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The Juvenile Justice Initiative respectively suggests that the Commission recognize that the process
undertaken to review the closing of Pere Marquette is part of a larger set of issues including the
community-based service system for youth and the entire system of youth incarceration in lilinois. In
that context, we ask that you consider the following recommendations:

Close the Youth Center at Pere Marquette in its Current Configuration — Utilize Funding in
the More Cost-Effective Redeploy illinois Program

The Juvenile Justice Initiative endorses the proposal to close the Department of Juvenile Justice Youth
Center at Pere Marquette. The current use of this facility for 17 girls at a cost of over $4 million is not
cost-effective. While the last published report shows that it costs nearly $71,000 on AVERAGE statewide
to keep a youth in DJJ, the costs per youth at Pere Marquette is over $200,000 per girl.

The cost of operating Pere Marquette is more than the statewide spending of $3.2 million for Redeploy
Hlinois — a successful program using community-based services to rehabilitate youth rather than send
them to more expensive youth prisons. Over the past three years of implementation, the first four
Redeploy HHlinois pilot sites reported a 51% reduction in the number of juveniles sent from those
communities to DiJ prisons, or 382 fewer youth sent to prison. This success has been accomplished at a
very small cost compared to the per capita cost to incarcerate one juvenile in DII at almost §71,000.
While the four initial pilot sites are providing different types of services to meet their population needs,
the range of costs to serve youth in the Redeploy lliinois pilot sites is approximately 52,500 - 59,500 per
youth annuaify for services.

Although the dedicated staff at Pere Marquette has implemented reforms within the facility, state funds
could be better utilized through community-based services at a lesser cost. Furthermore, experience in
other places demonstrates that the girls will have more long term success if they are treated in
communities rather than incarcerated. Now is the optimum time to invest in community-based services
and join other states that have closed youth prisons with no impact on community safety.



The Governor’s budget proposes “consolidating” by moving the girls from Pere Marquette to the other
girls’ facility at Warrenviile. Warrenville has vacant beds but is short staffed and is one of 4 facilities
costing the state $6.5 - $7 million statewide per year in overtime costs at DJJ. Moving the girls out of
Pere Marquette and making certain they receive rehabilitative services in their communities is sound
public policy and makes fiscal sense. However, the part of the proposal to move them to Warrenville is
the wrong policy decision. It also does not make sense fiscally to move them to a facility that already
has high staff overtime costs.

It might be possible to use the facilities and grounds at the Youth Center at Pere Marquette for
treatment services for serious offenders currently held elsewhere in the DJJ system. Those youth
require confinement as a last resort and are not the low-risk youth currently housed there. The
characteristics of the girls currently housed at Pere Marquette demonstrate why treatment in their
home communities is more likely to result in successful rehabilitation and why incarceration is not only
expensive but is far less likely to help these children mature into law-abiding adults. Research shows
that youth with characteristics such as those currently at Pere Marquette — girls with an average age of
16; charged with low-level offenses such as theft, residential burglary, and possession of a stolen motor
vehicle; are moving forward in school; have no gang involvement; have homes to return to; and have
trauma in their background -- should respond much better to services in their home communities than
the negative long-term consequences of incarcerating them. The major reason girls spend 6 months in
Pere Marquette is because that is the length of the substance abuse treatment program.

An assessment should be made on all of the girls and move them into appropriate community-based
settings as soon as possible. Most of those girls would have been eligible for Redeploy lilinois services
instead of entering the Department of Juvenile Justice had the program been implemented statewide.
The Governor and General Assembly had the foresight to pass and sign legislation this spring that makes
Redeploy lilinois a statewide program. However, without funding reallocated from efforts such as
closing Pere Marquette, it will not be implemented. Expanding the funding and services statewide
through Redeploy lllinois would help many more youth than those currently or even potentially confined
at Pere Marquette Youth Center.

All options for re-use of the facility should be explored. It may also be practical to retrain current staff to
provide community-based services. Other youth facilities statewide that are “adultified” prisons which
are not conducive to a treatment-oriented approach should be closed. According to a May, 2009
national report from the Justice Policy Institute, it is possible to reduce juvenile justice spending without
compromising public safety. Community-based programs are more cost-effective and produce more
public safety benefits than detaining and incarcerating youth — especially for low-level offenders.

The Juvenile Justice Initiative is available to answer any questions or provide research on best practices
from around the country.
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Approximately 93,000 young people are held in juvenile justice facilities across
the United States.' Seventy percent of these youth are held in state-funded, post-
adjudication, residential facilities, at an average cost of $240.99 per day per
youth.? With states facing serious budgetary constraints, it is an opportune time
for policymakers to consider ways to reduce juvenile justice spending that won’t
compromise public safety.

This policy brief details how states can see a net reduction in costs by moving
expenditures away from large, congruent care facilities (often called “training
schools™) for youth and investing in community-based alternatives. Such a
resource realignment can reap better results for communities, taxpayers, and
children. Evidence is growing that there are cost-effective policies and programs
for intervening in the lives of delinquent youth which actually improve
community safety and outcomes for children. While there is no silver bullet that
will guarantee reductions in crime, policies that include prevention and
intervention for youth in the community have been shown to have a positive
public safety benefit. Major findings and recommendations for reform include:

e States needlessly spend billions of dollars a year incarcerating
nonviolent youth. States spend about $5.7 billion each year imprisoning
youth, even though the majority are held for nonviolent offenses and could
be managed safely in the community.

e The biggest states are realigning fiscal resources away from ineffective
and expensive state institutions, and towards more effective community-
based services. California, lllinois, Ohio, New York, Pennsylvania, and
other large states are redirecting funds once spent on large residential
facilities, and spending those dollars on less expensive, more effective
programs to curb reoffending and reduce youth crime.

¢ Holding more youth in secure juvenile facilities can lead to costly
litigation for states. Unacceptable conditions not only have serious negative
consequences on the youth who experience them, but can also lead to couri-
ordered reforms which in some cases have cost millions of dollars.

¢ Imprisoning youth can have severe detrimental effects on youth, their
long-term economic productivity and economic health of communities.
Youth who are imprisoned have higher recidivism rates than youth who
remain in communities, both due to suspended opportunities for education
and a disruption in the process that normally allows many youth to “age-out”
of crime. See Appendix A for more information on the negative effects of
incarceration on youth.




s Policies that lock up more youth do not necessarily improve public safety. Ten years of
data on incarceration and crime trends show that states that increased the number of youth in
juvenile facilities did not necessarily experience a decrease in crime during the same time
period.

» Community-based programs increase public safety. The most effective programs af
reducing recidivism rates and promoting positive life outcomes for youth are administered in
the community, outside of the criminal or juvenile justice systems. Some of these programs
have been shown to reduce recidivism by up to 22 percent.

e Community-based programs for youth are more cost-effective than incarceration. Some
programs like multi-systemic therapy and functional family therapy have been shown to yield
up to $13 in benefits to public safety for every dollar spent. These programs are more cost
effective and produce more public safety benefits than detaining and incarcerating youth. See
Appendix B for more information on cost-effective programs that work with youth.

Juvenile Justice Definitions

Adjudication: The hearing at which the judgment of whether the youth is or is not responsible
for the offense he or she is charged with is made. It is the equivalent of the trial in the criminal
court process where the guilt or innocence of an adult is determined.

Detention: The holding of youth, upon arrest, in a juvenile detention facility for two main
purposes: to ensure the youth appears for all court hearings and to protect the community
from future offending. Youth may also be detained while awaiting disposition of an adjudicated
case.

Disposition: Similar to the sentencing hearing the adult criminal justice system. The judge
decides what action or treatment plan to impose upon the adjudicated youth.

Residential Placement: After a youth is adjudicated delinquent, the court can order placement
in a residential facility. Such facilities can be secure and prison-like or have a more open setting,
like group homes or foster care.

Secure Residential Facilities: Sometimes also referred to as training schools, residential
confinement facilities, or youth prisons, secure residential facilities are for youth who have
been adjudicated delinquent to the custody of correctional facilities. These facilities are state-
funded are often very large and would be comparable to a prison in the adult criminal justice
system.

Status Offense: An offense that would not be considered a crime for adults. Status offenses are
offenses that are only illegal for people 18 years old or younger such as curfew violations,
running away, truancy, and underage drinking.

For details on how to cut costs in the criminal justice system, please see the Justice Policy
Institute’s companion brief, Pruning Prisons: How Cutting Corrections Can Save Money and
Protect Public Safety, available at www justicepolicy.org.
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The types and number of offenses being formally handled by the juvenile court has changed in the
last 10 years. In 2005, 28 percent of all delinquent cases handled by the juvenile court were public
order offenses (e.g. disorderly conduct, obmnctmn of justice, and liquor law violations).” This is an
increase of 8 percentage points from 10 years ago. * And two out of every three (67 percent) cases
involved non-person offenses. Despite recent improvements in some jurisdictions, the caseload of the
juvenile justice system has increased by over half a million cases in the last 20 years.” > This increase
is not only a burden on an already over-crowded juvenile justice system, it is also a detriment to
youth who may be better served in the community and without the intervention of the courts.

Several theories have emerged as possible causes of the increase in the number of youth
processed by the juvenile justice system. Among them is the idea that jurisdictions, fueled by
assertions that the nation is besieged by young gang members, have expanded policies aimed at
regulating youth behavior and strengthening penalties for noncompliance. For example, zero
tolerance policies and more police in schools -- policies intended to reduce school violence --
have also increased the likelihood that an incident that previously would have been handled
informally or by the school now results in arrest. % This is contributing to the clogging of an
already overburdened juvenile justice system. Between 2000 and 2004, for mstance. Denver
experienced a 71 percent increase in school-based referrals to law enforcement.”

