ensure the youth can 
be held in a juvenile detention center, as opposed to county jail, and still be 
present for a detention hearing. As detention alternative efforts expand to more 
counties it is expected to have a positive impact on the overall detention rates of 
juveniles in county jails and municipal lockups. 

 
9. Improve the State’s Data Collection and Analysis Efforts 

As discussed above, there is a significant need to improve the quality of juvenile 
justice data in Illinois.  The steps that are needed include both improving the 
quality of data currently being collected by various state and local agencies and 
identifying areas in which more or new data are needed.   
 
As Illinois attempts to develop and implement improvements in the juvenile 
justice system, it becomes even more important that coordinated and accurate 
information is collected and analyzed to ensure good decision making.  Juvenile 
justice information collection continues to be hampered by outdated technology, 
lack of resources and inadequate infrastructure to report juvenile data. Collection 
of data that includes race and/or ethnicity continues to be unavailable at most 



 85

points in the system. The IJJC intends to support efforts, including legislation, to 
better coordinate juvenile justice information gathering and availability. 

 
SECTION 3 – PLANS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE FIRST THREE CORE 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE JJDP ACT AND THE STATE’S PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE 
MONITORING 

 
3A- Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 
 
No minor accused of a status offense (an act that would not be criminal if committed by 
an adult) may be securely detained in a jail, lockup or juvenile detention center.  
Examples of status offenses are truancy, running away, curfew violations, underage 
drinking and being ungovernable.  An exception is granted for status offenders detained 
for violation of a valid court order.  This requirement also extends to non-offenders, 
children who fall under the Juvenile Court Act who are abused, neglected and/or 
dependent.  Under the rules of the exception, the state has to prove that the original court 
order was valid, that the minor had received all of his/her rights under the Gault decision, 
that the minor had been ordered to do or not to do something, that conditions of the order 
had been given orally in a court and in writing, and that the minor had been admonished 
that violation of the court’s order could result in detention.  Prior to being ordered into 
detention for contempt of court, the case would also have to be reviewed by a group, not 
composed of court employee or police officials, to assure that all other means of dealing 
with the juveniles had been exhausted.  The judge is not bound by the group’s 
recommendation.  
 
At present, Illinois is not in violation and therefore does not use this valid court order 
exception. Illinois instead considers the instances where status and non-offenders are 
detained for contempt of court as violations of the Act.  Staff continue to monitor the 
contempt of court violations to see if Illinois needs to prepare to use the valid court order 
exception. 
 
Status 
Illinois continues to be in compliance with the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 
(DSO) core requirement. 
 
In 2006, 2007 and 2008, Illinois was in compliance with the DSO core requirement: 
Illinois reports that it had no DSO violations in jail or lockup facilities these years. 
 
In 2006, violations in juvenile detention centers totaled 51.In 2006 13 counties out of 17 
with 
Juvenile detention centers accounted for all 51 violations. In 2006 Illinois de minimus 
figure for compliance in 2006 was 188 violations.   
 
In 2007, violations in juvenile detention centers totaled 52.In 2007 11 counties out of 17 
with juvenile detention centers accounted for all 52 violations. Illinois’ de minimus figure 
for compliance in 2007 was 188 violations. 
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In 2008 violations in juvenile detention centers totaled 63.In 2008 11 counties out of17 
with juvenile detention centers accounted for all 63 violations. In Illinois’ de minimums 
figure for compliance in 2008 was 188.       
 
Plan to Maintain Compliance Status 
Illinois has worked diligently to become compliant with the DSO core requirement of the 
JJDP Act.  Illinois continues to ensure it will maintain compliance through a variety of 
strategies: 
 

1. The Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission (IJJC) is concentrating its efforts on 
those six counties that accounted for 84 percent of the detention of status 
offenders in juvenile detention centers.  IJJC staff have found that meeting in 
person with key stakeholders in the juvenile detention process helps to educate 
persons on detention alternatives and development of additional resources.  As 
IJJC staff conduct local meetings, attempts are made to involve the detention 
center leadership, juvenile probation, the judiciary, state’s attorney and public 
defender.  Community service providers are involved in subsequent discussions 
and planning efforts, as needed. 

 
2. The Illinois Department of Human Services (IDHS) has previously funded four 

projects designed to prevent status offenders from being detained in a secure 
setting.  The pilot projects were chosen based upon the community need and the 
high number of DSO violations exhibited in each targeted community.  IDHS 
intends to continue to use strategies such as these to address issues in newly 
identified counties as appropriate, as their success is evident by the overall 
compliance of the state. 

 
3. The IJJC is working in partnership with the Illinois Juvenile Detention 

Alternatives Initiative Partners Group to address these issues on multiple fronts.  
Site visits, technical assistance opportunities, capacity building efforts, and more 
are part of the approach to address the DSO issues in the counties. 

 
4. The IJJC is also beginning to work closely with the education community 

regarding truancy issues.  In some Illinois communities, truants are court-ordered 
to attend school.  If the youth does not attend school then it is a contempt of court 
and sometimes the youth is detained.  IJJC is interested in working with the 
Illinois State Board of Education and Regional Superintendent of Schools offices 
to develop alternatives to holding truants in secure detention.  The Illinois State 
Board of Education has been invited to attend the Juvenile Detention Alternatives 
Symposiums in the past where truancy alternatives were addressed and the IJJC 
will continue to explore ways of working collaboratively with ISBE around this 
issue. 
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3B - Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders 
 
Juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent, status offenders, and non-offenders 
shall not have contact with adult persons who are incarcerated because they have been 
convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal charges.  The separation of 
juveniles from adults must be both by sight and sound. 
 
There were no changes to Illinois’ plan for compliance with the separation requirement. 
An update of Illinois’ current status is provided below. 
 
Status 
Illinois has a solid record of being in compliance with the separation requirement of the 
JJDP Act.  Before the core requirements of the Act were established, the state had 
statutorily mandated that adult and juvenile offenders be held sight- and sound-separate.  
In 2007 and 2008 there were no findings of non-compliance with the separation 
requirement. 
 
Plan to Maintain Compliance 
Illinois continues to devote significant resources towards compliance monitoring 
activities.  The activities to ensure the state maintains compliance with the separation 
requirement are the same as described in the compliance monitoring section of this plan.  
The IJJC believes that by having the compliance monitoring function address several core 
requirements it is a more efficient use of resources. 
 
 
3C - Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jail and Lockups 
 
Currently in Illinois the six-hour hold exception is utilized.  Illinois is in full compliance 
with the Jail Removal requirement and therefore, the rural removal and transfer/waiver 
exceptions are not utilized.   
 
Juveniles accused of committing acts which would be not be criminal for adults are not to 
be securely detained in jails or lockups.  A rule of reason is applied, allowing alleged 
delinquents to be detained for up to six hours for the purpose of investigation and 
identification.  The clock starts the moment a juvenile is placed into a locked setting.  
This includes any locked room, or when a juvenile is handcuffed to a stationary object.  
At the end of the six hours the juvenile must be released or transferred to a juvenile 
detention center.  
 
Prior to the year 2000, Illinois had been using the old interpretation that once the clock 
started, it could not be stopped until the juvenile was released from custody, even if the 
juvenile was removed from the locked setting.  Starting in 2000, Illinois began using a 
new interpretation of the rule approved by OJJDP stating that once the clock starts it can 
be stopped once the juvenile is permanently removed from the locked setting. 
 



 88

The Illinois Juvenile Court Act was rewritten with many provisions becoming effective in 
1999.  One new provision is in direct conflict with the Jail Removal requirement of the 
JJDP Act.  The new provision permits county jails and municipal lockups to detain 
minors 12 years of age and older up to 12 hours, unless the offense is a crime of violence, 
in which case the minor may be detained up to 24 hours.  This new provision was a key 
factor in Illinois’ lack of compliance with the jail removal requirement in 1999. 
 
Status 
Illinois continues to be in compliance with the jail removal core requirement. 
 
In 2006, 40 county jails and 174 municipal lockups in Illinois securely detained juveniles. 
Of these, 11 county jails and 26 municipal lockups exceeded the six-hour limit at least 
once, resulting in 176 violations (58 in county jails and 118 in municipal lockups). The 
de minimus number for Illinois is 274. 
 
In 2007, 39 county jails and 176 municipal lockups in Illinois securely detain juveniles. 
Of these, 12 county jails and 27 municipal lockups exceeded the six-hour limit at least 
once, resulting in 160 violations (51 in county jails and 109 in municipal lockups). The 
de minimus number for Illinois is 274. 
 
In 2008, 39 county jails and 30 municipal lockups exceeded the six hour limit at least 
once, resulting in 191 violations (62 in county jails and 124 in municipal lockups). The 
de minimus number for Illinois is 274. 
 
Plan to Maintain Compliance 
Illinois developed a number of strategies to come into compliance with the jail removal 
core requirement and will continue with a number of these efforts. 
 
1. Illinois expanded the number of juvenile detention beds by 46 percent (694 beds to 

1,282 beds) from 1989 to 2005.  This has resulted in less reliance on the use of county 
jails and municipal lockups to detain juveniles.  In fact, Illinois has gone from not 
enough detention beds to having an excess of detention beds. 

 
2. IJJC continues to support jail removal efforts in rural areas by approving grants to 

transport juveniles from rural counties to juvenile detention centers elsewhere in the 
state.  Currently, there are four grantees located strategically throughout the state.  
Certain parts of the state are three or four hours from a detention center.  Without 
transportation programs county sheriff’s departments would have the responsibility of 
transporting minors for the detention hearings.  One or two deputies could be 
occupied for their entire shift.  A number of rural counties may only have two 
deputies working at one time.  The transportation grants help offset this expense and 
ensure the youth can be held in a juvenile detention center, as opposed to county jail, 
and still be present for a detention hearing. 

 
3. IJJC has made a strong commitment to developing alternatives to detention 

throughout Illinois.  As alternatives to detention are developed more juveniles are 
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allowed to remain in their community in non-secure settings.  This directly impacts a 
reduction in the detention of juveniles in county jails and municipal lockups.  The 
alternatives to detention emphasis in Illinois originally began almost a decade ago 
when Cook County was chosen by the Annie E. Casey Foundation as a site to 
implement detention alternatives strategies.  At that time, the Cook County Juvenile 
Detention Center was chronically overcrowded.  After unparalleled success in Cook 
County many of the lessons learned have been adopted by IJJC with the goal of 
replicating similar projects throughout Illinois.  One of the critical foundations of 
IJJC detention alternatives work has been to realize that what works in Cook County 
may not work in another county.  Each community has its unique issues, resources 
and challenges.  IJJC is working in partnership with communities to develop 
detention alternatives. 

 
4. The IJJC has supported the Illinois Probation and Court Services Association in co-

sponsoring an Alternatives to Detention Symposium in conjunction with the Annie E. 
Casey  Foundation. The Symposium has been held annually with over 50 counties 
attending. The format of the Symposium is for participating counties to send teams of 
key stakeholders (i.e. juvenile judge, juvenile probation director, state’s attorney, 
detention center director, etc.) to participate.  Throughout the Symposium the teams 
are encouraged to develop strategies that can be used in their community. 

 
5. The Commission along with the Department of Human Services continues to actively 

support proposed legislation to bring the state back in line with the core requirements 
of the Federal JJDP Act. In particular, as it pertains to this core requirement, Illinois 
law currently allows for a youth between 12 and 17 years of age to be held in a secure 
lockup for up to12 hours, unless the offense is a crime of violence in which case the 
minor may be detained up to 24 hours. This is of course, is in direct violation of the 
Federal JJDP Act.  

               
        
3D - Plan for Compliance Monitoring 
 
To adequately report compliance with the core requirements of the JJDP Act data must be 
collected from all facilities where juveniles are placed while they are under the 
jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court Act.  The data are used to determine the State’s 
compliance with the core requirements that: 

 No status or non offenders are securely detained; 
 Adult and juvenile offenders are detained sight and sound separate from each 

other; 
 Juvenile offenders are detained in jails and lock ups for no more than six hours; 
 The problem of disproportionate incarceration of minority youth is identified and 

addressed. 
 
Strategy, Activities and Timetables 
Illinois has successfully implemented a coordinated strategy to monitor compliance with 
the JJDP Act.  The Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission, which is housed within the 
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Illinois Department of Human Services, works closely with the Illinois Department of 
Corrections (DOC), the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) and the  
Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) to monitor compliance. Staff from 
the IDOC, IDJJ and IDHS gather information, classify the facilities and inspect the 
facilities. As issues arise at local facilities, the AOIC is often included in the discussion 
and development of a strategy with the local facility to maintain compliance. 
 
Compliance monitoring activities occur continuously throughout the three-year grant 
cycle.  Secure facilities that hold juveniles are inspected annually.  Detention monitoring 
is accomplished through self-reporting by secure facilities to the Juvenile Monitoring and 
Information System (JMIS, and since moving to a web-based platform in 2003/2004 is 
now referred to as eJMIS), review of IDOC and IDJJ inspection reports and on-site visits 
conducted periodically by IDOC, IDJJ and IDHS staff to verify both the self-reported 
data and sight and sound separation.  The IDHS coordinates all elements of the reporting 
system as well as operates the eJMIS, the automated data collection system for not only 
IDOC and IDHS but also the AOIC and the IDJJ.  
 
IDOC and IDJJ will continue to use its legislative authority to conduct on-site inspections 
and monitor state laws and regulations.  The data reported on eJMIS and the data 
collected by IDOC and IDJJ are verified on-site through a grant to IDOC and IDJJ. IDOC 
and staff visit jails, municipal lockups as well as facilities such as airport authorities, 
Illinois State Police headquarters, large shopping malls and sports arenas. IDJJ staff visit 
juvenile detention centers and iyc facilities. 
During on-site visits IDOC and IDJJ staff also provide technical assistance to facilities in 
coming into compliance with JJDPA requirements and clarifies reporting errors found in 
the Ejmis. 
  
The IDHS compliance monitor is responsible for overseeing the process, coordinating 
with other state agencies and compiling data collected by IDOC, IDJJ and eJMIS. The 
compliance monitor 
Assists in the updating and development of the eJMIS computer program, provides 
technical assistance to local agencies, maintains monitoring data and drafts the 
compliance monitoring report. 
 
As indicated in the enclosed budget, Illinois is allocating $275,000 toward compliance 
monitoring activities. 
 
1. Identification of the Monitoring Universe 
The State must identify all public and private residential facilities in which juveniles 
could be placed under the Illinois Juvenile Court Act. IDOC and IDJJ are the exclusive 
sources of identifying and classifying public secure residential facilities that would be 
monitored for compliance with the JJDP Act. An updated Master Universe List for jails, 
municipal lockups, detention centers and iyc facilities is compiled by IDOC and IDJJ 
after on-site inspection and the list is submitted to IDHS. The list is computerized, 
reviewed by above agencies and updated regularly. The list has seven data elements 
(facility, report to eJMIS, holds juveniles securely, source of inspections, last date of 
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inspection and next scheduled date of inspection, public or private facility and juvenile 
and or adult)       
  
IDOC has three field staff who dedicates 50 percent of their time to monitoring jails, 
municipal lockups and other facilities for juvenile core requirements and state juvenile 
standards and one support service person at 100 percent of time. 
IDJJ has one field staff monitoring juvenile detention centers and iyc facilities 100 
percent of time for above requirements   
 
2.  Classification of Facilities  
Facilities must be classified to determine which ones should be considered as secure. 
Secure detention is defined as placing a juvenile in a locked room or cell or handcuffing 
him/her to a stationary object. DOC performs on-site inspections which include walking 
through the facilities as a juvenile would while being processed and reviewing facility 
detention logs in order to determine if a facility is secure or non-secure.  If secure, the 
facility reports to eJMIS. A reporting exemption is made for facilities that have an 
approved written policy stating that juveniles are not securely detained. Secure facility 
policies are checked annually to assure that there have been no changes. When “no hold” 
facilities securely detain a juvenile they are required to file an unusual incident report to 
ID0C. IDOC and the IDHS compliance monitors provide technical assistance in 
developing appropriate no hold policies for facilities when requested. 
  
All IDJJ facilities securely hold juveniles (juvenile detention and iyc youth centers) and 
technical assistance is provided by them when needed. 
 
Information about the current classification of facilities in Illinois is presented below: 
 

Facility Type # of 
Facilities 

# that Securely 
Detain Juveniles

# Reporting to 
eJMIS 

Jails 94 37 37 
Lock-Ups 826 166 166 
Detention 17 17 17 
Training 
Centers 8 8 0(reports, but not 

to JMIS) 
 
 
3.  Inspection of Facilities 
Inspection of facilities is necessary to ensure an accurate assessment of each facility’s 
classification and record keeping.  After initial on-site visits, facilities that hold securely 
receive an annual inspection.  The IDOC inspection includes:   

1)   A review of the physical accommodations to determine whether it is a secure 
or non-secure facility and whether adequate sight or sound separation between 
juvenile and adult offenders exists.   

2)   A review of the record keeping system to determine whether sufficient data 
are maintained to determine compliance with the JJDP Act.   
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3)   A review of non-secure facilities “no hold” policies to determine if an 
exemption is appropriate.   

4)   Provision of technical assistance to bring facilities into compliance as 
necessary.  When IDOC finds violations, the governing board (county board 
or city council) and administrator (sheriff, police chief or chief judge) is 
notified in writing.  If the violation is serious, IDOC may conduct a follow-up 
inspection 60 to 90 days later.  If the violation continues, IDOC may ask the 
Illinois Attorney General to file suit against the county or municipality asking 
that the court grant an injunction to stop the violation. 

 
IDJJ follows the same process re: sight and sound separation, record keeping and for 
compliance violations. 
 
In 2006 staff from the IDOC visited 444 full and part-time municipal lockups, 67 county 
jails and 17 juvenile detention centers. IDOC also conducted approximately 44 on-site 
technical assistance visits.  
 
In 2007 staff from the IDOC visited 456 full and part-time municipal lockups, 92 county 
jails and 17 juvenile detention centers. IDHS monitor visited five Illinois Youth Centers. 
IDOC also conducted approximately 44 on-site technical assistance visits.  
 
In 2008 staff from the IDOC visited 357 full and part-time municipal lockups and 88 
county jails. IDJJ monitor visited 17 juvenile detention centers and four Illinois Youth 
Centers.  IJJC will continue to utilize the services and expertise of IDOC and IDJJ to 
monitor compliance with all three of these core requirements. 
 
The purpose of on-site visits by the compliance monitor is to verify data already collected 
on eJMIS or by IDJJ and is not intended to be an inspection.  For example, the 
compliance monitor does not look at the size of the detention cells, menus, bed structure, 
etc. as IDJJ might on an inspection visit.  The compliance monitor tours the facility and 
reviews logs to reconcile them with eJMIS/IDJJ data and tracks how juveniles move 
through the facility to document sight and sound separation. 
 
4.  Data Collection and Verification 
This is the actual collection and reporting of data to determine whether the facility is in 
compliance with the core requirements.  Compliance monitoring is accomplished through 
self-reporting by secure facilities to eJMIS and review of IDOC and IDJJ inspection 
reports covering a 12-month period. Therefore, the data must be verified.   
 
