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The National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD)
NCCD is a private, nonprofit research and consulting agency specializing in adult
criminal justice, child welfare, and juvenile justice issues. NCCD’s mission is to
promote just and equitable social systems for individuals, families, and communities
through research, public policy, and practice. As the nation’s oldest criminal justice
research agency, NCCD has been at the forefront of innovative research and policy
development in adult corrections and juvenile court-related services since 1907.
Learn more about our work at www.nccd-crc.org.
NCCD has conducted numerous justice system and child welfare evaluation studies,
both single-site and multiple-site. With a grant from the Annie E. Casey Foundation,
NCCD evaluated the national Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative. NCCD
conducted detention utilization studies in five of the nation’s largest detention
systems: New York City, Cook County, Sacramento, Multnomah County (Portland),
and Milwaukee. This initiative was designed to demonstrate that jurisdictions can
establish more efficient and effective systems to accomplish the purposes of secure
juvenile detention. NCCD analyzed local detention trends and utilization patterns;
developed forecasts of future bed needs; measured the impacts of proposed changes
to policies and procedures on bed requirements; and assisted in the development and
testing of risk screening criteria.

The Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation
The Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation is an independent not-for-profit
corporation dedicated to fostering a shared commitment among the civic, business,
philanthropic and social service communities to guide troubled children and families
in Cook County toward stable, productive, safe and healthy lives while at the same
time protecting the interests of all citizens.
Given the pivotal role of the juvenile court in advancing this mission, JAJCF is
committed to working closely with the Cook County Juvenile Court and all its varied
stakeholders to advance innovation and to further the role of the Juvenile Court
of Cook County as a model for the administration of compassionate and effective
justice for children, families and communities nationwide.
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A message from the Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation

A New Vision for Youth Detention in Cook County
In 1899, Cook County set a new standard of justice for children when it established the first juvenile court
in the world, and our Court continues to demonstrate a commitment to innovation. In one area, however,
we have struggled in recent years. After years of overcrowded conditions at the Juvenile Temporary Detention
Center (JTDC), the American Civil Liberties Union filed a lawsuit in 1999 that exposed alarming abuse
and unsafe conditions at the facility. Under the scrutiny of the federal courts, substantial changes are now
underway at the JTDC. Nonetheless, myriad voices still clamor for additional change at the JTDC and debate
the specifics of those changes. We believe that it is time instead for Cook County to once again set a new
standard—this time with a new vision for youth detention.
Toward this end, the Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation (JAJCF) has commissioned a study, on behalf
of the Chief Judge of the Circuit Court, by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD).
This study looks beyond the challenges of this specific facility to examine de novo the detention needs of
our county and its youth. Without doubt, the decision to deny a child his liberty is an awesome one, and
not without risk. Time in detention disrupts often-precarious ties to school, exposes youth to others with
delinquent histories, and can actually increase the likelihood of reoffending for many young people, especially
those who are at lower risk of reoffending. If we are to effectively protect the safety of our communities, it is
critical that we detain only those youth who threaten that safety.
Consistent with the recommendations of NCCD, we believe that even after appropriate reforms are
implemented, the JTDC will have at best limited capacity to meet the complex needs of youth being detained
in Cook County. We, with NCCD, instead offer a new vision, one that rests on the conviction that secure
detention must be one element of a cohesive juvenile justice system that includes efficient case processing, a
range of alternatives to avoid unnecessary confinement, and equity for children of all races and ethnicities.
This vision for youth detention in Cook County, as summarized in the NCCD report, seeks to maximize
community safety and the health and well-being of our youth and families by:
• reserving secure detention for only those youth who present a real threat to the safety of the community;
• providing youth who must be detained with meaningful assessment, case management, and
programming;
• detaining youth in small, safe, community-based facilities consistent with best practice; and
• ensuring that decision making is guided by timely, accurate information about the youth and all aspects
of the juvenile justice system.
Cook County has made impressive progress in many areas related to juvenile justice in the last two
decades—through the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative, restorative justice efforts, a network of court
improvement committees, and significant increases in court diversion. JAJCF hopes that this report can
inform a vital discussion on the future of juvenile detention in Cook County to ensure the county’s continued
role as a standard-bearer for its next century of service to the children, families, and communities it serves.
Respectfully submitted,

Duane C. Quaini, Esq., Chair
The Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation		

Sheila M. Merry, Executive Director
The Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation
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Executive Summary
Cook County has a long and proud tradition of progressive practice in juvenile justice—not only
with the advent of the first juvenile court but as a national leader through the Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative. The last two decades, however, have brought intense scrutiny in the area of
juvenile detention culminating in a lawsuit by the American Civil Liberties Union alleging a range
of violations including overcrowding, unsafe and unsanitary conditions, and regular exposure to
violence and abuse. With the intervention of the federal courts, substantial progress has been made
to date and additional improvements are planned or underway. Nonetheless, substantial concern
continues that such reforms cannot fully resolve the challenges presented by the existing facility.
In the belief that it is time for Cook County to once again set a new standard—this time for youth
detention—the Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation (JAJCF), on behalf of the Chief Judge of
Cook County, has commissioned the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) to
conduct this study of youth detention in Cook County. This study looks beyond the challenges of
the current facility to examine more fundamentally the detention needs of the county and its youth.
The ultimate goal of the study is to guide discussion regarding a new vision for detention in Cook
County—a vision that holds to the ideals that informed the creation of the court in 1899 while
recognizing the current circumstances in which the court operates.
After careful assessment and discussion with experts within the County, it is the opinion of NCCD
that, even after appropriate reforms are implemented, the current Juvenile Temporary Detention
Center (JTDC) will have at best limited capacity to meet the complex needs of youth being detained
in Cook County. Working with JAJCF, NCCD instead offers the following vision for detention
in Cook County, one that rests on the conviction that secure detention must be one element of a
cohesive juvenile justice system that includes efficient case processing, a range of alternatives to avoid
unnecessary confinement, and equity for children of all races and ethnicities.
Cook County should maximize community safety and the health and well-being of its youth and
families by:
• reserving secure detention for only those youth who present a real threat to the safety of the
community;
• providing youth who must be detained with meaningful assessment, case management, and
programming;
• detaining youth in small, safe, community-based facilities consistent with best practice; and
• ensuring that decision making is guided by timely, accurate information about the youth and
all aspects of the juvenile justice system.
Following is a brief summary of some of the findings of this study and specific recommendations
for the future of detention in Cook County.
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Key Findings
Any recommendations regarding detention practice must be guided by the size and characteristics of
the population currently referred to detention and the factors that drive those referrals. The following
are key findings related to the current detention population and practice:
• As recently as 1998, the population of youth in detention on any given day numbered
more than 600; today that figure is closer to 300. Many youth who previously would have
been detained are now referred to an array of alternative programs designed to provide needed
services and structure for youth.
• Although nearly 44% of all admissions are released within 7 days, youth who face adult
charges (known as ATs or automatic transfer cases) may remain in detention for a year or
longer. Violent offenses, sexual offenses, and other assaults together comprised less than 40%
of all charges. Another 10.5% of those admitted to detention faced charges for drug offenses.
Notably, 51.5% of admitted youth were charged with property offenses or statutory violations.
The latter group includes youth who failed to appear in court (FTAs), probation violators,
and other youth admitted without a new charge filed. Many of these youth would seem to
be candidates for alternatives to detention. The disparity in length of stay has significant
implications for programming at the detention center.
• About 4% of all admissions to detention in 2009 were 13 or younger. Over half of youth under
13 admitted in 2009 and 2010 faced charges for property offenses, drug offenses, or statutory
violations. Targeting these youth for intensive treatment and intervention could avert
future offending.
• In 2009, 9.7% of admissions were female. Although girls generally represent much lower
risk to the community, they have disproportionately higher use of mental health
services—a challenge to any detention facility—than their male counterparts.
• African American youth in Cook County are arrested at 5 times the rate of white youth
and detained at 46 times the rate. The high level of disparity in Cook County is due largely
to the fact that so few white youth enter detention. White youth account for fewer than
3% of detention admissions in Cook County while African American youth comprise about
83%. Nationally, African American youth comprise 15% of the juvenile population, but 44%
of the detention population.
• With careful attention to removing youth from detention who do not represent a threat
to community safety, NCCD believes that Cook County’s detention needs could be met
with a total capacity of 240 detention beds—a dramatic reduction in the nearly 500 beds
of the JTDC.
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Recommendations Related to Detention Population and Practice
Secure detention should be used only for youth who represent a threat to the safety of the
community or a risk of flight.
• Develop and utilize a risk assessment instrument to identify youth most likely to fail to appear
for a court date and those most likely to reoffend prior to sentencing to guide decision-making
based on empirical data on Cook County youth.
• Use the information gained from a risk assessment instrument to reduce the number of youth
detained on warrants and court holds.
• For youth identified as high-risk to fail to appear, special services should be provided which
go beyond the current postcards to include reminder calls and transportation to court when
needed.
• For first-time failures to appear, an administrative approach—possibly including a meeting with
a probation officer within the court building to develop a plan to ensure the youth appears at
the next scheduled hearing—to securing a new court date should be developed.
• Convene judges, particularly those with high detention rates, to identify alternatives to
detaining youth, especially those who score as lower-risk based on a formal risk assessment.
• Create small, staff-secure alternatives to secure detention for girls and younger boys.
A thorough analysis of the disproportionate minority confinement (DMC) issue in Cook
County is needed. This analysis, based on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’s guidelines, should focus on policies, practices, and programs needed to keep African
American youth in the community as has been accomplished for their white peers.
Officials should continue to push to reduce long case-processing times for youth being
prosecuted in adult court. The extended stays of transfer cases challenge the capacity of juvenile
detention to appropriately meet programming needs.
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Recommendations Related to Program Management
Assessment should be substantially expanded—at least for youth likely to be in custody for
more than two weeks. Because the detention center houses both short- and long-term residents, a
two-phased assessment and case-management process is needed. Educational, vocational, and mental
health assessments are critical for youth who remain in detention for longer periods.
Assessment tools should be coordinated system-wide with information shared to provide
continuity of care. Appropriate merging of assessment, case-management, and data-reporting
capabilities across departments of the juvenile justice system will help create a continuum of care so
that goals, objectives, expectations, and accountability are shared at every program level.
Case-management services for youth detained more than three months should mirror those
in traditional correctional facilities. Appropriate case management must include comprehensive
assessment, appropriate mental health treatment, multi-faceted educational and vocational
programming, and regular multi-disciplinary staffing to assess ongoing needs consistent with the
expectations of all long-term residential facilities.
Educational programs for short-term detainees should incorporate computerized curricula
matched to their current capabilities.
All youth in detention need to be kept consistently active and involved in activities, including,
but not limited to, educational programming and recreation.
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Recommendations Related to the Physical Plant
The current facility should be replaced with two or more smaller facilities, ideally located
around the community, with a total capacity of 240 beds.
• One site should be structured as a longer-term facility dedicated to meeting the needs of youth
being tried as adults. These youth remain in detention far longer, and require specialized
assessment, case management, and educational and vocational programming.
A comprehensive feasibility study is required to address issues of cost, location, renovation of existing
buildings versus new construction, and potential reductions in operating costs that could be realized
with state-of-the-art design.