Confinement Statistics

On any %wen day, there are more than 90,000 youth in juvenile justice facilities across the
country.” About 28 percent of youth in these facilities are being detamed pre- ad;udlcatmn or pre-
disposition, and 70 percent were sentenced to facilities pmt—dlspmltxon In 2005, 22 percent of
all adjudicated delinquency cases -- over 140,000 youth -- were ordered to a juvenile justice
placement.
70 percent of youth in residential
facilities are committed by the courts

Note: Diversion includes yvouth sent to a residential facility in lieu of adjudication as part of
a diversion agreement.

Source: M. Sickmund, T.J. Sladky, W. Kang, and C. Puzzanchera, Easv Access to the
Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement (Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, 2008) hitp://ojidp.ncjrs.gov/ojstatbb/ezacjrp/asp/display.asp

o
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The majority of youth in residential facilities have been adjudicated for nonviolent offenses,
including drugs (8.6 percent), technical violations (13.3 percent) and status offenses (6.6
percent), which include offenses that would not be a crime if committed by an adult. Sixty-six
percent of committed youth were adjudicated for non-person offenses such as these.’

Valid Court Orders

Although federal law under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act {(JJDPA) requires the
deinstitutionalization of youth charged with status offenses, courts are allowed to make exceptions,
called valid court orders, in certain cases. The use of the valid court order mechanism contributes to the
approximately 2,000 youth that are held in residential facilities for status offenses. Taking the lead in
ending the use of valid court orders to hold youth adjudicated of status offenses are states like Alabama
that, in 2008, prohibited the commitment of youth charged with status offenses could further reduce
the numbers of youth held in state-funded secure confinement. If youth are held an average of 30 days
each, at the rate of $240.99 per day,'” states could be spending approximately $14.5 million locking up
youth for status offenses per month.

The majority of youth are adjudicated and
committed for nonperson offenses.

Status
Technical 6.6%

violations
13.3%

Public
Order
10.8%

Source: M. Sickmund, T J. Sladky, W. Kang, and C. Puzzanchera, Easy
Access to the Census of Juveniies in Residential Placement (Washington,
D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2008)
hup:/ojjdp.ncirs.gov/ojstatbb/ezacjrp/asp/display .asp

" About 25 percent of youth in detention are in for technical violations, which include breaking the rules of
probation or parole, such as not making appointments, not passing drug tests and other conditions of probation.
" Person offenses include: aggravated assault, criminal hemicide, robbery, simple assault, violent sexual assault and

other person offenses such as kidnapping and harassment.
3
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States spent about $5.7 billion in 2007 to imprison 64,558 youth committed to residential
facilities."' The per diem costs of locking up one young person in a juvenile facility ranges from
$24 in Wyoming to $726 in Connecticut, but the American Correctional Association estimates
that, on average, it costs states $240.99 per day -- around $88,000 a year -- for every youth in a
juvenile facility.".

Reporting states spent an average of $7.1 million per day locking up youth in residential
- facilities. 7 7 I
Youth in Total cost perday |

Residential Cost per day per based on total
Placement youth population

Alabama 1,251 $137.21 $171,649.71
Alaska 198 4252 449,896
Arizona 1,083 $314 $340,062
California 8,955 $67.51 $604,552.05
Colorado 1,617 $161 $260,337
Connecticut 312 $726 $226,512
Georgia 1,398 $200.68 $280,550.64
indiana 1,866 $153.78 $286,953.48
Louisiana 807 $387.12 $312,405.84
Maine 159 $412.05 $65,515.95
Maryland 525 5229 $120,298.50
Michigan 2,115 5391 $827,451.45
Mississippi 219 $426.51 $93,405.69
Missouri 825 $133 $109,791
Nebraska 252 5173 543,596
New lersey 870 5174 $151,380
North Carolina 804 $262 $210,648
North Dakota 222 $146.64 $32,554.08
QOhio 2,898 216 $624,924.72
Okiahoma 624 $158.96 $99,191.04
Pennsylvania 3,318 5362 $1,201,116
Rhode island 330 $58.95 $19,453.50
South Dakota 474 $219.79 $104,180.46
Utah 606 5195 $118,170
Virginia 1,455 $280 5407,400
West Virginia 417 $§227 $94,659
Wisconsin 1,092 $259 $282,828
Wyoming 288 $24.44 $7,038.72
Total for States Reporting 34,980 $7,146,521

Note: Data not available for Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Tllinois, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota,
Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, Oregon, Tennessee, Yermont, and Washingion.

Source: Melissa Sickmund, T. I. Sladky and Wei Kang, (2008) “Census of Juveniles in Residential
Placement Databook.” hitp://ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/ojstatbb/cirp/asp/State_Adj.asp; American Correctional
Association, 2008 Directory: Adult and Juvenile Correctional Departments, Institutions, Agencies, and
Probation and Parole Authorities (Alexandria, VA: American Correctional Association, 2008).
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In many states, there is no financial incentive for counties to invest in alternatives to secure
residential placement for youth because state governments generally fund residential placement
for youth that are adjudicated delinquent. Counties have to pay for alternatives to incarceration,
like those mentioned in subsequent sections, but they do not have to pay for state-funded secure
residential confinement.

To eliminate or reduce the financial incentive of sending youth to state-funded secure care,
several states have altered the fiscal architecture of the juvenile justice system. Some states
provide financial reimbursement for costs incurred by counties to manage youth locally, while
requiring the county to pay part of the cost of confining a child in a state institution. Other states
have simply increased the costs for counties to send youth to state institutions, and programs
have grown naturally in localities where there had previously been no incentive to develop them
before. These changes have been funded either with dedicated state funding streams, or through
the increased ability to pull down federal dollars to fund more local juvenile justice
programming.

By rethinking how they fund their juvenile justice systems, states and localities can succeed in
keeping more youth at home, reduce the number of youth incarcerated, promote better outcomes
for young people moving through these systems, and potentially show significant savings to
taxpayers. Below are some notable state examples.

Ohio—*“RECLAIM Ohio”

e Ohio created a system that allocates money to counties for juvenile justice based on
delinquency levels and population. The county uses the same pool of money whether it
utilizes community-based alternatives or state commitment. Community-based
alternatives are cheaper, thus encouraging the county to invest in those initiatives.

e Between RECLAIM Ohio’s enactment in 1992 and 2009, the number of young people
committed to secure state care in Ohio fell 42 pen:e’:nt.‘3

e According to a fiscal analysis by the Ohio Department of Youth Services, for every dollar
spent on the RECLAIM program, the state saves from $11 to $45 in commitment and
processing costs, depending on the risk level of the youth, "

illinois—"“Redeploy Illinois”

e Under Redeploy Illinois, participating counties agree to cut the number of youth they
send to state secure facilities by at least 25 percent below the average of the previous
three years. The reduction can be seen in the overall population or in any specific
population. In return, the state reimburses the counties for funds they spend managing the
adjudicated youth locally.

e Since starting in mid-2004, Redeploy pilot sites included the 2nd Judicial District (containing
12 rural counties) and St. Clair, Peoria, and Macon counties. In its first three years of
implementation, the pilot sites diverted 382 youth from commitment, saved an estimated
$18.7 million in costs, and lowered the number of commitments by 51 percent.'® In April
2009, Illinois made Redeploy a permanent initiative to be expanded in other counties.

5
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New York — “Re-direct New York”

In February 2009, New York State closed six youth residential facilities, downsized two,
and closed three evening reporting centers. The projected savings of closing these
facilities is approximately $16.4 million and the funds will be redirected to counties to
strengthen alternatives to incarceration.’ "

Coinciding with state residential facility closures, legislators will introduce Re-direct
New York, which would create a fiscal incentive for counties to utilize alternatives to
incarceration rather than state-run residential facilities for youth or local detention
facilities. The law would reimburse counties for 65 percent of the cost of using
alternatives to incarceration, reinvest half of the savings in alternatives to community-
based alternatives, and fund only evidence-based alternatives.'®

Pennsylvania—*“Act 148"

Pennsylvania reimburses 80 percent of the county cost of community-based juvenile
justice services. The county pays the state 40 percent of the cost of state youth
confinement.

Three years after Act 148 was enacted in the late 1970s, there was a 75 percent increase
in state subsidies for county programs; by the early 1980s, secure placements for youth
dropped 2];;1 percent. In 2006, only 14 percent of committed youth were placed in state
facilities.”

California—SB 81

2

In 2007, as part of a budget “trailer bill,” the governor signed legislation that bans
commitments of youth adjudicated of nonviolent offenses to state-run residential
facilities.

Block grants established under the bill will provide an average of $130,000 per youth
eligible to be placed in community-based alternatives.

The state projected that the number of youth placed in state residential facilities would
decrease from about 2,500 to about 1,500 within two years. 20

Wisconsin—"“Youth Aids”

Instead of Wisconsin funding the state-run secure residential confinement facilities
directly, it allocates a certain amount of money to each county for each bed used in the
facility. The county uses some of the money tor the state-run facility or it can use it for
less expensive, community-based alternatives.”