The IDHS operates eJMIS.  JMIS was originally designed in 1978 to monitor compliance 
with deinstitutionalization of status offenders, but has been updated to include the other 
core requirements.  At a minimum, information is requested on each individual detained 
and currently includes age, race, gender, sex, alleged offense, date and time of intake, 
date and time of detention hearing and ate and time of release.  Five years ago, the system 
was moved to a web-based platform whereby detention centers are able to enter data into 
the computer on a daily basis. This facilitates the generation of current reports in various 
combinations for different purposes.  
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All juvenile detention centers are required to utilize eJMIS.  It is the only source of 
information on length of detention and presenting offense, which is essential for 
addressing compliance with length of detention and presenting offense, which is essential 
for addressing compliance with DSO and Jail Removal requirements.  It is also the only 
source for information on racial breakdown of youth detained, for determining the over-
representation of minority youth in incarceration.   
 
IDOC and IDJJ have statutory authority and have acted on that authority to inspect, 
approve, monitor and set training standards for county jails and municipal lockups, 
juvenile detention centers and youth centers that have applied under the law as holding 
facilities. The IJJC compliance monitor has assisted IDOC and IDJJ in verifying state 
standard compliance with the new act and will provide technical assistance to facilities 
becoming collocated.  
 
The data reported on eJMIS and the data collected by IDOC and IDJJ are verified on-site.  
At present all secure holding facilities report to eJMIS. IDOC and IDJJ staff ensures 
compliance by on-site visits. Both IDOC and IDJJ have adopted the eJMIS data reporting 
form, as its monthly report form.  Each month jails, lockups and detention centers which 
securely detain juveniles, report to eJMIS. At present, only detention centers report on 
eJMIS. 
 
The compliance monitor is responsible for these processes, coordinating with other state 
agencies an analyzing data collected by IDOC, IDJJ and eJMIS.  The compliance monitor 
assists in the updating and development of the eJMIS computer program and electronic 
transfer of data, provides technical assistance to local agencies, maintains monitoring 
data and drafts the compliance monitoring report. 
 
 
Role of the State Advisory Group 
At each of the quarterly IJJC meetings, a monitoring compliance report is presented.  The 
IJJC (Illinois’ State Advisory Group (SAG)) is also provided with an annual compliance 
report for each of the four core requirements.  The reports identify the core requirement, 
provide a summary of the current status, and include supporting documentation. 
 
Individual IJJC Commissioners are also involved in working with local government 
agencies in the event that compliance issues become a concern.  For example, one county 
may be inappropriately holding status offenders in secure detention.  The IJJC then 
discusses strategies to help the county improve in this area.  One strategy may be that a 
Commissioner who is well respected by county officials convenes a meeting with IDHS 
staff, county juvenile justice staff and other stakeholders to identify ways to reduce the 
number of status offender confinements. 
 
In addition, IJJC has adopted the following policies:   

a. Applicants and grantees must be in full compliance with the four core 
requirements of the JJDP Act in order to receive IJJC funds. 
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b. Grantees must report any finding of non-compliance with the four core 
requirements to the IJJC within 15 days of discovery.  If notified within the 15 
days, then the IJJC will work with the jurisdiction to correct the situation and 
prevent further incidents of non-compliance.  If notified after 15 days, then IJJC 
will treat non-compliance as a violation of the core requirements and consider 
termination of grant funding for that grantee. 

 
Assurance to Maintain Compliance 
Illinois has worked hard over the last three years to maintain compliance with the core 
requirements of the JJDP Act.  Plans to monitor the state’s compliance are on file and 
status reports reflected in IJJC meeting minutes.  The resources to be allocated toward 
compliance monitoring are reflected in the state’s application for Formula funding, and 
contracts for compliance monitoring activities are written and on file.  In the event 
resources for compliance monitoring are lost and would jeopardize Illinois’ ability to 
remain in compliance, the OJJDP will be notified and a plan presented. 

 
 
SECTION 4 – PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE DISPROPORTIONATE 
MINORITY CONTACT CORE REQUIREMENT 
 
Phase I:  Identification 

 
1. Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets (Attachment 2) 

Spreadsheets displaying information on relative rate index (RRI) for the following 
geographic areas are included as Attachment 2 of this application: 

 Illinois – Statewide 2005 
 Cook County 2007 
 Macon County 2007 
 St Clair County 2006 
 Peoria County 2006 

 
2. DMC Data Discussion 

 
Please see Section 6B of this application, below, for a discussion of barriers to data 
collection and dissemination in Illinois. 
 
The OJJDP recognizes that there are nine ‘decision points’ in the juvenile justice 
system.  Illinois has the capacity to collect data on some, but not all, of the nine 
decision points at the state level.  However, information is available on a county level 
in the counties where DMC projects are located.  Further, the IJJC has partnered with 
ICJIA to collect and publish data on DMC statewide.  These data allow the IJJC to 
identify counties that have DMC issues and to develop strategies to address them.  
The MacArthur Models for Change Initiative in Illinois, the IJDAI Partners Group, 
the AOIC, the Redeploy Illinois Oversight Board and a group of juvenile justice 
advocates known as the Pathways Group are working in close collaboration to 
encourage and facilitate data collection at the community/county level on the nine 
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decision points in the system, and to provide technical assistance and support to 
communities as needed.  In addition, the Pathways Group, Redeploy Illinois and 
Models for Change are working to develop, pilot and implement a web-based data 
collection system.  In its initial phase the system will gather probation data. 
Additional phases are planned to further expand the scope of the system. 
 
Statewide RRI Discussion  
 
The last three-year plan included statewide RRI data for 2003.  This plan presents 
2005 statewide data as it is the most current data available statewide.    
 
In 2005, Illinois had 82 (of 102) counties with an African American population 
greater than 1 percent and 83 counties had a Hispanic population greater than 1 
percent.  This is almost double the percentages reported three years ago in Illinois’ 
last three-year plan. Please refer to the Special Issues section on DMC on pages 39 to 
53 of this application for a detailed analysis of the 2005 statewide RRI data.   
 
In 2003, Illinois reported an RRI of 4.85 in regards to the arrest rate for African 
Americans. In 2005 that number increased slightly, to 5.34.   
 
The RRI for admissions to the Illinois Department of Corrections have remained 
relatively unchanged.  In 2003, the RRI was 5.15 for African Americans and 1.34 for 
Hispanics; in 2005, the rates were 5.34 and 1.12, respectively.  
 
The RRI for detention among both populations has increased.  In 2003, the RRI for 
African Americans was 2.94 and for Hispanics was .083; in 2005, the rates were 8.15 
and 1.68, respectively.  
  
These numbers obviously seem to indicate that DMC is not improving in Illinois and 
the information does, to some degree, help us to focus efforts on areas of need, 
however, these data are frustrating in that the only statewide data available at this 
time are 3 years old and are not an adequate reflection of progress made.    

 
Individual County Level RRI Discussion 
 
Peoria County 
Peoria County’s RRI for juvenile arrests has decreased. In 2005, Peoria reported an 
RRI of 14.20; in 2006, it was 11.37. Peoria has been effective in reducing DMC 
through the implementation of peacekeeping circles and BARJ trainings in local 
schools. Peoria County will continue efforts to expand into more schools and to 
incorporate a two-tiered warrant process to reduce failure-to-appear violations. 
 
St Clair County 
Decision point data in St. Clair County indicate progress in reducing disparities. In 
comparison to 2005 data, In 2006, St. Clair has seen a significant decrease in the RRI 
related to cases resulting in confinement. The rate dropped from 1.89 to 0.95. 
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In 2005 there was an RRI of 1.06 for cases transferred to adult court. In 2006 only 
three total African American youth were transferred. RRI numbers regarding arrests 
and detention have remained the same. St. Clair County is continuing to monitor 
juvenile arrests, their targeted decision point.  
 
Cook County 
In 2007 Cook County continues to strive toward improving data collection efforts for 
decision point data. Cook County currently collects data across all of the nine contact 
points, but not all are aggregated for race or ethnicity. Arrest cards also do not capture 
data for Hispanics, as they are categorized as an ethnicity and not a race. The IJJC is 
diligently working to address these problems so that data across all contact points can 
be reported. Efforts to effect change in the state’s data collection and monitoring 
process are described in the Monitoring and 2009-2011 Plan Update section of this 
application.  

 
Macon County 
Macon County is a new provider and, as such, is reporting baseline data for 2007. 
Juvenile arrests due to failure-to-appear warrants and confinement in secure detention 
facilities are targeted areas.   
 
 

PHASE II: Assessment/Diagnosis  
 

In December 2005, the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJIA) published 
a report titled Assessing Disproportionate Minority Contact with the Illinois Juvenile 
Justice System.  The data came from the U.S. Census Bureau, Criminal History Record 
Information, and Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC).  The report was presented to 
the IJJC in December 2005. The IJJC contracts with ICJIA to develop this report, which 
presents the most recent and accurate statewide data and provides the basis for future 
assessments. 

Illinois is in the process of developing a current statewide DMC assessment. There is a 
multitude of factors that have contributed to DMC appearing in places where it was once 
not present. Based on the RRI across the nine decision points, DMC is an issue in 82 of 
Illinois’ 102 counties. Gentrification in and around the city of Chicago has lead to a 
massive migration of minority youth into areas across the state that were previously 
sparsely populated with such demographics. The IJJC will continue to work with the 
ICJIA towards reporting on all pertinent data, including arrest, probation, and referral 
numbers. Illinois will also work with juvenile justice stakeholders statewide to assess 
causal factors that can be attributed to the disparities occurring statewide, and in addition 
work with other states with OJJDP funding to ascertain best practices. 
 
As measured by OJJDP indices of disproportionate minority contact, African-American 
youth in Illinois were over-represented among youth arrested and committed to IDJJ.  
Additionally, in most of the counties where African-American youth constituted more 
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than 1 percent of the general juvenile population, they were disproportionately arrested 
and committed to IDJJ.  This assessment of disproportionate minority contact offers a 
more precise evaluation of the extent to which African-Americans were over represented 
among arrested and incarcerated youth in Illinois than has been utilized in the past. 
 
Evidence also exists that shows over-representation of Hispanic youth among IDJJ 
commitments.  As measured by either index, in most Illinois counties where Hispanic 
youth constituted more than 1 percent of the juvenile population, they were over-
represented among youth committed to IDOC.  When looking at the state as a whole, 
however, Hispanic youth were over represented as measured by the relative rate index. 
 

 
PHASE III: Intervention 

 
There are numerous factors that lead to minority youth involvement in the juvenile justice 
system at a disproportionate level.  Unsafe school and home environments, a lack of 
parental support, unfair practices used by police departments, poverty, and 
unemployment are all factors that may contribute to DMC.  Data show that African-
American teenagers are arrested at a rate of more than three times that for Caucasian 
teenagers in the United States.  However, the overall impact of DMC is greater than what 
statistics display.  
 
DMC is about much more than an imbalance of numbers.  When youth of color are 
treated differently than other youth, community support for the juvenile justice system 
erodes.  However, a fair and developmentally sound juvenile system that holds youth 
accountable for their actions, provides for their rehabilitation, protects them from harm, 
increases their life changes, and manages the risk they pose to themselves and to the 
public will reduce DMC. 
 
It is difficult to ignore the fact that African-American youth, and to a lesser degree 
Hispanic youth, are over-represented in Illinois’ juvenile justice system.  In some cases, 
they are dramatically over-represented.  The next step for juvenile justice system 
practitioners and policymakers in Illinois is to improve DMC assessments so that they 
help state and local staff better understand where the problem of DMC is the most severe, 
while simultaneously working to address the problem.  Reducing DMC in Illinois will 
require the collective and sustained resolve of lawmakers, private entities, community-
based organizations, law enforcement officials, and concerned citizens working together 
to advance the IJJC’s recommendations to the Governor and the members of the General 
Assembly. 

  
Progress Made in FY2008 

 
Statewide Progress 
The IJJC continues to maintain a DMC sub-committee and support a full-time statewide 
DMC Coordinator.  The IJJC currently funds seven DMC sites.  Detailed descriptions of 
progress made at each are provided below.  
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The IJJC has established three main goals pertaining to DMC.  The information that 
follows highlights the progress made toward those goals in the past year. 
 

1. Improve the state’s data collection and analysis efforts.  In order to address DMC, 
Illinois needs to collect data on race and ethnicity at all key decision points within 
the system. 
 
As discussed above, current data collection and reporting systems are inadequate to fully 
measure DMC and other juvenile justice initiatives throughout Illinois.  To address this 
issue, the 2nd Judicial Probation Department, in conjunction with the 2nd Judicial Circuit’s 
Models for Change project and the IDHS Redeploy Illinois program, has initiated the 
construction of a new case management and data collection system for juvenile cases.  
The new system will have the components needed to capture data for Redeploy Illinois, 
JDAI, BARJ, and DMC.  The initial design process included evaluators to provide 
information regarding database formats, and consultants from the National Center for 
Juvenile Justice (NCJJ) who provided database templates and expertise in the field of 
data integration.  A portion of the Redeploy Illinois program funding has been allocated 
for the development and eventual implementation of this project. 
 
In collaboration with the MacArthur Foundation’s Models for Change DMC initiative, 
Illinois’ DMC has also created a Racial Coding Manual. The manual will be used for 
collecting data on race and ethnicity. The document not only discusses strategies for 
collecting and reporting data for minorities, but also stresses the importance of collecting 
this information accurately. The IJJC has reviewed and approved the manual, and 
developments are underway for distribution and training for statewide use.  The 
Department of Juvenile Justice has begun using the manual during the intake process.  
The Commission continues to encourage the Illinois State Police to modify the 
fingerprint card currently in use. As discussed above, this card initiates the arrest record 
and fails to capture ethnicity.   
 
Illinois DMC is in the process of developing a current statewide DMC assessment.  
Please see Phase II above and Phase IV below for details about the Chapin Hall DMC 
Survey. 
 

2. Increase awareness of DMC issues and encourage action.  To maintain 
commitments for reform, more education needs to be done about the nature of 
DMC and why reform is crucial to the overall strength of the juvenile justice 
system. 
 
Working to promote DMC awareness statewide is also a key initiative the IJJC is actively 
planning to accomplish.  
 
On October 31 through November 2, 2007, the IJJC and IDHS sponsored Illinois’ first 
annual collaborative juvenile justice conference entitled “Connecting the Pathways.” This 
conference was designed to disseminate knowledge and promote collaboration between 
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juvenile justice and youth development workers from across the state.  The conference 
was spawned out of a realization that the state’s juvenile justice reform initiatives are 
focused on similar outcomes but do not necessarily work in conjunction with one another 
towards the achievement of common goals. The conference served as collaboration 
among five programs: the Illinois Balanced and Restorative Justice Initiative, Juvenile 
Detention Alternatives Initiative, Redeploy Illinois, the MacArthur Foundation’s Models 
for Change initiative, and Disproportionate Minority Contact.  All DMC Coordinators 
participated in the conference; some hosted informational sessions concerning DMC.  
Sixth District Court Judge and South Suburban DMC Advisory Board member Michael 
Stuttley delivered a keynote address regarding the judicial response to DMC.  In addition, 
the IJJC sponsored a DMC Legislative Reception at the conference, which was attended 
by approximately 250 conference participants, as well as members of the General 
Assembly and representatives from the Governor’s Office. 
 
The Models of Change initiative, supported by the IJJC, is another effort in Illinois 
created to replicate successful DMC models of juvenile justice reform through targeted 
investments, and funded by the Chicago-based John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation. With long-term funding and support, the Illinois initiative of Models for 
Change has collaborated with the IJJC to disseminate educational materials, including the 
DMC booklet Illinois: Reducing DMC, Promoting Accountability and Fairness In 
Juvenile Justice.”  This booklet is aimed at educating policy makers, agency directors, 
justice system representatives, law enforcement personnel and interested citizens about 
the issue of DMC.  
 
In 2008 Illinois’ DMC [staff?] participated in a student leadership conference sponsored 
by the Illinois Steps AHEAD/GEAR UP grant. GEAR UP is a federal program 
administered through the U.S. Department of Education. The program provides 
educational services, internships and college scholarships to low income students. Illinois 
Steps AHEAD (ISA) hosts an annual student leadership conference at a state university 
to celebrate participating students’ accomplishments. Students at the conference engage 
in a multitude of workshops and seminars, including discussions on college access and 
financial aid, community development, gang prevention, and drug and alcohol 
abstinence. The conference in 2008 also featured a comprehensive juvenile justice 
informational session. Students learned about a wide variety of issues related to juvenile 
justice, including the intricacies of DMC and its causal factors, ways in which youth can 
become involved, trainings on peace-keeping circles and BARJ, and a seminar about 
some aspects of life in prison. Representatives from the Illinois Department of 
Corrections, DMC Coordinators and youth groups all participated in facilitating 
workshops. The three-day event was held in August at the University Illinois in 
Urbana/Champaign and was immensely successful.  Illinois’ DMC will continue yearly 
participation at this event and will also continue to pursue every avenue possible to 
promote awareness of DMC. 
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3. Direct financial resources to communities to address DMC.  Investing in community 
programs strengthens their ability to monitor progress and provide alternatives to 
incarceration for youth of color. 

 
The IJJC has continued to fund DMC Site Coordinators (including the new sites) and a 
State DMC Coordinator.  As discussed later in this section, the IJJC has also directed 
funds toward a statewide DMC evaluation.  Efforts are ongoing to evaluate ways to direct 
funding toward the improvement of DMC reduction efforts across the state. The DMC 
Coordinator participates in as many local trainings, conferences, and workshops 
pertaining to DMC as possible. The DMC Coordinator has also participated in several 
national conferences pertaining to juvenile justice initiatives including the new DMC 
Coordinators’ training sponsored by OJJDP and the Oregon Governor’s Youth Summit 
on DMC.  
 
Site Specific Progress 
 
Cook County- South Suburbs 
 
Program Description 
SSDMC (South Suburban Disproportionate Minority Contact) Forum on Youth utilizes a 
data-driven and consensus-based process that focuses on reducing disproportionate 
minority contact. Although changes occur among the stakeholders, SSDMC creates a 
work plan to maintain focus on the goals and objectives. SSDMC works in collaboration 
with the stakeholders such as judges, prosecutors and public defenders, probation 
department, police, community groups and the business community.   
 
The Burns Institute model was a component of the overall SSDMC Program. The three-
phase Burns Institute model consists of the following three steps:  

1.  Convene regular meetings with stakeholders 
 Collaborate by forming subcommittees/work groups that comprise 

traditional and non-traditional stakeholders 
 Identify targeted communities 

2.  Collect data and perform analysis 
  3.  Recommend alternatives to detainment 

 Develop and implement systemic reform 
 Encourage interventions 
 Programs leveraged from SSDMC process 
 Risk assessment instrument 

 
Although Cook County has 36 municipalities, SSDMC currently focuses on the following 
Cook County south suburban communities:  City of Chicago Heights; Village of 
Riverdale and Village of Robbins. 

 
 Program Goals and Objectives 

SSDMC focuses on the following goals and objectives: 
1. Examine and modify policies and procedures systemically. 
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2. Develop or improve an objective risk assessment instrument (RAI) to 
determine which youth are appropriate for detention.   

3. Analyze decisions made at sentencing that lead to disproportionate 
representation of youth of color.  

4. Provide input, feedback and assistance to the SSDMC process 
 
Program History 
The SSDMC Foundation was established to promote viable alternatives to incarceration 
for minority youth within the Cook County South Suburban Sixth Municipal District and 
provide guidance to the various municipalities addressing issues and factors that lead to 
minority youth confinement.  As part of the larger state and national initiative, SSDMC 
seeks to correct inequities associated with juvenile justice and youth welfare.  The burden 
of disproportionate minority confinement falls particularly heavily in economically- and 
politically-distressed communities.  To be effective remedies for DMC, the juvenile 
justice system must respond more appropriately to the needs of youth, their families, 
neighborhoods and the larger community when youth of color who come into contact 
with the juvenile justice system.  SSDMC goes beyond the identification and 
explanations of disproportionate minority contact and confinement and puts community-
based recommendations, strategies and remedies into action. 
 