Recommendations Related to Information Management
Cook County should invest in new data technology to allow for timely data to ensure that
policies are followed, that practice standards are met, and that youth are receiving the services
and supervision required to ensure community safety. Currently, data are captured in at least
three separate databases that do not exchange information. Immediate action needs to be taken
to provide reliable basic data about the system, though ultimately a longer-term solution will be
required.
• On a short-term basis, data mining approaches should be explored to provide the Cook
County juvenile justice system with timely, accurate information at all program levels. Current
data systems are incapable of providing meaningful, timely data to guide decision-making. Data
mining offers an immediate alternative to address this deficit.
• Over the long term, the county must invest in new data technology, perhaps exploring
web-based options, to fundamentally redesign its data systems. Such a redesign is critical to
allow for timely data to monitor compliance with county policies and practice standards, to
ensure that youth are receiving the services and supervision required to ensure community
safety, and to evaluate the impact of court intervention. Web-based models could offer a
relatively inexpensive alternative.
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Introduction and Background
Over the last two decades, secure detention of juveniles in Cook County has been under nearly
constant review, culminating in a lawsuit filed by the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU)
and the appointment of a transitional administrator charged by the federal court with improving
conditions of confinement. Considerable progress has been made to date, and additional
improvements are planned or already underway. The Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation has
asked the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) to step back from the specifics of
this controversy and to consider the detention needs of the youth and communities of Cook County.
When the JTDC was opened in 1976, it was considered a state-of-the-art facility that promised better
conditions for youth as well as the convenience of being located in the court building. But dramatically
increasing rates of juvenile crime, peaking in the mid-1990s, combined with growing public pressure to
“get tough” on crime, placed substantial strain on both the judges and facilities of the court. As arrest
rates skyrocketed, the JTDC—with a 500-bed capacity—sometimes housed over 800 youth.
At the same time, important reform efforts were underway. Beginning in 1993, Cook County
partnered with the Annie E. Casey Foundation to test a new approach to reducing the use of detention
for youth accused of nonviolent crimes. The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI)
employed a number of practices designed to minimize the inappropriate use of detention for less serious
offenses. The most critical was a structured, objective screening instrument designed to identify which
youth needed to be detained for the protection of the community. The initiative complemented this
structured screening instrument with a continuum of less-restrictive alternatives in the community,
most of which kept youth at home with their families. This initiative, combined with a substantial
decrease in juvenile arrests and additional efforts to increase diversion, resulted in dramatic reductions
in the detention population in Cook County. Nonetheless, in 1999, the ACLU filed a class action
lawsuit on behalf of youth detained in the JTDC. The suit alleged overcrowding, unsafe and unsanitary
conditions, regular exposure to violence, inadequate medical and educational services, overuse of room
confinement, and mismanagement. Although a settlement was reached, the ACLU ultimately went
back to court requesting additional court action due to limited progress. In 2007, the federal court
appointed a Transitional Administrator to oversee implementation of the Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between the ACLU and Cook County for reform of the JTDC. Considerable progress has been
made to-date, and additional improvements are planned or already underway.
On behalf of the Chief Judge of Cook County, the Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation
commissioned this study. It includes analysis of historical detention data and interviews with
key stakeholders and advocates, and draws on research, reviews, and best practices of programs
in other jurisdictions. Key to this analysis is a recognition that the use of detention is both
extremely expensive (about $350 per day in Cook County) and can involve substantial unintended
consequences that may actually increase the likelihood of reoffending, especially for youth who are
otherwise at low or moderate risk of reoffending.1 We therefore work from the assumption that it is
in the best interests of the County to reserve the extremely expensive alternative of detention for
only those youth who truly need to be detained.
1

Lowenkamp, C. T. & Latessa, E. J. (2005). Evaluation of Ohio’s Reclaim Funded Programs, Community Corrections Facilities and DYS Facilities.
University of Cincinnati, Division of Criminal Justice.
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The goals of this report are to move Cook County beyond a narrow focus on its current Juvenile
Temporary Detention Center to a results-oriented approach driven by research on best practice and
to provide critical guidance to the County regarding long-term planning for juvenile detention. The
study seeks to identify which youth should be detained and, based on this information, to determine
what the optimal detention system for Cook County should include. Another important goal is to
determine how best to implement improvements to the system, specifying—to the extent possible—
the initial steps needed to move the plan forward. This research and the resulting recommendations
form the basis for a vision designed to guide further reform—or the re-conceptualization—of the
Cook County detention system.
Political realities and budgetary challenges, as well as divergent opinions among those that work
with youth and are invested in the court, pose formidable—but not insurmountable—challenges
to fundamentally redesigning detention in Cook County.
Our aim with this document is not to grapple with each
A new vision: One that
obstacle, but rather to envision the best possible approach
to detention. We have separated the body of this report
rests on the conviction that
into the following sections: 1) Detention Population and
secure detention must be one
Practice; 2) Program Management; 3) Physical Facility;
and 4) Information Systems. In each of these sections, we
element of a cohesive juvenile
provide a brief description of the situation as it now exists
as well as the changes currently underway. We then turn to
justice system that includes
opportunities for reform. We conclude each section with
efficient case processing, a
specific recommendations for improvement. A summary of
all the recommendations offered in the report is included
range of alternatives to avoid
in the final section.

unnecessary confinement, and

Undeniably, detention in Cook County is in flux.
equity for children of all races
Controversies about the Transitional Administrator’s
and ethnicities.
staffing plan are being arbitrated in federal courts, with
the fundamental role of the Transitional Administrator
called into question. Nonetheless the JTDC staff, under
the guidance of the Transitional Administrator, continues to move forward with a variety of reforms
as do the other offices of the court. Federal court orders can be effective in improving systems, but
rarely without creating considerable tension within those systems. However, what occurs after the
court relinquishes control is, in many ways, far more important than actions taken by the court.
Therefore, it is critical that Cook County develop a clear sense of direction and a comprehensive
operations plan for the entire juvenile justice system while the court order is in effect. This could
speed the transition and will set the stage for continued system-wide improvement. In light of these
ongoing controversies and the fiscal challenges faced by the county and state, there could not be a
more critical time to reassess our vision for protecting our communities and meeting the needs of our
youth in the most cost-effective and meaningful way possible.
To gather data for this review, NCCD interviewed staff, administrators, and key decision makers involved in juvenile justice in Cook County. In addition, we
spoke at length with detention experts from around the country. In total, we interviewed over two dozen people, ranging from the Presiding Judge to staff responsible for day-to-day care of youth in the JTDC. Interviews were augmented with analysis of data from the JTDC and Probation, prior reports on the Cook
County juvenile justice system, and data and reports from other U.S. jurisdictions.
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Detention Population and Practice
As discussed above, this has been a dynamic and controversial period for youth detention in Cook
County. Much change has happened and additional changes are currently underway. Reviewing the
current circumstances of detention provides key information regarding how best practice nationally
may inform a new vision for detention in Cook County. We begin by examining the population
dynamics of youth currently detained in Cook County to explore what that can tell us about the
needs for detention in Cook County. We then explore both the current system and a more complete
system of program management for detention, including assessment, case management, and
programming. Next we consider the appropriate physical facility for detention, reviewing the existing
facility and the potential of alternative structures. Finally, we explore the information systems in
juvenile justice in Cook County and possible strategies for promoting more informed decisionmaking. In the concluding section of this report, we lay out a number of concrete recommendations,
which—taken together—coalesce into a new vision for juvenile detention in Cook County.

Current Population Dynamics
It is important to understand the size and characteristics of the current population of the JTDC and
the factors that drive them if we are to recommend meaningful reforms for the county’s approach
to detention. In this section, we look at trends in the number of youth in detention. We look as
well at routes to and alternatives to detention that may also impact population size. We review the
offenses that bring youth into detention, and the age, gender, and race of the youth. Before moving
to specific recommendations, we also discuss the opportunities for reform in relation to warrants and
court holds, disproportionate minority confinement, and automatic transfers.

Size of Detention Population
Among the number of areas of progress in Cook County related to detention in the last decade, none
is more significant than the reduction in the size of the detention population. As recently as 1998, the
population of youth in detention on any given day numbered more than 600; today that figure is closer
to 300 (see Figure 1).
While a decline in the numbers of youth in detention might have been predicted given the
substantial reductions in juvenile crime since its peak in the mid to late 1990’s, the reduced crime
rate does not entirely account for the reduced population of the JTDC. Referring to Figure 2, in
1998, 75% of cases referred to court resulted in a petition being filed, whereas in 2010 only 37%
resulted in a filed petition. This suggests a clear commitment in Cook County to diversion from
court processing.  Additionally, while the numbers of petitions filed in 2000–2001 mirrors the
number filed in 2009–2010, the average daily detention population dropped from 478 in 2000 to
325 in 2010, a 33% decline. Cook County is clearly also demonstrating a commitment to reducing
the numbers of youth detained.
A key element of this continued decline has been Cook County’s participation in the Annie E. Casey
Foundation’s Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI), which began in the mid-1990s. This
11

Figure 1. Average Daily Population
JTDC — Cook County

initiative is designed to ensure that the same criteria are applied to each young person brought to
detention following arrest in order to determine whether or not secure confinement is necessary. It
features a structured screening instrument (see Appendix A), which assigns points based on such
factors as the severity of the offense and the past criminal history of the youth. Many youth who
previously would have been detained are now referred to an array of alternative programs designed to
provide needed services and structure for youth. Table 1 on page 13 outlines these programs, ranging
from the least to the most restrictive, using program enrollment data from April, 2010. Notably,
most of these programs operate at 60–70% of capacity, which suggests that more youth could be
accommodated if alternatives to detention are appropriate.

Figure 2. Circuit Court of Cook County
Court Referrals and Petitions Filed
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Successful Completion
Rate (current month):
89%

Average Daily Population:
36

Successful Completion
Rate (current month):
60%

Average Daily Population:
98

Total: 32,540

Post-adjudication: 10,752

Pre-adjudication: 21,788

Serviced to Date:

Total: 92

Post adjudication: 40

Pre-adjudication:52

Present Enrollment:

Capacity: 180

Capacity: 32

Present Enrollment: 4,504

Court-ordered conditional
release from secure
detention. Evening and
weekend supervision by
probation officers for up
to 45 days.

Initiated
October 1994

Home Confinement

Court-ordered
community-based
supervision of preadjudicated minors in
detention jeopardy for up
to 45 days.

Initiated
October 1994

Community
Outreach
Supervision

Successful Completion
Rate (current month)
67%*

Average Daily Population:
89

Serviced to Date: 25,070

Present Enrollment: 136

Capacity: 165

Court-ordered
community-based
program combined with
home confinement for
pre- or post-adjudicated
wards facing consequences
for VOP or JAWs for up
to 21 days.

Initiated
December 1995

Evening Reporting
Center

*Successful completion indicates that the minor remained arrest-free during the time of the program.