A vear after Youth Aids was enacted in 1980, 25 counties shared $26 million in funding
plus state capacity-building money for community alternative programs. Between 1997
and 2006, the number of state commitments fell by 43 percent.”
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“In the worst case scenario, crowded facilities can lead to increased institutional violence,
higher operational costs, and significant vulnerabilities to litigation to improve the conditions
of confinement.”™” James Austin, Kelly Dedel Johnson, and Ronald Weitzer

While society often refers to youth as its “most important asset,” the high costs of incarcerating
youth can have the result of creating conditions of confinement that are not only non-
rehabilitative, but are dangerous and can lead to costly litigation. Below are some cases that
illustrate why large, congruent care facilities — which are the most likely to be the subject of
conditions lawsuits — can in fact be an even poorer choice from a fiscal standpoint than the “per
diem” costs indicate.

California: In 2003, Margaret Farrell sued the California Youth Authority (CYA) for using tax
payers dollars to fund poor and illegal conditions in its facilities. In 2004, a series of expert
reports were filed on the problems of access for people with disabilities, mental health and
substance abuse treatment, health services, education programs, sex offender treatment and
general conditions in the CYA facilities. In 2005, this led to an agreement on a schedule for
reforming the juvenile justice system and later, led the Department of Juvenile Justice, which
ook charge of the CYA, to set forth a set of remedial plans which are reported on quarterly to
track any progress they have made.* The Budget Act for FY 06-07 added approximately $90
million to the Department of Juvenile Justice budget so that it might comply with the costs of
remedial plans that resulted from the Farrell case.”

Ohio: In 2007, a class action lawsuit charged the Ohio Department of Youth Services (ODYS)
with excessive use of force and isolation, inadequate health care, mental health care, and
educational services for youth, poorly trained staff, an unsafe living environment and an
inadequate grievance system. A settlement was reached in April 2008 which requires better
mental health services, more educational opportunities, better medical and dental services,
increased training for employees as well as hiring up to 115 more juvenile correctional officers,
revising the use of force and isolation and supporting evidence-based community programs for
low-risk offenders. The cost of carrying out these changes is not yet known, but the Youth Law
Center estimates that it will increase the DYS budget by $20 to $30 million a year.™

Louisiana: In 2006, an 8-year lawsuit concerning the conditions of juvenile facilities in
Louisiana was dismissed. This lawsuit was only a part of the litigation that has been going on for
35 years in that state. United States v. Louisiana began in 1998 when the first charge was filed
against the state. The lawsuit focused on the conditions of four facilities and accused Louisiana
of failing to provide safe conditions as well as adequate educational, medical, mental health and
rehabilitative services in these state facilities.”” The case was first filed in 1998 and the first
settlement was in 2000, followed by two more in 2003 and 2004 before the case was finally
dismissed by consensus of both parties in 2006.”* The American Correctional Association
estimates that by 2000, Louisiana had spent over a million dollars in plaintiff and defense fees
and expert fees since 1998 and almost $3 million in attorney, expert and medical service fees for
adult and juvenile lawsuits since 1994. In addition, the juvenile settlement agreement in 2000

7
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required the state to spent $20 million in three years to better the educational and medical care
. . . . - oz » i
services and to decrease violence in four juvenile facilities.”’

While policymakers might believe that the key to reducing overcrowded conditions is to expand
facilities, history has shown that adding more beds is likely to result in a “build it and they will
come” outcome, only exacerbating the problem. Although estimates are not available for state-
run residential facilities, we do know that over a 20-year period the cost to taxpayers of one local
detention bed can reach up to $1.5 miltion.™

Building new facilities and paying to operate them reduces money that might otherwise support
crucial services that provide long-term benefits to youth and the community at-large, like
education and community services. A public safety investment that is focused on the most
expensive, least effective options, such as building new facilities, removes the system’s ability to
fund the kind of less expensive and more effective options that intermediate supervision,
treatment and services can offer. Additionally, locking up youth who do not need to be
incarcerated takes away resources from youth for whom a secure residential facility is the most
appropriate option.
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“IClonfining vouth may widen the gulf between the y
James Austin, Kelly Dedel, and Rox
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Jamily and school.”

Secure residential facilities for young people were originally intended to be places for
rehabilitation and support for youth to learn from their mistakes while being held accountable for
their actions. However, the rise in the number of youth held in these facilities has contributed to
overcrowding and changed the philosophy of some facilities from one of rehabilitation to one of
punishment.

The most current national data show that 1,069 facilities (36 percent of all juvenile facﬂmes) are
at or over capacity or relying on some sort of makeshift beds to house addmona! youth Reports
of increased suicidal behavior, stress-related illness and psychiatric problexm accompany the
harsh and stressful conditions of overcrowded facilities. Large facilities that hold more than 100
youth are the most likely to experience problems with overcmwding.3 * Facilities of this size hold
nearly half of all youth in facilities. Texas, California, Maryland and a number of other states
have been cited for poor conditions of confinement due to overcrowding, resulting in lawsuits
and multi-million dollar settlements.

Even in facilities without overcrowding problems, youth in secure confinement often do not
develop social skills, such as self-control and conflict resolution as well as those who remain in
the community. Youth who spend time in facilities have higher recidivism rates; are less likely to
naturally age out of illegal behavior; suffer from more mental illness and are at a higher risk of
suicide; they are less likely to succeed at education and employment at the same level as youth
who were never incarcerated. More information on each of these areas is included in the
appendix to this report.

Missouri’s Department of Youth Services has become a national model for juvenile justice
systems. Their emphas:s on small facilities (only three of the state’s 32 residential facilities has
more than 33 beds)*” and focus on support and rehabilitation have had positive effects on youth
and public safety. Youth m these facilities meet educational benchmarks at similar rates to youth
who are not imprisoned,’® and recidivism rates are around 8.7 percent.”’ Although community-
based programs are the most effective way to treat youth in conflict with the law, if a young
person must be confined, the Missouri Model is one of the most effective methods of providing
secure care for youth.

See Appendix A for more information on the negative effects of incarceration on youth.
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Over the last decade the majority of states have witnessed falling crime rates, which can be
attributed to a number of different factors, including the economy, changes in spending priorities,
changes to policies that affect public safety, and myriad other reasons. Researchers who have
critically evaluated the adult criminal justice system have found little if any correlation between
increasing prison populations and lower crime rates. Bruce Western at Harvard University
recently found that only 10 percent of the crime decline in the 1990s was due to increased use of
incarceration.”® Concurrently, data shows that states that increased the number of youth in
facilities did not necessarily see a bigger drop in crime than states that lowered juvenile
correctional populations.

A comparison of youth incarceration rates and violent crime rates does not necessarily support
such policies. A review of the last 10 years of data on incarceration and crime trends shows no
correlation between states that increase the number of youth in juvenile facilities and crime. In
other words, there is no evidence that locking up more youth will definitively improve public
safety. On the other hand, states that significantly lowered the number of youth incarcerated were
more likely to see bigger drops in crime than states that increased their correctional populations.

Top 10 States that lowered the number of youth in juvenile justice facilities from 1997 to
2006. Seven of the 10 states that reduced the number of youth in juvenile justice facilities saw
drops in the total number of violent offenses reported to law enforcement.

Percent change in Percent change n
Percent change in total number of number of
number of youthin  violent offenses property offenses
, juvenile facilities teported reported '
Louisiana -57% -20% -30%
hississippl ~41% ~32% -18%
New Mexico -39% -15% -27%
Washington -34% -11% ~7%

[

Georgia
Connecticut ~27% ~25%
Maryland -26% -20%
Average -35% -16%
Us Total -12% -14%
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Bottom 10 States that increased the number of youth in juvenile justice facilities from 1997
to 2006. Six of the 10 states that increased the number of youth in juvenile justice facilities saw
increases in the total number of violent offenses reported to law enforcement.

Percent change in
number of youth in
juvenile facilities

Percent change in
total number of

 violent offenses

reported

Percent chanpe in
number of
property offenses
reported

Sputh Dakota

Oklahoma

Kentucky

Average

31%

-10%

US Total

-12%

~-13%

~14%

Note: The number of youth in correctional facilities includes detained, committed and diverted youth.
Sources: Correctional Facilities: M. Sickmund, T.J. Sladky, W. Kang, and C. Puzzanchera, Easy Access
to the Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement (Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, 2008) http://ojjdp.ucirs.gov/ojstatbb/ezacjrp/asp/display.asp; Crime: FBI
Uniform Crime Report, Crime in the United States, 1997 and 2006, www fbi.gov/ucr/ucr.htm, Table 5

While this may be counterintuitive, research has shown significant negative impacts of
incarceration on youth that can impact public safety. Research on the impact of incarcerating or
grouping youth together for treatment in facilities has found that it can reduce their educational
? disrupt their families, introduce them to delinquent peers they may
not have met otherwise*® and expose them to traumatic experiences. All of these factors can
increase the likelihood of engagement in later illegal behavior. Research also shows that most
youth “age out” of crime, diminishing even further the public safety impact of incar ceration.”

and vocational OquOI‘Ilf:S

Finally, while the media and some system stakeholders purport that young people drive violent
crime trends, this contention is not supported by national crime trends. Youth account for 18

'}
percent of all arrests for violent offenses.”*
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When intervention is recommended for a young person, the most effective programs in terms of
reducing recidivism rates and promoting positive life outcomes are those administered in the
community, outside of the criminal or juvenile justice systems. Some of these programs have
been shown to reduce recidivism by up to 22 percent, at a cost significantly lower than
imprisonment.“

Researchers examining the effects of institutional versus community-based interventions have
found positive outcomes for youth treated outside secure facilities. In one study, researchers’
meta-analysis found that while “appropriate treatment” works in both institutional and
community settings, the rate of success was higher in the community-based treatment models.
Comparing community programs with large residential programs, researchers determined that
residential facilities “dampen the positive effects of appropriate service while augmenting the
negative impact of inappropriate service.”