In support of the program objectives, SSDMC Advisory Board was formed in May 2002. 
SSDMC Forum on Youth utilizes data-driven and consensus-based process that focuses 
on reducing disproportionate minority contact. Although changes occur with 
stakeholders, SSDMC creates a work plan to maintain focus on their goals and 
objectives. 
 
Currently their goals are: 

1) Identifying gaps in services and resources for at-risk youth; and 
2) Obtaining actual reduction in arrest, court referrals and detention of youth of 

color. 
 

SSDMC works in collaboration with the stakeholders such as judges, prosecutors and 
public defenders, probation officers, police, community groups and the business 
community.  The SSDMC project has continued to emphasize identification and 
coordination of existing community strengths to address these inequities through 
proposed remedies at the local level with a coordinated inclusion of schools, law 
enforcement, and other relevant areas of government.  SSDMC convenes Advisory Board 
meetings and forms subcommittees or workgroups, with both traditional and non-
traditional stakeholders.  The SSDMC Site Coordinator collects and analyzes data and 
assists the Advisory Board with formulating recommendations for alternatives to 
detention of youth.  The Advisory Board continues to develop and implement systemic 
reform and encourage intervention-using programs leveraged from SSDMC strategies to 
reduce DMC. 
 
The Juvenile Justice Council Advisory Board for the South Suburban Disproportionate 
Minority Contact was formed in FY 2006.  Members of this collaborative included the 
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Judge of Cook County Sixth District Municipal Court, south suburban public school 
administrators, state attorneys, police chiefs and officers, juvenile probation officers, 
community and faith-based organizations, youth recreational and social service 
organizations, youth, parents and educators.  The makeup of the board resulted from a 
concerted effort to identify adults that touch and /or make decisions regarding young 
people’s lives.  Special consideration is made to provide immediate services to all 
referrals that are before the Juvenile Justice Council Advisory Board.  The group meets 
quarterly and has made substantial progress towards alleviating DMC in the South 
Suburban Cook County. 
 
During FY 2008, SSDMC was able to celebrate several key accomplishments in 
alleviating DMC. The collaborative effort among local agencies including schools, local 
businesses, the police department, and community based organizations was a key 
component of their success. Included among the highlights for SSDMC during year were 
the following: 
 

Summer Youth Works Program 
During the summer of 2008 SSMDC collaborated with the Illinois Department of 
Transportation, Illinois Area Project, and the Governor’s Office to provide a 
Summer Youth Works Program. Over 225 youth across South Suburban Cook 
County received summer jobs, supervised by the Public Works Department. 
Seventeen of the 36 communities of the south suburbs were served through this 
initiative including the Sixth Municipal District which SSDMC serves. The 
opportunity allowed youth to gain a sense of entitlement, a steady income and job 
skills and training. SSDMC partnered with the Chicago Area Project to 
incorporate a Financial Literacy Independence Program in conjunction with the 
job program to provide information to the youth about fiscal responsibilities, 
values clarification, budgeting, and checking and savings accounts. 
 
Zero Tolerance Policy 
Under the guidance of 6th District Juvenile judge Michael Stuttley, SSDMC 
implemented a Zero Tolerance policy pilot program in Illinois School District 
#148, which covers the Riverdale / Dolton Communities. Participants included all 
district #148 principals, assistant principals, teachers, safety officers and deans of 
discipline, as well as community residents and parents.    
 
Zero Tolerance policies work to expel students from the school system for severe 
discipline issues, without any provisions for rehabilitation or explanation. Judge 
Stuttley and SSDMC worked to provide intervention and actions that forego the 
traditional  automatic  suspension/expulsion route, and provide an extensive array  
of family and child support services, including  parenting classes. The classes 
were mandated by the 6th district court to be attended by parents and students in 
order to gain compliance. 
 
In addition to the court-ordered parenting and conflict resolution classes, SSDMC 
also worked directly in the schools. At the Harriet Tubman School, for example, 
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SSDMC utilized three Masters-level social work students as interns to work 
individually with 11 students from the school. These youth were all candidates for 
suspension or expulsion. The interns worked with the youth on a daily basis for 
the duration of the school year in conjunction with the school’s social worker. 
Through diligent work, only one student went on to get suspended, none were 
expelled and each improved their academic standing in school. Efforts are 
underway to expand the program into more schools. 
 
Cook County DMC Informational Exchange 
In July 2008, SSDMC hosted a group of delegates from Hamburg, Germany, for 
a DMC informational exchange. Selected social workers from an international 
exchange program with the Youth Network Council in Chicago were hosted at 
the Cook County Juvenile Court. Two DMC Coordinators from Cook County's 
DMC effort were present, and assisted in educating the delegates on the issue of 
DMC from both a national and local perspective. The socioeconomic and 
legislative factors that contribute to DMC were also topics of discussion. DMC 
staff were, in turn, educated on the components of the juvenile justice system in 
Hamburg, and the presence of DMC as an issue in Germany, as well.  

 
 Peoria County  
 

Peoria County DMC continues to monitor juvenile justice data related to their identified 
target populations.  These are youth charged with aggravated battery and youth detained 
on warrants for failure to appear for a court date or technical violations of probation.  
Through the implementation of community programs, as well as efforts to work with 
school and court officials to bring systemic change, a reduction in DMC has occurred. 
  
A county-wide DMC assessment conducted in 2004 determined that substantial numbers 
of African-American youth admitted to detention were held as a result of aggravated 
battery charges, and that nearly half (47 percent) of aggravated battery charges stemmed 
from incidents at school.  Looking closely at the circumstances of those aggravated 
battery charges, the DMC Project concluded that modifications to the county’s risk 
assessment instrument and implementing a Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) 
Program might lead to reductions to DMC.  Teacher training in the use of Peace Keeping 
Circles began at one high school and one middle school in FY 2006. 
 
Six Circle training sessions were held in 2006.  A total of 87 teachers in District 150 were 
trained in this BARJ practice.  The goal of Circles is to build relationships with students 
and improve the atmosphere within the school to make it a safe place for students to learn 
and for teachers to teach.  In addition to Circles with students, both Trewyn Middle 
School and Manual High School requested and have implemented staff Circles.  Manual 
formally introduced Circles with their students in January 2007, with the beginning of 
homeroom assignments for students. 
 
Although the Circles training occurred in 2006, the foundation for this effort began in 
2005 with planning and sub-committee meetings with Peoria Public Schools.  From the 
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time of the meeting with school officials in November 2005, there was a steady decline in 
aggravated battery admissions to the Peoria County Juvenile Detention Center.  The 
purpose of our meetings was to facilitate, rather than direct, discussions about police 
reports and data related to aggravated battery offenses.  After reviewing the information, 
the School District agreed to enforce the correct implementation of the current discipline 
protocol that included several steps before involving the police.  It appeared, through the 
police reports, that the protocol was not being followed and that law enforcement 
personnel were being introduced into the situation far too early, resulting in 
confrontation.  
 
The DMC Coordinator co-facilitated the Circles training, which require an extensive time 
commitment on the part of both the teachers and the trainers.  The duration of Circle 
training is 24 hours, as teachers meet for three days, eight hours each day.  The teachers 
invested a combined total of 2,088 professional development hours toward the betterment 
of their students.  Training 87 teachers required 144 total hours of training on the part of 
the DMC Coordinator.  Peoria DMC believes the commitment on the part of the teachers 
is truly impressive and will show through as they facilitate Circles at their schools.    
 
Staff from five schools participated in the Circles training, which potentially allows for 
1,166 students to be impacted by the supportive, healing benefits of Peacemaking Circles.  
The children who attend these five schools are from neighborhoods in Peoria with high 
rates of crime and poverty. Two of the five schools work exclusively with youth 
exhibiting negative or violent behavior, placing them at high risk for suspension and/or 
expulsion.  In addition, these schools have a predominantly African-American 
population.  We expect a further reduction in the number of minority youth detained, as 
the number of referrals between school and juvenile detention decrease.  A survey 
covering January through May of 2007 was given to the teachers and students who 
participated in the training.  The survey gauged participants’ assessment of the overall 
effectiveness and usefulness of the training.  At Manual High school, 68 percent of 
respondents claimed that the trainings helped to improve respect between teachers and 
students; 58 percent said that negative behaviors in class have reduced since the circles 
began and 53 percent reported that relationships between teachers have improved.  
 
Progress has continued in FY08. Aggravated battery to school personnel represented two 
percent of total admissions to detention. This represents a significant decrease from the 
baseline year of 2005 where aggravated battery accounted for ten percent of total 
admissions. Failure to appear warrants also decreased accounting for ten percent of total 
admissions down 4 percent from the baseline year of 2004. 
 
With the completion of an additional Peacemaking Circles training in August, Circles 
have now been successfully expanded and implemented into seven of the 12 Peoria 
Public Schools. With the assistance of the Illinois Balanced and Restorative Justice 
Initiative, we were able to train 62 teachers and staff of Kiefer School in Peoria.  Peoria 
County DMC continues to watch the progress of all schools that have been trained and 
seeks to train additional schools in the near future.   
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Peoria DMC has also trained 12 students at Manual High School to be our first group of 
Peer Jurors.  MHS has officially included Peer Jury as part of their discipline process. 
Students hear cases and collaborate with referred students to develop disciplinary 
agreements with the goal of repairing harm caused by their behavior.   
 
In 2005, Peoria County DMC developed a two-tier warrant process.  This process was 
constructed in hopes of bringing systemic change by reducing the high number of 
warrants issued for youth who fail to appear in court. Although they have demonstrated 
high amounts of success in reducing failure to appear warrants amongst youth, this 
recommendation has been placed on hold, pending further review by court officials. 
Attempts in engaging county officials towards implementing the two tier warrant process, 
have over the years been continuously unsuccessful. 

 
Lawndale 
 
The Lawndale DMC Advisory Board continues to provide information to the IJJC on a 
quarterly basis.  The reports describe detention strategies and community initiatives, and 
illustrate the progress made in FY2006. 
 
The Lawndale Community is located on the west side of Chicago and is sometimes 
referred to as North Lawndale and South Lawndale.  The 2000 Census reports the 
following data for the North Lawndale Community: total population, 41,768; Caucasian, 
not Hispanic, 383; African-American, 39,363; Hispanic, 1,896; unemployed, 16 years of 
age and over, 3,304; and families with incomes below poverty, 3,958.  The data for South 
Lawndale are as follows: total population, 91,071; Caucasian, not Hispanic, 3,210; 
African-American, 12,097; Hispanic, 75,613; unemployed 16 years of age and over, 
3,626; families with incomes below poverty, 3,905.  Although the exact number of youth 
between the ages of 10 through 16 years in the Lawndale Community is unknown to the 
site at this time, the DMC Coordinator is currently working with the Illinois Department 
of Human Services to obtain this information as it is anticipated to be a significant 
number.  There are more African-American youth in this community than any other race.   
 
The Lawndale DMC site was launched in 2002.  At its inception, a committee was 
formed to select a program coordinator, to lay the groundwork for the Advisory Board, 
and to define Lawndale’s geographic boundaries.  After conducting several interviews, a 
Coordinator was selected and then trained by the Burns Institute.  Members for the 
Advisory Board were selected based on the diversity suggested by the BI Model.   The 
members included community-based agency representatives, Chicago Police Department 
representatives, data analysts, Cook County Juvenile Probation Department personnel, 
Cook County Assistant State’s Attorney representatives, and Cook County Juvenile Court 
Judiciary.  Through the collaborative process, it was agreed that community boundaries 
would be determined by three ZIP codes – 60608, 60623, and 60624, all within the 
boundaries of the 10th Municipal Police District.  These ZIP codes became the focal point 
for collecting arrest and detention data.   
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Once launched, the Coordinator helped to establish a community coalition and collect 
baseline data.  Using the BI Model as a template, a timeline was established, data were 
examined, community mapping was completed using Lawndale youth, a matrix was 
created, a target population was selected, and detention reduction strategies were put into 
practice.  A partnership was formed between the community, the court, and the juvenile 
temporary detention center.   

 
In the third year, the Governance Board, based on community input, implemented 
community initiatives designed to provide employment skills, improve the relationship 
between teen fathers, their children, and girlfriends, develop leadership skills in teens, 
and engage Lawndale parents in meaningful forums.  These programs continue to operate 
with community involvement.  The employment program provides Lawndale teens with 
interview skill training, resume writing, internship, and opportunity for employment upon 
completion of the orientation program.  The fatherhood program has a sixteen week 
curriculum that explores issues confronted by teen fathers, and it provides them with 
strategies to build and maintain relationships with their children and mother of the 
child(ren).  The Lawndale youth group has maintained a bi-monthly meeting schedule 
since formation.  The emphasis of this group remains community activism through 
relationship building and education.  This group has facilitated four youth retreats, each 
with aggressive agendas for change in conditions of the community.   

 
The Lawndale DMC has focused on 15 and 16 year old African-American males brought 
in on juvenile arrest warrants as its target population.  Attention has also been given to 
the total number of youth detained in the Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detention 
Center, particularly those youth who hail from the Lawndale area.  Through dedicated 
efforts made by the Lawndale DMC, reductions have been seen in both of these areas. 
 
There was a significant decrease in the total number of youth detained in the Cook 
County Juvenile Temporary Detention Center between the first quarter (1,214) and the 
second quarter (1,085) of 2007.  There was also a 20 percent reduction (782 versus 555) 
in the number of African-American youth detained during this time.  Lawndale residents 
accounted for 10 percent of detention center admissions.  The number of African-
American youth who were detained also declined slightly (139 in the first quarter, 
compared to 123 in the second quarter). 
 
There have also been tangible improvements in DMC.  During calendar year 2007, 70 
youth from the target population in Lawndale were detained on warrants only. This was a 
seven percent decrease from calendar year 2006.  There were six months in which only 
one or no youths were detained on juvenile arrest warrants.  Arrests continue to be 
highest during the summer months, which suggests that additional diversion activities 
should be implemented during that time.  The reductions in DMC can be directly 
attributed to community-wide efforts undertaken by the Lawndale DMC. 
 
A policy was implemented in the Cook County Juvenile Probation Department during FY 
2008 to identify and reduce the number of probation officer-filed violations of probation. 
This policy is intended to reduce holds in custody as a result of technical violations, 
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especially where an alternative to detention strategy can be utilized. The effect of this 
policy on requests for hold in custody as a result of violation of probation will be 
monitored.     

 
During FY 2008 the Lawndale Youth Community Action Network (LYCAN) held the 
third annual youth leadership retreat. The retreat was attended by more than 20 Lawndale 
community youth, adult volunteers, and Cook County Juvenile Court Probation Officers. 
The retreat maintained its focus on youth leadership development and included youth 
presentations and guest speakers. The LYCAN group has maintained a routine bi-weekly 
meeting schedule since inception. Youth participants remain valued advisors in the 
development of DMC reduction strategies.   

 
The Lawndale parents group met quarterly and maintained its focus on condition of the 
community, with specific focus on drug sales and use. To that end a town hall meeting 
was convened to discuss strategies for supporting the work of the local police department 
and reducing drug traffic in the community. The implementation of the Massachusetts 
Youth Screening Instrument-II (MAYSI-II) has enabled the Cook County Juvenile 
Probation Department to identify and refer minors who present with substance use issues 
at the adjudication screening phase. Data collection and analysis of the MAYSI-II is in 
progress.  
 
Lawndale’s Pre-Employment Program (PEP-U) held numerous training class during 
FY08. Youth referred to this program received specialized training in job readiness, 
resume writing, interviewing, and internship opportunity. Program participants were 
placed with local businesses including, North Lawndale Community News and Clean 
Slate, Inc. This program continues to provide service to court wards and non-wards from 
the Lawndale and Englewood communities.  
 
St. Clair County 

 
The St. Clair County Advisory Board continues to focus on reducing DMC amont its 
targeted population.  The Advisory Board, through the incorporation of community 
stakeholders, school officials, and law enforcement officials, has evolved into the 
Juvenile Justice Committee of the Saint Clair County Youth Coalition.  The committee 
meets bi-monthly to address a wide range of issues affecting juvenile delinquency.  
 
St. Clair County also continues to focus on juvenile arrest warrants. The number of 
warrants has dropped dramatically over the past five years.  In the baseline year of 2002, 
juvenile arrest warrants comprised 48 percent of all admissions.  In 2007, that number 
was reduced to 22 percent.  The use of sanctions for technical violations and the issuance 
of summons in lieu of warrants in appropriate cases can be seen as a catalyst for this 
decrease. 
 
St Clair County also monitors total quarterly admissions. While yearly totals have 
declined, in 2007 African-Americans comprised 72 percent of all admissions, which was 
seven percent higher than the baseline rate of 65 percent in 2002.  To address this issue, 
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increased prevention efforts have been directed to areas of the county in which most 
African-American offenders reside (East St Louis and Cahokia).  Additional after-school 
programs and community organizing efforts have been implemented in an attempt to 
decrease admissions.  The increase can also be attributed to a county population 
migration.  In 2006, East St. Louis and Cahokia residents comprised 17.1 percent and 9.6 
percent of total detention center placements.  In 2007 these figures jumped to 20.4 
percent and 12.7 percent, respectively.   
 
Continued Strategies to Address DMC 
 
1. Continued use of sanctions for technical violations, both in-house and Day/Evening 

Reporting in lieu of warrant/summons or court appearance.  
2. Issuance of summons in lieu of warrant when reasonably certain that minor will 

appear for court hearing. 
3. Continued support by the juvenile judge regarding the number of juvenile arrest 

warrants issued, while making every effort to issue summons in lieu of juvenile arrest 
warrants. 

4. Recent Juvenile Justice Retreat to form strategies for the future with particular 
interest on prevention and early intervention in our target areas                       
(Cahokia, East St. Louis). 

5. Continue to meet with Juvenile Justice Stakeholders (Bi-Monthly) to address current 
and future DMC issues while making DMC a permanent component of any Juvenile 
Justice initiatives.   

6. Continued monitoring of the Risk Assessment Screening Instrument (RAI) to ensure 
objective decision making.  

7. Youth speaking forums and focus groups (needs assessments) conducted with over 90 
youth in our target areas. 

8. Active involvement with the Regional Office of Education and the St. Clair County 
Truancy Review Board as a preventive measure to involvement in the Juvenile Justice 
System. 

9. Partnering with Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville (SIUE) School of 
Psychology to address mental health and behavior issues with juveniles. 

10. Participate as a member of the Juvenile Drug Court Formation Committee  
11. Two DMC presentations to the Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville School of 

Social Work. 
 
During FY 2008, St. Clair County received a Reclaiming Futures grant from the Robert 
Wood Johnson Foundation. The grant will allow for the establishment of a juvenile drug 
court. Juvenile drug courts are seen as a way for youth and families to receive 
rehabilitation, intervention and treatment for substance abuse issues, generally at a level 
that is higher than the normal court process. The grant will provide $135,000 for training 
and technical assistance. St Clair DMC is currently discussing strategies for 
implementation. 
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NEW DMC PILOT SITES 
 
Macon County 
 
Macon County is centrally located in Illinois. It has a population of 114,706.  While               
roughly 20 percent of Macon County’s juvenile population is youth of color, 70 percent 
of the county’s securely detained population is from racial or ethnic minority groups.  
This level of disproportionate representation is clearly very high, yet given the decrease 
in Macon County’s secure detention bed space, the actual numbers of youth in detention 
are relatively low.  While the detention numbers are low and theoretically manageable (in 
terms of reduction), the question remains whether or not youth of color are being treated 
fairly and appropriately detained.   