Intake Screening: 39

Adjudication: 47

Average Daily Notices:

Written notice and
telephoned reminders
to all minor respondent
households in advance of
every court hearing during
the pre-adjudication stage
of proceedings.

Initiated March 1995,
Adjudication;
Initiated March 2003,
Screening

Court Notification

Successful Completions:
12

Community Service
Hours Completed This
Month: 656 ($5,084 value
at $7.75/hour minimum
wage)

Serviced to Date: 8,603

Program Enrollment: 70

Daily Site Capacity: 100

Court-ordered sheriffsupervised work program
in lieu of comparable
dispositional term in the
JTDC for up to 31 days.

Initiated
August 1995

S.W.A.P.

Table 1. Circuit Court of Cook County
Juvenile Justice Division
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Continuum

Successful Completion
Rate (current month):
79%

Average Daily Population:
146

Serviced to Date: 10,328

Present Enrollment: 142

Capacity: 200

Successful Completion
Rate (current month):
83%*

Violations: 188

Youths AWOL: 496

Average Daily Population:
17 boys, 3 girls

Serviced to Date: 11,509

Present Enrollment: 19
boys, 4 girls

14 girls

Capacity: 20 boys,

Non-secure detention
alternative for minors
who are (1) diverted from
police or JTDC custody
by detention screening
officers because of parent/
guardian unavailability;
or (2) qualified JTDC
minors within 30 days of
being placed in a longterm non-secure setting as
directed by the court.

Initiated October 1995

Initiated June 1996

Court-identified minors
released from secure
detention under special
order of electronic
monitoring. Probation
officers engage and
supervise in collaboration
with the Sheriff ’s
Department. Violations
result in expedited judicial
review of custodial status;
5 to 21 days.

Staff-secure
Shelter

Electronic
Monitoring

The average daily population of the detention center is dependent not only on the number of youth
placed in detention, but also on how long those youth are detained. Because the average length-ofstay figures reported below are determined at a single point in time, they are strongly influenced by
youth who stay in care for particularly long or especially short periods. In Cook County, the average
length of time of detention is about 21 days (see Table 2). When automatic transfers (ATs) are
omitted from length-of-stay calculations, the average time in detention declines to 19.2 days.

Table 2. Average Days Detained by Admission Type*
Admission Type*

Percentage of All Admissions (%)*

Average Length of Stay (days)

Admissions Screened In

29.4

26.8

Admitted Via Warrants

33.8

19.4

Current Holds

36.8

16.9

Total Admissions

100.0

20.6

*These figures are based on a 4-month sample of admissions. Cases admitted in January, April, July, and November 2010 are included in the
analysis. It is important to note that cases counted as screened in include those court holds and warrant cases that would have been screened had
they been assessed at the time of admission.

Cases screened in following an arrest spend, on average, the most time in detention, about 27 days.
Warrant cases spend 19.4 days and court holds an average of nearly 17 days.
Figure 3 illustrates how admissions impact the average daily population of the detention center.
Although only 29% of admissions are screened in, these cases account for 38% of the average
number of cases detained on any given day. Although the figures presented below will fluctuate by
month, they provide a reasonable estimate of the impact of admission decisions on the population of
the detention center.
Many youth who are admitted on warrants are detained for failure to appear (FTA) or violating other
conditions of supervision. They represent less risk and are therefore frequently detained for shorter
periods of time. About 12% of all youth admitted to detention are released within 24 hours.
Although the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) has had a significant impact on the
number of children detained in Cook County, Figure 3 clearly demonstrates that the courts continue
to play a major role in admissions. Hence, changes in policy and/or practice involving warrants and
court holds could have a significant impact on the population of the detention center.
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Figure 3. Flow of Cases by Admission Status
(Recent Typical Month in Cook County*)
Total Admissions
467
Reason for Admission
Warrants
159 (34.0%)

Screened In
135 (29.0%)
27 Days
122 (38%)

Court Holds
137 (37.0%)

Average Length of Stay
19 Days

17 Days

Average Daily Population
101 (31.5%)

*Calculated from 4-month average of cases admitted in 2010.

98 (30.5%)

Total ADP
321

Table 3 displays a breakdown of different lengths of stay, showing the proportion of admissions they
represent. Although nearly 44% of all admissions are released within 7 days, youth who face adult
charges (known as ATs or automatic transfer cases) may remain in detention for a year or longer.
Youth who are “screened into detention” based on the screening instrument described above are, on
average, detained for longer periods of time than those admitted on warrants or following a court
hearing. These young people generally face more serious charges, most often violent and/or weaponsrelated offenses, or have more significant histories of delinquent behavior and are more likely to
represent a risk to the community.

Table 3. Length of Stay in Detention
7/1/09 through 6/30/10
Time (days)

Percentage of Admissions (%)

0–24 hours
1–7 days
8–14 days
15–30 days
31–90 days
91 or more days

12.0%
31.8%
13.5%
26.1%
13.2%
3.4%
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Offenses of Youth in Detention
Of youth who entered detention as automatic transfer cases in 2009, 76 spent more than 6 months
in detention; 32 of these cases remained in detention for a year or more. Table 4 outlines the charges
faced by youth admitted to detention in 2010, categorized by severity.2 Violent offenders, sexual
offenders, and other assaults together comprised nearly 40% of all charges. Another 10.5% of those
admitted to detention faced charges for drug offenses.

Table 4. Most Serious Charge
Admissions to Detention
Reason

Percentage of Admissions (%)

Statutory Violations
Violent Offenses
Property Offenses
Drug Offenses
Weapons Offenses
Other
Other Assaults, Offenses
Sexual Offenses

30.5%
26.7%
21.0%
10.5%
7.6%
1.8%
1.6%
0.2%

Notably, 51.5% of admitted youth were charged with property offenses or statutory violations. The
latter group includes FTAs, probation violators, and other youth admitted without a new charge
filed. Many of these youth would seem to be candidates for alternatives to detention.

Age and Gender of Youth in Detention
About 80% of all admissions to detention in 2009 were 15-, 16-, and 17-year-olds. However, over
4% were 13 or younger, and of these, 69 youth were age 12 or under (see Table 5). Through the first
11 months of 2010, there was a decline in the number of 11- and 12-year-olds: a total of 40 were
admitted. Younger detainees, those 13 and under, stayed on average just under 15 days.
Table 6 indicates that most of the very young, those 13 and under, are admitted to detention for
nonviolent offenses. Over half of 11–13-year-olds admitted in 2009 and 2010 faced charges for
property offenses, drug offenses, or statutory violations, roughly similar to the offenses that led to the
detention of other youth in the JTDC.

2

   The source of these data was the 4-month sample of admissions described in the note attached to Table 2. Only the most
serious offense was used. A total of 1,613 youth were sampled.
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Table 5. Age
(2010 Admissions*)
Age
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19 and over**

Number
6
35
181
596
1373
2314
1145
158
29

Percent
0.1%
0.6%
3.1%
10.2%
23.4%
39.5%
19.6%
2.7%
0.5%

Total

5837

100%

*Estimates based on projections from first eleven months of 2010.
** Older youth can be admitted to the detention center if they were tried as juveniles and are detained subsequently due to a violation of probation.

Best contemporary practices call for young offenders, especially those not charged with violence, to
be placed in the community whenever possible. Targeting these youth for intensive treatment and
intervention could avert future offending and stop the revolving-door syndrome in which youth
reenter detention over and over again throughout their adolescence.
In 2009, 9.7% of admissions were female. This number declined through the first 11 months
of 2010 to 8.9%. The average length of stay for girls in 2009–2010 was 18.5 days. As will be
discussed in more detail below, girls generally represent much lower risk to the community, but have
disproportionately higher use of mental health services—a challenge to any detention facility—than
their male counterparts.
Table 6. Charges Facing Youth Age 13 or Younger
(2009–10 Admissions)

Charge

Percent

Violent Offenses

35.1%

Statutory Violations

26.3%

Property Offenses

17.5%

Drug Offenses

12.3%

Weapons Offenses

5.3%

Other Assaults

3.5%
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Racial Disproportionality in Juvenile Detention
Although the overall reduction in the number of youth detained since 1998 means that fewer African
American youth enter detention, the rate of racial disproportionality in Cook County is striking.
African American youth are arrested at 5 times the rate of white youth and detained at 46 times the
rate. To put these statistics in perspective, national rates of disproportionate minority contact (DMC)
for African American youth are presented in Table 7. Relative rates of detention for African American
and white youth vary substantially among jurisdictions and national averages should be interpreted
with caution. Nevertheless, all states report rates far below the 46:1 ratio found in Cook County.
Significantly, the actual rate of detention for African American youth in Cook County relative to their
proportion of the youth population is similar to that reported nationally. The high level of disparity in
Cook County is due largely to the fact that so few white youth enter detention. White youth account
for fewer than 3% of detention admissions in Cook County. African American youth, on the other
Table 7. Racial Disproportionality in Juvenile Justice*
Nationally, African American youth under age 18 represent
15% of the juvenile population, but make up:
• 26% of juvenile arrests
• 31% of referrals to juvenile court
• 44% of the detained population
• 34% of youth formally processed by the juvenile court
• 46% of youth sent to adult court
• 32% of youth adjudicated delinquent
• 40% of youth in residential placement
• 58% of youth in state adult prisons
*

For these and other national statistics on disproportionate minority contact see the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
website www.ojjdp.gov/dmc.

hand, comprise about 83% of Cook County admissions to detention. As Table 7 indicates, African
American youth comprise 15% of the juvenile population, but 44% of the detention population.
Hence, all things being equal, they are detained at about three times the “expected rate” (44:15). In
Cook County, African American youth represent 2.6% of the juvenile population and 83% of the
youth in detention. This is 3.2 times the “expected rate.” Thus, the extremely low rate of detention
for white youth in Cook County drives the 46:1 relative rate of African American overrepresentation.
While differences undoubtedly exist in both offense severity and social factors that account for some
of the disparity reported here, the extraordinarily low rate of detention for white youth in Cook
County is clearly the factor most responsible for the extreme disparity in detention rates for
African American youth.
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Opportunities for Reform
As described above, tremendous progress has been made in Cook County in reducing the number
of youth detained. Nonetheless, our assessment suggests that the size of the population can be
further reduced without a threat to the safety of the community. This will, however, require a shift
in practice regarding the use of secure detention that brings Cook County closer to national best
practice—i.e., using secure detention only to protect the safety of the community or to prevent
flight. Appropriately minimizing the number of youth confined is in the County’s best interests,
both in terms of the high financial cost of operating the detention center and the human costs to
youth and communities of potentially higher rates of reoffending as an unintended consequence
of secure confinement. Certain populations offer particular opportunity for such reductions,
including those held on warrants and other court holds and girls. Moreover, it is critical that Cook
County examine the alarming disproportionate representation of the African American community
within the detention center. Ameliorating the conditions described below will go a long way toward
assuring that fewer youth are held and that the youth who are held in detention cannot be better
served elsewhere.

