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Legend — Rural-Urban Continuum 1993

Cook County
- Chicago and suburban Cook County

Metro Counties
- Central Counties, Metro Area>1 million
- Fringe Counties, Metro Area>1 million

- Counties in Metro Area 250,000 to 1 million

Counties in Metro Areas < 250,000 pop

Non-Metro Counties

- Urban Pop>=20,000, Adjacent to Metro
- Urban Pop>=20,000, Not Adjacent to Metro
Urban Pop 2,500 to 19,999, Adjacent to Metro

Urban Pop 2,500 to 19,999, Not Adjacent to Metro

- Completely Rural or Pop< 2,500, Adjacent to Metro

Completely Rural or Pop<2,500, Not Adjacent to Metro

The map on the front page is based on an 11-category classification scheme that was adopted for this profile. This
classification scheme is based on the 1993 Rural-Urban Continuum Codes. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Economic Research Service (ERS) developed the Rural-Urban Continuum Codes to measure and evaluate the
economic and social diversity of counties and to provide classifications that are meaningful for developing public
policies and programs (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2000). The codes classify counties based on “population
size, proximity to a metropolitan area, degree of urbanization, population of the largest city, commuting patterns,
as well as primary economic activity and policy relevancy” (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2000). Although the
Rural-Urban Continuum Codes were primarily developed to classify rural areas, this scheme also distinguishes
between urban counties. For a more in-depth discussion of why this classification scheme was used, please refer
to the Method section of the Introduction.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In recent years, there has been growing concern regarding juvenile crime and the desire to develop preventive
strategies to reduce juvenile delinquency. This profile contains information about the characteristics of
McDonough County residents and juvenile justice system activities, juvenile delinquency risk factors, and
community-based programs that serve youth living in the county. This profile includes a section on risk factors
based on recent research about juvenile delinquency in an effort to help county officials identify ways to prevent
juvenile crime in their jurisdictions.

Using this Profile

The purpose of this profile is to assist county practitioners, policymakers, and community members in learning,
discussing, and making decisions about their county’s juvenile justice system and the youth living in their
communities.

The profile consists of four main sections. The first section, McDonough County, provides a description of the
county’s population. The second section, Juvenile Justice System, provides an in-depth description of
McDonough County’s juvenile justice system activities. The third section, Juvenile Risk Factors, examines risk
factors that have been linked to juvenile delinquency. The fourth section, Community-Based Programs, provides a
description of programs available in McDonough County. Overall conclusions are available at the end of the
Juvenile Justice System and Juvenile Risk Factor sections. The conclusions are based on those findings that
were identified by Authority staff as being the most important issues that emerged from our analyses.

Although this summary was developed to provide readers with a short overview, juvenile justice councils or
professionals wishing to use the information provided below to make decisions about their county’s
juvenile justice system or youth are strongly encouraged to review the full report, as it contains additional
information and analyses for the data points presented below.

When reviewing the overall findings presented below, readers should consider the following questions.

e What are some explanations for the findings (e.g., increases, decreases, no changes) presented in this
report?

Although some patterns or trends were identified (see the conclusions at the end of the Juvenile Justice
System and Juvenile Risk Factors sections), Authority staff were unable to provide decisive reasons why
these patterns or trends exist because we are not intimately involved in the day-to-day operations of the
juvenile justice system or work directly with youth living in McDonough County. Several factors, including
departmental policies and procedures or the ways in which the data were collected, may account for why
specific patterns or trends emerged from our analyses. Juvenile justice practitioners, service providers, and
community members should consider the findings presented in this document in light of what they know
about and have experienced in their communities.

e What other factors influence youth involvement with the juvenile justice system?

Most of the data presented in this report are limited to juvenile justice system activities and juvenile risk
factors in McDonough County. Although the risk factor section was included to help juvenile justice councils
and practitioners identify ways to prevent juvenile crime, it is important to note that experiencing risk factors
does not necessarily mean a youth will become involved in the juvenile justice system. Other factors, such as
protective factors—factors found to “protect” youth from engaging in delinquent activities—or departmental
policies and other system factors unique to McDonough County may influence the trends presented in this
report. Thus, it is important that the patterns and trends identified in this document are supplemented with
additional data on factors that could potentially influence youth’s involvement in the system.



e Given the information presented in this profile, what are the most pressing issues in McDonough County
and how should those issues be addressed?

Identifying the most important issues in your county is difficult. To best determine which issues should be
addressed in your county, it is important to collect and examine information not only regarding the needs and
issues facing the juvenile justice system and youth in McDonough County, but also what programs currently
exist, what programs are effective, and what policies have been implemented that might have impacted the
trends identified. Although this profile contains a vast amount of information, this profile is not a
comprehensive overview of all the issues that youth or the juvenile justice system face in McDonough
County. It is important that juvenile justice council members and practitioners consider collecting additional
data before making any decisions about which issues to address first. In fact, this profile should be only
considered the first step in identifying possible issues facing the juvenile justice system or youth in
McDonough County.

e What additional data are available that can provide important information about the juvenile justice system
or youth residing in McDonough County?

The data presented in this profile represent those that were available to the Authority staff and believed
important. Juvenile justice councils and practitioners utilizing this document should consider collecting
additional and more detailed, individual-level data to aid the interpretation of the analyses presented below.
This may entail contacting local agencies to determine what additional types of juvenile justice system,
juvenile risk factor, or protective factor data are available.

Method

The analyses conducted for the full report were used to (1) examine trends in McDonough County; (2) examine
trends in bordering counties, similar counties, and the state as a whole; and (3) compare McDonough County to
bordering counties, similar counties, and the state as a whole.

In many instances, the data examined are presented in figures. Although figures are a useful tool, it is possible for
figures to visually display changes or differences that seem large, but are actually less important than they appear.
Conversely, it is also possible for figures to visually display changes or differences that appear small, but are
actually important. To circumvent relying exclusively on the visual inspection of figures or on simple numbers
such as percent change from one year to the next, a statistical process was adopted to provide researchers with the
ability to identify if changes across time or the differences between McDonough County and the other groups
examined were significant.

Caution should be also taken when interpreting trends that are identified as having no significant change between
the time periods analyzed. One assumption readers often make is that no significant change means that the trend
or pattern is not important. This assumption could cause readers to overlook important trends and patterns.

McDonough County

This section describes demographic characteristics and trends in McDonough County.

In 1990, the population density in McDonough County was 60 persons per square mile. By 2000, the number of
persons per square mile had decreased seven percent to 56 persons per square mile. When compared to the other
101 Illinois counties, McDonough County ranked 47" in population density in 2000.

When examining only those persons at-risk for involvement in the juvenile justice system (i.e., juveniles ages 5 to
16 years), it was found that from 1990 to 2000 the juvenile population in McDonough County decreased nine
percent. In 2000, juveniles ages 5 to 16 years accounted for 12 percent of McDonough County’s total population.



Racial comparisons between 1990 and 2000 data could not be made due to differences in the way the U.S. Census
Bureau collected data in 2000. Of the total non-Hispanic population in McDonough County in 1990, 94 percent
identified themselves as white, 4 percent identified themselves as black, and 2 percent identified themselves as
Asian. Those identifying themselves as Hispanic constituted one percent of the total population in McDonough
County in 1990.