 
On June 5 and 6, 2007, staff from the Burns Institute conducted in-person interviews with 
key stakeholders from Macon County’s juvenile justice system, as part of a readiness 
assessment.  Stakeholders included representatives from the DMC Subcommittee, 
Probation, the court, law enforcement personnel, community-based organizations, 
community representatives, and the Prosecutor and the Office of the Public Defender.  
Some interviews were conducted with individual representatives from the agencies and 
organizations listed above, while other interviews consisted of small groups of 
individuals from each agency.   

 
Document Review 
The following documents were obtained and consulted in the course of the assessment: 

(1) Arrest data from the Decatur Police Department 
(2) Arrest data from the Macon County Sheriff’s Department 
(3) Macon County Circuit Court Judicial Assignments Document 
(4) Annual Plan of the Sixth Judicial Circuit Probation & Court Services Department 
(5) Macon County Community Corrections Intake Screening  Instrument  
(6) Juvenile Detention Data  
(7) Average Daily Population Study 
(8) Juvenile Probation Orders 
(9) Interactive Illinois Report Card 

 
The interviews revealed that, in general, the majority of stakeholders recognize that there 
is a disproportionate number of African-American youth in the juvenile justice system 
when compared to their numbers in the general population.  A few individuals went 
beyond the issue of mere statistical disparity and expressed concern that African-
American youth, in some situations, received disparate treatment in comparison to 
Caucasian youth from similar situations.   
 
Beyond the general acknowledgement that youth of color are over-represented in 
detention and throughout Macon County’s juvenile justice system, most stakeholders 
interviewed cited a host of behavioral and socio-economic factors as the causes of DMC.  
Only a small number of system officials and community-based service providers 
interviewed expressed a belief that juvenile justice policies and practices might be 
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contributing to DMC in Macon County.  The virtual absence of stakeholder focus on 
juvenile justice policies and practices has allowed stakeholders to function without any 
critical analysis of how detention intake and other key decisions may be impacting DMC. 
 
In 2001, Macon County closed its local juvenile detention facility.  At present, the 
County contracts with Sangamon County for seven beds.  Contextually, the 2001 facility 
closure is important because, to some degree, it forced system stakeholders to modify 
how they used secure detention.  As one stakeholder explained, “Detention space drives 
everything.”  However, while the facility closure forced stakeholders to use secure 
detention differently, our interviews reveal that stakeholders have widely divergent 
opinions regarding the actual “purpose” of secure detention.  Some individuals indicated 
that the current bed space limitations result in only the appropriate youth being detained - 
i.e., those youth who significantly threaten public safety and/or who risk failing to appear 
at subsequent court hearings.  These individuals articulated public safety and risk of flight 
as the primary reasons for the use of secure detention.  Yet, other stakeholders seemed to 
lament the local facility’s closure because it “teaches [the kids] a lesson – they need to 
see the bad life.”  One stakeholder expressed the sentiment that the secure facility 
“worked” because it was often used for “timeouts” for youth from their families.   

 
Despite assertions from most stakeholders interviewed that only youth with serious 
felony charges currently end up in detention, a look at police referral and detention 
admission data indicates that youth are detained with a range of charges from failure to 
appear warrants to weapons possession.  While it is apparent that some youth of color are 
being inappropriately detained, further detention data collection and analysis will be 
required to more accurately determine what, if any, trends characterize how youth of 
color enter into detention and which policies and practices should be targeted for reform.  

 
In Macon County, various juvenile justice agencies collect and analyze data in prescribed 
ways, but there is currently no collective use of data to analyze or address DMC on the 
part of the Justice Council or the DMC committee.  Probation, however, has openly 
acknowledged the need to be “more data driven” and has begun to be more intentional 
about disaggregating data by race, ethnicity, gender and offense in order to better inform 
its overall effectiveness as well as to better understand and address DMC. In response to 
addressing Macon County’s deficiencies towards addressing DMC, a training has been 
scheduled with the Center for Children's Law and Policy on a new data template they 
have developed that concisely aggregates DMC data. 
 
Macon County DMC has also sponsored some educational and training opportunities in 
the community. One of the first trainings sponsored by DMC was BARJ (Balanced and 
Restorative Justice) training, held in June 2008. Macon County DMC also sponsored a 
gang awareness and prevention workshop to discourage gang involvement and educating 
present gang members and their families on the possibility of success after leaving a 
gang. 
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Sauk Village 
 
Sauk Village is located in south suburban Cook County.  Sauk Village has a population 
of 10,410, 65 percent of whom are African-American.  A readiness assessment design 
was created for Sauk Village with the following goals: 

1) Assess and document the extent of overrepresentation of youth of color in the 
juvenile justice system from the Sauk Village Community. 

 
2) Assess and document south suburban Cook County’s ability to address DMC in 

Sauk Village using the following criteria: 
a. Stakeholders’ engagement and collaboration; 
b. Community engagement and collaboration; 
c. Purpose of alternatives to detention and utilization of alternatives to 

detention; 
d. Capacity for data collection and analysis; and 
e. Identification and documentation of other factors that could impact DMC 

reduction efforts effectively. 
 
Meetings to discuss the DMC initiative were attended and facilitated by key stakeholders 
from Sauk Village, community-based and faith-based organizations, and residents of 
Sauk Village.  The dialogue focused on strategies for the collection of both formal and 
informal data on arrests of community juveniles at risk of detention and the selection of a 
target population. 
 
Sauk Village: Youth Leadership Group (Y.E.S.) Youth Expecting Solutions  
In response to a need to reduce the number of youth arrested (formally or informally), 
Y.E.S. youth  leadership  group  was  formed  to  address  issues  facing  the  youth  of  
Sauk  Village.  Initially,  the  group  started  out  with  10  members,  but  now the group  
has  grown  to  35  participants.   Group meetings are held every Monday from 4pm until 
6pm.  SSDMC has placed three interns (Masters Degree students in Social Work from 
Governors State University) who co-facilitate the group and perform individual 
counseling when necessary. The  youth of Sauk Village found it necessary to form the  
group as a part of the SSDMC efforts to address the many issues they are experiencing  in  
Sauk Village. Y.E.S. has worked with elected officials from Sauk Village to ensure that 
their voices are heard in a positive and effective manner. Youth have met with Sauk 
Village Mayor Roger Peckham, to discuss the use of recreational facilities to keep youth 
off the street.  
 
The Y.E.S.  leadership group also met with the Chief of Police of Sauk Village  
concerning the establishment of a Teen Task Force. The Teen Task Force was charged 
with assisting the police with keeping youth and communities in Sauk Village safe. 
Impressively, the Y.E.S. group planned, facilitated and executed a successful candle light 
vigil at the scene where the 15-year-old young woman was killed in the woods near a 
creek.  The YES youth leadership group coordinated all aspects of the memorial, which 
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involved youth, families and clergy from the community, and resulted in extensive 
coverage by the local CBS television affiliate.  
 
A selection of youth recently completed the Sauk Village Community Mapping Project.  
Each participant wrote a one page essay entitled “Through Our Eyes” A community 
perspective.  Youth surveyed city streets, analyzing decision point data and interviewing 
key stakeholders. Youth who successfully completed the mapping process received 
desktop computers and printers from SSDMC for their time and effort.   
 
Englewood  

Englewood is one of the 77 official community areas in the City of Chicago. It has a 
population of 40,000 inhabitants, 98 percent of whom are African-American.  IJJC 
representatives attended community stakeholder meetings in the Englewood community 
on October 30 and December 11, 2006.  These meetings were attended and facilitated by 
key stakeholders from community-based agencies, religious organizations, and residents 
of the Englewood community.  The discussions focused on developing strategies on 
collecting data on youth at risk of detention and selecting a target population.  These 
stakeholder meetings were well-organized, informative, and demonstrated collaboration 
within this group. 
 
The Illinois State DMC Coordinator convened meetings on February 1 and 22, 2007, to 
determine the breadth of participation by Cook County juvenile justice system 
stakeholders.  At these meetings were representatives from the Judiciary, State’s 
Attorney’s Office, Public Defender’s Office, Police Department, and Juvenile Probation 
Department.  These meetings were detailed, organized, and goal-directed. Through the 
work accomplished at these meetings, a readiness assessment was developed with the 
following goals. 

1.) Assess and document the extent of overrepresentation of youth of color in the 
juvenile justice system from the Englewood Community. 

2.) Assess and document Cook County’s ability to address DMC in Englewood using 
the following criteria: 

a. Purpose of alternatives to detention and utilization of alternatives to 
detention; 

b. Stakeholder engagement and collaboration; 
c. Community engagement and collaboration; 
d. Capacity for data collection and analysis. 

3.) Identify and document other factors that could impact DMC reduction efforts.  
 

The following documents were included in the readiness assessment: 
1. JDAI Quarterly Reports: January 1, 2006 – December 31, 2006 
2. City of Chicago Police Department Arrest Data  
3. Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detention Center (CCJTDC) Referral & Intake 

Data  
4. CCJTDC Screening Data 
5. CCJTDC Daily Population Data 
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6. W. Haywood Burns Institute Site Manual  
7. W. Haywood Burns Institute Readiness Assessment Consultation Report 

 
Stakeholders are well informed by statistical reports confirming the over-representation 
of youth of color, specifically African-American youth.  In the past, Cook County has 
demonstrated the ability to reduce the detention population through employment of 
detention alternatives programs.  These race-specific reduction strategies that have been 
implemented to date across geographic boundaries have not met performance 
expectations.  The Englewood DMC Advisory board will, first, need to identify the target 
population, then develop consensus about the strategies to be applied.   

 
A review of the data available for the 12 months of 2006 highlights the problem the 
Englewood community faces in demonstrating disproportionate DMC.  Englewood is 
98.3 percent African-American (US Census 2004).  Therefore, demonstrating DMC in 
Englewood requires comparison of data from this community to both city-wide and 
county-wide rates.  In some instances, there is limited or no access to that data for 
comparative purposes.  The primary reasons are that the data have not been collected and 
cannot be disaggregated by race, community or ZIP code.  

 
City- and county-wide youth arrest data disaggregated by community or ZIP code for 
calendar year 2007 were not available at the time of this report. During calendar year 
(CY) 2006, there were a total of 1,424 arrests of persons between the ages of 10 and 16 in 
the Seventh Police District, which serves the Englewood community.  African-Americans 
comprised nearly 100 percent of those arrests.  Of the total number, only six (less than 
1%) were Caucasian or Hispanic, (Chicago Police Department Research and 
Development Division).   
 
The Englewood community became an Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission funded 
DMC reduction site in 2006.  The Englewood Difference Makers Coalition (EDMC) 
followed the framework of community – system collaboration, data collection and 
analysis, and implementation of reduction strategies to impact the representation of youth 
of color without posing risk to community safety.  Like the other IJJC funded Illinois 
sites, EDMC maintains an active Advisory board comprised of System and community 
representatives.  The EDMC Advisory board is chaired by a Cook County Juvenile Court 
Judge with a community-based agency representative serving as vice-chair.  The 
boundaries defining the Englewood community DMC site are consistent with the 
boundaries representing the 7th Municipal Police District.   

 
In 2007, the first year of implementation, the Englewood DMC site focused efforts on 
decision point data that indicated areas for improved Juvenile justice practices. The group 
agreed that “decision to divert” was the juvenile justice decision point where impact 
could be realized most immediately. Through the collaborative process, using diversion 
strategies currently in place, tracking of minors offered diversion programs in lieu of 
formal filing of a petition indicated an increase for three consecutive quarters.  The 
addition of a youth advisory board was accomplished in 2007.  Through focus groups 
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facilitated in the Englewood community, eight youth were recognized as community 
youth advocates.  
 
In calendar year 2008, these youth met monthly and assisted in planning and facilitation 
of two community engagement events.  Both community DMC sites, Lawndale and 
Englewood, now have active youth advisory boards.  The next phase of community work 
for each DMC site will include leadership development for the youth.  Youth advisory 
boards from each site will be instrumental in the development and facilitation of 
community outreach/engagement activities.  

 
Under the direction and leadership of Englewood DMC Coordinator Miquel Lewis, of the 
Cook County Juvenile Court, the EDMC organized a Town Hall Meeting to provide an 
opportunity for dialogue among 180 Englewood area youth, community members, 
city/county leaders, court/probation employees and volunteers. Community youth leaders 
Keisha Ruth and LaVontae Brooks served as co-MCs and helped to train the youth to 
serve as table hosts and Town Hall hosts. The youth were very involved and provided a 
great deal of support and energy throughout the afternoon.  
 
Feedback from the audience included the following:           

 The community needs to be better informed and solicited for forums such as 
this one  (use community resources to get the word out; schools, churches, 
neighborhood watch groups, block clubs, non-profits, etc.)  

 Provide the community (parents, guardians, youth, etc.) with a clear 
understanding of the Chicago Police Department’s (CPD) “Broken Windows 
Theory.” 

 Help the community to address feelings of victimization by police officers.  
 Help the community and youth to address police profiling that targets youth, 

particularly African-American males.  
 Help the community to work with the CPD, the JC, and the schools. 

 
 
DMC Reduction Plan for 2009-2011 
 
Illinois DMC is constantly striving towards incorporating new and innovative techniques 
towards addressing DMC. In Illinois, population rates are fluctuating at a rapid rate due 
to the rise of gentrification in major cities such as Chicago. This has caused a substantial 
migration towards new areas that were once more sparsely populated, especially 
Chicago’s northern and southern suburbs. The job market, economy, and educational 
system have also all changed substantially from their status just three years ago. Illinois 
DMC has remained focused on monitoring these trends over time, and incorporating the 
appropriate adaptations. A major issue is ensuring advocacy for DMC and all pertinent 
initiatives. Monitoring these trends will help in determining site readiness for the new 
areas on which the IJJC wishes to focus DMC efforts. 
 
On October 3, 2008, the Governor’s office passed Senate Bill 2476, which states that that 
every bill that amends criminal offenses, criminal procedure, or sentencing provisions 
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under the Cannabis Control Act, Illinois Controlled Substances Act, or 
Methamphetamine Control and Community Protection Act, shall have prepared for it, by 
the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, prior to second reading in the house 
of introduction, a brief explanatory statement or note which shall include a reliable 
estimate of the proportional racial makeup of the population likely to be impacted by the 
bill.  

 
The bill also calls for the formation of a committee that will study disproportionate 
justice impact. The committee will study the nature and extent of the harm caused to 
minority communities through the practical application of the violation and sentencing 
provisions of the Illinois Vehicle Code, the Criminal Code of 1961, the Cannabis Control 
Act, the Illinois Controlled Substances Act, the Methamphetamine Control and 
Community Protection Act, and the Unified Code of Corrections; (2) develop specific 
findings on the nature and extent of the harm caused to minority communities; and (3) 
offer recommendations for legislation and policy changes to address the disproportionate 
impact that even facially neutral laws can have on minority communities. Provides that 
the Commission shall hold one or more public hearings, at which public testimony shall 
be heard. Provides that the Commission shall report its findings and recommendations to 
the General Assembly on or before December 31, 2009, after which the Commission 
shall dissolve. The IJJC works closely with the ICJIA, and will be a key contributor in the 
creation of this report, and ensuring that its findings are addressed, and recommendations 
are implemented.  

 
In January 2008, Senate Bill 0776 was passed in Illinois, declaring a crisis among 
African-American males. African-American males are more likely to be incarcerated or 
on parole, less likely to graduate from high school, and more likely to have health 
problems and a shorter life expectancy than their white counterparts. To address these 
issues, a task force was established to measure the causal factors contributing to the 
issues affecting African-American men; to inventory State programs and initiatives that 
serve to improve the condition of African American men; to identify gaps in services to 
African American men; and to develop strategies to reduce duplication of services and to 
maximize coordination between State agencies, providers, and educational institutions, 
including developing benchmarks to measure progress. The task force is working to 
submit a report to the Governor's Office, with specific legislative recommendations to 
alleviate the disparities that African American males are facing. The report will cover 
five areas: mental health, economic empowerment, fatherhood, criminal justice, and 
education.  Illinois’ DMC is working with a multitude of juvenile justice stakeholders 
statewide to contribute to the criminal justice portion of the report.  

 
The report makes specific legislative recommendations for improving juvenile justice 
conditions for youth across the state.  Among the recommendations are improvements in 
the State’s process for expungement of criminal records, the development of a statewide 
data collection system, use of a racial coding manual for collecting data across ethnic 
lines, and decreased police presence in schools, in addition to regulated trainings for 
officers/school security guards to work with students.  An additional recommendation is 
being made to ensure that a line item in the State budget is added, and an official 
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oversight board developed. to ensure the implementation and sustainability of these 
objectives. The report is due to the Governors Office on April 1, 2009.  The State DMC 
Coordinator is a member of this task force. The IJJC will ensure that it works closely 
with this group to make sure that DMC and all other pertinent topics are addressed. 
 
It is critically important to ensure that all prevention initiatives identified are having a 
significant and tangible impact on DMC. The most efficient way to improve conditions 
for minorities in the juvenile justice system is to make sure that they don’t enter the 
system in the first place. Many youth who get arrested are not fully aware of their legal 
rights and can make incriminating statements. To address this issue, the IJJC is exploring 
the opportunity of providing funding for defender services for youth in these situations. 
 
First Defense Legal Services of Chicago has a team of on-call lawyers who are available 
24 hours a day for youth who have come into contact with the system. The IJJC is 
considering funding First Defense to gauge the effectiveness of incorporating these 
services into selected areas. An evaluator would be utilized to measure the success of the 
services. Efforts will also be made to ensure school-based interventions are available for 
students, and to decrease police presence in schools. 
 
The IJJC will continue to fund the seven DMC sites.  In year one of this three-year plan, 
funding reductions will be made to the original four sites, with the expectation that they 
will be phased out in year two.  (The IJJC has worked with these sites for a number of 
years to build up their self-sustainability once federal funding ends.)  The new DMC sites 
will receive a reduction in year one of this plan.  They will remain at this reduced level 
for years two and three, provided they continue to meet performance objectives.   
 
Further, the IJJC will continue to explore the possibility of adding additional DMC sites.  
Statewide data will be examined to identify the counties in greatest need.  These counties 
will be targeted for expansion.  Once identified and a determination is made as to their 
willingness to explore and address DMC in their communities the IJJC will begin the 
process of conducting site readiness assessments on the potential sites.  It is anticipated 
that in year two of this plan, the results of the site assessments will be available and a 
decision will be made by the IJJC regarding new DMC sites to be funded.  These sites are 
expected to begin implementation late in year two or early in year three of this plan.  
 