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP), a non-partisan research entity for the
Washington legislature, has done a cost-benefit analysis of juvenile justice programs. It showed
that programs like those endorsed by the University of Colorado’s C enter for the Study and
Prevention of Violence in their Blueprints for Violence Prey ention® are the best ways to improve
public safety and are the most cost-effective ways to work with youth in need of behavioral
intervention. More information on each of these programs is provided in the appendix.

Alternatives to incarceration for youth can reduce recidivism by up to 22

percent
-3.5% Juvenile

-8.7% Restorative jii
-7.3% Aggre:
10.5%

-22%

-25 -20 -15 -10 -5 0
Percent Change in Recidivism Rate (%)

Source: Elizabeth Drake, Evidence-Based Juvenile Offender Programs: Program Description, Quality Assurance,
and Cost (Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2007) www.wsipp.wa.gov

WSIPP was also commissioned by the Washington state legislature to determine how many adult
beds and how much money could be saved by the year 2030 by investing in alternatives to
incarceration for youth such as those in the graph above. WSIPP used three scenarios of
investments in alternatives to incarceration to show how the prison population could be reduced
from the projected 2030 levels.*
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An aggressive approach to investing in alternatives to incarceration would yield the biggest
savings for taxpayers in Washington.

. Return on ,
. {ncarceration . Felonies
Definition investment for
Rate per 1,000

taxpayers

Funded at current level and
Current provided to the same percent of 7.3 24 46
eligible participants

Expanded to include 20 percent of

remaining eligible participants 6.6 27 47

Moderate

Expanded to include 40 percent of

. .. 5.8 28 48
remaining participants

Aggressive

Source: Steve Aos, Marna Miller, and Elizabeth Drake, Evidence-Based Public Policy Opiions to Reduce Future
Prison Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Rates (Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public
Policy, 2006).

As the chart shows, investing in alternatives to incarceration for youth today will reap significant
savings in the potential costs of fomorrow.

California: The costs of locking up youth with mental iliness

In 2007, a study prepared for the Chief Probation Officers of California and the California
Mental Health Directors Association surveyed 18 counties regarding youth with mental illness
in their juvenile detention facilities.”” This study found that a young person with mental iliness
can cost at least $18,800 more than other youth, taking into account reported estimates of the
average differences in length of stay. This estimate assumes the average reported facility rate,
and provisions of basic mental health services reported in the survey. In addition, for each stay
the total cost of psychotropic medications averages $4,387 per youth. About 12.5 percent of
youth in detention in these counties were on psychotropic medication. An analysis published in
the Journal of Juvenile Justice and Detention Services suggests that poor mental health and the
conditions of detention conspire together to generate higher rates of depression and suicide
idealization.®®

See Appendix B for more information on cost-effective programs that work with youth.
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The best available research suggests that community alternatives to incarceration like the
evidence-based programs mentioned in this report, and investments in front-end services like
education and employment, are the best ways to improve public safety while saving money.
States like Ohio, Tllinois, and California show that shifting the financial architecture away from
state-funded secure residential confinement forces counties to invest in evidence-based
programs. Below are some recommendations for policymakers seeking to improve outcomes
and best utilize scarce public resources.

“Investing in programs and practices that reduce future criminal behavior ceases to be a good
idea and becomes a very good idea when reductions in justice system costs exceed the cost of

the program.”” California State Commission on Juvenile Justice

Incentivize counties to send fewer youth to secure residential facilities by shifting the fiscal
architecture of the state juvenile justice system. The six states profiled in this brief have
encouraged counties to invest in alternatives to incarcerating youth in secure residential facilities
by making it financially undesirable for counties to rely on the states to confine youth who could
be better served in the community by evidence-based practices.

Invest in intermediate interventions, not buildings. While maintaining conditions of
confinement that meet the needs of young people are important, during lean budget times, the
most expensive parts of the juvenile justice continuum—detention centers, residential facilities
and other forms of secure congregate care—itend to win out in local budget battles. As the federal
government and states plan new ways to invest in cost effective forms of delinquency
prevention, they should focus funding streams on intermediate forms of community-based
supervision. Some of the cost savings from downsizing detention centers and secure residential
facilities can be invested in improving conditions, with the remaining funds invested in
community-based services that are more effective and less expensive than juvenile prisons.

Invest in proven approaches to reduce crime and recidivism among young people.
Evidence-based practices, which have undergone rigorous experimental inquiry, have been
shown to work with violent and seriously delinquent youth. Such practices are more cost-
effective and produce more benefits than traditional punitive measures. States should expand
upon existing evidence-based alternatives to incarceration for youth.

Develop, support and evaluate new and different approaches to reduce crime and
recidivism among young people. Localities across the country have developed smaller, tailored
initiatives that have a great deal of community buy-in. Many of these initiatives are based on the
basic principles of the more science-based approaches, but have not been evaluated. A search for
new initiatives would add to the toolbox of available interventions and alternatives.

Re-examine policies and practices that have the consequence of sending more youth to the
juvenile justice system. The increase of school-based referrals over the last two decades has
increased the likelihood that a student is sent to residential placement for infractions that had

i4
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been previously handled by the school. The result is an overburdened juvenile justice system and
overcrowded secure residential facilities.

Create and fund research organizations to evaluate effective programs and policies in
juvenile justice. In some states, non-partisan, legislatively-mandated organizations can provide
policymakers with information on what truly works in juvenile justice. States and localities
should support research groups that work to evaluate programs across the country for cost-
effectiveness and recommend effective programs as a valuable way to lower costs and ensure
that policymakers are funding the best possible programs and policies. These research groups can
be state-based, or the federal government can increase their capacity to do this research work
nationally.

Policymakers should take care to not rely on the “tough-on-crime” rhetoric of the past, but
instead on the research that shows that locking up more youth does not keep our
communities safe. Incarceration of youth has been linked to a number of negative outcomes,
including increased recidivism and criminal behavior, lack of educational and employment
opportunities, and association with more delinquent peers. Implementing community-based
programs is the smart way to improve public safety while saving money.

Invest in policies that increase employment, educational attainment and treatment for
those who need it.

e The Alliance for Excellent Education reported in 2006 that a 5 percent increase in male
high school graduation rates would produce an annual savings of almost $5 billion in
crime-related expenses. Coupled with annual earnings of those who graduated, the U.S.
would receive $7.7 billion in benefits.”

e A study published in the Journal of Quantitative Criminology found that youth
involvement in crime seems to be especially affected by employment. This study has
indicated that employed youth are less likely to be engaged in property crimes.”’

e Making treatment available in communities to address mental illness, substance abuse,
and emotional distress resulting from trauma is the best way to ensure that youth are
getting what they need to live healthy, productive lives. For youth already in the juvenile
justice system, jurisdictions should better implement processes for a continuation of care
for youth transitioning back to the community. This includes making arrangements for
housing and other supports for youth and their families upon release.
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Appendix A: Negative impacts of confinement

Youth recidivism rates within states are often reported at 50 percent or higher for individuals
who remain in secure facilities.”” Further, court records show that youth experience a greater
likelihood of returning to court after each criminal referral they receive.”® As many as 50 to 70
percent of youth who were previously in residential placement facilities were rearrested within
two years of their release.™

Several studies have shown that youth who are incarcerated are more likely to recidivate than
youth who are supervised in a community-based setting, or not detained ar all.

® A study of youth incarcerated in Arkansas found not only a high recidivism rate, but that
the experience of incarceration is the most significant factor in increasing the odds of
recidivism.> Sixty percent of the youth studied were returned to the Department of Youth
Services (DYS) within three years. The odds of returning to DYS increased 13.5 times
for youth with a prior commitment, which was more than carrying a weapon (3.3 times),
gang membership (2 times) or poor parental relationship (0.6 times).

e In Texas, researchers found that young people in community-based placement are 14
percent less likely to participate in illegal behavior than youth that have been
incarcerated.”

e Researchers found that in 63.4 percent of 443 studies about the juvenile justice system,
young people who received interventions emphasizing community-based treatment and
other alternatives to incarceration were less likely to recidivate than those who did not
receive an intervention. For example, 32 to 37 percent of young people given
employment and behavioral programs were estimated to recidivate, as comf)ared toa 50
percent recidivism rate for the group of youth not given this intervention, >

Studies of recidivism from large residential correctional facilities, including training schools,
show that the percentage is uniformly high.

e A follow-up study on youth released from Minnesota’s two training schools in 1991
found that 91 percent were re-arrested within five years of release.

e In Maryland, a study of 947 youths released from correctional facilities in 1994 found
that 82 percent were referred to juvenile or criminal courts within two and one-half years
after release.”

e [n Washington, 59 percent of incarcerated youth re-offended within one year and 68
percent within two years.5 ?

These studies from a number of different states and juvenile justice systems show a recurring
pattern. Alternatives to incarceration for youth can be more effective and have more public
safety benefits that locking up youth.

16
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Research and data show that most youth will naturally “age out” of delinquent and illegal
behavior on their own, without the intervention of the juvenile or criminal justice systems.
However, involvement of one or both of these systems can impede development and may reduce
the chance that a youth will successfully transition to adulthood since confinement disrupts
natural engagement with families, school, and work. % New research has shown that confinement
is not only more likely to reinforce delinquent behavior in those already at-risk, but may also add
to more delinquent skills than if they are treated individually in the community. Furthermore,
secure confinement can reinforce a young person’s sense that they are not part of mainstream
society, further ostracizing them, and leading them to associate with other delinquent peers who
also feel that they have been socially isolated. o

According to a study by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pieventmn the more
contact youth have with juvenile courts, the more likely they are to return.”> Among youth with
no prior referrals to juvenile court, 41 percent will return to juvenile court after their first referral.
In other words, 59 percent of youth who are referred to juvenile court for the first time will not
return. But this number jumps significantly after their first contact and subsequently with each
additional referral.