Of the total non-Hispanic population in McDonough County in 2000, 93 percent identified themselves as only
white, 4 percent as only black, and 2 percent as only Asian. Additionally, one percent identified themselves as
Hispanic.

Juvenile Justice System

The Juvenile Justice System section focuses on various system activities including: juvenile delinquency
petitions; delinquency adjudications; active, end-of-year probation caseloads; transfers to adult court; temporary
detention admissions; and admissions to the Illinois Department of Corrections’ (IDOC) Illinois Youth Centers
(1'YC).! Additionally, this section includes a description of the over or under representation of white and minority
youth admitted to juvenile temporary detention centers in McDonough County.

Important Note:

Authority researchers were unable to obtain data for several decision points in the McDonough County juvenile
justice system. One critical decision point researchers were unable to examine was juvenile arrests. This decision
point is important to understanding how the juvenile justice system works because it is the entrance point into the
juvenile justice system for most youth.

Under the Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting (I-UCR) program, all law enforcement agencies in the state are
required to report monthly offense and arrest data to the Illinois State Police (ISP). Although in the past ISP
collected more detailed offense and arrest information, since 1993, ISP has collected only aggregate-level offense
and arrest data from law enforcement agencies across the state. These aggregate totals combine offense and arrest
data across sex, race, ethnicity, and age. The collection of offense and arrest data at the aggregate-level prevents
researchers from examining juvenile offenders (offenders 16 years or younger).

Below are figures for those decisions points in the McDonough County juvenile justice system for which data
were available.

! The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1998 changed some of the language of the juvenile justice system (Public Act 90-590;
750 ILCS 405/5-105). Specifically, “taken into custody” is now “arrested,” “adjudication hearing” is a “trial,” and
“dispositional hearing” is now a “sentencing hearing.” This report reflects these language changes with the exception of the
term adjudication. The term “adjudication” is used in this report to reflect those youth who have been petitioned to court and
found delinquent (guilty). This term is used because we felt it was the best word to describe juveniles found delinquent and it
is a common word used by juvenile justice practitioners.
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Figure S.1

Delinquency Petition and Adjudication Rates for McDonough County
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Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts; U.S. Census Bureau.

Figure S.2

A delinguency petition is a formal filing in juvenile
court for a delinquent offense. Delinquency
adjudications are instances when there has been a
trial, or a hearing to determine whether allegations
in a delinquency petition are true beyond a
reasonable doubt, and a minor has been found
delinquent by a judge. According to AOIC,
delinquency adjudications exclude plea agreements
and dispositions resulting from other types of
hearings.

The 1990 McDonough County delinquency petition
rate did not significantly differ from the 2000 rate.
From 1990 to 2000, McDonough County
delinquency petition rates were significantly lower
than rates in bordering counties and statewide, and
did not significantly differ from rates in similar
counties.

The 1990 McDonough County delinquency
adjudication rate did not significantly differ from
the 2000 rate. From 1990 to 2000, McDonough
County delinquency adjudication rates did not
significantly differ from rates in similar counties.

Continued Under Supervision and Annual Active Juvenile Probation
Caseload Rates for McDonough County
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/>

7N
\

V/

NN/
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Rate per 100,000 persons ages 10 to16 years.
Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts; U.S. Census Bureau.

Juveniles whose cases were continued under
supervision have had their cases petitioned to court, but
have not been adjudicated delinquent (found guilty).
Juveniles placed on juvenile probation have been
adjudicated delinquent.

The 1990 McDonough County continued under
supervision rate did not significantly differ from the
2000 rate. From 1990 to 2000, McDonough County
continued under supervision rates did not significantly
differ from rates in bordering counties, similar
counties, and statewide.

The 1990 McDonough County active probation
caseload rate did not significantly differ from the 2000
rate. From 1990 to 2000, McDonough County active
probation caseload rates were significantly lower than
rates in bordering counties, similar counties, and
statewide.



Figure S.3
Total Admission Rate to Temporary Detention Centers
for McDonough County

1,200 Juvenile detention is used as temporary placement for
juvenile offenders either prior to (pre-adjudicatory) or
1,000 /\ following sentencing (post-adjudicatory).
800 .| The 1992 McDonough County detention center
\ / admission rate did not significantly differ from the
600 2000 rate. From 1992 to 2000, McDonough County
\ /TN / detention center admission rates were significantly
400 lower than rates in similar counties and statewide, and
\/ did not significantly differ from rates in bordering
200 counties.
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ From 1992 to 2000, 75 percent of admissions to
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000  (etention centers from McDonough County were pre-
Rate per 100,000 persons ages 10 to16 years. adjudicatory admissions (90 of 120 detention center
Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts; U.S. Census Bureau. admissions).

Important Trends or Patterns: Juvenile Justice System

McDonough County juvenile justice system activity appeared to remain relatively stable across the time
periods examined (typically, 1990 to 2000). Rates at the beginning of the time period examined did not
significantly differ from rates at the end of the time period examined (e.g., 1990 rates did not significantly
differ from 2000 rates).

Across the time periods examined, McDonough County juvenile justice system rates tended to be similar
to or significantly lower than rates in the other groups examined.

Of the 54 McDonough County juveniles admitted to detention centers from 1990 to 2000, 50 (93 percent)
were white and 4 (7 percent) were African-American. Percentages of whites and African-Americans
admitted to detention centers from 1998 to 2000 approximately paralleled percentages of whites and
African-Americans in the overall juvenile population.

The quality and consistency of the data available at most of the decision points in the juvenile justice
process inhibits our ability to draw strong conclusions. In addition, there are no easily available data on
the number of juveniles arrested in McDonough County.
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Juvenile Risk Factors

The Juvenile Risk Factor section includes an examination of four types of risk factors: individual risk factors,
social risk factors, school risk factors, and environmental risk factors. Trend and comparison analyses were
conducted for each of the risk factors examined.

Individual Risk Factors

Individual risk factors are personal traits or qualities that may be related to juvenile delinquency, including
various types of mental and physical health problems. Only one individual risk factor was examined for this
profile: emergency room admissions for completed or attempted suicides.

From 1998 to 2000, hospitals reported 18 suicides attempted or completed by minors ages 17 years and younger
in McDonough County.?

Social Risk Factors

Social risk factors are factors present in minors’ immediate social environments that may be related to juvenile
delinquency. The data points described below measure five distinct social risk factors, each of which pertain to
family relationships: (1) parental criminality, (2) family or home conflict, (3) prior abuse, (4) separation of family,
and (5) family mobility.

Figure S.4
Drug Treatment Rates for Females with Children for McDonough County

One indirect measure of parental criminality

examined in this profile is drug treatment rates for
females with children.

\/ The 1995 McDonough County drug treatment rate
for females with children did not significantly differ

from the 2001 rate. From 1995 to 2001, McDonough

h County drug treatment rates for females with
children were significantly lower than rates in similar
counties and statewide, and did not significantly
differ from rates in bordering counties.

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Rate per 100,000 females ages 13 to 70 years.
Source: Illinois Department of Human Services, Office of Alcohol and
Substance Abuse; U.S. Census Bureau.

2 |t is important to note that although the Illinois Department of Public Health (IDPH) reported that compliance with the
reporting mandate has been high, the totals for 1998 may be low, as it took hospitals a period of time after the March 10
startup date to understand the violent injury-coding scheme provided to them by IDPH and to develop a system for collecting
the data.