Warrants and Court Holds

Most individuals interviewed

believe further reductions
The number of youth held on warrants and court holds
in Cook County seems inordinately high, particularly in
in the number of youth
relation to the number of youth screened into detention
detained are possible, and
following arrest. Most individuals interviewed believe
further reductions in the number of youth detained are
nearly everyone cited the high
possible, and nearly everyone cited the high number of
number of youth admitted
youth admitted on warrants. Analysis of available data
shows that about 320 youth a month are detained on
on warrants.
warrants or as court holds for violations that do not involve
new charges and do not meet the standard to be detained
based on the JDAI screening instrument. On average, these youth remain in detention for 18.6 days,
which—importantly—suggests that these are not simply a function of the warrant itself, but result
from judges choosing to continue to hold these youth after a hearing takes place. Clearly, policies
designed to reduce the number of youth held pursuant to a warrant must be developed with a clear
understanding of what leads judges to continue the detention initially triggered by these warrants.
We also found that different calendars demonstrate a significantly different rate of court holds; the
ratio of court holds in detention ranged across calendars from 0.0% to 32.0%, demonstrating that
individual judicial practice plays a significant role in determining the number of youth detained.3
It is particularly important to learn from judges who use more court holds what alternatives would
need to be in place to reduce their perceived need to detain youth whose presenting charges and past
behavior do not meet the standard for detention determined by the JDAI screening instrument.
3

These percentages should be viewed with caution as there were no data available that allowed us to compare the offense severity or risk level of cases
on each calendar. Nevertheless, the range in the percent of cases sent to JTDC from various calendars suggests that Cook County judges view the
need for detention differently. A study of effectiveness of detention use could help formulate policy to guide the use of detention and lead to greater
consistency among judges.
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Comparing the percentage of cases detained with the percentage committed to the Department
of Juvenile Justice by court calendar proved interesting as well. For the most part, these figures
were quite similar. This makes sense as those youth presenting the highest risk to public safety are
candidates for secure placement both pre- and post-disposition. In a few instances, however, judges
used detention in far more instances than they used subsequent placement in DJJ while, in two
instances, this pattern was reversed.4 A more definitive study could help determine whether changes
in practice should be considered. The court may, for example, consider steps to increase consistency
in how judges use detention after a warrant is issued and a youth is brought back to court. This
might mean using the current Cook County detention JDAI screening device at subsequent
detention hearings or using additional risk assessment instruments, such as the New York City
approach described below
New York City (NYC) offers a potentially useful alternative in which judges are provided with a more
comprehensive formal assessment based on empirical data on factors associated with the likelihood that
youth will either fail to appear for a court hearing or be rearrested while their case is pending in court.5
The assessment also incorporates into the score “protective factors” that were found to be inversely
correlated with re-arrest (that is, decreased the likelihood of re-arrest.) At the hearing, the judge has the
youth’s “score” for the likelihood of failing to appear and to reoffend pre-sentencing based on actual
experience with youth in NYC. Preliminary results over the last two years show that detention rates
have decreased overall by 25% and, notably, re-arrest rates for cases awaiting hearings have decreased
30% over that same period. Clearly, it is possible to reduce the use of secure detention and improve
community safety when judges have good statistical information to guide their decision making.
Although we could not determine through available data sources which cases were detained for
their failure to appear (FTA) at court hearings, staff interviewed reported that the majority of cases
detained for violations were FTAs. Strategies aimed at reducing the number of FTAs and promoting
the use of alternative programs for handling probation violations could have a major impact on the
number of youth detained. With a screening instrument similar to that used in NYC, it would be
easy to identify those youth at high risk to fail to appear, allowing workers to target these cases for
additional services. Alerting youth and their families to upcoming court hearings and/or providing
transportation to hearings are simple strategies that have reduced FTAs in other jurisdictions. A
postcard notification system is in place in Cook County, but the notification system may need
strengthening. One of JDAI’s most successful sites has found that simply escorting these high-FTArisk youth to court saves the county a great deal of money in cost for weeks of detention.
Because FTAs remain a significant problem in Cook County, renewed focus could have a significant
impact on the size of the detention population. For cases where a warrant has been issued as a result
of a first FTA, a system should be in place that allows the youth to secure a new court date without
being detained in the JTDC.6 When an FTA warrant is issued and an arrest is made, cases could be
brought to the screening unit. New community-based sanctions could be imposed if needed and
4
5
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Because decisions to detain and place in DJJ could cross reporting periods, caution is urged in interpreting these results.
Fratello, J., Salsich, A.,& Mogulescu, S. (April 2011). Juvenile Detention Reform in New York City: Measuring Risk through Research. Vera Institute of
Justice, Center on Youth Justice.

a worker assigned to transport the youth to his/her next scheduled hearing. Such a program could
reduce the number of youth in detention, help with community adjustment, and save the county
money without significantly affecting community safety.
According to data from the Office of the Presiding Judge of the
Juvenile Court, detention is sometimes used as a disposition.
This data shows that about 7% of youth admitted to detention
in 2010 were placed in detention as part (or all) of their
disposition. Use of detention as a disposition appears to vary
fairly significantly among judges. If the accepted purpose
of detention is to protect the public from high-risk youth
awaiting court proceedings and to ensure that youth show up
for hearings, using detention as a disposition runs counter to
its intended role in the juvenile justice system.

Renewed focus on FTAs
could have a significant
impact on the size of the
detention population.
Alternative programs
already in place in Cook
County are underutilized.

Alternative programs, such as those in Table 1, already in place in Cook County are underutilized.
They operate well below capacity and could be used for many youth currently held in detention. For
example, approximately 40% of all admissions remain in detention for 7 days or less. These youth,
in general, have been charged with nonviolent offenses or are in detention for violating conditions
of supervision. Short stays in detention provide little in the way of community protection and
may serve only to disrupt the youth’s life, taking him/her away from school and involvement in
community-based programs. These youth seem ideally suited for alternative programs.
Reducing the number of youth detained for probation violations and violations of court orders
by 50% would reduce the average daily population of the detention center by approximately 80
youth. In effect, given the current number of youth detained, this represents a 25% reduction in
total population. Of course, time in detention may still be required to deal effectively with the
most serious violators. Undoubtedly, many youth who are detained by judges have previously been
placed in the existing alternatives and failed to comply with program rules. Still, detention is too
expensive and potentially counterproductive for many of these youth, especially those who represent
little risk to the community. Judges should work with Probation staff to create consequences short
of detention for those youth at low risk of reoffending, even when they have failed to comply with
detention alternatives. Graduated use of community sanctions is a better option, even if additional
features need to be added to existing programs to keep more youth in the community.
Reducing the number of youth appearing in court for FTAs and other violations could also free up
court resources, reducing the time required to process other cases. Shortening court processing time
10–20% could further shrink the number of detention beds required.

6

Notification by postcard also introduces issues regarding confidentiality, as required by both legislation and policy. Court information regarding
juveniles is usually zealously guarded to protect both the child and his/her family. Data on a postcard are obviously available to anyone who comes into
contact with that postcard, creating the potential for misuse of information and would appear, on the surface, to breach confidentiality requirements.
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Girls and Younger Boys in Detention
In Cook County, 20–30 girls are detained on any given day. NCCD recently completed a review of
girls who were committed to the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice (IDJJ) and found that few of
these girls represented a significant risk to community safety. Studies of the level of risk represented
by girls, including a recent study for the IDJJ, have reached the
same conclusion: most girls can be handled safely and more
Most girls can be served
effectively in community-based programs.7 Further, the Cook
safely and more effectively in
County Juvenile Justice Division’s own 2009 Annual Report
documents that girls are 50% less likely to return to court for a
community-based programs.
subsequent offense within 2 years.
Because they represent such a small portion of the population, the needs of girls in detention are often
overlooked. Cook County, however, has made a concentrated effort to focus on transition planning,
so that when girls return to the community, they have a support system in place to help them avoid
future detentions. These goals could be accomplished more effectively if these girls were already in
a community-based setting. State/county cooperation in this area would be particularly beneficial.
Establishing better placement options for girls bound either for detention or IDJJ would lead to (1)
reduced use of incarceration, (2) more effective treatment, (3) better outcomes, and (4) economies of
scale in developing and operating community-based options for girls. Moreover, moving girls out of
detention would further reduce the need for beds and would reduce operational costs.
The mental health needs of girls in detention, and the corresponding need for services, are
disproportionately more acute than those of boys. In a 2009 report on the mental health needs of
youth in detention, Cook County mental health staff reported that, while girls represented 8% of
the population, they accounted for 36% of crisis intervention calls. Although most girls in the justice
system pose low risk to the community, they often have serious needs that add to the program costs
of an institution. Generally speaking, these needs can be more effectively met in community-based
settings. Further, it seems likely the cost involved in establishing community-based options for girls
can be offset by overall reductions in detention center expenditures.
For example, a Fort Myers, Florida program administered by NCCD’s Center for Girls and
Young Women found that in-depth assessment followed by community-based services matched
to assessment findings was very successful in keeping girls out of detention and crime-free in the
community.8 This program’s success has led to interest from other cities in Florida and it is expected
that the program will be replicated in several additional jurisdictions this year.
Additionally, boys 13 and under represent an important category within the detention population.
This group is both more vulnerable than their older peers and at higher risk of becoming chronic
offenders in light of their early involvement with the justice system. They are also more likely to be
involved in school—a connection that the county must be invested in sustaining, and that will be
     DMJM and Huskey & Associates. Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice Master Plan. September 29, 2007.
     Alternative Services for Girls in Detention in Southwest Florida. NCCD’s National Center for Girls and Young Women. 2010.
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undermined by placement in detention. This is another group that would be much better served by
small, community-based programs, unless they represent a clear danger to the community.

Disproportionate Minority Confinement
As mentioned earlier, JDAI has had a major impact on the number of youth detained in Cook
County. Given the magnitude of the problem and the size of the youthful offender population,
progress in Cook County is as impressive as that found in any jurisdiction in the nation. Reducing
the population of the detention center has, of course, significantly reduced the number of minority
youth detained.