The natural developmental process behind completing an education and gaining meaningful
employment can be hindered by incarceration because it cuts a youth off from the conventional
norms and opportunities for growth that youth who remain in the community receive. The
inability to develop these attachments is associated with reduced recidivism. A 1993 study
showed that even after controlling for adolescent crime and dehnquency, job stability for youth
from ages 17 to 25 significantly reduced crime during those years " Due to the disruptions in
education, employment opportunities and natural life processes that allow young people to “age-
out” of crime, researchers argued, “the process of incarceration could actually change an
individual into a less stable employee.”"*

Often youth are more at risk of contact with the juvenile justice system as a result of unmet
mental health needs. Some behaviors that cause youth to be arrested are manifestations of a
disorder in need of treatment.”” While researchers estimate that upwards of two-thirds of young
people in detention centers could meet the criteria for having a mental disorder, a little more than
a third need ongoing clinical care—a figure twice the rate of the general adolescent population. 66
Youth with mental health disorders are more likely to serve time in a facility and spend longer
time behind bars than youth without mental health disorders.” A combination of factors,
including inadequate “front door” screening, lack of staff training, an over-reliance on isolation
to control youth behavior, inadequacies of specialized mental health services, poor
communication between probation and providers, and gaps in community services and placement
alternatives can affect length of stay for these vouth
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“Given the disproportionate use of juvenile detention facilities for youth of color one
explanation [for the high incidence of youth with mental health disorders in facilities] may be
that the juvenile justice system has become a de facto mental health system for poor and
minority youth who are unable fo access care through the formal mental health system. 9
Because of the large number of overcrowded facilities, which often breed an environment of
violence and chaos for young people, far from receiving effective treatment, young people with
behavioral health problems may get worse in detention, not better.” Most juvenile justice
systems do not have the facilities to properly screen or treat a young person with a mental health
disorder, and if these young people are incarcerated the risks of victimization, self-injury, and
suicide are high.”" One academic study found that for one-third of incarcerated youth diagnosed
with depression, the onset of the depression occurred after they began their incarceration.”’* An
article published in the medical journal, Pediatrics, concluded that, “The transition into
incarceration itself may be responsible for some of the observed [increased mental illness in
detention] effect.””” When youth do not receive the mental healih treatment that they need within

facilities, their conditions only worsen.

While some researchers have found that the rate of suicide in juvenile facilities is about the same
as the community at large,”* others have found that incarcerated youth experience from double to
four times the suicide rate of youth in community.”” The Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP) reports that 11,000 youth engage in more than 17,000 acts of
suicidal behavior in the juvenile justice system annually.”® Another monograph published by
OJJDP found that juvenile correctional facilities often incorporate responses to suicidal threats
and behavior in ways that endanger the youth further, such as placing the youth in isolation 77

The U.S. Department of Justice’s investigation of juvenile and correctional facilities has
acknowledged the failure of residential facilities to respond to the mental health needs of the
youth in custody.”® Generally, youth suffering with serious mental health problems should
participate in family and community-based treatments, because research has found them to be the
most effective at treating mental illness and reducing recidivism.”

The most promising mental health programs reduce recidivism anywhere from 25 to 80
percent.” These programs place an emphasis on behavior change, decision-making, and the
development of social skills among different g:‘oups.g' The best programs tend to be those that
focus on family-centered interventions that allow families to help develop treatment options and
receive progress reports. Since research shows that a lack of family involvement may be
associated with delinquency, it is essential that families participate in the treatment process.™

Research continually links education and the likelihood of participating in illegal behavior or
ending up in prison. Forty-one percent of adults in prisons and jails do not have a high school
diploma ? and the U.S. Department of Education reports that dropouts are 3.5 times more likely
than high school graduates to be arrested.™ Locking up youth can interrupt the learning process,
even when educational opportunities are available behind bars. Rarely is there a contiguous
transition from a juvenile facility to education in the community, and when there is, there is a
high likelihood that youth will not complete their education.®

18
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e One researcher found that most incarcerated 9th graders return to school after
incarceration, but within a year of re-enrolling two-thirds to three-fourths withdraw or
drop out of school. After four years, less than 15 percent of these incarcerated 9th graders
had completed their secondary education.®

e A Department of Education study showed that 43 percent of youth receiving remedial
education services in a juvenile detention facility did not return to school after release,
and another 16 percent enrolled in school but dropped out after only five months.”’

Incarceration can also negatively impact future employment.

e A study by the National Bureau of Economic Research found that jailing youth (age 16-
25) reduced work time over the next decade by 25-30 pf:rcem.88

e Looking at youth age 14 to 24, Princeton University researchers found that youth who
spent some time incarcerated in a youth facility experienced three weeks less work a year
(for African American youth, five weeks less work a year) as compared to youth who had
no history of incarceration.”

Secure confinement contributes to barriers to education and employment that limit a person’s
ability to positively contribute to society, which may negatively impact public safety in the long
term.
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Appendix B: Community-based programs that work

Functional Family Therapy (FFT): This family-based program works as both prevention and
intervention. It is a multi-level eight to 12 week program that seeks to address family
dysfunction, acknowledging that in the long run, removing the youth from his or her family and
community may not fix the root problem behind the behavior. The FFT program can lower
recidivism by up to 38 percent, averaging around 16 percent, and has $10.69 in benefits for each
dollar of cost when administered by trained therapists.”

» Lowered recidivism: 15.9 percent
» Cost benefits: $10.69 in benefits for every dollar spent

Aggression Replacement Training (ART): This program is designed for youth who exhibit
aggressive tendencies and anti-social behavior and are therefore considered to be at a high risk of
reoffending. ART is a 10-week, 30-hour intervention administered to groups of eight to 12 youth
who have committed an offense.”’ ART has been found to reduce recidivism after 18 months by
up to 24 percent, averaging around 7 percent, and has $11.66 benefits per $1 costs.”

» Lowered recidivism: 7.3 percent
» Cost benefits: $11.66 in benefits for every dollar spent

Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST): MST works with the family to address the underlying causes
of illegal and delinquent behavior and the role that families play in a young person’s behavior.
Families are taught how to build healthy relationships and use appropriate methods of
discipline.” MST works to achieve behavioral change at home, rather than in a correctional
facility. MST has shown to reduce long-term rates of re-arrest by 25-70 percent,” and has an
average reduction of re-arrest of around 10.5 percent. %% States that use MST can see $13.36 in
benefits to public safety for every dollar spent on the progrmn,%

» Lowered recidivism: 10.5 percent
# Cost benefits: $13.36 in benefits for every dollar spent

Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (MTFC): MTFC is an alternative to group homes or
detention facilities for youth. Rather than place youth into a group, each foster family has one
youth at a time which allows them to tailor programming to that specific individual’s needs. The
individual treatment also allows the child to be closely monitored. At first, the youth is with the
foster parent at all times but as the youth shows good behavior, the restrictions are loosened and
he or she is given more freedom. Aside from close monitoring by the foster parents, the youth
also receives job and social skills training from a professional therapist and the birth parents and
child receive family therapy where the parents learn how to properly discipline their child.”’
MTFC has been shown to reduce recidivism rates for youth by 22 percent on average, and has a
cost-benefit ratio of $10.88 in benefits for every dollar spent.”

» Lowered recidivism: 22 percent
» Cost benefits: $10.88 in benefits for every dollar spent
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126 VANDALIA, SUITE 1
COLUINSVILLE, ILLINQIS 62224
618/345-2176
javhoffman@charter.net

216 CRANE STREET
EDWARDSVILLE, IL 62025
618/692-9710

{(BY APPOINTMENT)

1310 NIEDRINGHAUS
GRAMITE CITY, I 62040
618/877-9098

{BY APPOINTMENT)

CAPITOL ADDRESS:

263-5 STRATTON BUILDING
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62706
217/782-8018

June 18, 2009

Dear Sir or Madam,

JAY C. HOFFMAN
STATE REPRESENTATIVE - 112TH DISTRICT.

COMMITTEES:

JUDICIARY 1 - CIVIL LAW
LABOR
BAHLROAD SAFETY

TRANSPORTATION REGULATION,
ROADS & BRIDGES

-

I am writing in response to the facility closure hearing for Pere Marquette Youth Center.

The Illinois Youth Center (IYC) at Pere Marquette is vital to curbing recidivism and
creating positive life building skills to the youth it serves. Through its commitment to a
community therapeutic model. it offers counseling groups and education that allow each
youth to attain vital skills that aid them in correcting past behaviors. It is for these reasons
that I am in support of keeping I'YC-Pere Marquette open.

Thank you for your generous time and consideration. If I can be of any assistance, do not
hesitate to contact my office at (618) 345-2176.

Sincerely,

112 Dastrict

JCH/djm

b
ay'¢ MHoffman
taic Representative

RECY¥CLED PAPER « SOYBEAN INKS



Dear:

Hello, My name is Faith Reiling and | am a 18 year old who is incarcerated in the
IYC-Pera Marquette for the last 15 months. Yesterday it was announced that the
Governor was proposing to close our facility. Hearing this | fett compelled to
write this letter. Being incarcerated many times over the past five years, which is
not something that | am proud of yet truthful none the less.

- Not until coming to IYC Pere Marquette did | realize that not only was |

- institutionalized but | had problems that | refused to deal with, therefore unable to
change to become a productive citizen and provide a stable home life for my

. daughter.