Vi
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Figure S.5
Rates of Inmates with Children for McDonough County

N\, /\

/\

— Y

N—

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Rate per 100,000 persons 17 years and older.
Source: Illinois Department of Corrections; U.S. Census Bureau.

Another indirect measure of parental criminality
examined in this profile is the rate of prison inmates
with children.

The state fiscal year (SFY) 1991 McDonough
County rate of inmates with children did not
significantly differ from the SFY 2001 rate. From
SFY 1991 to SFY 2001, McDonough County rates of
inmates with children were significantly lower than
rates in similar counties and statewide, and did not
significantly differ from rates in bordering counties.

Although the effects of having any parent in prison
can be difficult for children, the impact of females
being incarcerated may be even more distressing for
children because females are often the primary
caregivers of their children. Of the 16 females
inmates admitted to IDOC from SFY 1991 to SFY
2001, 13 reported that they had children.

Order of Protection Rate for McDonough County

One indirect measure of family or home conflict
examined in this profile is the Order of Protection
rate. Orders of Protection are court orders that are
intended to protect those seeking the order from
family or other household members (e.g., a spouse
from his or her abuser). Orders of Protection can also
be used to protect children.

The 1993 McDonough County Order of Protection
rate for Orders likely to protect minors did not
significantly differ from the 2000 rate. From 1993 to
2000, McDonough County Order of Protection rates

Figure S.6
yd
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1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Rate per 100,000 persons ages 18 years and older.
Source: Illinois State Police Department; U.S. Census Bureau.

Vii

were significantly lower than rates in bordering
counties and statewide.

It is unknown, however, if the difference between
McDonough County’s Order of Protection rate and
the rates experienced by the other groups examined
is due to fewer Orders of Protection issued in
McDonough County, reporting compliance, or some
other factor.
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Another indirect measure of family or home conflict examined in this profile was the reported domestic offense
rate. From 1997 to 2000, McDonough County reported domestic offense rates were significantly lower than rates
in similar counties and statewide (table not shown). Differences in reported domestic offenses may reflect either
changes in the reporting practices of law enforcement agencies (although mandated by law to report these data, to
date, no systematic examination of compliance with this requirement has been conducted) or changes in the actual

number of reported domestic offenses.

Figure S.7

Reported Child Abuse and Neglect and Child Sexual Abuse Rates for McDonough County
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Child Sexual Abuse Rate
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Rates per 100,000 persons ages 0 to 17 years.
Source: Illinois Department of Children and Family Services; U.S. Census
Bureau.

viii

Two measures of family or home conflict examined
in this profile are the reported child abuse and
neglect and reported child sexual abuse rates.

The SFY 1990 McDonough County reported child
abuse and neglect rate did not significantly differ
from the SFY 2000 rate. From SFY 1990 to SFY
2000, McDonough County reported child abuse and
neglect rates did not significantly differ from rates in
bordering counties and similar counties.

The SFY 1990 McDonough County reported child
sexual abuse rate did not significantly differ from the
SFY 2000 rate. From SFY 1990 to SFY 2000,
McDonough County reported child sexual abuse
rates did not significantly differ from rates in
bordering counties and similar counties.

In McDonough County, the percentage of reported
child abuse and neglect cases that were indicated as
abuse did not significantly change from SFY 1990 to
SFY 2000 (figure not shown). Similarly, the
percentage of reported child sexual abuse cases that
were indicated as abuse did not significantly change
from SFY 1990 to SFY 2000 (figure not shown).
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Figure S.8
Divorce and Annulment Rate for McDonough County

The divorce and annulment rate was used to
indirectly measure family separation.
T~ "\ Y Y Sep
\/ \\, The 1990 McDonough County divorce and

annulment rate did not significantly differ from the

2000 rate. From 1990 to 2000, McDonough County
divorce and annulment rates did not significantly

differ from rates in bordering counties, similar

counties, and statewide.

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Rates per 100,000 persons in the total population.
Source: Illinois Department of Public Health; U.S. Census Bureau.

This profile examines one data point that indirectly measures family mobility: net domestic migration. Based on
these data it was found that in McDonough County, there was slight out-migration across the 1990s. Should this
pattern continue, it suggests that there may be relatively few minors in McDonough County who may be in need
of increased support while they acclimate to a new community (table not shown).

School Risk Factors

School risk factors are factors related to minors’ academic performances and their commitment to school. This
profile includes information on five data points measuring school risk factors. These data points measure two
distinct types of school risk factors: (1) academic achievement and (2) school commitment.

The Illinois Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) scores were used to measure academic achievement in
McDonough County. Depending on the test (reading, writing, or mathematics) and academic year (1998/1999,
1999/2000, and 2000/2001), McDonough County students appeared to have met or exceeded test standards either
as often as or more often than students in bordering counties and similar counties (table not shown).? Overall,
McDonough County students appeared to have met or exceeded test standards more often than students statewide.

® The statistical approach was not adopted to make comparisons between students in McDonough County and students in the
other groups examined. Thus, caution should be taken when interpreting these results because it is unclear what constitutes a
large enough disparity in percents to make these claims.



Figure S.9
Truancy and Suspension Rates for McDonough County

16,000

Two measures of school commitment examined in
14,000 - this profile were the truancy and suspension rates.

/_\ Truancy Rate
12,000

From the 1990/1991 to 2000/2001 academic years,
10,000 1 there was a significant increase in the McDonough
6,000 County truancy rate. From 1990/1991 to 2000/2001,

McDonough County truancy rates were significantly
6,000 - lower than rates in similar counties and statewide.

4,000 1 _ Of the total number of truants in McDonough County
Suspension Rate

2,000 from 1990/1991 to 2000/2001, 14 percent (711
students) were chronic truants who persistently
missed school.

90/91 91/92 92/93 93/94 94/95 95/96 96/97 97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01

Rates per 100,000 student population. The 1990/1991 McDonough County suspension rate

Source: lllinois State Board of Education. did not significantly differ from the 2000/2001 rate.
From 1990/1991 to 2000/2001, McDonough County
suspension rates were significantly lower than rates
in bordering counties, similar counties, and
statewide.

From 1990/1991 to 2000/2001, students suspended
more than once accounted for 49 percent of students
suspended in McDonouah Countyv.

Figure S.10
Expulsion Rate for McDonough County
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Figure S.11
High School Dropout Rate for McDonough County

Another measure of school commitment examined in

/,.\ this profile was the high school dropout rate.
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\ / N\ _"~_ | 2000/2001 rate. From 1990/1991 to 2000/2001,
V N = McDonough County high school dropout rates did
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counties, and were significantly lower than statewide

rates.
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Rate per 100,000 student population.
Source: Illinois State Board of Education.

Environmental Risk Factors

Environmental risk factors are factors related to the broad social environment in which minors reside. Ten data
points measuring environmental risk factors were described in this profile. Eight of these data points measure
three distinct types of environmental risk factors: (1) community poverty, (2) drug availability, and (3) exposure
to violence. In addition, because race/ethnicity and births to female adolescents can be linked with other
environmental risk factors, these data points were included as environmental risk factors.