The high rate of
Still, the disproportionate confinement of African American
youth in Cook County relative to the rate of detention for
disproportionate minority
white youth (46:1) is the highest NCCD has encountered
confinement in Cook
anywhere in the nation. One factor more than any other drives
disproportionality to such an extreme level: very few white
County demands attention.
youth enter detention. Cook County has been very successful
in keeping white youth in the community. Although they
comprise over 50% of 10–18-year-olds in Cook County, white youth make up less than
3% of detention admissions. Differences in arrest rates (5:1) and even in rates of commitments
to IDJJ (22:1) between African American and white youth are dwarfed by the 46:1 difference
in detention admissions.
These data suggest that something different is occurring for African American and white youth at
the point of arrest. (We found little difference when comparing detention admissions by type of
admissions—screened in, warrants or court holds.) White youth are only slightly more likely to
be screened in following arrest than to enter detention on a court hold or on warrant status. As a
consequence, few white youth are ever considered for detention placement.
Over the last two decades, several initiatives have been undertaken to address the problem of
disproportionate minority contact in Cook County and DMC has been a major focus of JDAI.
Despite these efforts, the problem persists, and renewed effort is required.
To begin, Cook County should conduct a thorough study of the issue using the DMC approach
recommended by the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). The
OJJDP approach isolates nine separate points of contact to help jurisdictions identify the source
of the problem and to pinpoint strategies that are likely to have the greatest impact. Cook County
has already undertaken some of this work and will be able to use the OJJDP approach to build on
their progress to date. This approach includes five key phases: (1) identification of data at critical
decision points relative to possible overrepresentation of minority populations; (2) assessment/
diagnosis of factors that may contribute to disproportionality; (3) development and implementation
of intervention strategies to reduce minority overrepresentation; (4) evaluation of the effectiveness
of these interventions; and (5) ongoing monitoring of disproportionality at each stage of the process.
A somewhat more detailed outline of the OJJDP program is presented in Appendix B.
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Automatic/Adult Transfers (ATs)
Few jurisdictions, including Cook County, have effectively addressed the impact of youth held in
detention pending their trial in the adult court. Although the number of ATs admitted to detention
is rather small, these youth tend to stay for long periods of time. Our best estimate of the average
length of stay for ATs is 177 days.9 As a result, they constitute
about 30% of the average daily detention population. In
Our best estimate of
effect, this creates two distinct populations with very different
needs within the facility. Consequently, staff must provide
the average length of stay
programming for both a population that stays a short period of
for ATs is 177 days.
time (1–30 days) and a population that stays for an extended
time period.
Recently the Transitional Administrator has created a separate unit specifically for ATs. Although
this is an important step toward appropriate programming, this population should ideally be
housed in a separate facility, and always in separate units, and provided programming similar to that
usually available to youth sentenced to state facilities. This programming should include education,
vocational training, counseling, and substance abuse treatment programs. In general, programming
should be enhanced and recreational programs increased for these youth. Simultaneously, efforts to
shorten detention stays for automatic transfer cases should be pursued.

9
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We encountered what we believe were coding errors in the database that, if resolved, could change this number to a small degree. The average will
also vary based on which cases are included in the AT calculations. A number of cases appeared to be ATs who were in detention, awaiting transfer
to the Department of Corrections (their stay was always less than 30 days), and a few others who stayed for very short periods of time. These may
be cases in which charges were dropped and they were released. In any event, the 30% of ADP figure was difficult to verify with data from the
information system, but it seems reasonable. If 3% of all admissions are ATs and they remain in detention for an average of almost 6 months, then
approximately 100 of the 320–330 youth in detention will be ATs.

Recommendations
We present the following recommendations in the conviction that if Cook County were to
reserve secure detention for youth who represent a threat to the safety of the community or
a risk of flight, the detention population could be reduced by 30–35%.
Secure detention should only be used for youth who represent a threat to the safety of
the community or a risk of flight.
• Develop and utilize a risk assessment instrument to identify youth most likely to fail to
appear for a court date and those most likely to reoffend prior to sentencing based on
empirical data on Cook County youth.
• Use the information gained from a risk assessment instrument to reduce the number
of youth detained on warrants and court holds.
• For youth identified as high risk to fail to appear, provide special services beyond the
current postcards to include reminder calls or transporting youth to court when needed.
• For first-time failures to appear, create an administrative approach—possibly including a
meeting with a probation officer within the court building to develop a plan to ensure the
youth appears at the next scheduled hearing—to allow them to secure a new court date.
• Convene judges, particularly those with high detention rates, to identify additional
alternatives to detaining youth, especially those who score as lower risk based on a
formal risk assessment.
• Create small, staff-secure alternatives to secure detention for girls.
• Children 13 and under should not be detained unless they represent a clear danger
to the community or to themselves (in which case they should be placed in a mental
health setting).
A thorough analysis of the DMC issue in Cook County, focusing on policies, practices,
and programs is needed. This analysis, based on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’s guidelines, should focus on policies, practices, and programs needed to minimize
African American youth coming into detention as has been accomplished for their white peers.
Officials should continue to push for ways to reduce long case-processing times for youth
being prosecuted in adult court. The extended stays of transfer cases challenge the capacity of
juvenile detention to appropriately meet programming needs.
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Program Management
Current Practice
While it is not the purpose of this report to assess the operations of the current detention center,
certain areas of program management will be critical to ensuring effective detention services. Here
we will very briefly review the current status of Cook County detention in a number of key areas—
assessment, case management, and such programming as mental health and educational services. We
then suggest opportunities for improvement as the county moves forward.

Assessment
Current intake and assessment procedures include (1) an orientation to detention center programs,
rules, and expectations; (2) health screening and medical services, if needed; (3) a review of the
youth’s juvenile justice history; and (4) application of a mental health screening tool (MAYSI).
If serious mental illness is indicated, the youth is referred to a clinician for further evaluation.
Probation and school information are rarely available at intake, but are obtained at a later date if the
youth remains in detention following the initial court appearance.

Case-management
Case-management activities undertaken to date include the implementation of a cognitive-behavioral
therapy (CBT) program and efforts to standardize disciplinary procedures to ensure that room
confinement decisions are appropriate and meet best practice standards. Implementing CBT in a
detention setting is always a challenge, given the limited time available to work with many youth
who enter and leave the facility within 14 days. However, CBT has become a mainstay in youth
corrections throughout the nation and should help manage those who stay in detention for extended
time periods.
Earlier reports on disciplinary practice in detention in Cook County noted the overuse of room
confinement to deal with infractions. Youth were frequently confined for excessive time periods.
Specifically, a November 2010 John Howard Association review of room confinements in Cook
County found that 78 (19.6%) exceeded 36 hours. There is now a quality assurance program in
place to monitor use of room confinement. Hearings are held on a scheduled basis and the latest data
indicates 96% compliance with time standards that were established. Substantial progress has been
made in standardizing the disciplinary procedures and the use of room confinement. Although there
is little evidence to date that the number of disciplinary reports has declined over the last year, it does
appear that the number of “not guilty” findings is down, indicating less inappropriate use of room
confinement.10

The number of “not guilty” findings was reviewed by the John Howard Association in November 2010 and by NCCD in May 2011. The number
had decreased by 50% despite the fact that overall disciplinary reports had increased by about 20%.

10
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Mental Health Services
A major expansion of mental health services provided to youth in detention represents a
significant improvement in meeting the needs of vulnerable youth. Mental health staff in the
detention center estimate that about 25% of all youth detained are prescribed psychotropic
medication. Further, national surveys11 of justice-involved youth indicate that as many as 70%
have mental health needs, and that few of them are receiving appropriate services in the community.
A study in 2006 of the youth in the JTDC found that 66.3%
of males and 73.8% of females detained there have at least
National surveys of justiceone diagnosed psychiatric disorder and many had more than
12
one. A recent report outlining activities of mental health
involved youth indicate
professionals working in the detention center shows an
that as many as 70% have
impressive increase in services provided.13

mental health needs.
Educational Services
The Nancy B. Jefferson School located within the detention center is run by the Chicago Public
Schools. The school currently provides most traditional educational classes. The creation of pods
within the detention center has posed some challenges to the school in that the Transitional
Administrator insisted on youth attending the school by pod, rather than based on their grade
placement or academic abilities. For a time, this resulted in many youth receiving education services
on their units rather than in the school section of the building; however, a new principal at the
school has worked to accommodate this new requirement and all pods now attend classes in the
school facility. During our tour of the facility, we noted other improvements in education, including
a significant investment in technology geared toward increasing student interest in arts programs.
Despite these advances, most people interviewed for this report felt that significant improvement
in the educational program is needed. One of the most vexing problems facing detention centers
is that time in school is often preempted by court hearings, mental health treatment, safety issues,
disciplinary action, etc. Identifying educational needs and setting goals for individual youth is
dependent on getting records and transcripts from community schools in a timely fashion. (Time is
of the essence in settings where youth often spend only a few days or a few weeks.)
In sum, meeting the educational needs of incarcerated youth represents one of the most challenging
problems confronting juvenile justice agencies. Most youth who enter detention are far behind
expected grade level and many need special services. Because these students have such a wide variety
of academic skills, traditional classroom teaching methods are not applicable and resources for more
individualized instruction have historically been quite limited.

11

12

13

According to the Council for State Governments (CSG), 66% of boys and 74% of girls in corrections have diagnosed mental health problems. For
more information, see www.csg.org
Teplin, L. A., Abram, K. M., McClelland, G. M., Mericle, A. A., Dulcan, M. K., & Washburn, J. J. (April, 2006) Psychiatric Disorders of Youth in
Detention. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Juvenile Justice Bulletin.
2008-2009 Annual Report, (June, 2008 through May, 2009), The Isaac Ray Center,1725 West Harrison St., Chicago, Illinois 60612
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Other Programming
Current programming at the JTDC varies substantially depending on the efforts and creativity of the
staff in the individual “centers.” Historic criticism of the JTDC suggested that little programming
was available to occupy youth during out-of-school hours, with an overreliance on television. Since
the development of the new pod system, some of the centers (most notably the Wings girls unit)
have developed an array of programs to provide positive activities ranging from drum circles to sports
tournaments. Although important progress has been made in some of the centers, there is ongoing
concern that more opportunities need to be available to meaningfully fill out-of-school time. Little
treatment-focused programming is available at the JTDC.

Opportunities for Reform
Assessment
Current intake and assessment procedures in the temporary detention center are quite limited, but in
conjunction with an appropriate screening mechanism to ensure the right youth are being detained
and basic physical and mental health screenings occur, they are probably adequate for youth who
remain in custody for less than 2 weeks. However, many youth, particularly AT cases, remain in
detention for extended periods of time. A recent review of
detention releases in Cook County indicated that nearly half
of all youth admitted to detention stay for at least 2 weeks and
Detained youth need access
about 30% are detained for a month or more. AT cases can
to meaningful education
spend months or even years in detention.

and/or vocational programs

When youth are detained for 2 weeks or longer, assessment
responsive to their assessed
and classification are critical elements of a detention facility’s
case-management system, providing information to guide
needs and abilities.
programming efforts, including educational and vocational
programs, counseling and mental health services, and
programs needed to transition youth back to the community following their stays at the detention
center. For these youth, a more comprehensive assessment protocol is needed.
Although it might be ideal to conduct a comprehensive assessment for all youth coming to the
JTDC, this may not be cost effective given current fiscal constraints. It should, however, be relatively
easy to identify those cases most likely to remain in detention for 2 weeks or longer for more
comprehensive assessment. The ATs are apparent, and a simple scale (or algorithm) based on past
experience could be used to “predict” other youth who are likely to remain in detention for 2 or
more weeks and will need a more comprehensive assessment.
In designing an assessment protocol for youth who will stay in detention for 14 or more days, there
is an opportunity to promote efficiencies, coordination of efforts, and communication between
different components of the juvenile justice system. Detention, probation, and IDJJ all engage in
assessment. Using the same standardized tests, mental health screening tools, and strengths and needs
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assessments would eliminate duplication of effort and enhance case planning and service delivery
to create a continuum of care for youth as they move through the system. Such coordination of
effort allows staff at all levels of the system to work on the same long-range plan for each young
person, regardless of where he/she is at any particular point in time. When detention receives
critical information on the needs of youth who come in on probation violations and can, in turn,
provide the similar information to probation officers or IDJJ staff on youth who leave detention
for either program, everyone benefits—most notably the youth. Hence, NCCD recommends that
the design of the classification process be conducted with input from probation and IDJJ. It should
also be carefully integrated with needed data-system enhancements (discussed below) to ensure that
information is conveyed in the most efficient manner to improve collaboration and cooperation
among all segments of the juvenile justice system.
Recently, NCCD has been working with various jurisdictions around the country to identify
protocols needed to assess educational needs of youth entering correctional facilities. A brief synopsis
of findings, as presented in a recent NCCD webinar, can be found in Appendix C. This information
is provided to illustrate the issues that need to be considered in establishing assessment protocols for
education and the need to share information across all system components.