Finally | am receiving the help that | have been searching for. The Staff here
CARE! about the youth who are here unlike some-of the other programs | have
been involved with. They have assisted with my obtaining a GED, taking my
ACT test, applying for entrance into a community college and not least but most

important re-establishing a strong and healthy relationship with my family.

. At first | did not understand why they wanted to close us and the answer |
received was that the facility was «sunder-utilized”. The reason our facility is
“under-utilized” is because we are understaffed! .

We have 42 employees but out of that there is only 15 security staffl The facility
maximum is 40 youth. To open the other housing unit it would require 2 over
times on every shift each week. | understand that this is a small facility. This
facility offers one of the best overall programs by keeping classes small, offering
extensive counseling, along with a drug treatment that the state of lilinois has to
offer.

So is IDOJJ about the money it cost to house us or is it about rehabilitating
young females so they can become successful women?

One of the reward programs is our wweekend retreat”. The revision of the old
confinement unit is where the girls who maintain good behavior for at least 4
weeks are allowed to be pampered for the weekend. We also take educational
field trips. For example, we wenton a tour of Alton, lilinois where we learned the
historical value of the town.



We believe the most memorable event that is offered is the “GALA". Youth that
maintain “A” Level for an extended period of time are allowed to dress in formal
wear and are served a seven course meal and taught proper etiquette. The cost
of this is small due to the staff here providing all that is needed from full attire to
every decoration used. Thisis an opportunity that most of us would never get o
experience.

The Therapeutic Community teaches us what we need to know to become
successful instead of how to just be good in incarceration. | will be presented for
Parole consideration on April 8, 2009 with all the tools to be a devoted mother, a
productive citizen of the community, while pursuing my dream of becoming a
lawyer. ‘ v

In conclusion, | write this for all youth currently here and for those yet to come sO
they have the same opportunity to gain the knowledge that this small institution
and staff that care so deeply have to offer. .

Yours truly,

§

Huiblo b hling
R T
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TODAY, WE STAND ON THE BRINK OF WITNESSING A MAGIC ACT OF NO
ENTERTAINMENT VALUE, TO BE MORE SPECIFIC, WE ARE ABOUT TO WITNESS ONE OF
THE MOST HARMFUL AND DAMAGING MAGIC ACTS THAT I HAVE EVER HEARD OF.

THE ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE WISHES TO MAKE THE PERE
MARQUETTE JUVENILE FACILITY IN GRAFTON, ILLINOIS, DISAPPEAR. IF THE
DEPARTMENT IS GIVEN THEIR WAY, THE EMPLOYEES, THE BUSINESSES THAT COUNT
ON THE FACILITY, AND, MORE IMPORTANTLY, THE YOUTH THAT NEED US THE MOST
WILL ALL NO LONGER EXIST. WE KNOW MAGIC IS ACCOMPLISHED BY MISDIRECTION.
THAT IS TO SAY THAT THE PUBLIC ATTENTION IS DIVERTED SOMEWHERE ELSE WHILE
THE SWITCH OR “TRICK” TAKES PLACE. THE TRICK WE ARE HERE TO DISCUSS IS NO
DIFFERENT. WHILE THE AUDIENCE FOCUSES ON INFLATED AND MISDIRECTING
FIGURES, THE FACILITY WILL BE CLOSED, AND THE YOUTH RELOCATED TO A FACILITY
NEAR THAT BIG CITY UP NORTH. SPREADSHEET DECISIONMAKING IS NO SUBSTITUTE
FOR GOOD HONEST PROGRAM EVALUATION. ‘

I AM NOT HERE TODAY TO DISCUSS BAD JUDGMENT OR MAGIC, OR EVEN THE
HARDSHIP THAT WILL BEFALL THE EMPLOYEES, BUSINESSES, OR CITIZENS OF JERSEY
COUNT IF OUR FACILITY CLOSES. 1AM HERE FOR THE YOUTH WHO WE SERVE, THE
YOUTH WHO WE HAVE SERVED, AND THE YOUTH WHO WE MUST CONTINUE TO SERVE.
THE YOUNG LADIES WHO ARE HERE TO SPEAK TODAY ARE MOTHERS, STUDENTS, AND
EMPLOYEES. ONE IS GETTING MARRIED AND SOON TO BE A HOME OWNER. HAD THEY
NOT COME TO US, THEY WOULD MOST LIKELY BE REPEAT OFFENDERS. WE HAVE
BEGUN TO BREAK THE CYCLE OF GENERATIONAL RECIDIVISM. IN FIVE YEARS, WE
HAVE DONE WHAT HAS NOT BEEN DONE OR CANNOT BE DONE BY OTHER JUVENILE
FACILITIES.

SOME OF OUR RESULTS ARE THE 42 YOUTH WHO HAVE GRADUATED HIGH
SCHOOL. MOST OF THESE YOUTH REFUSED TO ATTEND SCHOOL WHILE THEY LIVED IN
THE COMMUNITY OR SPENT WASTED TIME IN COUNTY JUVENILE DETENTION
CENTERS. PERE MARQUETTE’S SCHOOL RESEARCHES DEEP INTO THE PAST
EDUCATION OF EACH YOUTH TO FIND EVERY PAST HIGH SCHOOL CREDIT. OF THE 42
GIRLS WHO HAVE GRADUATED BIGH SCHOOL, 25 OF THEM STUDIED FOR, TESTED AND
PASSED THE G.ED. THROUGH DEDICATED CORP OF VOLUNTEERS, WE HAVE READIED 9
YOUNG LADIES WHO HAVE TAKEN THE A.C.T. TEST FOR COLLEGE ADMISSION. WE
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HAVE 7 OF QUR ?AST YOUTH CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN COLLEGES THROUGHOUT
ILLINOIS. ONE OF OUR PAST YOUTH IS CLOSE TO HER BACHELOR'S DEGREE AND IS AN
INTERN WITH THE ILLINOIS SECRETARY OF STATE’S OFFICE. VOLUNTEER TUTORS
CONTINUE TO WORK WITH OUR YOUTH TODAY. THESE RESULTS ARE NOT MAGICAL,
BUT THEY CAN BE CONSIDERED MIRACULOUS.

EACH YOUTH AT PERE MARQUETTE HAS TWO HIGHLY TRAINED AND
EXPERIENCED COUNSELORS: ONE FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE,
AND ONE FROM OUR SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROGRAM. EACH YOUTH HAS TWO MENTAL
HEALTH PROFESSIONALS: ONE FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE, AND
ONE FROM THE CIVIGENICS PROGRAM. EACH COUNSELOR MEETS IN SESSION WITH
EACH CHILD TWICE AND SOMETIMES THREE OR MORE TIMES PER WEEK. PAST
EMOTIONAL TRAUMA, ANXIETIES, LIFE QUESTIONS, AND FAMILY REUNIFICATION ARE
JUST A FEW OF THE TOPICS DISCUSSED. VERY FEW PROGRAMS ANYWHERE AFFORD
TROUBLED YOUTH THIS KIND OF INTENSIVE CARE; AND LET’S FACE IT, MANY OF THE
YOUTH WITH US ARE HERE DUE TO LACK OF PARENTAL ATTENTION, ABUSE, OR
NEGLECT. THIS LEVEL OF FOCUSED ATTENTION IS WHAT HAS MADE US THE IDEAL
CLINICAL MODEL FOR FEMALE ADOLESCENT CARE, ACCORDING TO THE BEST
PRACTICE MODEL. ONE OF THE REASONS THE DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
WAS DEVELOPED IS TO SERVE THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS.
JUVENILES WHO HAVE COMMITTED LESS SERIOUS CRIMES MUST NOT BE PLACED INTO
THE FACILITY WHERE OLDER HARDENED JUVENILE CRIMINALS ARE HOUSED. WHEN
WE LOOK. AT THE POSSIBILITY OF CLOSING ONE OF THE TWO FEMALE JUVENILE
FACILITIES IN THE ENTIRE STATE AND PLACING OUR LESS SERIOUS OFFENDERS WITH
THOSE YOUTH WHO HAVE COMMITTED SERIOUS OFFENSES SUCH AS MURDER,
ATTEMPTED MURDER, SHOOTINGS, AND DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES, THE IDEOLOGY OF
BEST PRACTICES GOES UP IN SMOKE AND DISAPPEAR ALONG WITH GOOD INTENTIONS
THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED. OUR YOUTH ARE EMOTIONALLY
TRAUMATIZED YOUTH RATHER THAN THE CRIMINAL TYPOLOGY FOUND IN THE
OTHER FEMALE FACILITY. EMOTIONALLY TRAMATIZED YOUTH DEMAND AND
DESERVE A DIFFERENT LEVEL OF ATTENTION AND CARE. THEY CANNOT JUST BE
THROWN INTO AN ENVIRONMENT OF DANGEROUS OFFENDERS, AND THE BEST
OUTCOME BE HOPED FOR.
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IN ILLINOIS, MALE YOUTH OFFENDERS HAVE 6 DIFFERENT FACILITIES TO BE
SENT TO, AND THEY CAN BE SEGREGATED BY THE SERIOUSNESS OF THEIR OFFENSES
AND THE RISK THEY REPRESENT TO THE COMMUNITY. BY CLOSING PERE
MARQUETTE, THE EMOTIONALLY TRAMATIZED YOUNG GIRLS ARE DOOMED TO BE
LUMPED TOGETHER AND EXPOSED TO VERY DANGEROUS YOUTH. IS THIS THE GOAL
WE SEEK? PERE MARQUETTE HOUSES NO FELONS AND NO CLASS X OFFENDERS. WE
HAVE BEEN GIVEN AN OPPORTUNITY TO RECOVER YOUTH BEFORE THEY ARE LOST
FOREVER TO A LIFETIME OF GENERATIONAL PERPETUATING CRIMINAL EXISTANCE.