Three measures of community poverty examined in this profile are the percentage of persons living in poverty,
the percentage of minors living in poverty, and the median household income (tables not shown). Based on these
data it was found that:

Across the years for which the U.S. Census Bureau made estimates (1993, 1995, 1997, and 1998),
approximately 15 percent of the persons living in McDonough County were living in poverty. Across the
years examined, percents of persons living in poverty in McDonough County did not significantly differ
from percents in individual bordering counties, individual similar counties, and statewide.

Across the years for which the U.S. Census Bureau made estimates (1993, 1995, 1997, and 1998),
approximately 18 percent of the persons under 18 living in McDonough County were living in poverty.
Across the years examined, percents of persons under 18 living in poverty in McDonough County did not
significantly differ from percents in individual bordering counties, individual similar counties, and
statewide.

Across the years for which the U.S. Census Bureau made estimates (1993, 1995, 1997, and 1998),
McDonough County median household incomes did not significantly differ from median household
incomes in individual bordering counties and individual similar counties. Across the years examined,
statewide median household incomes were significantly higher than McDonough County median
household incomes.
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Figure S.12
Unemployment Rate for McDonough County

4,500 Another measure of community poverty examined in
4,000 /\ this profile was the unemployment rate. The
3500 unemployment rate reflects the number of
’ \ individuals unemployed divided by the number of
3,000 K / persons eligible for labor. Individuals not interesting
2,500 — » in working or who want to work, but are
2,000 discouraged, or face barriers to entering the labor
force are considered ineligible for labor.
1,500 -
1,000 1 From 1990 to 2000, there was a significant decrease
500 - in the McDonough County unemployment rate. From
0 1990 to 2000, McDonough County unemployment

rates were significantly lower than rates in bordering

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 counties, similar counties, and statewide.

Rate per 100,000 persons eligible for labor.
Source: Illinois Department of Employment Security; U.S. Census Bureau.

Figure S.13
Family Public Assistance Rate in McDonough County

10,000 Another measure of community poverty examined in
9,000 - /\/\ this profile was the family public assistance rate. The
8,000 family public assistance rate reflects the number of
7.000 ﬂ\ individuals receiving assistance through the state
6,000 \ public welfare program per youth ages 18 years and
5.000 Change to TANF (1996) \\ younger.
4,000 \ From SFY 1990 to SFY 2000, there was a significant
3,000 \ decrease in the McDonough County family public
2,000 - assistance rate. From SFY 1990 to SFY 2000,
1,000 McDonough County family public assistance rates

0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ were significantly lower than rates in similar counties

1090 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 and statewide.

Rate per 100,000 persons ages 0 to 18 years.

Source: Illinois Department of Human Services; U.S. Census Bureau. Itis Important to note that the decrease experlenced

in McDonough County is most likely due to changes
in the family public assistance requirements when
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)
replaced Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) in 1996.
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Figure S.14
Total Drug Arrest Rate for McDonough County

800 The total drug arrest rate (adult and juvenile arrests
200 J combined) was used to measure drug availability in
/\ McDonough County.
600
500 / \‘ From 1990 to 2000, there was a significant increase
/ in the McDonough County total drug arrest rate.
400 From 1990 to 2000, McDonough County total drug
300 - arrest rates were significantly lower than statewide
rates.

200
100 / From 1990 to 2000, arrests for violations of the

0 \/ Cannabis Control Act accounted for 51 percent of

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 dI’Ug arrests In MCDOHOUgh COUﬂty.

Rate per 100,000 population.
Source: Illinois State Police; U.S. Census Bureau.

Figure S.15
Total Reported Violent Index Offense Rate for McDonough County
700 The total reported violent index offense rate (adult
600 / and juvenile offenses combined) was used to

measure community violence in McDonough
500 - F\ County.
400

From 1990 to 2000, there was a significant increase

300 | in the McDonough County total reported violent
index offense rate. From 1990 to 2000, McDonough
200 County total reported violent index offense rates
100 | \/ were significantly lower than statewide rates.
0 From 1990 to 2000, aggravated assaults accounted

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000  for 74 percent of reported violent index offenses in
McDonough County, and criminal sexual assaults
accounted for 19 percent. The 2000 McDonough
County aggravated assault rate was significantly
higher than the 1990 rate. The 2000 McDonough
County criminal sexual assault rate was significantly
higher than the 1990 rate.

Rate per 100,000 population.
Source: Illinois State Police; U.S. Census Bureau.
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Figure S.16
Percentage of the Population in McDonough County that is Accounted for by Minorities

9% Race/ethnicity was also examined as an

8% | environmental factor. Readers should note that
although there is evidence indicating that

% race/ethnicity is related to juvenile delinquency, this

6% - evidence tends to suggest this relationship may be

50 | due to the high correlation between race/ethnicity
and other environmental factors (socio-economic

4% - factors, poverty). For instance, areas with high

3% | concentrations of poverty also tend to have high
concentrations of minorities.

2% |
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. minorities in McDonough County were significantly
lower than percents statewide, did not significantly
differ from percents in similar counties, and were
significantly higher than percents in bordering
counties.

Figure S.17
McDonough County Birth Rate by Females Ages 10 to 17 Years
1,000 The birth rate by females ages 10 to 17 years was
900 also examined as an environmental issue because it
800 | was correlated with a number of environmental
700 | factors described in this profile.
600 > .
500 | - The 1993 McD_onough_ Cqu_nty blrth_ rate by females
ages 10 to 17 did not significantly differ from the
400 2000 rate. From 1993 to 2000, McDonough County
300 1 birth rates by females ages 10 to 17 did not
200 significantly differ from rates in bordering counties
100 - and similar counties, and were significantly lower
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ than statewide rates.

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Rate per 100,000 females ages 10 to 17 years.
Source: Illinois Department of Public Health; U.S. Census Bureau.
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Figure S.18
Adolescent Drug and Alcohol Treatment Admission Rate for McDonough County

300

The adolescent drug and alcohol treatment admission

250 A rate was examined as a separate risk factor.

\
200 The 1994 McDonough County adolescent drug and
| alcohol treatment rate did not significantly differ
150 from the 2001 rate, although there was fluctuation in

rates throughout the time period examined. From
1994 to 2001, McDonough County adolescent drug
and alcohol treatment rates were significantly lower
than rates in similar counties and statewide, and did
not significantly differ from rates in bordering
counties.

100 -

50

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
In McDonough County, 54 percent of adolescent

Rate per 100,000 persons ages 10 to 16 years. substance abuse treatment services from 1994 to

Source: Illinois Department of Human Services; Office of Alcohol and 2001 were provided to youth who identified cannabis

Substance Abuse; U.S. Census Bureau. .
as the primary substance abused. Twenty-two percent
of adolescent substance abuse treatment services
were provided to youth who identified alcohol as the
primary substance abuse. It is unknown how many
adolescents were receiving treatment for abusing
multiple substances.
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Important Trends and Patterns: Juvenile Risk Factors

Several of the social risk factors examined provide indirect measures of family violence or prior abuse
(Order of Protection rates for Orders likely to protect minors, reported domestic offense rates, reported
child abuse and neglect rates, reported child sexual abuse rates). In McDonough County, rates for these
risk factors remained stable across the time periods examined. That is rates in the first year examined
were not significantly different from rates in the last year examined. Moreover, McDonough County rates
for these risk factors tended to either be similar to or significantly lower than rates in the other groups
examined.

The McDonough County truancy rate significantly increased from the beginning to the end of the time
period examined. That is, the 2000/2001 rate was significantly higher than the 1990/1991 rate. However,
across the time period examined, McDonough County truancy rates were significantly lower than rates in
similar counties and statewide.