 
Phase IV Evaluation 
 
The IJJC will continue its work toward a formal evaluation of state DMC initiatives.  The IJJC 
will utilize the services of the University of Chicago’s Chapin Hall Center for Children.  Chapin 
Hall is a research center that focuses on practices, policies and programs that affect children, 
families and communities.  The principal researcher on the survey-based evaluation project will 
be Dr. Jeffery Butts.  Dr. Butts has 25 years of experience in research, policy analysis, and direct 
service to ask risk children.  Dr. Butts and others created the “Relative Rate Index,” OJJDP’s 
main method for data collection to monitor DMC.  Previously, Dr. Butts served as the Director 
of the Program on Youth Justice for the Urban Institute in Washington, D.C.  Dr. Butts and his 
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researchers are currently finalizing survey design. A web based survey has been constructed that 
contains questions measuring stakeholders perceptions, attitudes and beliefs concerning race and 
ethnicity in the juvenile justice system.  The survey website is fully operational, and is currently 
being tested.  Surveying is currently underway, and a final assessment report should be available 
in Spring 2009.  
 
This report will be used to guide the expansion of evaluation efforts across the state. The pilot 
survey was conducted in South Suburban Cook County, Peoria County, and Winnebago County. 
South Suburban Cook and Peoria County are both funded DMC sites. Winnebago County is a 
non-funded entity selected for comparative purposes. There is no question that DMC exists in 
more areas than are currently funded by the IJJC.  This survey is a way to provide additional 
information about the areas where disparities exist in Illinois and the resources needed to address 
the issue. Upon receipt and analysis of the three county assessments from the University of 
Chicago, the IJJC’s DMC Committee will work to develop a more comprehensive statewide 
DMC evaluation tool, incorporating input from successful evaluation strategies utilized by other 
states with DMC reduction funds. A revised survey tool will be designed in late summer 2009 
and implemented in 2010. 
 
RRI data will continue to be collected, along with performance measures for the individual DMC 
sites, to ensure that the IJJC continues to have the ability to evaluate the performance of the sites’ 
efforts to reduce DMC. 
 
 
Phase V Monitoring: 
 
The IJJC will continue to fund ICJIA to research and develop the annual Juvenile Justice System 
and Risk Factor Data report, which includes an annual analysis of DMC.  This report is used to 
determine trends, improvements and challenges in DMC by county and statewide, as available.  
Further, the DMC sites funded by the IJJC provide quarterly RRI data to the statewide DMC 
Coordinator for analysis and to be presented to the DMC Committee and the IJJC at their 
quarterly meetings.  The DMC sites also provide narrative reports of their progress, successes, 
challenges and any changes made to their plans as they review and analyze their DMC data.  
 
The state of Illinois identifies and implements strategies to address DMC and minority over-
representation in the juvenile justice system.  Many of these efforts are executed through the 
work of the Statewide DMC Coordinator.  The Coordinator is employed full-time, participating 
in efforts to collect and analyze juvenile justice and youth services data, providing intensive, on-
site technical assistance to jurisdictions implementing DMC reduction strategies; works with the 
funded sites to collect and review performance measures; and serving as a liaison between 
jurisdictions implementing DMC strategies, the IJJC and the DMC project developer.  Additional 
responsibilities include identifying training and technical assistance needs of juvenile justice 
system practitioners and local boards, and develops training strategies; researches best practices 
to inform program development in relation to DMC; makes presentations and recommendations 
to the IJJC with regard to DMC in Illinois. The coordinator attends advisory board meeting for 
each funded site and also hosts quarterly meetings with each site coordinator.  
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The Statewide Coordinator will visit each local DMC site at least quarterly to provide technical 
assistance and support, assess training needs.  In addition, the statewide coordinator will bring 
together all funded DMC site coordinators a minimum of three times per year to review 
objectives, progress, data collection efforts, accomplishments, challenges, performance 
measures, annual plans etc.  Further, IDHS has additional staff that provide technical assistance 
and monitoring activities to all communities/providers funded through the Division including 
DMC.  These staff will conduct visits at least once per year and more as necessary.  Quarterly 
expenditure reports are also reviewed.   
 

SECTION 5 – COORDINATION OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT AND 
DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS 

 5A – Reducing the Caseload of Probation Officers 
IDHS and the IJJC have fostered a collaborative partnership with the Administrative 
Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) and the probation departments across the state.  
Every probation department, every IDHS-funded youth service program, every 
IDHS/IJJC funded juvenile justice program, and the new Redeploy Illinois program are 
all implementing the same youth assessment and screening instrument, the Youth 
Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI).  The YASI focuses on the youth’s 
presenting problem, assesses his/her risk level and identifies specific areas of need, 
develops goals, tracks progress, and evaluates effectiveness of programming through re-
assessments.  It also includes a reporting mechanism for probation officers.  Community 
resources have been and are being developed to address the specific needs of these youth 
and their families in an effort to reduce further involvement with the juvenile justice 
system, thereby reducing recidivism rates and subsequently the probationers’ caseloads.   
 
Illinois saw a decrease of 12 percent in the statewide rate of juvenile probation caseloads 
between 1995 and 2005 
 
5B – Sharing Public Child Welfare Records with the Courts in the Juvenile Justice  
         System 

 See Section 5C below. 
 

5C – Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Relevant Child Protective  
         Services Records into Juvenile Justice Records 

 
The following two statutes address the requirements of both Section 5B and Section 5C.  
(The italics have been added to draw attention to the relevant portions of the statute.) 

 
Illinois Juvenile Court Act 
705 ILCS 405/1-8 (A) 
Confidentiality and Accessibility of Juvenile Court Records 
Inspection and copying of juvenile court records relating to a minor who is the subject of 
a proceeding under this Act shall be restricted to the following: 
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1. The minor who is the subject of record, his parents, guardian and counsel. 
 

2. Law enforcement officers and law enforcement agencies when such information 
is essential to executing an arrest or search warrant or other compulsory process, 
or to conducting an ongoing investigation or relating to a minor who has been 
adjudicated delinquent and there has been a previous finding that the act which 
constitutes the previous offense was committed in furtherance of criminal 
activities by a criminal street gang… 

 
3. Judges, hearing officers, prosecutors, probation officers, social workers or other 

individuals assigned by the court to conduct a pre-adjudication or predisposition 
investigation, and individuals responsible for supervising or providing temporary 
or permanent care and custody for minors pursuant to the order of the juvenile 
court when essential to performing their responsibilities. 

 
4. Judges, prosecutors and probation officers:  

a. in the course of a trial when institution of criminal proceedings has been 
permitted or required under Section 5-805; or 

b. when criminal proceedings have been permitted or required under Section 
5-805 and a minor is the subject of a proceeding to determine the amount 
of bail; or  

c. when criminal proceedings have been permitted or required under Section 
5-805 and a minor is the subject of a pre-trial investigation; pre-sentence 
investigation or fitness hearing, or proceedings on an application for 
probation; or  

d. when a minor becomes 17 years of age or older, and is the subject of 
criminal proceedings, including a hearing to determine the amount of bail, 
a pre-trial investigation, a pre-sentence investigation, a fitness hearing, or 
proceedings on an application for probation. 

 
Children and Family Services Act 
20 ILCS 505/35.1 (from Ch. 23, par. 5035.1) 
Sec. 35.1.  The case and clinical records of patients in Department [of Children and 
Family Services] supervised facilities, wards of the Department, children receiving or 
applying for child welfare services, persons receiving or applying for other services of the 
Department, and Department reports of injury or abuse to children shall not be open to 
the general public.  Such case and clinical records and reports or the information 
contained therein shall be disclosed by the Director of the Department to juvenile 
authorities when necessary for the discharge of their official duties who request 
information concerning the minor and who certify in writing that the information will not 
be disclosed to any other party except as provided under law or order of court.  For 
purposes of this Section, “juvenile authorities” means; (i) a judge of the circuit court and 
members of the staff of the court designated by the judge; (ii) parties to the proceedings 
under the Juvenile Court Act of 1987 and their attorneys; (iii) probation officers and 
court appointed advocates for the juvenile authorized by the judge hearing the case; (iv) 
any individual, public or private agency having custody of the child pursuant to court 
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order; (v) any individual, public or private agency providing education, medical or 
mental health service to the child when the requested information is needed to determine 
the appropriate service or treatment for the minor; (vi) any potential placement provider 
when such release is authorized by the court for the limited purpose of determining the 
appropriateness of the potential placement; (vii) law enforcement officers and 
prosecutors; (viii) adult and juvenile prisoner review boards; (ix) authorized military 
personnel; (x) individuals authorized by court; (xi) the Illinois General Assembly or any 
committee or commission thereof. 
 

6. Collecting and Sharing Juvenile Justice Information 
  
 6A - State Process  

County level data is sent to ICJIA, on a yearly basis from the following state agencies: 
 The Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) sends court data 

including the number of petitions filed, number of youth adjudicated delinquent, 
active probation caseloads, number of youth sent to detention centers, number of 
cases continued under supervision, and number of cases on informal probation 
supervision. 

 The Department of Juvenile Justice (IDJJ, formerly a division of the Illinois 
Department of Corrections (DOC)) sends data on the number of juvenile 
commitments categorized by type of crime (person, property, sex, drug, other), 
age, race, and sex. 

 The Illinois Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) sends data on 
reported and indicated abuse/neglect and reported and indicated sexual abuse, as 
well as the number of reported and indicated cases of substance exposed infants.  

 The Illinois Department of Human Services (the Department) sends data on the 
number of youth receiving services for alcohol or drug abuse. 

 The Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) sends data on truancies, chronic 
truancies, suspensions, expulsions, Truants in Need of Supervision (TINS), and 
dropouts. 

 
Successful working relationships among these agencies have existed for years and these 
data are provided without question.    

 
In addition to the above, there are case-level information systems or other sources that 
can provide information on detention and risk factors. 

 The electronic Juvenile Monitoring Information System (eJMIS) provides the 
number detained by age, race, gender, and type of offense.  The average length of 
stay and average daily population in each detention center and number of youth 
automatically transferred to adult court can also be obtained from this system. 

 The U.S. Census Bureau and the Illinois Department of Employment Security can 
provide useful information regarding high-risk populations by providing the 
poverty and median income rate, population numbers, and unemployment rates. 

 
ICJIA receives a grant from the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission (Illinois’ SAG) to 
prepare an annual report.  The most recent report is Juvenile Justice System and Risk 
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Factor Data for Illinois: 2005 Annual Report.  The full report, including data tables, can 
be accessed by the public at http://www.icjia.state.il.us.  This report is widely distributed 
throughout the state and the data contained in these reports are used to develop the SAG’s 
three-year plan and annual updates.  The setting of priorities is directly related to data, or 
lack thereof, found in these reports.   

 
 6B - Barriers to Data Collection and Dissemination 

Case-level data on all youth who are involved in the juvenile justice system at all stages 
of the process would provide great insight into the efforts of local and state agencies.  
Unfortunately, these data are not readily accessible in a single information system.  
Instead, juvenile justice data in Illinois are housed in numerous and disparate local and 
state agencies creating a barrier to a comprehensive understanding of how the youth are 
served by the Illinois juvenile justice system. 
 
Due to the manner in which data are collected, accurate juvenile arrest data is impossible 
to obtain.  Arrest data are based on criminal history records.  These numbers are not 
accurate, as not all arrests on a juvenile’s criminal history record have to be reported.  
 
The Illinois State Police (responsible for collecting statewide arrest data) does not collect 
arrest data by age, race, or gender.  Under the Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting (I-UCR) 
program, all law enforcement agencies in the state are required to report monthly offense 
and arrest data to the Illinois State Police (ISP).  Although in the past the I-UCR program 
collected more detailed offense and arrest information, since 1993 the I-UCR program 
has only collected aggregate-level offense and arrest data from law enforcement agencies 
across the state.  These aggregate totals combine offense and arrest data across gender, 
race, and age.  Unfortunately, the collection of offense and arrest data at the aggregate-
level prevents researchers from comparing offender characteristics by age and other 
important variables.  

 
An alternate source for juvenile arrest data is Illinois’ central repository for criminal 
history record information (CHRI), ISP’s Computerized Criminal History (CCH) system.  
The Illinois Criminal Identification Act mandates that an arrest fingerprint card be 
submitted for all minors age 10 and over who have been arrested for: 1) an offense which 
would be a felony if committed by an adult, and 2) any motor vehicle offense (e.g., motor 
vehicle theft, driving under the influence, and aggravated fleeing and eluding police).  
Fingerprint-based arrest cards for minors age 10 and over who have committed an 
offense that would be a class A or B misdemeanor if committed by an adult may be 
submitted to ISP, but are not required.  Further, the Illinois Juvenile Justice Reform 
Provisions of 1998 mandated that ISP maintain a record of all station adjustments, both 
formal and informal, for offenses that would be a felony if committed by an adult.  The 
reporting of station adjustments for misdemeanor offenses is also optional. 

 
In 1999, prior to the reporting changes, nearly 40 percent of the largest police 
departments in the state were not submitting juvenile arrest cards to ISP.  By 2001, nearly 
90 percent of all police departments in the most populated areas were reporting juvenile 
arrests.  However, even though the percentage of jurisdictions reporting had increased, 
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the volume of arrests expected in a given area, when using Census Bureau population 
estimates to create a rough benchmark, was found to be adequate in only 22 counties.  In 
other words, while the number of jurisdictions reporting has increased, the number of 
arrests reported is not as high as expected.  Because of these limitations, trends in arrests 
over the 1999-2001 period cannot be reliably calculated using CCH data.  

 
Further, as with any data reporting system, the CCH data will always be limited to those 
events it is designed to capture, namely, arrests documented by an arrest fingerprint card 
submitted to ISP. 

 
An additional limitation of arrest data collected through the CCH system is the lack of       
data on ethnicity.  Although CCH does collect arrestee demographic information by race 
(e.g., Caucasian, African-American, Asian, American Indian), Hispanic ethnicity is not 
collected.  The omission of ethnicity is a result of all state criminal history systems 
reporting data electronically to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).  As a result, the 
race categories used by CCH may not be comparable to race categories used by other 
criminal justice agencies that include ethnicity in their race codes (e.g., detention and 
corrections).  In light of these data quality issues, the number of juvenile arrests and the 
characteristics of those arrested would be conservative, and not an absolute measure of 
juvenile crime in Illinois.  
 
Another data collection barrier was encountered when the AOIC discontinued the 
collection of transfer data in 1999.  Due to the manner in which these data are collected, 
it is not possible to determine the offenses for which the transfers take place, the eventual 
sentences of the cases once they were transferred, or the demographic characteristics of 
the juveniles transferred.  

 
Although transfer data is no longer being reported directly to AOIC, the eJMIS allows the 
SAG to determine which juveniles admitted to detention had their cases transferred to 
adult court.  However, there are obvious limits to reporting the number of transfers using 
eJMIS; it can only provide the numbers of youth detained who were transferred to 
criminal court.  But given the criteria by which detention decisions are made and the 
nature of the offenses for which juveniles’ cases are eligible for transfer to adult court, it 
is likely that the eJMIS transfer data are a reasonable approximation of the number of 
transfer cases outside of Cook County. 
 
IDHS and the SAG have allocated a total of $120,000 to data collection and reporting 
each of the past few years and intend to continue doing so.  These funds are directed to 
two areas: $60,000 to ICJIA for the preparation of the annual data report, and $60,000 to 
the University of Illinois for the maintenance of the eJMIS system.  

 
7. Statement of the Problem/Program Narrative  
 
There are 10 separate program areas identified in the section that follows.  They are all based on 
the problem statements identified earlier in this application with one addition, Compliance 
Monitoring.  
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COMPLIANCE MONITORING 
Standard Program Area: 06 

Program Problem Statement 
The State must identify all public and private residential facilities and lockups in which juveniles 
can be placed under the Illinois Juvenile Court Act.  The IDOC and the IDJJ have the collective 
legislative authority to identify and classify public secure facilities to be monitored for 
compliance.  There is a need to continue compliance monitoring in order to determine the current 
state of compliance with the core requirements of the JJDP Act and provide technical assistance 
to agencies regarding state standards and JJDP Act core requirements.   

Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
Goals:  Monitor the state’s compliance with the core requirements of the JJDP Act. 
 
Objective 1:  Compliance monitoring grantee(s) will conduct annual on-site inspections of all 

municipal lockups, county jails and other secure juvenile facilities that securely detain 
youth to determine compliance for the core requirements of the JJDP Act. 

  
Activities:  Compliance grantees will visit to secure facilities, review reports, provide 
technical assistance while conducting on-site inspections. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#6, 
7, and 2): The number of activities that address compliance (number of facilities 
inspected each year, the number of written reports received from each facility); number 
of facilities receiving technical assistance; and number and percent of program staff with 
increased knowledge of compliance.     

 
Objective 2:  On an annual basis, IDHS Compliance monitor will conduct on-site inspections of 

10% of all municipal lockups and county jails that securely detain juveniles to determine 
compliance for the core requirements of the JJDP Act. 

  
Activities:  IDHS compliance monitor will conduct visits to secure facilities, review 
written reports, and provide technical assistance. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#6, 
7, and 2): The number of activities that address compliance (number of facilities 
inspected each year, the number of written reports received from each facility); number 
of facilities receiving technical assistance; and number and percent of program staff with 
increased knowledge of compliance.     

 
Objective 3:  Collect accurate, timely and complete data from secure facilities detaining 

juveniles to ensure compliance. 
 Activities:  Software programmers maintain and make improvements to the web-based 

eJMIS reporting system, reports that address compliance are routinely run from eJMIS, 
communication with secure facilities will be increased as needed to ensure compliance. 
Performance Indicators:  eJMIS will be operational, 100% of required secure facilities 
will submit data to eJMIS, reports will be developed monthly to ensure eJMIS 
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information is timely and the number of facilities found to be in compliance with the 
JJDP Act requirements. 

 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $275,000  $0 
2010  $275,000  $0  
2011  $275,000  $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
IDHS expects to fund sub-grants to the Illinois Department of Corrections and the Illinois 
Department of Juvenile Justice. 

SMART/Additional Data 
 N/A 
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DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT  
Standard Program Area: 10 
 
Program Problem Statement 
 
In calendar year 2005, 82 of Illinois’ 102 counties had a sufficient percentage of African-
American youth 10 to 16 years old living in that county to reliably assess DMC (>1%).  Eighty 
three (83) counties had a greater than 1% Hispanic youth population.  In 2005 African-American 
youth between the ages of 10 and 16 in Illinois were arrested at a level that was more than 300 
percent of their representation in the general youth population, while the rate for Caucasian 
youth was a mere 51 percent of their representation in the general population.  This means that 
an African-American youth in Illinois was six times more likely to be arrested than a Caucasian 
youth.  (Similar comparisons by ethnicity are not available.) African-American youth were 
admitted to detention three times their representation in the general population; Hispanics at 61 
percent; and Caucasians at about 33 percent.  Further, an African-American youth was eight 
times more likely to be committed to an Illinois Youth Center than a youth who was Caucasian; 
a Hispanic youth also was more likely than a Caucasian youth to be committed.  And although 
the average length of stay (ALOS) for all youth in detention has decreased over the past years, 
the relative length of stay for youth of color remains consistently higher than that for Caucasian 
youth. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal: Reduce the disproportionate contact of minority youth within the juvenile justice system in 
target communities. 
 
Objective 1: Continue to support existing DMC sites funded through IDHS/IJJC and to further 
encourage their self-sustainability.  
 