Case Management

To help reduce recidivism,

Case management for youth in short-term detention will
youth need to be prepared
most often be focused on behavior management, addressing
for their eventual release.
immediate health needs, finding appropriate services in the
community, and discharge planning. This shifts substantially,
however, for youth who remain in detention for 2 weeks or
longer. Case management for these youth should mirror systems used in youth correctional settings
and should include development of a case plan covering treatment and program needs, periodic
reclassification based on adjustment, and—at least quarterly—multi-disciplinary staffing to assess
current needs and youth progress toward goals outlined in the case plan. Staffing should include
counselors, security staff, teachers, mental health staff (if involved) and, if the youth is close to
release, probation. Parents should be notified and invited to participate by phone if they are not able
to get to the facility. To help reduce recidivism, the youth need to be prepared for their eventual
release; emphasis on education and/or vocational programs is needed.

Educational Services
Historically, it has been challenging to provide meaningful educational services for youth in shortterm detention. Today, however, computerized curricula, matched to a student’s current capabilities
and needs, provide an excellent alternative to traditional school programming. These programs
allow youth to continue to make progress, no matter how remedial, while confined. Computerized
curricula allow baselines to be quickly established, allowing even short-term educational goals to be
established and progress assessed for all youth.
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Again, youth detained for longer periods will need access to meaningful education and/or vocational
programs responsive to their assessed needs and abilities. Youth facing longer detentions will
require comprehensive assessment, appropriate mental health treatment, educational and vocational
programming, and regular multi-disciplinary staffings to assess ongoing needs.

Programming
Best contemporary practice recognizes the need to keep youth active and involved in activities, filling
their days with educational/vocational programming, treatment, and recreation. Ensuring that such
resources are available to all youth in detention in Cook County is a critical component of detention
practice, whatever the setting. Programming should follow a predictable schedule that is available to
youth and largely fills the out-of-school time.

Recommendations
Assessment should be substantially expanded—at least for youth likely to be in custody
for more than two weeks. Because the detention center houses both short- and long-term
residents, a two-phased assessment and case-management process is needed. Educational,
vocational, and mental health assessments are critical for youth who remain in detention for
longer periods.
Assessment tools should be coordinated system-wide with information shared to provide
continuity of care. Appropriate merging of assessment, case-management, and data-reporting
capabilities across departments of the juvenile justice system will help create a continuum of
care so that goals, objectives, expectations, and accountability are shared at every program level.
Case-management services for youth detained more than three months should mirror
that in traditional correctional facilities. Appropriate case management must include
comprehensive assessment, appropriate mental health treatment, multi-faceted educational
and vocational programming, and regular multi-disciplinary staffings to assess ongoing needs
consistent with the expectations of all long-term residential facilities.
Educational programs for short-term detainees should incorporate computerized
curricula matched to their current capabilities.  Computerized curricula can help to ensure
that youth do not lose ground during confinement and can use this time to address specific
academic deficits.
All youth in detention need to be kept consistently active and involved in activities,
including, but not limited to, educational programming and recreation.
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Physical Facility
Current Facility
Reducing the population of youth in secure detention in Cook County is the first step in addressing
the myriad problems raised by the ACLU lawsuit. Many of the additional concerns center on the
limitations of the physical plant of the JTDC and its capacity to provide safe and effective detention.
We begin this section by discussing status of the current facility and go on to make recommendations
regarding more effective approaches to physical facilities for juvenile detention in Cook County.

Limitations of Physical Facility
The current facility was built over 30 years ago and does not comply with contemporary juvenile
justice practice standards. The facility has a significant number of blind spots and other design flaws
that increase the potential for violence and abuse, particularly when youth are moved from one
area of the facility to another. Long hallways and elevators create challenges for staff charged with
supervising youth movement. Additionally, problems with ceilings and doors are well documented.
Youth have been able to remove ceiling panels and climb up into the area above the ceiling, and
glass doors have been seriously damaged. Both of these problems are currently being addressed
through renovation, but issues like these will continue to emerge over time and additional renovation
expenditures seem likely. With the substantial efforts to reduce the number of youth detained in
Cook County, the facility is also substantially larger than appropriate.
The Transitional Administrator has attempted to manufacture updated design and supervision
technology by adding cameras and creating pods within the facility with three pods functioning as
a unique “center” operating in many ways independent of other units of the facility. This is clearly
an improvement in that it limits movement, reduces contact between youth, and creates a safer
institution. However, using pods within the current design does not yield efficiencies that would be
attained in a facility designed to accommodate small, self-sufficient units. In a facility designed to
keep juveniles separated, the pods are much more self-contained, with classrooms and food service
available in each pod, providing better control of the environment.
Finally, the current location of the detention center is not conducive to maintaining family contact.
Many families have limited resources and live some distance from the detention center, making travel
to and from the facility problematic.
Nonetheless, several of those interviewed stressed that having the detention center in the same
building that houses the Juvenile Court is a major advantage. The close proximity to the court avoids
transportation costs and reduces staff time needed to transfer youth to the juvenile court. This is
indeed an advantage and an important factor to consider. Significantly, however, this factor is only
relevant for youth being tried in the main juvenile court and does not pertain to ATs or youth being
tried in the suburban courts.
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Opportunities for Reform
Everyone we interviewed acknowledged that the detention center facility has major flaws that create
problems for staff and for youth. Most feel the existing facility is too big, too old, and so poorly
designed that it will never meet the needs of the county, even with substantial renovation. A few
others, however, believe that focusing on the limitations of the facility diverts attention from other,
more pressing issues. Their view is that even poorly designed facilities can work if the right programs
and well-qualified staff are in place. They are reluctant to recommend new construction, based
on the assumption that new construction inevitably means adding beds to the system and risking
“net widening.” In fact, the number of youth confined in detention centers and state facilities has
declined in most jurisdictions in recent years. As a result, facilities have been closed in many of these
locations, including those that have undertaken new construction. At least in recent years, evidence
indicates that new construction has not led to net widening.
Despite these concerns, the general consensus—and the
opinion of NCCD—is that a number of smaller, strategically
located facilities would best serve the interests of youth in
Cook County. However, in challenging fiscal times, the
cost of construction might be considered prohibitive. One
alternative might be to save money in upfront costs by
renovating existing structures.

A number of smaller,
strategically located facilities
would best serve the interests
of youth in Cook County.

Although there is considerable variation in the cost of construction and operation of detention
facilities across the country, the experience of other jurisdictions does provide some guidance. First,
renovating existing structures is generally less expensive than new construction. Schools that have
been closed represent a viable option, as classrooms and (often) recreation space are already central
features of these buildings. Two or three schools could provide enough space for small, strategically
located detention centers.
To address the interrelated questions of new construction versus retrofitting and remodeling existing
buildings, we conducted a review of recent detention construction projects and of operational costs
in several jurisdictions. The findings from this review follow.
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The Cost of Construction
NCCD’s review of the cost of constructing new detention facilities in other large, urban
communities found enormous variation in expenditures. In Detroit, for example, a new 188-bed
facility was constructed for $39 million, a per-bed cost of $207,500. Alameda County, California
(Oakland), built a 360-bed facility for $176 million, a cost of just under $500,000 per bed. Most
projects fall within this range. Some of the variation in cost is due to differences in land-acquisition
costs. Property in the Bay Area, for example, is very expensive, which undoubtedly contributed to
the $500,000 per-bed cost of the new detention center in Oakland.
Some jurisdictions have retrofitted existing structures, such as school buildings. This is often far less
costly than building a new facility. Seneca County, Ohio, for example, turned an existing school
building into a detention center for just over $120,000 per bed.
Prior to construction, most jurisdictions undertake a comprehensive planning study to ensure that
the new facility will fully meet their needs. Such studies often include a full review of current policy
and practice as well as population and arrest trends, and provide projections of future bed needs
based on a variety of policy scenarios. These studies can be expensive, but if done well, they can help
the jurisdictions select the best option at the lowest overall cost.
Regardless of the approach taken, construction is a costly undertaking. However, a well-designed
facility can reduce staffing requirements, lowering the cost of operations. Certainly, this trade-off in
costs needs to be factored into any discussion of the merits of constructing a new detention facility in
Cook County.
Operational Costs
Despite the design flaws noted in the Cook County Detention Center, the overall cost of operations
falls in the middle of the range of costs incurred in other jurisdictions. Like the cost of construction
in other urban centers, operational costs varied widely. This is due in large part to differences in
salaries and benefits paid to employees. New York City, where labor costs exceed those found in most
other jurisdictions, reports one of the highest costs of operations, $594 per day per youth, or about
$214,000 per youth per year. In Maryland, per-youth cost is less than half the amount expended in
New York City, just over $100,000 per year. It should be noted that detention in Maryland is stateoperated and the figures reported here include facilities in Baltimore and in less urbanized areas of
the state. In smaller jurisdictions, operational costs are often well under $100,000 per bed.
Using figures from the 2009 county budget, NCCD computed the annual per-youth cost of
detention at $128,000 per year in Cook County. This assumes an average daily population of 320
youth and does not include functions, such as detention screening, that are the responsibility of
Cook County Juvenile Probation.
Because of the design limitations of the current facility, per-youth operational expenditures will
probably increase significantly if the detention population decreases further. Removing low-risk, lowneeds youth means those who remain will have a higher needs profile. Thus, service needs will not
decrease at a level commensurate with the decline in population.
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New construction offers the distinct advantage of state-of-the-art technologies, which may reduce
operational costs. In general, if the cost of operating any correctional facility exceeds construction in
about 3 years, and if the annual cost of operations can be reduced by 10 to 20%, then design of the
facility and construction costs can be entirely offset in less than 10 years.

Recommendations
The current facility should be replaced with two or more smaller facilities, ideally located
around the community, with a total capacity of 240 beds.
• One facility should be structured as a longer-term facility dedicated to meeting
the needs of youth being tried as adults. These youth remain in detention far longer,
and require specialized assessment, case management, and educational and vocational
programming.
A comprehensive feasibility study is required to address issues of cost, location,
renovation of existing buildings versus new construction, and potential reductions in
operating costs that could be realized with state-of-the-art design.
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Information Systems
Recently, the Probation Department has taken the impressive and potentially important step of
creating a research consortium with local universities and researchers. This consortium is intended
to increase access to the Court’s data; improve the system’s ability to understand the impact of its
interventions; and to develop important partnerships with local research professionals. While this is
an exciting initiative, it will not obviate the need for the Court to have its own effective management
information system for day-to-day routine monitoring of court and probation processes and
activities. Such a system will be critical not only for the system to understand and evaluate its own
activities, but also to allow for appropriate routine public reporting.