The McDonough County suspension rate did not significantly change from the beginning to the end of the
time period examined (the 1990/1991 rate did not significantly differ from the 2000/2001 rate). Moreover,
across the time period examined, McDonough County suspension rates were significantly lower than rates
in bordering counties, similar counties, and statewide.

The McDonough County total drug arrest rate significantly increased from the beginning to the end of the
time period examined (the 2000 rate was significantly higher than the 1990 rates). This may suggest that
drugs became more available to McDonough County minors during the time period examined (although it
may also suggest changes in law enforcement practices). However, across the time period examined,
McDonough County total drug arrest rates were significantly lower than statewide rates.

The McDonough County total reported violent index offense rate significantly increased from the
beginning to the end of the time period examined. This may suggest that more McDonough County
minors were exposed to violence across the time period examined (although it may also suggest changes
in law enforcement practices). However, across the time period examined, McDonough County total
violent index offense rates were significantly lower than statewide rates.

Several of the environmental risk factors were broad economic indicators that provide an indirect
indication of the extent to which the McDonough County environment magnifies or minimizes the
likelihood that minors will engage in delinquent behavior (percent of individuals living in poverty,
median household income, unemployment rates, and public assistance rates). McDonough County rates
for these risk factors tended to either be similar to or significantly lower than rates for the other groups
examined.
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INTRODUCTION

The Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority is a state agency created in 1983 to promote community
safety by providing public policymakers, criminal justice professionals, and others with information, tools, and
technology needed to improve the quality of criminal justice in Illinois. The Authority provides a systemwide
forum for identifying critical problems in criminal justice, developing coordinated and cost-effective strategies,
and implementing and evaluating solutions to those problems. The specific powers and duties of the Authority are
delineated in the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Act (lllinois Compiled Statutes, Ch. 20, Sec. 393/7). Two
of the Authority’s responsibilities are serving as a clearinghouse for research and information on criminal and
juvenile justice and undertaking research studies to improve the administration of justice.

Since 1989, the Authority’s Research and Analysis Unit has received funds under the federal Anti-Drug Abuse
Act of 1988 to document the extent and nature of drug and violent crime in Illinois and the justice systems’
responses to these offenses. To place this information into the hands of Illinois’ criminal and juvenile justice
practitioners, the Authority created county profiles to highlight justice system activities. Historically, these
profiles focused on both the criminal and juvenile justice systems. However, with the growing concern
surrounding juvenile crime and the desire to develop preventative strategies to combat juvenile delinquency, the
Authority elected to create juvenile justice profiles that would provide more in-depth analyses of juvenile justice
trends and the youth residing in each of the 102 counties in Illinois.

Using this Profile

The purpose of this profile is to assist juvenile justice professionals, policy makers, and community members in
learning, discussing, and making decisions about their county’s juvenile justice system and the youth living in
their communities. It is also hoped that this profile will aid juvenile justice councils in creating county-level
juvenile justice plans.* Unlike previous versions produced by the Authority that focused primarily on justice
system activities, this profile includes a section on risk factors that are linked to juvenile delinquency. Risk factors
are aspects of juveniles’ environments that impact the likelihood of youth committing delinquent offenses. By
including a description of risk factors, it is hoped this profile will help county officials identify ways to prevent
juvenile crime.

This profile consists of four main sections. The first section, McDonough County, provides a description of the
county’s population size and the demographic characteristics. The second section, Juvenile Justice System,
provides an in-depth description of McDonough County’s juvenile justice system activities. This section includes
analyses of delinquency petitions, delinquency adjudications, juvenile transfers to adult court, probation
caseloads, admissions to temporary detention centers, and admissions to the Illinois Department of Corrections’
Illinois Youth Centers.® The third section, Juvenile Risk Factors, examines risk factors that have been linked to
juvenile delinquency. This section includes an overview of research on juvenile risk factors, the data available for
each risk factor identified in the research, and the trends in the risk factors examined. The fourth section,
Community-Based Programs, provides a description of programs available in McDonough County as identified
through a statewide survey of service providers and an Internet search for programs located in McDonough
County.

* The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1998 included a section encouraging the creation of juvenile justice councils (Public
Act 90-590; 705 ILCS 405/6-12). Juvenile justice councils are collaborative bodies composed of juvenile justice
professionals, community members, service providers, and other relevant individuals. The duties of the juvenile justice
council include the development of a prevention-based plan to address juvenile crime.
® The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1998 changed some of the language of the juvenile justice system (Public Act 90-590;
750 ILCS 405/5-105). Specifically, “taken into custody” is now “arrested,” a “adjudication hearing” is a “trial,” and a
“dispositional hearing” is now a “sentencing hearing.” This report reflects these language changes with the exception of the
term adjudication. The term “adjudication” is used in this report to reflect those youth who have been petitioned to court and
found delinquent (guilty). This term is used because we felt it was the best word to describe juveniles found delinquent and it
is a common word used by juvenile justice practitioners.
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When reviewing this profile, readers should consider the questions listed below. These questions were developed
to help readers critically examine the data and conclusions presented in this report.

e What are some explanations for the findings (e.g., increases, decreases, no changes) presented in this
report?

For the data points examined below, researchers attempted to identify specific patterns and trends in McDonough
County. Overall conclusions based on the data presented in both the Juvenile Justice System and Juvenile Risk
Factor sections are available at the end of each section. These conclusions are based on an examination across
multiple data points. By examining multiple data points together, researchers are able to make stronger
conclusions about the patterns or trends in McDonough County. For instance, if most of the drug arrests are for
cannabis, most of drug submissions to state crime laboratories are tested and identified as cannabis, and most
youth enter drug treatment for cannabis abuse, then one could conclude that cannabis use may be an important
issue to address.

It is important to note that although we were able to identify some patterns or trends, we were unable to provide
decisive reasons why these patterns or trends exist because we are not intimately involved in the day-to-day
operations of the juvenile justice system or work directly with youth living in McDonough County. Several
factors, including departmental policies and procedures or the ways in which the data were collected, may account
for why specific patterns or trends emerged from our analyses. Although multiple indicators examined together
can provide a rough indication of patterns and trends in juvenile delinquency, the juvenile justice system’s efforts,
and risk factors associated with juvenile delinquency, the context in which these factors exist is important. In
other words, the analyses provided in this document should be considered in light of what juvenile justice
practitioners, service providers, and community members know about and have experienced in their communities.

e What other factors influence youth involvement with the juvenile justice system?

Most of the data presented in this report are limited to juvenile justice system activities and juvenile risk factors in
McDonough County. Although the risk factor section was included to help juvenile justice councils and
practitioners identify ways to prevent juvenile crime, experiencing risk factors does not necessarily mean a youth
will become involved in the juvenile justice system. In fact, researchers have found no single risk factor that
causes serious or violent offending (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, 1995). Rather, researchers have
found experiencing several risk factors in combination can produce high levels of offending (Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency, 1995). Additionally, many youth who come into contact with the juvenile justice system
never fully penetrate the system (i.e., are placed on probation or in a correctional facility) or become serious,
chronic, or violent offenders. In fact, researchers have found only a small percentage (most studies have found
between 5 to 7 percent) of the youth studied were chronic or serious offenders (Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency, 1995).