Activities: Provide reduced grant funding to original DMC sites and maintain funding for 
the newer DMC sites.  Make training available for program staff and non-program 
personnel on DMC related issues such as cultural diversity, cultural awareness, bias and 
improving understanding of cultural differences.  Work with sites to develop DMC 
related materials and to conduct planning activities.  Promote DMC awareness on a 
statewide level and support DMC assessment studies.  
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of DMC performance measurement 
data (#3, 5,7, 11,12 and 15 and 9):  number and percent of program staff trained; number 
of non-program personnel trained; number of program materials developed; number of 
planning activities conducted; number of assessment studies conducted; number of 
program/agency policies or procedures created, amended, or rescinded; and number and 
percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area. 

 
Objective 2: Begin DMC site replication in additional (new) targeted communities. 
 
 Activities: Identify potential DMC sites and jurisdictions to target based on data.   

Provide an awareness of DMC to targeted communities.  Provide technical assistance to 
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develop the capacity of potential communities to address DMC.  Conduct site readiness 
assessments on potential new providers. Provide funding for additional DMC sites. 

 Performance Indicators: Statewide DMC data analysis conducted. (#3, 11, 12, 14) 
Number of counties receiving technical assistance on assessing DMC in their 
jurisdictions and percent of program staff trained; number of planning activities 
conducted; number of assessment studies conducted; and number and percent of 
recommendations from assessment studies implemented resulting in new sites funded. 

 
Objective 3:  Offer education, training, and technical assistance opportunities for communities 
attempting to address DMC.   

 
Activities:  Make training available to communities on all DMC issues to include data 
collection, assessment, resource mapping, targeting interventions, model programs and 
practices, facilitation skills, capacity building, detention alternatives, etc.  
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of measurement data (#3,4,7).  Number 
and percent of program staff trained; number of hours of program staff training provided; 
number of program materials developed. 

 
Objective 4: Conduct a formal evaluation on DMC statewide. 
 
 Activities: Continue to work with Chapin Hall (Dr. Butts) to analyze the results of the 

pilot DMC survey.  Explore way of further developing the survey to collect information 
on a statewide level.  Revise survey and processes.  Implement statewide survey 
assessment.   

 Performance Indicators: An analysis of performance measures data and other processes 
achieved at the DMC sites to determine consistent reasons why programs are effective 
and if they can be replicated. 

 
Objective 5: Participate on task forces, committees and commissions, etc., that address DMC 
issues and support legislative efforts to improve DMC. 
 
 Activities: Participate on task forces, committees and commissions, etc., that address 

DMC.  Provide information as appropriate related to legislative initiatives that will 
positively address DMC.    

 Performance Indicators: An analysis of performance measures data and other processes 
achieved at the DMC sites to determine consistent reasons why programs are effective 
and if they can be replicated. 

 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $505,645  $0 
2010  $505,645  $0 
2011  $505,645  $0 
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Expected Number of Sub-grants 
IDHS expects to fund approximately 10 sub-grants in Year 1.  In Years 2 and 3 the 
number of sub-grants will vary depending on the number of new DMC sites to be added.  
An estimated number for Years 2 and 3 will be approximately 8 to10.  

 

SMART/Additional Data 
 See attached SMART system query. 
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JAIL REMOVAL 
Standard Program Area:  17 

Program Problem Statement 
Although Illinois is currently in compliance with the JJDP Act requirement for jail removal, as 
recently as 2000 the state was not in compliance.  In 1998 the Illinois Juvenile Court Act was 
rewritten.  It now allows for juveniles age 12 and older to be detained in county jails and 
municipal lockups for up to 12 hours (up to 24 hours for violent offenses).  This puts Illinois 
statutes in direct conflict with the jail removal requirement of the JJDP Act.  In light of these 
facts, IJJC is continuing to prioritize the need for additional jail removal strategies. 

Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal:  Maintain compliance with the JJDP Act jail removal requirement. 
 
Objective 1:  Evaluate the need and effectiveness of the existing transportation grants to county 
detention centers that receive juveniles from rural areas of the state. 

 
Activities:  Analysis of financial and utilization data of current grantees, analysis of 
compliance data for the counties served by the grantees.  Continue the process of building 
self-sustainability into the programs by providing technical assistance to grantees to find 
alternatives to the use of secure detention. 
Performance Indicators: Collection and review of performance measurement data (#6, 
8, 10, 15, 16 and 2): Number of transportation plans developed; number and percent of 
site monitoring/technical assistance visits conducted; needs assessment completed; the 
number of facilities receiving technical assistance and the number percent of staff with 
increased knowledge of program area and number of program youth served. A per unit 
cost for each transportation grant will be established, a review of the type of offenses 
juveniles commit that lead to detention and the use of transportation grant funds will be 
conducted to direct technical assistance.    
 

Objective 2:  Provide technical assistance to the municipal lockups and county jails that account 
for the majority of jail removal violations. 

 
Activities:  Analysis of jail removal violation data, lockups and jails with the highest 
number of jail removal violations will be identified, on-site visits to provide technical 
assistance to the identified facilities to develop alternatives to detaining juveniles in the 
lockup or jail.  
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#8, 
10, 15, and 2): Number and percent of site monitoring/technical assistance visits 
conducted; needs assessment completed; the number of facilities receiving technical 
assistance and the number and percent of staff with increased knowledge of program 
area.   

 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 
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2009  $180,000  $0 
2010  $180,000  $0  
2011  $180,000  $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
 IDHS expects to fund four transportation grants. 

SMART/Additional Data 
 N/A 
 
 



 130

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 
Standard Program Area:  20 

Program Problem Statement 
The IJJC has prioritized a need for mental health services for youth in the juvenile justice 
system.  According to OJJDP, youth in the juvenile justice system have at least a 20 percent 
higher rate of mental illness than the general population.  In Illinois, mental health services 
currently available to youth with psychotic or affective disorders have demonstrated a 27 percent 
recidivism rate when properly treated, this compared to the 72 percent recidivism rate for all 
youth detained in Illinois.  However, eligibility for these services does not include behavior 
disorders (e.g., oppositional behavior, antisocial behavior, risk behavior) unless they occur at the 
same time as a psychotic or affective disorder.  In addition, wards of the state are not eligible.   
 

Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal:  Monitor the prevalence of mental health disorders in the juvenile justice system and 
support programming to address needs. 
 
Objective 1:  Assess the parameters and the effectiveness of the existing mental health services 
available for youth in the juvenile justice system to better define the problem/need. 

 
Activities:  Conduct analysis of state and local mental health services currently available 
for youth in secure detention facilities, IDJJ youth centers, and various other points in the 
juvenile justice system.  Explore methods and conduct analysis of the prevalence of 
mental illness in the juvenile justice system. 
Performance Indicators: Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): Number of program materials developed; and number of planning activities 
conducted. 
 

Objective 2:  Develop partnerships and strategies to target, address and reduce the prevalence of 
mental health issues in the system. 

 
Activities:  Identify other agencies and organizations with an interest and a stake in 
addressing the mental health needs of youth.  Conduct focus groups and planning 
meetings to develop strategies and collect data. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): Number of program materials developed; and number of planning activities 
conducted.   

 
Objective 3:  Identify model assessments, tools and programs that have been proven to reduce 
recidivism rates while assessing and addressing the mental health needs of involved youth.   

 
Activities:  Research current mental health services available in Illinois as well as other 
state or federally recognized model programs.   
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Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): Number of program materials developed; and number of planning activities 
conducted.   

 
Objective 4:  Explore the feasibility of implementing a pilot project that would allow the States’ 
Youth Services System to better identify and address mental health issues at the earliest possible 
point in the system.   

 
Activities:  Study the evaluation results of similar pilots, research current practice, needs 
and funding capacity of the existing youth services system.  Consider these results when 
developing the parameters of a pilot project.   
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): Number of program materials developed; and number of planning activities 
conducted.   
 

Objective 5:  Develop and implement a pilot project with a sampling of youth services 
providers. 

 
Activities:  Identify pilot participants, develop contracts and pilot program requirements, 
develop the tools and instruments necessary for implementation, train identified 
providers, collect and analyze data to determine the success of the pilot. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
5 and 7): Number of program materials developed; number and percent of program staff 
trained and number of planning activities conducted and number or grantees funded. 

 
Objective 6:  Offer education, training, and technical assistance opportunities for communities 
providing treatment for youth with mental health issues.   

 
Activities:  Make training available on assessment and treatment of mental health 
disorders and co-occurring substance abuse and mental health issues. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of measurement data (Output #4, 5) 
Number and percent of program staff trained, number of program materials developed. 

 
 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $250,000  $0 
2010  $150,000  $0  
2011  $0   $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
IDHS expects to fund 20 sub-grantees to implement the pilot project.  One (1) provider 
will be funded to assist with the administration of the project and to conduct an 
evaluation of the pilot project.  It is possible that an additional sub-grant will be needed to 
develop or enhance current data collection systems for the pilot. 
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SMART/Additional Data 
 See attached SMART system query. 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE SERVICES 
Standard Program Area:  32 

Program Problem Statement 
 
Substance abuse and mental illness are exacerbated when they co-occur. The mentally ill 
individual may not possess the behavioral temperance that would otherwise discourage drug use, 
and drug use and addiction in turn impair judgment, further weaken mental faculties, and may 
incline an individual to commit acts to support the physiological addiction. In delinquent 
populations, that behavior is often criminal in nature. Because mental illness and substance use 
appear together, they must be addressed together. Research indicates that the most successful 
treatments address both issues, thereby providing a holistic approach.  When treated individually, 
the underlying cause may never be addressed. The IJJC will begin to take the steps necessary to 
focus attention on the issue of substance abuse prevention, treatment, and recovery within the 
broader context of mental health services to youth. The IJJC recognizes that the absence of 
services to address either issue dramatically hinders the opportunity for a successful outcome.    
 

Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal:  Focus attention on the issue of substance abuse prevention, treatment, and recovery 
within the broader context of mental health services to youth to ensure the best possible 
outcomes for youth. 
 
Objective 1:  Monitor the prevalence of substance abuse issues in the youth services and 
juvenile justice system within the broader context of mental health issues. 
 

Activities:  Collect data from the substance abuse system, the mental health system and 
the juvenile justice system to determine the prevalence of each illness singly or as a co-
occurrence.  Further, data will be collected in an effort to assess the method and extent to 
which youth are identified and served for their illness(s).   
Performance Indicators: Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): program materials developed; and number of planning activities conducted. 
 

Objective 2:  Develop and promote strategies that will begin working to encourage the successes 
and to address the failures of cross systems coordination. 

 
Activities:  Identify key staff in each system.  Conduct planning meetings. Explore 
current practices that involve systems coordination, identify gaps, develop strategies, and 
explore the feasibility of implementation.   
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): Number of program materials developed; and number of planning activities 
conducted.   

 
Objective 3:  Identify model programs that have been proven to reduce recidivism rates while 
assessing and addressing both the substance abuse and mental health needs of involved youth.   
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Activities:  Research current models that address co-occurring disorders in Illinois as 
well as other state or federally recognized model programs.   
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#4, 
and 7): Number of program materials developed; and number of planning activities 
conducted.   

 
Objective 4:  Offer education, training, and technical assistance opportunities for communities 
implementing treatment for substance abuse and mental health affected youth.   

 
Activities:  Make training available on assessment and treatment of co-occurring 
substance abuse and mental health issues. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of measurement data (Output #6,4, 8) 
Number of hours of program staff training provided, Number of program materials 
developed and number of staff with increased knowledge  

 
 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $50,000  $0 
2010  $25,000  $0  
2011  $0   $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
 IDHS expects to fund one provider to conduct the research study.   

SMART/Additional Data 
 See attached SMART system query. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 
Standard Program Area:  19 
 
Program Problem Statement 
Improve the state’s data collection and analysis efforts.  As Illinois attempts to develop and 
implement improvements in the juvenile justice system it becomes even more important that 
coordinated and accurate information is collected and analyzed to ensure good decision making.  
Juvenile justice information collection continues to be hampered by outdated technology, lack of 
resources and inadequate infrastructure to report juvenile data. Collection of data that includes 
racial and/or ethnicity continues to be unavailable at most points in the system. The IJJC intends 
to support efforts to better coordinate juvenile justice information gathering and availability. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goals:  Continue to utilize Formula funds to commission the Juvenile Justice System and Risk 
Factor Data for Illinois: Annual Report. 
 
Objective 1:  Continue to provide funds to ICJIA to research and develop the Juvenile Justice 
System and Risk Factor Data for Illinois: Annual Report.. 

Activities:  Work closely with the grantee to ensure appropriate data are collected and 
that data analysis is expanded as appropriate to ensure effective decision making 
capabilities.  Monitor grantee to ensure timely submission of the report.  Ensure statewide 
distribution of the completed report. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#3, 
4, 12, and 6): Number of program materials developed; number of planning activities 
conducted; number of research studies conducted; and number of agencies sharing 
automated data.   

 
Objective 2:  Utilize the Juvenile Justice System and Risk Factor Data for Illinois: Annual 
Report to inform IJJC practice. 

Activities:  Review evaluation data; incorporate data into the IJJC three-year plan; utilize 
data to inform current and future Formula funded programming. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#7, 
7 and 8): Number of system improvement initiatives; number of recommendations 
implemented; and number of programs modified based on evaluation/research study 
results. 

 
Objective 3:  Maintain and improve the eJMIS web-based detention reporting system. 

Activities:  Continue to contract with the University of Illinois for the maintenance of 
and improvement of the eJMIS system.  Conduct planning/focus group meetings to 
discuss the deficiencies of the current systems and to recommend additional necessary 
data elements.  Work with the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) to 
enforce the requirement to utilize the system and to ensure consistent and timely entry of 
data. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#3, 
4, 7, 9, 11, 7 and 8): Number of program materials developed; number of planning 
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activities conducted; number of system improvement initiatives; number of system wide 
IT improvements implemented; number of program policies or procedures created, 
amended, or rescinded; number of recommendations implemented; and number of 
programs modified based on evaluation/research study results. 

 
Objective 4:  To provide technical assistance, training, support, as well as resource development 
for current and previously funded organizations in Illinois implementing evidence based best 
practice programming that addresses the goals of the JJDP Act.    

Activities:  Continue to contract with the Youth Network Council to provide training, 
technical assistance and resource development.  Provide trainings, provide technical 
assistance, and develop and share appropriate resources with providers. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#3, 
4, 5, 6, 14 and 15): Number of program materials developed; number of planning 
activities conducted; number and percent of program staff trained, number of hours of 
program staff training provided, number and percent of program staff with increased 
knowledge of program area, and number and percent of non-program staff with increased 
knowledge of program area. 
 

Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $210,000  $0 
2010  $210,000  $0  
2011  $210,000  $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
 IDHS expects to fund four sub-grants each year. 

SMART/Additional Data 
 N/A 
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YOUTH ADVOCACY 
Standard Program Area:  33 
 
Program Problem Statement  
 
Legal representation of children in Illinois falls well short of national standards.  Per Illinois law, 
indigent people are not entitled to a Public Defender until appointed one by a judge at the first 
court appearance, depriving the child/attorney team of communication prior to the detention 
hearing.  Consequently, arrestees and detainees who do not otherwise have access to legal 
counsel are forced to remain in custody of the police for as much as 48 hours without contact 
with an attorney for advice on their legal rights.  This is especially troublesome for youth who 
find themselves in the custody of the police department.  In order to improve the legal 
representation of youth being detained, the IJJC intends to support systemic efforts to provide 
prompt access to counsel. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goals: To improve the legal representation of youth in the Illinois juvenile justice system.   
 
Objective 1: To pilot a project in an urban, high-minority Chicago community that will provide 
legal representation to youth at the stage of arrest. 
 Activities: Implement a pilot in partnership with First Defense Legal Aid to provide 24-

hour legal representation to youth at the stage of arrest in a high-minority Chicago area 
police district.  Collect data as necessary to determine the impact of the pilot. 

 Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#3, 
5,9, 17,3): Number of FTE’s funded with federal grant dollars, number and percent of 
program staff trained, number of program youth served, average time from assignment of 
case to first meeting with program youth, and number and percent of substantiated civil 
rights violations. 

 
Objective 2: The State of Illinois will pass legislation that will improve the quality of and access 
to legal representation for youth at all stages in the juvenile justice system. 
 Activities: Support legislation that would prevent a youth from waiving his/her right to 

counsel or from appearing at any hearing (even the first appearance) without the presence 
of an attorney and would allow a youth to invoke the right to counsel, even if this right 
had been previously waived; and to direct funding to the newly created Juvenile Defender 
Resource Center. 

 Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#7): 
Number of planning activities conducted 

 
Budget/Subgrants  
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 
 2009  $100,000 $0 
 2010  $0  $0 
 2011  $0  $0 
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Expected Number of Sub-grants 
 IDHS expects to fund one sub-grant the first year. 
 
SMART/Additional Data 
 See attached SMART system query. 
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GENDER-SPECIFIC SERVICES 
Standard Program Area:  13 

Program Problem Statement 
Illinois is experiencing an increase in female involvement in the juvenile justice system.  
However, as with most states, the Illinois juvenile justice system is not fully designed to handle 
the needs of female delinquents, because they were designed to handle delinquent boys and their 
needs. The IJJC continues to support the ongoing data collection and analysis efforts necessary 
to continually monitor this issue.  IJJC also supports the development and implementation of 
gender-specific programming for females in an effort to create an environment that realistically 
addresses the treatment needs of females in the juvenile justice system. 

Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal:  Monitor the prevalence of gender-specific issues in the juvenile justice system and 
support programming to address needs. 
 
Objective 1:  Annually review data analyzed in the Juvenile Justice System and Risk Factor 
Data for Illinois: Annual Report to better define the problem and prioritize the need for targeted 
services. 

 
Activities:  Continue to review and monitor data to determine if the need for targeted 
services is escalating. 
Performance Indicators: Collection and review of performance measurement data 
(Output #7): Number of planning activities conducted, (Outcome #7): Number and 
percent of program staff with increased knowledge of the program area.   
 

Objective 2:  Conduct in-depth study relating to arrest, detainment, and corrections data on 
females. 

 
Activities:  Commission a report from ICJIA or similar entity detailing the incidence of 
arrests, detainment, and incarceration of females. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data 
(Output #4): Number of program materials developed; (Output #7): Number of planning 
activities conducted. 
Activities:  Disseminate report to juvenile justice system personnel, advocates, and 
service providers across the state to raise awareness of gender issues at the local 
community level. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data 
(Output #8): Number/percent of program policies or procedures, created, amended, or 
rescinded. 

 
Objective 3: Make training and technical assistance available to counties and communities 
wishing to promote gender-specific programming following the release of the study. 
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 Activities:  Make training available through OJJDP or other entities on gender-
 specific programming. 

Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data 
(Output #5): Number and percent of program staff trained; (Output #9): Number of 
program youth served; (Output #8):  Number and percent of program/agency policies or 
procedures created, amended, or rescinded; and (Outcome #8): Number and percent of 
program staff with increased knowledge of the program area. 

 
Objective 2:  Continue to support best practice program models that target gender-specific 
services when funding sub-grantees with Formula dollars. 

 
Activities:  Incorporate gender-specific program models into current and future RFPs, as 
appropriate.  Examples would include:  Reaffirming Young Sister’s Excellence (RYSE), 
Girls Circle, and Girls, Inc.  Give priority to those applicants that plan to implement 
gender-specific programming, where appropriate. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data 
(Output #5): Number and percent of program staff trained (Output #9): Number of 
program youth served (Output #8):  Number and percent of program/agency policies or 
procedures created, amended, or rescinded and (Outcome #8) Number and percent of 
program staff with increased knowledge of the program area.  The IJJC will also look at 
the number of Formula funded programs implementing gender-specific services.   