Current Information Systems
Currently, data essential to the operation of the juvenile justice system in Cook County reside in at
least three different databases that do not exchange information. These are the Juvenile Electronic
Management System (JEMS), which contains court data; a detention center database developed
by and licensed from a vendor located in Minnesota; and the Youth Assessment and Screening
Instrument (YASI) system (also operated by a private firm), which contains assessments and casemanagement data on probation cases. The detention center is currently investigating replacing its
system, as the vendor currently offers only limited support of the existing system.
Many of those interviewed for this report were critical of the court’s information system (JEMS),
questioning both the reliability of data contained in the system and its limited reporting capability.
The county made a substantial investment in this system both financially and in staff time; as a
result, there is substantial frustration related to the system’s limitations. Reliability of data contained
in the YASI (probation) system was questioned largely because it currently is only sporadically
used for decision making and has limited impact on daily responsibilities of probation officers.
NCCD have found that unless those charged with entering data rely on that data on a daily basis,
data integrity suffers. This may well be the situation in Cook County where, at present, detention
uses only 20 to 30% of the system’s functional capacity. It is also based on old technology, which
the vendor no longer fully supports. Despite these problems, we found greater reliability than
anticipated—data obtained for this study had few missing values and relatively few coding errors.

Opportunities for Reform
Two major problems need resolution. First, the reporting
capabilities of these systems must be enhanced. No agency can
claim to be data-driven or evidence-based without easy access
to critical information for evaluating performance. Judges,
administrators, and staff need accurate, timely data in order
to monitor and evaluate case progress, actions of staff, and
compliance with directives and practice standards. With few
exceptions, this capability does not exist in Cook County.

No agency can claim to be
evidence-based without easy
access to critical information
for evaluating performance.
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Second, data from these systems must be integrated if they are to be of significant value to users.
Currently, there is no information exchange between these systems. When a youth enters detention
for a probation violation, assessment information (from YASI) is not available to intake staff. The
intake unit estimated that it takes 24–48 hours to obtain probation information. It takes even longer
to obtain school data. Consequently, many cases are released before probation or school information
data can be obtained.
Cook County and the Administrative Office of Illinois Courts have invested substantial funds in the
existing systems. Replacing these systems—especially with a more integrated approach—would be an
expensive undertaking. However, there are solutions that would provide the necessary information
and improve the integrity of data within each of the systems. In the short term, Cook County
should consider using a data-mining approach that collects information entered in all three systems,
creates the data tables needed, and generates reports for detention, the courts, and probation. This
approach has been implemented in several large child welfare agencies around the country and at
least one juvenile justice agency. It is relatively inexpensive and requires no additional expenditures
for hardware or software. A number of organizations could provide data mining and/or management
reporting services. Such a system could allow real-time monitoring of issues that impact probation,
court services, and detention so that administrators can take corrective action before significant
problems emerge. This type of system could be implemented and functioning within 3 to 6 months.
This approach could also be used to create case records that would be immediately available to
staff at every level of the system. For example, when a young person is admitted to detention on a
probation violation, assessment data, the probation case plan, and problems recently encountered
when the youth was on probation could be immediately accessible to intake workers in detention.
At release, detention records could be immediately available to probation staff. This type of system
would also allow timely sharing of information with schools (as appropriate) and other social service
agencies providing assistance to the youth. Based on our experience with such systems, we estimate
that this could be implemented for $150,000 to $250,000 per year. (Information on data mining,
reporting, and its impact on operations, including actual data presentations available on a real-time
basis in other jurisdictions, can be found in Appendix D.)
A long-term option would be web-based or hosted applications that could integrate data needs of
detention, the court, and probation and fully replace the current Cook County systems. Revamping
the existing systems to meet the needs of Cook County will be prohibitively expensive. As an
alternative, more and more counties are choosing to contract for data services because (1) it requires
little or no investment in hardware or technical support; (2) the confidentiality issues have been
resolved; (3) it is far less expensive because developmental cost is shared across agencies and over
time; and (4) if better options become available, agencies can walk away from a system without
having to justify the millions of dollars already invested.
This approach would involve replacing the three data systems that currently exist with a web-based
integrated system. These systems are substantially easier to install than traditional systems (such as
JEMS), but it will require time to solicit bids, customize software, train staff, and convert existing
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data. Over the long term, however, it is critical that Cook County develop a functional integrated
data system if juvenile justice is to be data driven. A web-based system, as mentioned above, avoids
many of the risks encountered with the JEMS system in that
it does not require the significant investment in hardware
It is critical that Cook
and technical support the county encountered with JEMS.

County develop a functional

Two of the best companies we have encountered are
integrated data system.
Cúram, a Dublin-based firm that has an expansive COTS
(commercial off-the-shelf ) application for juvenile justice
(which could be a hosted application) and an application
developed by Automon, a Phoenix-based company that works with a number of counties in
California and New York. Automon has a contract with Lake County, Illinois and thus presents an
opportunity for a first-hand view of a web-based system as a solution to the county’s information
needs. Cúram has the only child welfare COTS system approved by the U.S. Administration for
Children and Families. There are undoubtedly others, but a track record is important. There is no
doubt that this is the future direction for data services in the human services field. A few of these
systems are so well developed that they could be implemented on a schedule that would preclude the
need for data mining. Sinking additional funds into existing systems would be unwise.
Although data mining may be the least expensive and best short-term option, eventually, Cook
County will need to explore development of an integrated case-management system that efficiently
combines court, probation, and detention data and provides timely data for planning, budgeting,
monitoring and evaluation. A web-based (cloud-based) approach will prove far more affordable than
a customized system developed specifically for and operated by Cook County.
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Recommendations
Cook County should invest in new data technology to allow for timely data to ensure
that policies are followed, that practice standards are met, and that youth are receiving
the services and supervision required to ensure community safety. Currently, data are
captured in at least three separate databases that do not exchange information. Immediate
action needs to be taken to provide reliable basic data about the system, though ultimately
a longer-term solution will be required.
• On a short-term basis, data-mining approaches should be explored to provide
the Cook County juvenile justice system with timely, accurate information at all
program levels. Current data systems are incapable of providing meaningful, timely
data to guide decision-making. Data mining offers an immediate alternative to
address this deficit.
• Over the long term, the county must invest in new data technology, perhaps
exploring web-based options, to fundamentally redesign its data systems. Such a
redesign is critical to allow for timely data to monitor compliance with county policies
and practice standards, to ensure that youth are receiving the services and supervision
required to ensure community safety, and to evaluate the impact of court intervention.
Web-based models could offer a relatively inexpensive alternative.
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Summary Recommendations for a New Vision
for Detention in Cook County
The primary goal of this review is to determine what detention services will best serve Cook County
in the future. The enormous progress of recent years provides a wonderful platform to build on;
this progress includes a 50% reduction in the number of youth detained on any given day, a wide
array of alternatives to detention, major improvements in mental health services and educational
programming provided to youth in detention, increased protections of youth in the use of room
confinement, a new structure utilizing pods to create smaller centers within a center, and significant
improvement in the qualifications of detention center staff.
Our discussions with judges, attorneys, administrators, staff, advocates, and academics made it
clear that the future of detention must be discussed within the context of the entire Cook County
juvenile justice system. Actions taken by one component of the system have consequences for every
other component. While such a conclusion may seem obvious, current circumstances in Cook
County (i.e., the federal court order appointing a Transitional Administrator) compelled everyone
interviewed to emphasize the need for system-wide cooperation and communication.
This raises one important issue, while somewhat outside the purview of this study, which repeatedly
arose during our interviews—the need for coordination between Probation and the JTDC. Ensuring
that critical data are shared and that youth are provided a consistent continuum of care as they
move from one program to another requires careful and consistent coordination. Without this level
of coordination, it is difficult to ensure that all components of the system, including detentionalternative programs, are appropriately utilized. In order to achieve this, the juvenile justice system
is best viewed as a single system; separating the administration of probation and court services
from detention with no shared vision or responsibilities leads to inefficiencies, inhibits essential
communication, and can thwart the development of shared objectives.
But even within a fully integrated system, resolution of issues related to the four domains discussed
above—detention population and practice, program management, physical facility, and management
information systems—will be key to developing an optimal system for the future. Much more input
and study is needed, but based on what we learned in this process, we present the following vision
and recommendations for detention in Cook County:
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Vision
The vision that we have developed for detention in Cook County rests on the conviction that secure
detention for youth must be one element of a cohesive juvenile justice system that includes efficient
case processing, a range of alternatives to avoid unnecessary confinement, and equity for children of
all races and ethnicities.
Cook County should maximize community safety and the health and well-being of its youth and
families by:
• reserving secure detention for only those youth who present a real threat to the safety of the
community;
• providing youth who must be detained with meaningful assessment, case management, and
programming;
• detaining youth in small, safe, community-based facilities consistent with best practice; and
• ensuring that decision making is guided by timely, accurate information about the youth and
all aspects of the juvenile justice system.
The specific recommendations that follow are intended to allow the court to move toward the
vision we have articulated even as discussions continue about the administration and future direction
of the court.

Recommendations Related to Detention Population and Practice
Secure detention should be used only for youth who represent a threat to the safety of the
community or a risk of flight.
• Develop and utilize a risk assessment instrument to identify youth most likely to fail to appear
for a court date and those most likely to reoffend prior to sentencing to guide decision making
based on empirical data on Cook County youth.
• Use the information gained from a risk assessment instrument to reduce the number of youth
detained on warrants and court holds.
• For youth identified as high-risk to fail to appear, special services should be provided which go
beyond the current postcards to include reminder calls and transportation to court when needed.
• For first-time failures to appear, an administrative approach—possibly including a meeting with
a probation officer within the court building to develop a plan to ensure the youth appears at the
next scheduled hearing—to securing a new court date should be developed.
• Convene judges, particularly those with high detention rates, to identify alternatives to
detaining youth, especially those who score as lower-risk based on a formal risk assessment.
• Create small, staff-secure alternatives to secure detention for girls and younger boys.
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A thorough analysis of the disproportionate minority confinement (DMC) issue in Cook
County is needed. This analysis, based on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’s guidelines, should focus on policies, practices, and programs needed to keep African
American youth in the community as has been accomplished for their white peers.
Officials should continue to push to reduce long case-processing times for youth being
prosecuted in adult court. The extended stays of transfer cases challenge the capacity of juvenile
detention to appropriately meet programming needs.