There may be several reasons why youth who experience risk factors do not become involved in the juvenile
justice system. One explanation may be that these youth also experience protective factors that actually “protect”
them from engaging in crime. Researchers examining protective factors and juvenile delinquency have found the
presence of multiple protective factors can have a considerable impact on reducing delinquency (Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, 1995). Thus, understanding the influence of protective factors is an important
component to addressing juvenile delinquency. Unfortunately, this profile focuses primarily on risk factors
because Authority staff were unable to obtain data on protective factors. When reviewing this profile, it is
important to keep in mind that youth in McDonough County may also experience several protective factors.
Juvenile justice council members and juvenile practitioners should consider collecting data on protective factors
to obtain a more complete picture of the needs of youth residing in McDonough County.

Departmental policies and other system factors may also impact which youth become involved with the juvenile
justice system. For instance, counties having an extensive number of treatment options may have more resources
to divert youth from formal involvement in the juvenile justice system, while counties with fewer resources may
be forced to place similar youth on formal probation, in a residential facility, or in a correctional institution.

2



Therefore, it is important for juvenile justice councils and practitioners to understand what, how, and why
departmental policies and other system factors influence the trends presented in this report.

e Given the information presented in this profile, what are the most pressing issues in McDonough County
and how should those issues be addressed?

Identifying the most important issues in your county is difficult. To best determine which issues should be
addressed in your county, it is important to collect and examine information not only regarding the needs and
issues facing the juvenile justice system and youth in McDonough County, but also what programs currently exist
to address these needs and issues, what programs are effective, and what policies have been implemented that
have impacted the trends identified. This profile was intended to provide readers with a vast amount of
information on demographic characteristics of McDonough County residents, juvenile justice system activities,
juvenile risk factors, and community-based youth programs. To help readers interpret the data presented, the
Juvenile Justice System and the Juvenile Risk Factor sections include overall conclusions based on an
examination of multiple data points in combination. Authority staff also attempted to collect information on
community-based programs serving youth in McDonough County. However, the information in this profile is not
comprehensive. Before addressing any of the issues identified in this profile it is important to consider collecting
additional data. In fact, this profile should be considered the first step to identifying possible issues facing the
juvenile justice system or youth in McDonough County.

e What additional data are available that can provide important information about the juvenile justice system
or youth residing in McDonough County?

The data presented in this profile represent those available to the Authority staff and believed important. This
profile should not be considered a comprehensive summary of all data available on juvenile delinquency and
youth in McDonough County.

Authority researchers were unable to obtain data for several decision points in the McDonough County juvenile
justice system. One critical decision point researchers were unable to examine was juvenile arrests. This decision
point is important to understanding how the juvenile justice system works because it is the entrance point into the
juvenile justice system for most youth.

Additionally, the data examined in this profile were also only available at the aggregate-level. That is, the data
were not collected in a manner that would allow an examination of the characteristics of specific juvenile
offenders or youth. For example, the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) collects data on the
number of juveniles whose delinquency cases have been petitioned to court. These data can be used to determine
if juvenile delinquency cases filed in court have increased or decreased over time. However, these data do not
allow one to examine changes in the types of juveniles whose cases have been filed in court, potentially masking
important trends. For example, without detailed information on gender, we are unable to determine if more girls
are referred to court today than in the past, and at what points in the system these changes have occurred.

Juvenile justice councils and practitioners utilizing this document should consider collecting additional and more
detailed, individual level data to aid the interpretation of the analyses presented below. This may entail contacting
local agencies to determine what additional types of juvenile justice system, juvenile risk factor, or protective
factor data are available.



Method

There are three main analyses presented in this profile. First, analyses were conducted to examine trends in
McDonough County. Second, analyses were conducted to examine trends in bordering counties, similar counties,
and the state as a whole. Third, analyses were conducted that compared McDonough County to bordering
counties, similar counties, and the state as a whole.

McDonough County is compared to bordering counties to show readers how McDonough County compares to
other counties in the same geographical area. Table 1 lists counties bordering McDonough County. In the
following sections, the term “bordering counties” is used to reflect trends and figures for the bordering counties
combined. McDonough County is also compared to “similar” counties to show readers how McDonough County
compares to other counties that are similar in population, degree of urbanization, commuting patterns, and
economic activities. Table 1 lists those counties with the same classification as McDonough County. In the
sections that follow, the term “similar counties” is used to reflect trends and figures for those counties that are
similar to McDonough County. Appendix A contains a more detailed description of how counties were classified
as being similar, why this classification scheme was used (as this scheme is different than that used in the past),
and lists each county with their corresponding classification code. Finally, counties were compared to the state as
a whole. In the sections that follow, the term “statewide” is used to reflect trends and figures for the state as a
whole.

Table 1
McDonough County Comparison Groups®
Bordering Counties Similar Counties
Fulton, Hancock, Henderson, Schuyler, Warren Adams, Coles, Jackson, Williamson

Unless otherwise noted, rates per 100,000 persons in the applicable population were calculated when examining
trends in McDonough County and the other groups examined and when comparing McDonough County to
bordering counties, similar counties, and to the state as a whole.” When data were unavailable across a sufficient
number of years (i.e., 5 or more years) trends were not examined; however, comparisons between McDonough
County and the other groups were still conducted. Table 2 lists the data point examined and the corresponding
populations used to calculate the rates. Appendix B contains the rates and the corresponding ranking for every
data point examined in this profile for every county in Illinois.

® The section below entitled “Juvenile Justice System” relies heavily on data made available by the Administrative Office of
the Illinois Courts (AOIC). For much of the AOIC data, Coles County data (a similar county) is aggregated with Cumberland
County data . Because it was not possible to separate Coles County from Cumberland County, Cumberland County was
included as an additional similar county for most of the juvenile justice system data points examined. The only juvenile
justice system data point for which Cumberland County was excluded was juvenile IDOC admissions (juvenile IDOC
admission data came directly from IDOC, and not from AOIC).
" Rates were calculated in the following manner: Rate=Total Number multiplied by 100,000 and divided by the Total
Population.
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Table 2
Populations Used to Calculate Rates

Rates Populations Used for Calculations*
Delinquency Petition Filing Rates 10 through 16 years
Delinquency Adjudication Rates 10 through 16 years
Informal Probation Supervision Rates 10 through 16 years
Continued Under Supervision Rates 10 through 16 years
Annual Active Juvenile Probation Caseload 10 through 16 years
Total Admission Rates to Temporary Detention Centers 10 through 16 years
Juvenile Admission Rates to IDOC 13 through 16 years
ER Admission Rates for Attempted and Completed Suicides 0 through 17 years
Drug Treatment Rates for Females with Children Females 13 through 70 years
Rates of Inmates with Children 17 years and Older
Rates of Orders of Protection that Protect Minors 18 years and Older
Reported Domestic Offense Rates ICJIA Population Estimates
Reported Child Abuse and Neglect Rates 0 through 17 years
Reported Child Sexual Abuse Rates 0 through 17years
Divorce and Annulment Rates Total County Population
Truancy Rates School Enrollment (K-12)
Suspension Rates School Enrollment (K-12)
Expulsion Rates School Enrollment (K-12)
High School Dropout Rates School Enrollment (9-12)
Unemployment Rates Persons Eligible for Employment
Family Public Assistance Rates 0 through 18 years
Total Drug Arrest Rates ICJIA Population Estimates
Drug Submission Rates ICJIA Population Estimates
Total Reported Violent Index Offense Rates ICJIA Population Estimates
Violent Offense Rates in McDonough County by Offense Type ICJIA Population Estimates
Birth Rates by Females Ages 10 to17 years Females 10 through 17 years
Adolescent Drug and Alcohol Treatment Rates 10 through 16 years

*The populations used are based on U.S. Census Bureau estimates.