 
Budget/Sub Grants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $0   $0 
2010  $75,000  $0  
2011  $75,000  $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
IDHS expects to fund five sub-grants to identified counties or communities wishing to 
develop gender-specific programming.  
  
The study in Objective 2 will be funded through a sub-grant to ICJIA for data collection 
and analysis.  (See System Improvement for ICJIA funding allocation.) 
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ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION 
Standard Program Area:  02 
 
Program Problem Statement 
Promoting and supporting alternatives to detention is an identified priority for Illinois. Detention 
alternatives will help the state maintain compliance with the core requirements of jail removal, 
DSO and disproportionate minority contact. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal: Reduce the number of juveniles inappropriately held in secure detention. 
 
Objective 1: Create education, training and technical assistance opportunities for counties 
interested in implementing alternatives to secure detention. 

 
Activities:  Conduct regional or statewide events for teams of stakeholders from different 
counties, provide structured technical assistance to counties attempting to develop, 
implement and/or sustain detention alternatives, facilitate the dissemination of detention 
alternative educational materials and encourage counties to become involved in the effort. 
Performance Indicators:  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#5, 
6, and 8): Number and percent of program staff trained, number of hours of program staff 
training provided, number of planning activities conducted, number of Juvenile Detention 
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) communities participating in trainings and technical 
assistance efforts. 

 
Objective 2: Improve the quality of the detention alternatives efforts in Illinois by developing a 
self-evaluation process for JDAI communities that will provide quality feedback for 
improvement on ongoing JDAI efforts.   
 

Activities:  JDAI partners will develop, pilot, and assess an optional self-evaluation 
instrument with existing JDAI sites. 
Performance Indicators:  A self-evaluation instrument will be developed, piloted, and 
assessed. (#4, 8 )Number of program materials developed and number of planning 
activities conducted Number of JDAI communities participating in the self-evaluation 
process.  
 

Objective 3: Reduce the number of youth detained inappropriately by developing and 
implementing a standardized detention screening instrument. 

 
Activities:  JDAI partners will develop, pilot, and assess a detention screening 
instrument. 
Performance Indicators: A standardized detention screening instrument (DSI) will be 
developed, piloted, and assessed. Number of communities piloting / utilizing the DSI. 
Collection and review of performance measurement data (#19, 10, 12, 3, 4 and 5): 
Number of risk assessments developed; Number of program/agency policies or 
procedures created, amended, or rescinded; Number and percent of youth receiving risk 
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assessment; Percent change in the ADP in secure detention; Percent change of ALOS in 
secure detention; and Percent change in utilization of detention alternatives. 

 
Objective 4:  Expand the capacity of communities to become JDAI sites. 
 

Activities:  A part-time JDAI Statewide Coordinator will be funded to begin working 
with current and potentially new communities. The main charge of the coordinator will 
be to develop and expand the capacity of communities for JDAI implementation. Options 
to fund new sites will be explored, if funding is obtained in future years, proposals from 
potential sites will be considered and technical assistance will be provided to the site(s) 
chosen for new services. 
Performance Indicators:  More counties will have the capacity to develop detention 
alternative activities; more juveniles will participate in detention alternative activities. 

 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $90,000  $0 
2010  $90,000  $0  
2011  $90,000  $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
IDHS expects to fund one sub-grant to support the part-time JDAI coordinator and to 
support the activities of the IJDAI Partners Group. 

SMART/Additional Data 
 N/A 

 



 143

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT - 2 
Standard Program Area:  19 
 
Program Problem Statement 
The IJJC intends to support and advocate for reform in the Illinois Department of Juvenile 
Justice. On July 1, 2006, the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice was created. The 
establishment of a separate corrections department for youth is expected to radically transform 
the juvenile justice system in Illinois. The new Department has the authority to provide for an 
appropriate mix of programs and services within the juvenile justice continuum, including 
prevention, diversion, nonresidential and residential commitment programs, day treatment, and 
conditional release programs and services, with the support of educational, vocational, alcohol, 
drug abuse, and mental health services. It also has the ability to focus on treatment, counseling 
and planning for the years after a youth is released from a training school.   
 
The legislation creating IDJJ passed with an assurance that the new department would be 
revenue-neutral in its creation.  However, years of reduced budgets, hiring freezes, and loss of 
positions to the adult system handicapped the new department at inception.  All operations of the 
department were affected including incarceration, after-care, education and administration.  The 
consequences for programming, supervision, and case management have been most apparent.  

 
While pushing the Governor and General Assembly to act, the Commission intends to provide, 
as appropriate, the support necessary to help IDJJ to develop the structures necessary to succeed.  
Beginning with the development, adoption and implementation of performance based standards, 
detention standards, behavioral health standards, developing and training a model for case 
management and aftercare services as well as supporting other system reforms . The Commission 
believes that IDJJ has the potential of being a model for the nation. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goals:  Support and advocate for reform in IDJJ as necessary to ensure success. 
 
Objective 1:  Provide the support necessary to develop, adopt, implement and monitor county 
juvenile detention standards within the IDJJ facilities.  

 
Activities:  Provide funding for an individual to implement new jail and detention 
standards at IDJJ facilities. Provide training and technical assistance to each Detention 
Center and Youth Center implementing the new standards. Monitor facilities’ 
implementation of the new standards as well as the JJDP Act to ensure compliance. 
Performance Indicators:  The adoption of new jail and detention standards.  Staff 
training will be completed. Facilities will implement new standards and be monitored for 
compliance.  Collection and review of performance measurement data (#3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 
11): Number of program materials developed; number of planning activities conducted; 
number and percent of program staff trained, number of hours of program staff training 
provided, number of system improvement initiatives, and number of program/agency 
policies or procedures created, amended, or rescinded. 
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Objective 2:  Provide resources and support to IDJJ staff to develop a case management and 
aftercare model that is fluid. 

 
Activities:  Provide funding and support for the development of the model approach 
recommended by IDJJ.   
Performance Indicators: The model will be developed and systems put in place to carry 
out the approach. Collection and review of performance measurement data (#3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
9 and 11, 7 and 8): Number of program materials developed; number of planning 
activities conducted; number and percent of program staff trained; number of hours of 
program staff training provided; number of system improvement initiatives; number of 
system-wide IT improvements implemented; number of program/agency policies or 
procedures created, amended, or rescinded; number of recommendations implemented; 
and number of programs modified based on evaluation/research study results. 

 
Objective 2:  Provide resources and support to IDJJ staff to ensure clinical services are meeting 
current professional standards of practice for the treatment of co-occurring substance abuse and 
mental health disorders. 
 

Activities:  Provide funding and support for clinical oversight to ensure contracts reflect 
current professional standards of practice and have uniform and consistent performance 
requirements.   
Performance Indicators: A qualified individual will be designated to oversee the 
clinical services contractual process.  Collection and review of performance measurement 
data (#3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 11, 7 and 8): Number of program materials developed; number 
of system improvement initiatives, number of system-wide IT improvements 
implemented, number of program/agency policies or procedures created, amended, or 
rescinded, number of recommendations implemented; and number of programs modified 
based on evaluation/research study results. 

 
Budget/Subgrants 
 Year  JJDPA  State/Local/Private Funds 

2009  $365,000  $0 
2010  $200,000  $0  
2011  $75,000  $0     

Expected Number of Sub-grants 
 IDHS expects to fund one sub-grant to the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice. 

SMART/Additional Data 
 N/A 
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8. Sub-grant Award Assurances  
 
IDHS and IJJC give priority to funding applicants that propose to implement evidence-based 
programs and activities.  This priority is written into Requests For Proposals issued by the IJJC, 
and is subsequently integrated into the evaluation criteria.  Where possible, IJJC will only fund 
providers that implement such programs. 
 
Continued funding is based on performance.  The Department and the IJJC will discontinue 
funding after two years for any sub-grantee that fails to document significant progress toward 
goals identified in the agency’s original proposal.  The contracts issued through IDHS are written 
in such a way that funding is awarded one year at a time.   

 

 

 

Maps of the current sub-grants are provided below. 
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9. SAG Membership  
 
The Illinois Juvenile justice Commission (IJJC) is the State Advisory Group for Illinois.  The 
Commission has 25 member positions appointed by the Governor.  Each member has training, 
experience and/or professional expertise concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile 
delinquency or the administration of justice.  Members are appointed to three-year terms and 
serve until reappointed or replaced. 
 
As demonstrated in the table below, the IJJC is currently meeting all of its member requirements.  
Illinois has made recommendations to the Governor for re-appointments and for replacements to 
fill the vacancies identified below.  These appointment recommendations have been delayed due 
to the transition of administration currently underway in Illinois’ Office of the Governor. 
 
 

# Commissioner 
Name 

Representati
on Status 

Full Time 
Government

Youth 
Member

Appointment 
Date 

City of 
Residence 

1 Leofanti, Gary D,F,G,H     2/1/00 Chicago Heights 
2 Straza, Wayne B,F,G Yes  - IDPR   7/1/87 Countryside 
3 Person, Samantha G   Yes 2/06 Chicago 
4 Ragland, Seth G   Yes 2/06 Chatham 
5 Rodriguez, Pamela D     5/1/05 Chicago 
6 Ahitow, Rodney C     2/1/01 Springfield 
7 Collins, Rev Charles D,F,G     10/1/94 Rockford 
8 Griffin, Eugene  C    5/1/05 Chicago 
9 Connell, Patricia B,G     5/1/85 Evanston 

10 Friedenauer, Kurt  B  Yes-IDJJ   10/1/04 Springfield 
11 Hill, George C     5/1/85 Decatur 
12 Jones, Andrew E   Yes 3/06 Chicago Heights 
13 Dralle, Ann D,G     1/9/03 Lemont 
14 Holmgren, Janet B,G,H,A     2/1/02 Rockford 
15 McGibany, Darrell B,C    10/1/90 Edwardsville 
16 Vacant     
17 Vacant         
18 Vacant         
19 Vacant         
20 Vacant         
21 Vacant         
22 Vacant         
23 Vacant         
24 Vacant         
25 Vacant         
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10. Formula Grants Program Staff  
 

10A - Illinois Department of Human Services 
The Illinois Department of Human Services (IDHS) was created on July 1, 1997, from all or 
parts of six human services agencies.  At that time, the majority of the State’s youth-oriented 
programming was consolidated within the IDHS’ Division of Community Health and 
Prevention (CHP).  This Division administers the programs in the areas of juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention; adolescent health; teen pregnancy prevention and teen parenting 
(Parents Too Soon, Teen Parent Services); substance abuse and violence prevention; 
AmeriCorps and other youth programs.  The efforts of the Division are directed by a vision 
of long commitment to Illinois’ youth, the development of comprehensive holistic strategies 
that address multiple risk and protective factors, and the empowerment of families with 
community and school support.  The JJDP Formula grant program has been administered by 
the IDHS, Division of Community Health and Prevention, since the Department’s inception. 
 
An organizational chart of the Department is presented below. 
 

Community Support
Systems

Regional
Administrators

Abstinence Education Program
(AEP)

Ana Marie Accove

Teen Pregnancy Prevention
Program (SAPP)
Mary D. White

Bureau of Community-Based &
Primary Prevention

Bureau Chief
Kimberly Fornero

Bureau of Youth Services &
Delinquency Prevention

Bureau Chief
Karrie Rueter (Acting)

Community Youth Services
(CYS)

Thurman Byrd

Illinois Juvenile Justice
Commission & Programs

Karrie Rueter

Teen Dating Violence
(Vacant)

Partner Abuse Intervention
Teresa Tudor

Sexual Assault
Susan Catania

Policy, Integration &
Support

Mary Coleman

Department of Human Services
DIVISION OF COMMUNITY HEALTH & PREVENTION

 Ivonne Sambolin, Director

Bureau of Family Nutrition
Bureau Chief

Penny Roth (Acting)

Strategic Prev.  Framework
-  State Incentive Grant

(SPF SIG)
Sherrine Eckersley

Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program

(Vacant)

Nutrition Services Section
Stephanie Bess

BreastFeeding Promotion &
Support

Brenda Snyder

Diabetes Prevention &
Control Program
Cheryl Metheny

Bureau of Child and Adolescent
Health

Bureau Chief
Denise Simon

Child & Adolescent Support
Services

Carmen Flores-Rance
Parents Too Soon,

Responsible Parenting &
Teen Pregnancy Prevention

Andrea Palmer

Healthy Families
Andrea Palmer

School Health
Vyki Jackson

Teen Parent Services
Katherine Staten

Teen Parent Family Services
Isis Ferguson

AmeriCorps Program
Illinois Commission on

Volunteerism & Community
Services (ICVCS)/

Vacant
Executive Director

Teen Reach
Dave Robisch

Redeploy Illinois
Karrie Rueter

 Assistant

Andrew Williams

REPRODUCTIVE & EARLY
CHILDHOOD SERVICES

Associate Director
Dr. Myrtis Sullivan

Homeless Youth Programs
Mary O"Brien

Release Upon Request
Debbie McCarrell

CCBYS
Debbie McCarrell

Assistant
Donna Jones

Region 1 Administrator
Hector Tellez

Region 5 Administrator
Mary Kay Bachman

Region 4 Administrator
MaureenFarmer

Region 3 Administrator
Barbara Shipp

Region 2 Administrator
Margaret Harsy-Menzies

(Acting)

Victim Services
Sharon Spinks

Substance Abuse Prevention
Program (SAPP)

Shantel High

Enforcing the Underage
Drinking Law (EUDL)

Anne Cox

Assistant
(Vacant)

Bureau of Early Intervention
Bureau Chief

Janet Gully

YOUTH & ADULT SERVICES
Associate Director
Michael Holmes

Assistant
Brenda Letcher

FUNCTIONAL ORG CHART
NOT YET APPROVED

BY CMS

FISCAL SUPPORT
Chief

Dan Blair

Fiscal Support
Services

Division Support
Services

Pamela Stowe

Bureau of Maternal & Infant Health
Bureau Chief

Glendean Sisk (Acting)

Bureau of Domestic & Sexual
 Violence Prevention

Bureau Chief
Doris Garrett Chicago Mini Block

Glendean Sisk

Universal Newborn Hearing
Screening

Glendean Sisk

Downstate Health Works of
Illinois
Vacant

Target Intensive Prenatal
Prenatal Case Mgmt

Jerry Wynn

Doula
Glendean Sisk

Family Case Management (FCM)
Glendean Sisk

   Fetal Infant Mortality Review
(FIMR)

Jerry Wynn

Health Works of Illinois (HWIL)
Glendean Sisk

All Our Kids (AOK) Early
Childhood Networks
Xochitl Martirosyan

Smoking Cessation Initiative
Glendean Sisk

Perinatal Depression
Glendean Sisk

Title X: Family Planning, Male, &
HIV Project

Charlotte Rodems

High Risk Infant Follow-up
(HRIF)

Glendean Sisk

Healthy Start
Jerry Wynn

Healthy Child Care Illinois
(HCCI)

Joanne Kelly

Healthy Births for Healthy
Communities (HBHC)

Glendean Sisk

PROGRAM PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT

Associate Director (ADPPD)
Ralph Schubert

COMMUNITY SUPPORT
SERVICES

Associate Director
Deyon Dean

Performance Support
Services

Bureau Chief
Jo Anne Durkee

Demonstration Project
Manager

Sam Koschmann

Demonstration Project
Manager

Robert Sabich

Training
Gayle Rabins

Assistant
Yarvo Roberts

Bureau of  Community Health
Nursing

Bureau Chief
Vivienne Dawkins

Community Health Nurses

Assistant
Jeri Bond

Early Childhood Comprehensive
Systems (ECCS)

Joanne Kelly

Women, Infant & Children
(WIC)

Vendor Management
Steve Strode

TEAM ILLINOIS

Terence Mitchell
Pembroke Liaison

Agueda Coaona
East Aurora Liaison

Gloster Mahon
Englewood Liaison

Hero Tameling
Savana Liaison

Frederick Nettles
Alexander & Venice

Liaison

Truancy
Mary O'Brien

Illinois Steps AHEAD
GEAR UP

Fausto Lopez

Delinquency Prevention
Julie Stremlau

Crossroads
Mary O"Brien

Comunities for Youth
Julie Stremlau

JDAI
Karrie Rueter

UDIS
Julie Stremlau

Youth Build
Mary O"Brien

Disproportionate Minority
Contact

Miguel Millett

JJTransportation
Julie Stremlau

JJ Compliance Monitoring
Ron Smith
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10B - IDHS Programs for Juvenile Offenders and At Risk Youth 
(See organizational chart above for a complete listing of the Division’s programs.) 
 
The programs that are highlighted in this section include services for status offenders, 
programs for delinquent youth, delinquency prevention programs and services for 
adolescents.  None of these programs is supported with federal OJJDP funds. 
 
The youth services programs funded with state General Revenue funding are community-
based programs which offer prevention, diversion, intervention or treatment services 
targeting youth to stabilize families in crisis, prevent juvenile delinquency and divert youth 
at risk of involvement in the child welfare, juvenile justice or corrections systems.  All of 
these community-based services are delivered through grants with community-based, not-
for-profit agencies. 
 
Redeploy Illinois – Pilot Program is an initiative aimed to reduce the State’s reliance on 
the Department of Corrections for services to delinquent youth, and to increase reliance on 
community-based services and supports, which research suggests are more effective and less 
expensive.  Redeploy Illinois provides services to youth who are at high risk of being 
committed to the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice.  Through this initiative, counties 
provide the needed services and supports to identified youth in their home communities in an 
effort to prevent further involvement in delinquent and criminal behavior while reducing 
juvenile commitments to the Department of Justice.  The program supports the principles of 
Balanced and Restorative Justice.  Local jurisdictions are asked to develop plans for 
community-based treatments for juvenile offenders that protect communities, promote 
accountability to victims and community, and to equip youth with the necessary 
competencies to live responsibly and productively while avoiding incarceration.  There are 
currently nine pilot programs in operation, providing services in 22 counties and serving 
approximately 750 youth per year.  Data on the four original pilot programs show that after 3 
years of implementation, these counties on average reduced juvenile commitments by 51% 
from their 3-year baseline, thereby potentially avoiding almost $19 million in incarceration 
costs to the state.  
 
Delinquency Prevention programs are operational in 16 Illinois communities, mostly in 
Cook County and the surrounding collar counties.  Local law enforcement and probation 
departments refer youth who have committed a delinquent offense.  The services provided 
by this program include community outreach, advocacy, individual and family counseling, 
intake assessment, employment and recreation.  The goal of the program is to divert youth 
who have committed a delinquent offense from further involvement in the juvenile justice 
system.  Services are provided by local community-based agencies.  Almost 1,600 youth are 
served each year through Delinquency Prevention.  This program has an annual budget of 
$1.3 million.   
 
Comprehensive Community-Based Youth Services (CCBYS) is a community-based 
statewide program serving youth ages 10 to 17 who are at risk of involvement in the child 
welfare and/or juvenile justice system.  The goal of the CCBYS program is to provide each 
youth with a continuum of services based on the youth’s needs, including a 24-hour crisis 
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intervention response system taking referrals from police/court and the Department of 
Children and Family Services’ Child Protection staff.  Such situations often involve 
runaways and other status offenders, family conflicts for whom a return home cannot be 
accomplished by the police, and youth and family crisis situations in which police or the 
Department of Children and Family Services cannot effect an immediate reconciliation.  All 
youth receiving comprehensive services have included in their goals either family 
preservation, reunification or independence.  The mandated population for crisis intervention 
is served on a no-decline basis.  The CCBYS program is instrumental in assisting the 
statewide effort to prevent and/or remove status offenders from secure settings.  The 
program is coordinated through 57 local youth service boards.  Crisis intervention, family 
counseling, drug and alcohol education and short-term community placement (maximum of 
21 days) services are delivered to approximately 18,000 youth per year.  The program has an 
annual budget of $10.0 million. 
 