Recommendations Related to Program Management
Assessment should be substantially expanded—at least for youth likely to be in custody for
more than two weeks. Because the detention center houses both short- and long-term residents, a
two-phased assessment and case-management process is needed. Educational, vocational, and mental
health assessments are critical for youth who remain in detention for longer periods.
Assessment tools should be coordinated system-wide with information shared to provide
continuity of care. Appropriate merging of assessment, case-management, and data-reporting
capabilities across departments of the juvenile justice system will help create a continuum of care so
that goals, objectives, expectations, and accountability are shared at every program level.
Case-management services for youth detained more than three months should mirror those
in traditional correctional facilities. Appropriate case management must include comprehensive
assessment, appropriate mental health treatment, multi-faceted educational and vocational
programming, and regular multi-disciplinary staffings to assess ongoing needs consistent with the
expectations of all long-term residential facilities.
Educational programs for short-term detainees should incorporate computerized curricula
matched to their current capabilities.
All youth in detention need to be kept consistently active and involved in activities, including,
but not limited to, educational programming and recreation.
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Recommendations Related to the Physical Plant
The current facility should be replaced with two or more smaller facilities, ideally located
around the community, with a total capacity of 240 beds.
• One site should be structured as a longer-term facility dedicated to meeting the needs
of youth being tried as adults. These youth remain in detention far longer, and require
specialized assessment, case management, and educational and vocational programming.
A comprehensive feasibility study is required to address issues of cost, location, renovation of
existing buildings versus new construction, and potential reductions in operating costs that
could be realized with state-of-the-art design.

Recommendations Related to Information Management
Cook County should invest in new data technology to allow for timely data to ensure that
policies are followed, that practice standards are met, and that youth are receiving the services
and supervision required to ensure community safety. Currently, data are captured in at least
three separate databases that do not exchange information. Immediate action needs to be taken
to provide reliable basic data about the system, though ultimately a longer-term solution will be
requred.
• On a short-term basis, data mining approaches should be explored to provide the Cook
County juvenile justice system with timely, accurate information at all program levels.
Current data systems are incapable of providing meaningful, timely data to guide decisionmaking. Data-mining offers an immediate alternative to address this deficit.
• Over the long term, the county must invest in new data technology, perhaps exploring
web-based options, to fundamentally redesign its data systems. Such a redesign is critical
to allow for timely data to monitor compliance with county policies and practice standards,
to ensure that youth are receiving the services and supervision required to ensure community
safety, and to evaluate the impact of court intervention. Web-based models could offer a
relatively inexpensive alternative.
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Appendix A
Cook County Screening Form
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Circuit Court of Cook County
Juvenile Justice Division
Screen Date:____________

Screen Time:__________:__________A.M./P.M.

Screener: ___________________________________

DETECTIVE: ___________________________________________________________ District: _____________________________________
MINOR RESPONDENT:________________________________________ DOB: __________________ AGE:_______________ GENDER: M F
RACE: WHITE / BLACK / HISPANIC / ASIAN / OTHER
RD#:______________________ 		

IR#: ______________________ 		
REQUIRED

FF# :______________________			
    REQUIRED
SCORE

FACTOR 		
1. MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE:
(Choose only one item indicating the most serious charge)
Automatic Transfer Cases........................................................................................................................................... .15
Violent Felonies Agg Batt – Bodily Harm, Agg Battery with/Firearm, AggCrimSexAsslt,
Agg Discharge of a Firearm, Agg Vehicular Invasion, Armed Robbery w/ Handgun, Armed
Violence W/Firearm, Home Invasion, Murder, UUW-Gun)....................................................................................... .15
Agg Batt against Police Officer, Agg Domestic Battery, Domestic Battery W/Bodily Harm,
Agg Robbery, Agg Stalking, Child Pornography, Hate Crime W/ Bodily Injury, Hate Crime
@Place of Worship, Heinous Batt, Residential Arson...............................................................................................12

Other Forcible Felonies – (Agg Batt, CrimSexAbuse, Hate Crime, Intimidation, Kidnapping,
Robbery, Vehicle Invasion)......................................................................................................................................... .10/12*
Other Offenses
*ALL SUBSEQUENT POLICE REFERRALS FOR THESE OFFENSES
		
Felony Sale of Cannabis (Class 1 or 2 felony amount), Arson, DCS................................................ .10/12* 		
		
PCS w/int deliver, Residential Burglary, UUW (not a gun), Possession Explosives.......................7/10*
		
Felony Possession of Narcotics/Drugs for Sale or Other Felonies................................................... 5/7*
		
Misdemeanor Possession of Narcotics/Drugs or Other Weapons Possession................................. 3
		
Other Misdemeanors
2			
				
_________
2. PENDING / PAST FINDINGS OF DELINQUENCY – CLOSED PROCEEDINGS (Choose only one item)
		
Prior IDOC Commitment...............................................................................................................................10
		
IDOC Commitment Vacated.......................................................................................................................... 8
		
Pending / Past Finding of Delinquency on a violent felony as listed above................................. 8 / 10
		
Pending / Past Finding of Delinquency on a forcible felony as listed above.................................6 / 8
		
Pending / Past Finding of Delinquency on a felony as listed above................................................4 / 6
		
Pending / Past Finding of Delinquency on a misdemeanor as listed above.................................. 2 / 4
				
_________
3. CURRENT CASE STATUS (Choose only one item)
		
Criminal Court Case Pending.......................................................................................................................10
		
IPS...................................................................................................................................................................... 7
		
Probation (#______)....................................................................................................................................... 4
		
Supervision (#______)................................................................................................................................... 2
				
_________
4. DETENTION ALTERNATIVE RESTRICTIONS
		
Electronic Monitoring................................................................................................................................... .10
		
Shelter Care Facility....................................................................................................................................... 9
		
Evening Reporting Center............................................................................................................................ 7
		
Home Confinement........................................................................................................................................ 5
5. WARRANT DETENTION..............................................................................................................................................................15
_________
						
			
TOTAL SCORE
_________
DECISION SCALE
.Score 0-9……………… AUTHORIZE RELEASE (with notice of prioritized date for 5-12 Conference)
Score 10-14 …………….COMPLETE NON-SECURE DETENTION OPTIONS FORM
.Score 15 +……………….AUTHORIZE DETENTION (for minors 13 years of age and older)
(Complete non-secure custody options for minors under 13 years of age before placement into secure detention unless Minor is
charged with UUW-Firearm in or on school grounds)
ADMINISTRATIVE OVERRIDE:		
YES		
						

NO		

REASON: ___________________________________		

FINAL DECISION:			

RELEASE		

RELEASE WITH CONDITIONS

DETAIN		

MR lives at:______________________________________________Apt._____ City: CHGO/_______________IL/________Zip:___________
MR lives with:____________________________________________Relation:______Phone:312 / 630 / 708 / 773 / 847 - _____________		
		
06-07-07 rev.
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Appendix B
OJJDP DMC Reduction Cycle
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OJJDP DMC REDUCTION CYCLE

I. Identification
• The primary purpose of this phase is descriptive—it provides a quantitative answer to whether
there are differences in the contact that youth have with the JJ system, based on race and ethnicity.
• Identify the critical decision points within the JJ system: (a) arrest; (b) referral; (c) diversion;
(d) detention; (e) petitioned/charges filed; (f ) delinquent findings; (g) probation; (h)
confinement in secure correctional facilities; (i) transfer to adult court.
• Task: Collect local data within the JJ system and examine them specific to overrepresentation of
minority populations within the system. OJJDP utilizes the relative rate index (RRI) method.

II. Assessment/Diagnosis
• The goal of the assessment phase is to determine whether DMC exists in the JJ system and
at what decision points, and to identify the factors that contribute to DMC at those decision
points.
• This phase is a search for factors that contribute to DMC, with the goal that the results may
lead to strategies or interventions to reduce DMC.
• The assessment process looks more carefully at the decision points that the identification
process has targeted to determine how DMC is created or amplified, specifying the
mechanism(s) at work in a particular jurisdiction. The outcome of the assessment study should
result in an understanding of the DMC process that will permit policymakers to make choices
about strategies for reducing DMC.
• Stages: (1) Generate possible explanations; (2) identify the types of data and the pattern
of results needed; (3) obtain the data; 4) analyze the data and identify the most likely
mechanism(s) creating DMC.

III. Intervention
• The goal at the intervention phase is to address the DMC factors that were identified during
the assessment phase by developing a comprehensive set of interrelated interventions/strategies
to reduce minority overrepresentation in the system.
• A jurisdiction initiates this phase by developing an intervention plan that serves as a road map
for how it will proceed to reduce minority overrepresentation in its JJ system.
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• Approach: (1) Establish guidelines for choosing strategies and developing an intervention
plan; (2) present a conceptual framework for use in plotting a course through the mixture of
programs, services, and activities to determine the most appropriate strategy for targeting the
specific DMC contributing factor(s) identified.
• DMC strategies fall into three arenas: (a) direct services; (b) training and technical assistance;
and (c) system changes.
• Five guidelines to consider in developing an intervention plan: (1) Design a comprehensive,
multimodal approach; (2) prioritize strategies to focus on critical decision points; (3) choose
interventions that the community is ready to implement; (4) use evidence-based strategies and
draw on the successful experiences of current DMC initiatives; (5) evaluate the effectiveness of
the strategy.

IV. Evaluation
• Two common approaches to assessing the performance of an intervention are performance
measurement and evaluation, both of which are important when examining DMC.
• Performance measurement is a subset of evaluation concerned with collecting information to
determine whether an intervention is achieving its objectives.
• Outcome measures are data used to assess the achievement of objectives and goals.
• Evaluation is similar to performance measurement in that it too uses output and outcome
measures to track progress. Evaluation, however, focuses on how an intervention achieves
outcomes.
• OJJDP has both mandatory and non-mandatory performance measures specific to DMC.

V. Monitoring
• It is important to maintain continuous monitoring of this issue across the JJ system once you
have been able to alleviate the overrepresentation condition.
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Appendix C
Outline of Educational Assessment Needs
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Effective Educational Programming for
Students While in Custody
• Identify education team members for each student (including pertinent non-education staff )
• Use youth strengths and needs assessment
• Use valid, reliable measures to regularly assess reading, math, and writing skills
• Develop individualized education programs (IEP) for special education students
• Implement monitoring practices to assess educational progress

Four Essential Elements of Effective Educational Programs
for Youth in Juvenile Justice
1. A meaningful educational reception process;
2. Effective educational programming for students while in custody;
3. Educational services related to the youth’s transition into the community; and
4. Continual education program monitoring for student academic outcomes within the facility,
during transition, and after transition.

Meaningful Educational Reception Process
The reception process needs to systematically gather information about each youth at the time of
admission to a facility. The following are examples of critical data required to effectively plan for a
student’s learning in a new setting.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Grade-level status
High school credits earned to date
Special education status
Reading ability
Math ability
Attendance records
Behavior records and suspension/expulsion records
IEP
Standardized test results
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Appendix D
NCCD’s Data-mining Experiences
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Juvenile Detention
in Cook County:

Future Directions

National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD)
426 S. Yellowstone Drive, Suite 250
Madison, Wisconsin 53719
(800) 306-6223
www.nccd-crc.org
Jane Addams Juvenile Court Foundation
1603 Orrington Avenue, Suite 200
Evanston, Illinois 60202
(773) 643-4888
www.janeaddamsfdn.org