In instances when data were available across a sufficient number of years, the sections below include figures that
show trend lines for McDonough County and the other groups examined. Although figures are a useful tool, it is
possible for figures to visually display changes or differences that seem large, but are actually less important than
they appear. Conversely, it is also possible for figures to visually display changes or differences that appear small,
but are actually important. To circumvent relying exclusively on visual inspection of figures or on simple
numbers such as percent change from one year to the next, a statistical process was adopted. The statistical
process relies heavily on statistics called confidence intervals, or upper and lower bounds. Appendix C explains
what confidence intervals are and how they were used to examine trends. In every instance when the statistical
process utilizing confidence intervals was adopted, the results reported are based entirely on the conclusions
indicated by the statistical process. Instances when the statistical process was not adopted are noted in the
applicable sections.

Caution should be taken when interpreting trends that are identified as having no significant change between the
time periods analyzed. One assumption readers often make is that no significant change means that the trend or
pattern is not important. However, this assumption could cause readers to overlook important trends and patterns.
For example, if McDonough County’s truancy rate is higher than the truancy rates of all other groups examined
and the truancy rate in McDonough County has not changed during the time periods examined, then this may be
an important issue to study more closely.



With a few exceptions, summary tables of the overall findings based on the statistical procedures described above
follow the figures or tables presenting the data analyzed. These tables present the overall changes during the time
period examined for McDonough County, bordering counties, similar counties, and statewide and significant
differences or similarities between bordering counties, similar counties, and statewide numbers, rates, or
percentages and the numbers, rates, and percentages in McDonough County. In some instances, a conclusive
determination of similarity or difference could not be made when comparing the numbers, rates, or percentages in
bordering counties, similar counties, and statewide to the numbers, rates, or percentages in McDonough County.
In such instances, dashes (--) were placed in the table and a description of the comparison follows the table under
the heading “Note.” In some instances, there is also additional information provided under the heading “Note”
about the trends examined that is important to consider when reviewing the findings presented in the table.



I. MCDONOUGH COUNTY

To better understand the information discussed in this profile and to place the data presented in this study into
context, the following description of McDonough County was prepared. This section provides readers with an
overview of the general population characteristics of McDonough County, relevant changes in the juvenile
population at risk for involvement in the juvenile justice system (youth ages 5 to 16 years), and the racial and
ethnic characteristics of McDonough County residents.

McDonough County is located in western Illinois and encompasses a 589 square mile area. The population
density in 1990 was 60 persons per square mile. By 2000, the number of persons per square mile had decreased
two percent to 56 persons per square mile. When compared to the other 101 Illinois counties, McDonough County
ranked 47" in total population and 47" in population density in 2000.

From 1990 to 2000, the population in McDonough County decreased seven percent, from 35,244 to 32,913. In
2000, 69 percent of individuals living in McDonough County lived in urban areas, compared to 66 percent in
1990.

Age

When examining only those persons at-risk for involvement in the juvenile justice system (i.e., juveniles ages 5 to
16 years), it was found that from 1990 to 2000 the juvenile population in McDonough County decreased nine
percent, from 4,362 to 3,978. In 1990 and 2000, the number of youth ages 5 to 16 accounted for 12 percent of
McDonough County’s total population.

Race/Ethnicity

Due to differences in the way the U.S. Census Bureau collected data in 2000, racial comparisons between 1990
and 2000 data could not be made. In 1990, individuals completing the census were required to select only one
race (e.g., white, black, Asian). In 2000, individuals who completed the census were able to identify themselves
as being up to seven different racial groups. For instance, an individual could indicate being white, black, and
Native American in 2000, but in 1990 they could only select one of those races. In 1990 and 2000, individuals
were also allowed to indicate whether they were Hispanic or non-Hispanic. Table 3 shows census data by race and
ethnicity for 1990 and 2000.

Of the total non-Hispanic population in McDonough County in 1990, 94 percent identified themselves as white,
while 4 percent identified themselves as black and 2 percent as Asian. Those identifying themselves as Hispanic
constituted one percent of the total population in McDonough County in 1990.

Of the total non-Hispanic population in McDonough County in 2000, 93 percent identified themselves as only
white, 4 percent as only black, and 2 percent as only Asian. Those identifying themselves as Hispanic constituted
one percent of the total population in 2000.



Table 3

Racial and Ethnic Characteristics of McDonough County Residents in 1990 and 2000

Race Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic Hispanic Total
1990 N=34,886 N=358 N=35,244
White 94.0% 50.8% 93.6%
Black 3.5% 7.8% 3.6%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.2% 3.4% 0.2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2.3% 3.1% 2.3%
Other Race <0.1% 34.9% <0.1%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Non-Hispanic Hispanic Total
2000 N=32,425 N=488 N=32,913
White 93.4% 58.2% 58.2%
Black 3.5% 2.5% 2.5%
Asian 0.1% 1.6% 1.6%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 2.0% 0.4% 0.4%
Hawaiian Native/ Other Pacific Islander <0.1% 0.4% 0.4%
Other <0.1% 29.1% 29.1%
2 or more Races 0.9% 7.8% 7.8%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
May not equal 100% due to rounding.




1. JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Similar to most juvenile justice systems across the United States, the “juvenile justice system” in Illinois is
comprised of various agencies that deal with minors. These organizations often operate as a loose network of
agencies at the state, county, and municipal level. These agencies include:

e Law enforcement agencies, such as municipal police departments, county sheriffs, and the Illinois State
Police;

Juvenile and criminal court service agencies (e.g. juvenile probation departments);

Judges, state’s attorneys, public defenders, and private attorneys;

The Illinois Department of Corrections;

Locally operated temporary detention centers;

The Illinois Department of Children and Family Services and child welfare service agencies;

Private social service organizations that provide crisis intervention, foster care, residential placement,
counseling, and other services;

Schools; and,

e Neighborhood-based organizations and coalitions.

Each entity has different responsibilities within the juvenile justice system and come into contact with juveniles at
different stages in the justice process. The flowchart presented in Figure 1 provides a general sketch of the
different decision points of the juvenile justice system. Because juvenile justice in Illinois is administered at the
local and county level, the decision points illustrated in Figure 1 may look different across the many juvenile
justice systems in Illinois. For instance, some counties may have several types of diversionary programs available
for youth who have delinquency petitions filed in court, whereas other counties may have few resources available
to divert youth. These differences may impact how juvenile justice professionals address delinquency in their
counties. Those boxes that are shaded represent points in the system in which data were available for McDonough
County.

This section will highlight juvenile justice system activities in McDonough County, bordering counties, similar
counties, and for the state as a whole. Table 4 lists the data examined in this section of the profile, the data source,
and the years the data were available.