WE HAVE TAKEN YOUTH INTO THE COMMUNITY AND DEMONSTRATED BOW TO
DEVELOP CIVIC RESPONSIBILITY. OUR YOUTH HAVE WORKED WITH THE
DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED, TAKING CARE OF THERAPY HORSES AT BEVERLY
FARMS. OUR YOUTH HAVE ADOPTED A PORTION OF HIGHWAY 100, THE RIVER ROAD.
PERE MARQUETTE YOUTH WRAP PRESENTS FOR THE UNITED WAY DURING THE
HOLIDAY SEASON. THE RETURNING OF A YOUTH INTO SOCIETY AS APERSON WITH A
SOCIAL CONSCIENCE AND RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR IS A MUCH BETTER IDEAL THAN
CLOSING A THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY AND THEN HOUSING ALL TYFPES OF
OFFENDERS TOGETHER AND PRAYING FOR A POSITIVE CHANGE. THERE IS NO WAY
THAT THE COMMUNITY-SERVICE WORK. AND TEACHING OF SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
CAN CONTINUE IN A FACILITY THAT HOUSES FELONS, HIGH ESCAPE RISK, AND OTHER
DANGEROUS YOUTH.

PERE MARQUETTE YOUTH ARE MADE TO FEEL THAT THEY CAN SUCCEED IN
LIFE, AND SOME OF THEM HAVE. IT IS THROUGH HARD WORK AND DEDICATION AND
NOT HOCUS POCUS THAT WE HAVE OBTAINED THE RESULTS WE HAVE OVER TIME.
ONLY THREE YOUNG LADIES HOUSED AT PERE MARQUETTE SINCE 2005 HAVE GONE
ON TO THE ADULT PRISON SYSTEM. THAT REPRESENTS 1.6 PERCENT OF YOUTH WHO
HAVE COME TO US.

FINALLY, I WANT TO SPEAK ABOUT THE STAFF AND THE UNPRECIDENTED
AMOUNT OF DEDICATION AND SACRIFICE 1 HAVE PERSONALLY WITNESSED. IN 21
YEARS OF MY ASSOCIATION WITH CORRECTIONS IN ILLINOIS, I HAVE NEVER SEEN
ANY STAFF AS DEDICATED TO YOUTH AS THE PERE MARQUETTE STAFF. EACH
CHRISTMAS, OUR YOUTH ARE GIVEN WONDERFUL GIFTS AT THE EXPENSE OF STAFF
MEMBERS WHO ANONIMOUSLY DRAW A YOUTH’S NAME AND BUY PRESENTS, SHOES,
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HYGIENE ITEMS, STATIONARY, AND DELICIOUS TREATS FOR THEM. OUR YOUTH ARE
TAUGHT SKIN CARE, HAIR CARE, AND PERSONAL FITNESS. THOSE ARE JUST A FEW OF
THE CLASSES THAT STAFF VOLUNTEER THEIR OWN TIME, MONEY, AND RESOURCES
FOR. FOR SOME YOUTH, THIS IS THE FIRST TIME ANYONE HAS DONE A KIND OR
LOVING ACT FOR THEM,

PRINCIPIA COLLEGE HAS DONATED TIME AND RESOURCES FOR MANY
PROGRAMS THE YOUTH OF PERE MARQUETTE ENJOY AND LEARN FROM. THE ART
PROGRAM AND THE DANCE RECITAL AT PRINCIPIA ARE BUT TWO OF MANY PROJECTS
THE COLLEGE HAS AFFORDED US.

THE ANNUAL GALA IS AN EVENT OF CULTURE AND LEARNING FOR OUR YOUTH.
IT IS THE CROWNING PIECE ON THE LIST OF EXTRA ACTIVITIES AND WONDERFUL
EVENTS FOR OUR YOUTH. MOST OF THE YOUTH HAVE NEVER ATTENDED A FORMAL
EVENT. FOR SOME OF OUR YOUTH, WEARING A FORMAL GOWN, EATING WITH
MANNERS, OR BEING SUBJECTED TO SOCIAL ETIQUETTE IS A WONDERFUL
ADVENTURE AND PREVIEW INTO THE POSSIBILITIES LIFE HAS TO OFFER. IT IS NEAR
IMPOSSIBLE TO CONCEPTUALIZE THE BOOST IN SELF ESTEEM AND THE JOY SEEN IN
THE FACES OF THESE YOUNG LADIES WHO UNDERGO THE MOST POSITIVE
TRANSFORMATION OF THEIR LIVES.

THE OVERALL TONE OF PERE MARQUETTE IS A CARING TONE THAT DOES NOT
CONTINUALLY POINT OUT WHAT IS WRONG WITH THE YOUTH, BUT RATHER .
EMPHASIZE THE GOOD FOUND IN THE YOUTH. WE ENCOURAGE THE YOUTH TO BUILD
ON THE POSITIVE FEELINGS AND FEEDBACK OBTAINED FROM US.

IN CLOSING, I WOULD INVITE ANY PERSON IN THIS PLACE TODAY TO COME TO
PERE MARQUETTE AND BEAR WITNESS TO WHAT I HAVE SAID. TO CLOSE PERE
MARQUETTE WOULD BE A SOCIALLY AND MORALLY-BASED MISTAKE. MIXING
TRAUMATIZED AND CRIMINAL YOUTH IS NEGLIGENT AND DANGEROUS. LET’S NOT
‘THROW AWAY OUR BROKEN AND HURT YOUTH. LET’S REPAIR THEM AND MAKE THEM
LIKE US: RESPONSIBLE, LAW-ABIDING, AND FINALLY ABLE TO GIVE BACK TO
SOCIETY. p—




JUN-29-2009  18:89

Council 31

AFSCME

Executive Diracror
Henry Bayer
— June 29, 2009
Vice Prosideags
Lo Gasen Senator Jeffery Schoenberg
H::’:::N Representative Richard Myers
Co-Chairs
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Frecutive Board
floria Arsanasn
Alpce Bood Dear Co-Chairs Schoenberg and Myers:
Ratdy Domiskc
Raber: Fama As you know from the testimony provided at your recent hearing in Grafton,
Did Ford AFSCME Council 31 objects in the strongest possible terms to the
Richard Hatcx recommendation by the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice that COGFA
Rarsly Helemacn approve the closure of I'YC Pere Marquette, DJJ made clear that the decision to
Kenaem enien close is not due to any failings on the part of the program or staff. To the
Gy Keosaghal contrary, Pere Marquette has been extremely successful in its mission to reform
g youths committed to its care. The closure is aimed at saving a small amount of
David Mosriz . .
Pt Oy money in the short run, without regard for the long term problems caused by
A Porevond youths not able to tumn their lives around or the costs entailed to society for
arb Reardon passing on problems to the adult corrections system,
Sam Rosy
Sdward Schuarez IYC Pere Marquette was conceived as the beacon which was to guide the way for
Donéte Saughoar the new Department of Juvenile Justice. No one can argue with the success that
Raymand Ssmers the programs at Pere Marquette have demonstrated. Unfortunately, the rest of the
MichaslVanever I¥Cs suffer from chronic understaffing and the lack of programming that results
Lavarne Walker in high recidivism by the youths in the system. Pere Marquette’s lower
Trudy Wllams recidivism rate should be emulated, not declared to be too ¢xpensive.
etiree Prosidon
" i@m;‘ ) While the per capita cost at Pere Marquette is higher than other facilities, there are
- simple ways to bring it down. It was DJJ that decided to underutilize the facility
Hector G by sending relatively few youths there. A cursory review of the data on the girls
Kathy Lot currently at Warrenville, by county, shows that there are 17 more girls
geographically eligible to come to Pere Marquette who have not been included in
the program. The addition of two Security positions and one educator would
al;&w the facility to operate at its maximum capacity, cutting per capita costs in
half.
Looked at another way, the closure of Pere Marquette and movement of all girls
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in the system to IYC Warrenville will cost the state money in increased recidivism rates. The
Pere Marquetie program has a current recidivism rate of 22%, and that rate is trending down.
This has held true even as the population risk factors increase, with gitls with more serious drug
and mental health problems being placed at Pere Marquette. Warrenville’s recidivism rate is
37%; almost double that of Pere Marquette. Some 100 Warrenville gitls go back into the system
every year, costing the state roughly $8 million annually for their second stint in DJJ , and untold
hardship for them, their families and our communities.

Of course, strengthening programs at Warrenville would result in long run savings as well, but
given the state’s fiscal constraints, we are not likely to see the necessary investment there made
now.

I encourage you and the other COGFA members to consider the long view and reject the
Department’s request to close Pere Marquette. Think of the good work that has already been
done at Pere Marquette, and its potential for the larger system. Think of a facility operating at
capacity, with the economies of scale this represents. Think of the whole juvenile justice system,
which benefits from a model that moves young people out of the corrections system and into
society as productive members.