Homeless Youth Programs in Illinois have an annual program budget of approximately 
$4.6 million.  Grants are awarded to 23 community-based providers to serve approximately 
1,000 homeless youth in at least one of the following program categories: 

 Outreach services are provided to homeless youth between the ages of 14 and 21, 
who are not wards of the State, in areas where these youth are known to congregate.  
The goals of this program are to assist homeless youth in making healthy lifestyle 
choices and to make youth aware of available services such as: crisis intervention 
services, prevention services, housing/emergency shelter, needed goods, and 
coordination with CCBYS. 

 Emergency/Interim Housing programs provide temporary housing and services to 
homeless youth between the ages of 14 and 21,who are not wards of the State, on a 
24-hour basis for up to 120 days. The goals of this program are Reunification of the 
youth with his/her family, when possible and when not possible, assistance with 
transition from homelessness toward self-sufficient living.  Services include housing, 
food, and basic needs items, advocacy services and services for special population 
needs such as pregnant and parenting youth, developmentally disabled, etc. 

 Transitional Living programs provide housing and services for youth between the 
ages of 16 and 21, who are not wards of the State, for up to 24 months.  The goal of 
the program is reunification with the family when possible, else to assist in the 
transition of the youth from homelessness to self-sufficient living by providing the 
necessary supports to accomplish this.    

 
Community Youth Services is a program dedicated to preventing juvenile delinquency 
through community organization and development.  Services are provided by community 
service agencies that support community committees that are independent, autonomous units 
comprised of community volunteers.  Programs are operational in more than 200 
communities (35 counties) of the state serving 51,000 youth with an annual budget of $6.6 
million. 
 
Communities for Youth was created in 1987 in response to the Illinois Juvenile Justice 
Reform Act.   The program seeks to implement the provisions of Balanced and Restorative 
Justice, which are to: 
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 Protect citizens from crime; 
 Hold each juvenile offender directly accountable for his or her acts; 
 Provide individualized assessment of each delinquent juvenile; and  
 Provide due process. 

 
The IDHS set forth two priority areas for programming: 

1. Diversion programs target youth who have been station adjusted or placed on 
supervision to prevent further involvement in the Juvenile Justice system.  The goal 
of diversion programs is to reduce the number of youth who successfully complete 
sanctions brought about by informal or formal station adjustments. 

2. Intervention programs, which focus on youth who have been placed on probation, 
seek to prevent these young people from violating probation and/or re-offending.  
The goal for this type of program is to reduce the number of youth committed to the 
Illinois Department of Corrections and increase the number of youth who 
successfully complete probation. 

 
This program is funded in 48 communities, serves approximately 7,000 youth and has an 
annual budget of $3.3 million. 
 
Unified Delinquency Intervention Services (UDIS) is a statewide program for delinquent 
youth who would otherwise have been committed to the Department of Corrections.  
Intensive services are delivered to youth and their families by community-based agencies.  
The program provides services to approximately 1,000 youth each year with an annual 
budget of $2.9 million. 
 
Release Upon Request is a program offering services to youth charged with a delinquency 
petition and released from detention but not picked up by parents or guardians.  Family 
reunification efforts and short-term foster care services remove youth from secure detention.  
The program is available in Cook County only and has an annual budget of approximately 
$200,000. 
 
Crossroads provides services to intervene in the lives of youth ages 10 to 17 years who have 
engaged in risk-taking behaviors (such as gang involvement, violence, drug use, and chronic 
truancy combined with other risky behaviors) but who have not yet been arrested. Youth are 
referred to Crossroads from other community entities such as schools, families, churches, 
and/or other service providers, but not from law enforcement.  Services are intended to 
redirect the youth away from risky behavior, allow him or her to avoid interaction with the 
juvenile justice system, and to provide him or her with skills and services that will lead to a 
healthy, productive life.  Twelve programs provide services to approximately 1,800 youth 
with an annual budget of $1.7 million. 
 
Teen REACH (Responsibility, Education, Achievement, Caring, Hope) is the cornerstone of 
a major initiative within the Division of Community Health and Prevention to work with 
families, communities and schools to implement prevention activities for youth during their 
out-of-school time.  Out-of-school hours (loosely defined as 2:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) are the 
peak time for youth risk-taking behaviors such as crime and violence, gang involvement, 
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sexual activities, and substance abuse.  Out-of-school time also represents an opportunity 
within communities and schools to introduce protective factors to help young people reach 
their full potential.  This initiative serves children and adolescents ages 6 though 17 years 
from families who live in high-need communities. The program requires parental 
involvement and provides four core services: positive adult mentors, academic enrichment, 
life skills education, and culture/art/recreation activities.  The program’s outcomes are to 
reduce risk-taking behaviors by promoting success in school, increasing appropriate 
supervision during out of school time, promoting health lifestyles, increasing civic 
involvement, and reducing teen pregnancy, juvenile delinquency and alcohol and drug use.  
This program has an annual budget of $20 million. And serves approximately 30,000 youth 
in 274 program site locations. 

 
 
 10C - Staffing and Management Plan for JJDP Program 

The activities performed in support of the Juvenile Justice program may be classified into 
seven functions, which are described on the following pages.  These functions are 
performed by grant-funded and in-kind staff. 

 
1. Staff support to the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission and its committees 

 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief, Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator, Mary O’Brien, Julie Stremlau, vacant 
 Contractual Staff: Ron Smith and Miguel Millett 
 

Staff provides support to the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission and its standing 
and ad hoc committees. Responsibilities include: 

 Arranging meetings, assuring compliance with the Open Meetings Act and 
its Rules of Procedure; 

 Researching policy issues; 
 Presenting oral and written reports for decision-making; 
 Disseminating material for meetings and for the members’ information; 

and 
 Drafting and distributing meeting minutes. 

 
The Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission has two standing committees: the 
Executive Committee and the Planning and Grants Committee.  The Executive 
Committee’s responsibilities include “housekeeping” matters such as amendments 
to the Rules of Procedure, appeals of adverse actions, etc.  The Executive 
Committee also reviews any applications for in-house grants.  The Planning and 
Grants Committee is responsible for reviewing grant proposals, all applications to 
OJJDP, fund allocation and other related activities.  In addition to these two 
standing committees, an ad hoc Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 
Committee is responsible for the oversight of the DMC projects currently 
underway in Illinois. 
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2. Liaison to OJJDP 
 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief, Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator, Mary O’Brien, Julie Stremlau, vacant 
 Contractual Staff: Ron Smith and Miguel Millett 
 

Staff are responsible for the preparation of all reports required by the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.   
 
All reports are essential to Illinois’ ability to continue receiving juvenile justice 
funds.  Requests from local organizations for technical assistance on subgrant 
reports are directed through Juvenile Justice staff to OJJDP.  These requests may 
also originate from Juvenile Justice staff based on its assessment of system 
problems, staff of other state agencies or direction by the Illinois Juvenile Justice 
Commission. 
 
In relation to the federal program, staff: 

 Follow and report on policy issues at OJJDP and may provide 
commentary when directed by the IJJC, DHS or invited by OJJDP; 

 Work directly with OJJDP staff in interpreting federal and state rules, 
regulations and requirements and their impact on Illinois; 

 Request legal opinions from the OJJDP when directed; 
 Attend and participate in training events sponsored by the OJJDP; 
 Respond to requests from members of Congress and individuals directed 

through OJJDP regarding juvenile justice programming and funding; and 
 Staff coordinate research efforts with other units and related public and 

private agencies. 
 

3. Grant Administration and Processing 
 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief, Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator, Mary O’Brien, Julie Stremlau, vacant 
 

Staff are responsible for the day-to-day management of juvenile justice funds.  
This function ranges from the review of grant applications to ensure compliance 
with federal financial guidelines, processing the requests for contracts and grants, 
processing of contracts and grants, submission and review of quarterly 
expenditure reports, and monitoring of grants to ensure federal funds are 
expended as required by contract.  In-kind staff are also responsible for draw 
down of federal funds, release of funds to grantees, maintenance of current 
funding tables and fiscal reporting to OJJDP.  DHS management staff provide 
state legislative liaison services to voice concerns/support regarding pending 
legislation that could impact juvenile justice programming and compliance with 
the core requirements of the federal act.  The Bureau’s Performance Support 
Services (PSS) unit provides support for research and outcome based evaluation 
standards for programs funded through the Department of Human Services.  The 
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Bureau’s Community Support Services (CSS) unit provides local support for 
grants receiving OJJDP funds. 

 
4. Program Development 
 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief, Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator, Mary O’Brien, Julie Stremlau, vacant 
 Contractual Staff: Miguel Millett 

 
New programs are developed through a five phase process adopted in 1981 and 
led by teams comprised of juvenile justice staff, CSS staff, staff from other 
relevant DHS programs, representatives from units of local government and other 
state agency staff and local private not-for-profit providers. 

 Phase 1 - Data collection and analysis to identify areas of highest need. 
 Phase 2 - On-site verification to verify data collected in Phase 1 and to 

assess the community’s readiness for programming. 
 Phase 3 - Program development to design a program to meet the needs.  If 

necessary, a request for proposal (RFP) is drafted during this phase. 
 Phase 4 - Application processing, including submission of applications to 

the IJJC and preparation of award or denial documents. 
 Phase 5 - Grant monitoring and technical assistance. 

 
5. Grant Monitoring 
 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief (vacant), Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator, Mary O’Brien, Julie Stremlau, vacant 
 Contractual Staff: Miguel Millett 
 

Juvenile Justice staff, with assistance from the CSS unit, are responsible for 
monitoring grants and contracts.  Grant monitoring consists of reviewing the 
monthly and/or quarterly data, progress and fiscal reports and on-site visits to 
grantees and related agencies.  Staff meet with new grantees within six weeks of 
award to review grant conditions and reporting requirements.  Staff provide 
technical assistance to overcome barriers to program implementation.  On-site 
visits include a review of grant records to assure that adequate information is 
maintained. Interviews are conducted with the grantees to verify program services 
are delivered per contract.  A report regarding the on-site visit is generated and 
appropriate feedback and technical assistance is provided to the grantee. 
 
Closeout of grants consists of reviewing the grant master file for any missing 
reports or unmet conditions.  Once the master file is complete and the data 
finalized, and progress and fiscal reports are filed, the grant may be closed.  A 
final reconciliation is made between funds disbursed and expenditures so that the 
funding tables may be adjusted and any excess funds which have been disbursed 
may be recovered..  If equipment was purchased with grant funds, a final 
inventory must be submitted and determination made as to whether the grantee 
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may keep the equipment.  A report will be generated for the master file detailing 
the performance of the program as it relates to the goals and objectives of the 
program. 

 
7. Detention Monitoring 
 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief and Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator 
 Contractual Staff: Ron Smith, staff of the Illinois Department of Corrections 

Monitoring Unit, staff of the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice Monitoring 
Unit 
 
Detention monitoring is accomplished through self-reporting by secure facilities 
via the web-based (electronic) Juvenile Monitoring and Information System 
(eJMIS), review of the Department of Corrections inspection reports and on-site 
verification of information with secure facilities.  The data reported on eJMIS and 
the data collected by the Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC) and the 
Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice (IDJJ) are verified on-site through a grant 
to both Departments.  The grants provide on-site inspection and monitoring of 
county jails, municipal lockups and detention facilities.  IDOC/IDJJ visits other 
sites (airports, shopping malls and large community recreational/sports arenas) to 
verify NO HOLD policies.  During on-site visits, IDOC/IDJJ staff provides 
technical assistance to facilities in coming into compliance with the OJJDP 
requirements and clarify any reporting errors found in the eJMIS data. 
 
A contractual staff person provides oversight and coordination to the IDJJ grant 
and maintains data on secure detention, county jail and municipal lockup 
violations.  The contractual staff person drafts the annual compliance monitoring 
report and provides updates to the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission on 
compliance related issues. 

 
8. Liaison within the State 
 
 Grant Staff: Karrie Rueter - Acting Bureau Chief, Karrie Rueter - JJ 

Administrator, Mary O’Brien, Julie Stremlau, vacant 
 Contractual Staff: Ron Smith and Miguel Millett 
 

Grant and in-kind staff are responsible for coordinating the juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention efforts and sharing information with other state agencies 
and statewide associations.  The juvenile justice staff are involved in numerous 
statewide and national associations including the Illinois Juvenile Officers 
Association, Illinois Sheriff’s Association, Illinois Probation and Court Services 
Association, National Juvenile Detention Association, Illinois Collaboration on 
Youth and the Juvenile Justice Forum.  Juvenile Justice staff are active in regional 
and statewide conference planning and often participate in panel discussions, 
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training programs, and make presentations regarding the juvenile justice efforts in 
the State. 
 
The Juvenile Justice Administrator monitors proposed legislation for bills that 
would affect juvenile justice programs or impact on compliance with the core 
requirements of the federal act and provide staff of the General Assembly with 
background information on pending bills when requested.  Staff are involved with 
juvenile justice initiatives by participation in focused collaborations on specific 
youth issues.  Staff serve on advisory boards and participate in such efforts as 
Redeploy Illinois, the Illinois Afterschool Alliance, Illinois Collaboration on 
Youth, the Unified Delinquency Intervention Services (UDIS) Task Force, 
educational reform, and various other groups and organizations.   
 
 

 10D - Job Descriptions of Juvenile Justice Staff 
  

Chief, Bureau of Youth Services and Delinquency Prevention   1 Staff at 30% 
Directs and evaluates all of the State’s program efforts in the area of youth 
services, delinquency prevention and juvenile justice.  Administers general 
revenue and federal grant programs; formulates, develops and implements 
administrative policies and procedures; assists in organizing, planning, developing 
and evaluating the following programs: juvenile justice, community youth, 
child/adolescent delinquency prevention, and compliance monitoring for juvenile 
justice and youth services programs.  Directs the department’s implementation of 
the federal regulations governing the federal juvenile justice program.  Supervises 
bureau staff in the preparation, review, evaluation and administration of the 
budget process for all bureau programs, including juvenile justice.  Serves as 
intra-department and interagency representative on planning and advisory groups 
for youth services, delinquency prevention and juvenile justice programs.  
Supervises subordinate professional staff. 
 
Juvenile Justice Administrator           1 Staff at 100% 
Under administrative direction of the Chief, Bureau of Youth Services and 
Delinquency Prevention, plans, directs and administers the statewide juvenile 
justice program; assists the division’s regional monitoring staff in their effort to 
address State policies and compliance issues at the community level, determining 
the nature and extent of the issue and recommending action for community 
assistance.  Supervises and evaluates the activities of professional staff engaged in 
support of the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission.  Coordinates the juvenile 
justice program in Illinois with other division and department programs and 
services. Develops reports and papers for Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission 
review; makes regular oral and written reports and recommendations to the 
Commission.  Serves as primary liaison to the federal Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, ensuring all reports and applications are filed in a 
timely manner.  Ensures that all juvenile justice program contracts are processed, 
obligated, and paid in a timely fashion. 
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Social Services Program Planner III        1 Staff at 100% 
Under the direction of the Juvenile Justice Specialist, performs technical tasks 
involved in the analysis, planning, design and evaluation of juvenile justice 
programs.  Independently monitors and evaluates grant program areas statewide; 
analyzes program data and prepares juvenile justice grant reports.  Develops, 
drafts, reviews and monitors requests for the Juvenile Justice Formula Grant 
Program; functions as liaison between the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission 
and community agencies; travels to conduct on-site monitoring and evaluation of 
program areas; provides technical assistance; drafts correspondence for the 
juvenile justice program; prepares grant and other administrative reports. 
 
Social Services Program Planner IV        2 Staff at 100% 
Subject to the management approval of the Juvenile Justice Specialist, performs 
sophisticated, complex statewide program development and review; monitors all 
facets of federal juvenile justice grant program.  Specifically, develops and drafts 
Request for Proposals for the federal Title II Formula Grants program; reviews 
local agency proposals and monitors programs; analyzes local agency budget 
plans; tracks periodic grantee data, progress and fiscal reports; and provides 
consultation to Title II grantees; conducts on-site visits for statewide grants to 
ascertain grant fulfillment and provide technical assistance in problem areas.  
Coordinates the development and process of grant applications, awards and 
closures for juvenile justice grants. 

 
Compliance Monitor               1 Contractual Staff at 100% 
Contractual Staff under the supervision of the Juvenile Justice Specialist, is 
responsible for detention and jail removal compliance monitoring, including the 
following: 1) Collects, reviews and analyzes monitoring data provided by the 
eJMIS system (Electronic Juvenile Monitoring Information System) and the 
Illinois Department of Corrections and Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice 
(IDOC/IDJJ, respectively); and 2) through on-site visits and in collaboration with 
the IDOC, IDJJ, and local juvenile detention center and local and county jail 
personnel, identifies problems and consults with the Juvenile Justice Specialist to 
effect solutions for maintaining compliance with State standards, statutes and 
federal guidelines. 
 
DMC Coordinator              1 Contractual Staff at 100% 
Contractual staff under the supervision of the Juvenile Justice Specialist, assists 
the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission and the Department in assuring Illinois’ 
compliance with the fourth core requirement of the federal Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act, which requires assessment and reduction of the rate 
of disproportionate contact of minority youth with the juvenile justice system 
(DMC).  Identifies and implements strategies to address DMC and minority over-
representation in the juvenile justice system.  Participates in efforts to collect and 
analyze juvenile justice and youth services data.  Provides intensive, on-site 
technical assistance to jurisdictions implementing DMC reduction strategies; 
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serves as liaison between jurisdictions implementing DMC strategies, the IJJC 
and the DMC project developer.  Identifies training and technical assistance needs 
of juvenile justice system practitioners and local boards, and develops training 
strategies; researches best practices to inform program development in relation to 
DMC; makes presentations and recommendations to the IJJC with regard to DMC 
in Illinois. 
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ILLINOIS JJDPA FORMULA GRANT APPLICATION 
ATTACHMENT 3:  BUDGET DETAIL WORKSHEET 

 
Formula Grant Program FFY 2009 

 

Program 
Area State Program Title Total Funds Federal 

Share Match 

06 Compliance Monitoring $275,000 $275,000 $0
10 Disproportionate Minority Contact $505,645 $505,645 $0
17 Jail Removal $180,000 $180,000 $0
33 Access to Counsel $100,000 $100,000 $0
02 Alternatives to Detention $90,000 $90,000 $0
32 Substance Abuse $50,000 $50,000 $0
20 Mental Health Services $250,000 $250,000 $0
19 Juvenile Justice System Improvement $210,000 $210,000 $0
19 Juvenile Justice System Improvement-2 $365,000 $365,000 $0
23 Planning & Administration $456,810 $228,405 $228,405
31 State Advisory Group Allocation $30,000 $30,000 $0

  
TOTALS 

 
$2,512,455

 
$2,284,050 

 
$228,405

 
 

 
Planning and Administration include: 

 
Salary, benefits, travel and operating expenses for the full time JJ Administrator, 
three full time program staff and a portion of the Bureau Chief’s time for overall 
supervision.  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