Sincerely,

ey Brgen o
Henry Baver |
Executive Director o

ce: COGFA members
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Testimony of Suzanne Rensing
Educator, IYC Pere Marquette
AFSCME Member

COGFA Hearing
June 29, 2009
Regarding the closure of
I'YC Pere Marquette

My name 1s Suzanne Rensing and I serve as an educator at [YC-Pere Marquette. And while you
may hear my voice, I speak on behalf of myself and my peers on the services we provide the
youth at the Center. Closing our facility would cause a devastating impact on the youth housed
at Pere Marquette,

When I came to Pere Marquette, [ thought I would be a teacher as I was in the public school
system. I quickly learned I was much, much more than this — not only was I an educator, I now
became a mentor, a guidance counselor, a role model, and a stepping stone for the girls to be
reguided into society. I quickly leamed the role Pere Marquette plays to these young ladies
makes a difference. We teach a new opportunity.

Pere Marquette allows us to accomplish the mission statement of the Agency — our program 4 $
works. Its proven success is from our educational staff working in tandem with our girls to S
discover their educational history allowing us to assist them in obtaining their high school
diploma. Many continue on to higher education.

We ensure the girls never feel incapable of participating in successful educational programming.
As educators, we not only offer learning knowledge, but life skills and self-esteem. As one of
only two State centers housing female juveniles, we reach the individual, we teach them positive
eXperiences — our program works.

Determining their learning level, individualized lesson plans are developed and we concentrate
on team teaching to ensure cach student is presented a well-rounded, comprehensive educational D
development plan. t

We work in conjunction with the counselors, psychologists, and security to provide our girls with
structured, responsible lifestyles. Our educational program 1s jnstrumental in assisting in the
maintenance of our low recividism rate.

But more then this: we provide a better opportunity for family contact for female youth in
southern Illinois. Displacing the youth in an effort to save monies will not result in a significant
savings compared to the loss of a successful program; we stymie the juveniles from progressing
to the adult division of Corrections as we preparc them to become educated, responsible, and
productive citizens of the State of Illinois. R
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We are seeking your support in IYC-Pere Marquette remaining a viable program within the
Grafton commaunity as well as providing a venue for female juveniles in southern [llinois.

We are the last chance for the girls to turn their lives around ~ we are these young minds’ last
chance — we give them their last opportunity to redirect their lives into success. We are the last
chance before they become adults.
Our program works.

* We provide a comprehensive learmng environment.

» We provide class room and social skills.

e We provide self-worth and self-esteem to female juveniles.

We provide success. We do our job and we are asking today that you do your job to return with

a recommendation to keep Pere Marquette open and make sure that a program that works
continues to work.

Thank you.
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Testimony of Eddie Caumiant
Regional Director, AFSCME Council 31

COGFA Hearing
June 29, 2009
Regarding the closure of
IYC Pere Marquette

I am the Regjonal Director for AFSCME Council 31, and in that capacity am honored to
represent the 38 men and women who are AFSCME members at IYC Pere Marquette.
would Jike to offer 2 rebuttal to some specific points raised by Department of Juvenile
Justice Director Friedenauer’s recommendation to close IYC Pere Marquette. AFSCME
Council 31 is vehemently opposed to closure of this facility, and we feel that the
following facts are compelling reasons to keep it open.

First, some points on the written recommendation by Director Friedenauer. Numbers can
be made to say just about anything, and by his own admission, the Department would not
be recommending closure were it not for the financial condition of the state. The very
body recommending closure concedes that not only do the programs, facility and staff at
IYC Pere Marquette work, they are “a model which the state has and should look to for
juvenile corrections.” By their own admission, this is 2 document borne more out of
perceived necessity than real justification.

Specificaily, any structural problems noted about 2 double-limestone constructed,
purpose-converted facility are suspect on their face. The fact is the facility is in
extremely sound shape, with no more than normal maintenance issues, except in areas
like the Laundry/Weight room, where a work order approved in 2006 was not filed until
2009 by the Department and has yet fo begin. In fact, the roof work that was noted by the
director in his testimony has already been allocated and by all accounts will occur
whether the facility is closed or not, contrary to what was suggested in the Department’s
testimony. The document presented to the commission looks suspiciously like 2
rationale created after the decision had already been made.

Numerous improvements to the property’s infrastructure have already been made, and
many more are being undertaken by the surrounding community, highlighting its
importance to Grafton and the area as a whole, The City of Grafton is in the process of
running new water and sewer lines to the facility. Central Illinois Public Service (CIPS)
1s upgrading external lighting at no cost to the state,

Not only are the financial arguments provided by the state suspect, it can be argued that
the facility has been managed in the recent past to further justify closure. Some cases in
point: In 2007, the same period of time that it can be noted that per capita costs spiked,
an RSAT grant for $1.6 million was not renewed for FY 2008. This grant paid for gall the
substance abuse programs at Pere Marquette; without it, this expenditure came out of the
General Fund. In addition, until last year, Pere Marquette was operating near full
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capacity, but since the IDJJ has allowed the loss of so many security personnel through
attrition, they are not cwrently able to open one of the dorms, an artificial reduction in
efficiency. Given more security staff, the facility would be able to fill all 40 beds

available, giving economies of scale that would halve the per capita cost of the facility.

In addition to its structural and potential fiscal soundness, the facility represents the type
of place that IDJJ was founded to operate. The 40 beds that are available here are the
mode] that IDJJ and other parties interested in juvenile justice like the John Howard
Association and the Juvenile Justice Initiative have long advocated. According to the
Department’s own testimony, the number of beds at Pere Marquette are much more
indicative of a facility built for success in juvenile treatment than a facility the size of
Warrenville, the very place that they recommend moving the entire fernale juvenile
population. This is misguided decision making, prompted by short term expedience
rather than long-term vision about what is good for our state.

The reason offered for this decision is simple numbers. The Department argues that they
should realize savings of $2.7 million in FY 2010 by closing the facility. Yet they also
state that the workforce will be absorbed into the rest of the Juvenile and Adult system,
and that the facility will have to be maintained at some level due to its status as a
historical site. So where are the savings? If the labor cost is still there for the
department, and the maintenance cost is there as well, where is the $2.7 million that they
claim to save? In fact, they have noted that they will have to staff up at Warrenville at
additional cost, and don’t forget the additional transportation costs associated with
moving the southern juvenile population into the northern region. The Department has
not sufficiently demonstrated that this closure will save them any money whatsoever.

In fact, this very argument lends itself to keeping Pere Marquette open, and expanding
the programs offered at this facility to the entire IDJJ system, as was its purpose at
inception. By all accounts here today, not only do the programs here work, they work
exceedingly well. The recidivism rates at Pere Marquette, correctly at 22% - even lower
than the 27% offered by the Department - are the lowest for any facility in the state and
mean that by making the investment here, we are saving state dollars down the line when
these youth don’t reoffend and end up back in the juvenile system. Not only that, but the
numbers of Pere Marquette youth who end up in the adult system are even lower, at
approximately 3 since the program began — less than 2%. While it is too soon to offer
good empirical data, this is a very real savings for the cntire justice system in the state,
and conceivably represents untold millions of dollars.

The department has admitted that moving this population to Warrenville represents a very
real risk that their potential for recidivism will increase. Moving minimum security
youth to a medium security facility does nothing but create more medium security youth.
Why do this to the youth of our state with the most potential to reform and become
productive members of society? In recent classes, while the risk factors present in the
population at Pere Marquette have increased ~ more substance abuse issues, mental
health problems — the recidivism figures have continued their downward trend, further
testirmony to the success of the programs being implemented. Why not expand this
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program, duplicate its success, and realize further savings for the state’s justice system as
a whole?

The two most important reasons to keep this facility open have ycet to be heard. They are
the committed men and women who make Pere Marquette the beacon for the IDJJ, and
the products of that system, the graduates of Pere Marquette who have come here today
to speak on its behalf. We thank you for your time, and for the attention that your
perceptive questions about the facility have shown you are giving us. We ask that you
return a decision in our favor, and in favor of the troubled youth of our state who so
desperately need a place to go like Pere Marquette.

TOTAL P.G3
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Dan R. Long, Executive Director
Commission on Government
Forecasting and Accountability
703 Stratton Office Building
Springfield, IL 62706

Dear Director Long,

Please allow this letter to serve as my written testimony on behalf of the young teenage
women who are cared for at the lllinois Youth Camp in Grafton. For over two years now | have
been privileged to visit these young women as an ordained deacon/minister of the Catholic
Church. 1 have never seen an at risk population in my almost 65 years of life including my 40
years as a healthcare executive and CEO.

In sharing the Word and the love of God with these young women it becomes clear just how
they have been physically and psychologically exploited a their very impressionable ages. What

_is also clear to me is that these young women feel Grafton to be a port in the storm they
experience in their lives. More than | could have ever expected, these young women see
Grafton as their chance to make good on their rehabilitation. They realize that to fail here
means they will be sent to Warrenville. That prospect seems to me to be therapeutic in the
desire of these women to become productive citizens in our society.

The environment there is wholesome and appropriately regimented. It offers opportunities to
tive a structured existence with appropriate rewards for successes and impact for failure to
achieve stated normative behavior. The staff is most caring and dedicated concerned to
implement, in a secluded and area of natural beauty which removes distractions to concentrate
on a holistic program of interpersonal and educational recovery for the residents.

Given my clear belief that these young women have been the subject of use and abuse by
others which facilitated mistakes they may have made in their lives, 1 hope the impact on these
young women will be taken into account before any final decision is made to close the facility. |
realize there are many considerations which will be taken into account. May 1 offer that these
twenty young women may well consider that their interest, given their belief of the safety and
security that Grafton offers to them, be an appropriate consideration in rendering a final
decision regarding their future.

Thank you for all that you do for the welfare of all of the citizens of our State and for these
young women whose lives have been entrusted to our collective concern. Peace

Peace,

7

f}
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Deacon William E. Kessler
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