Table 4
Juvenile Justice System Data Examined

Data Source Years
Juvenile delinguency petitions Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 1990-2000
Juvenile delinquency adjudications Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 1990-2000
Juvenile probation caseloads Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 1990-2000
Juvenile transfers to adult court Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 1990-1999
Juvenile detention admissions Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 1992-2000
Juvenile detention admissions Illinois Department of Human Services 1998-2000
Juvenile admissions to IDOC Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC) 1993-2000




Figure 1

Flowchart of the Juvenile Justice System Process

: Station
Communit <
Y Adjustment
Policy
Custody
Juvenile Intake ULIELS Adult Court
. Transfer
Screening
Detention
Delinquency
Petition

Informal

Adjustment
Discretionary

Informal v— Transfer Adult Court

Supervision supervision
Adjudicated
Delinquent
Sentencing
Hearing
Treatment Probation
DCFS Informal
Supervision

Alternative Institutional

Placement v Custody

Field Services
Supervision
Source: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 10 @ Begin adult process at preliminary hearing.

Trends and Issues 1997.




As indicated in Table 4 and Figure 1, Authority researchers were unable to obtain data for several decision points
in the McDonough County juvenile justice system. One critical decision point researchers were unable to examine
was juvenile arrests. This decision point is important to understanding how the juvenile justice system works
because it is the entrance point into the juvenile justice system for most youth.

Under the Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting (I-UCR) program, all law enforcement agencies in the state are
required to report monthly offense and arrest data to the Illinois State Police (ISP). Although in the past ISP
collected more detailed offense and arrest information, since 1993, ISP has collected only aggregate-level offense
and arrest data from law enforcement agencies across the state. These aggregate totals combine offense and arrest
data across sex, race, ethnicity, and age. The collection of offense and arrest data at the aggregate-level prevents
researchers from examining offender characteristics, including offenders’ ages.

To compensate for the lack of information about offenders arrested in Illinois Authority staff, with the
cooperation of local agencies, collected separate adult and juvenile arrest data for the years 1996 to 1999 from a
representative sample of law enforcement agencies across the state (see ICJIA, 1997). These arrest estimates
include arrests for violent index crimes (murder, criminal sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault),
property index offenses (burglary, theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson), unlawful use of a weapon (UUW), and
specific drug offenses (possession of cannabis, manufacture/delivery of cannabis, possession of controlled
substances, and manufacture/delivery of controlled substances). Additionally, offender characteristics, such as
sex, age group, race, and the arrest outcomes (station adjusted or referred to court) were collected. Unfortunately,
analyses of arrest data for McDonough County could not be conducted due to the sampling strategy employed.
Juvenile justice council members or juvenile justice practitioners are encouraged to identify and collect offense
and arrests data.

Delinquency Petitions and Adjudications®

Juveniles who are arrested, but not issued station adjustments, are referred to the county state’s attorney
or the county probation department for screening, where many options are available. One option is to file a
delinquency petition in juvenile court. Once a delinquency petition is filed, many different types of hearings
ensue. These include hearings to set conditions minors must comply with while waiting for a trial or sentence and
detention hearings to determine if a minor should be held in secure detention. In some instances when a
delinquency petition is filed, the minor is diverted from the court system, and instead, is required to attend a
program intended to address the issues that resulted the minor’s criminal behavior. In other instances, the case is
resolved through a trial, or a hearing to determine whether allegations in a delinquency petition are true beyond a
reasonable doubt. In yet other instances, the minor avoids a trial by pleading guilty to the offense.

The Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) asks each probation department in Illinois to submit
aggregate county-level juvenile justice system data to them. The data includes the number of juveniles whose
delinquency cases are petitioned to juvenile court and the number of juveniles who are adjudicated delinguent.
When asking counties to submit data to them, AOIC provides definitions of what each data element constitutes.
According to AOIC, a delinquency adjudication is a case which has been resolved through a trial, and the judge
has found the minor guilty. The AOIC definition does not include plea agreements or court-based diversions.
Thus, AOIC does not intend for counties to include plea agreements or court-based diversions in the delinquency
adjudication totals that are submitted to them.

From 1990 to 2000, AOIC reported that 286 delinquency petitions were filed in McDonough County. Figure 2
shows the delinquency petition filing rate for McDonough County and the other comparison groups. Table 5

® The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1998 changed some of the language of the juvenile justice system (Public Act 90-590;
750 ILCS 405/5-105). Specifically, “taken into custody” is now “arrested,” a “adjudication hearing” is a “trial,” and a
“dispositional hearing” is now a “sentencing hearing.” This report reflects these language changes with the exception of the
term adjudication. The term “adjudication” is used in this report to reflect those youth who have been petitioned to court and
found delinquent (guilty). This term is used because we felt it was the best word to describe juveniles found delinquent and it
is a common word used by juvenile justice practitioners.
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presents the overall findings after examining the changes in the delinquency petitions filing rates for McDonough
County and the other groups examined using the statistical procedures mentioned in the introduction section of
this profile and described in greater detail in Appendix C. Table 5 also shows how the rates in bordering counties,
similar counties, and statewide compared to the rates in McDonough County.

Figure 2
Delinquency Petition Filing Rates, 1990-2000
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Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts; U.S. Census Bureau.
Table 5
Delinquency Petition Filing Rates: Overall Findings
Change from 1990 to 2000
Significant Increase No Significant Change Significant Decrease
McDonough County X
Bordering Counties X
Similar Counties X
Statewide X
Compared to McDonough County
Significantly Higher Similar Significantly Lower
Bordering Counties X
Similar Counties X
Statewide X
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From 1990 to 2000, 117 juvenile cases were adjudicated delinquent in McDonough County. Figure 3 shows
delinquency adjudication rates for McDonough County and the other groups examined. Table 6 presents the
overall findings after examining the changes in the delinquency adjudication rates for McDonough County and
the other groups examined. Table 6 also shows how the rates in bordering counties, similar counties, and
statewide compared to the rates in McDonough County.

Figure 3
Delinquency Adjudication Rates, 1990-2000
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Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts; U.S. Census Bureau.

Table 6
Delinquency Adjudication Rates: Overall Findings

Change from 1990 to 2000

Significant Increase No Significant Change

Significant Decrease

McDonough County X
Bordering Counties X
Similar Counties X
Statewide X

Compared to McDonough County

Significantly Higher Similar Significantly Lower
Bordering Counties -- -- --
Similar Counties X
Statewide -- -- --
Note:

e It was not possible to draw a clear conclusion regarding comparisons between delinquency adjudication
rates in bordering counties and statewide, and McDonough County rates. Overall, McDonough County
rates were either similar to or significantly lower than rates in bordering counties and statewide.
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Another way to analyze delinquency adjudications is to examine the number of delinquency petitions that result in
adjudications. It is important to remember, however, that there are many different reasons why cases do not result
in adjudication. As mentioned earlier, some juveniles whose cases have been petitioned to court are diverted after
petitions are filed.

In McDonough County, 41 percent of the delinquent petitions filed resulted in adjudication from 1990 to 2000
(117 of the 286 petitions filed resulted in adjudication). Figure 4 shows the percent of delinquency petitions filed
that were adjudicated delinquent for McDonough County, similar counties, bordering counties, and statewide.
Table 7 presents the overall findings after examining the changes in the percent of delinquency petitions filed that
were adjudicated delinquent in McDonough County and the other groups examined. Table 7 also shows how the
percentages in bordering counties, similar counties, and statewide compared to the percentages in McDonough
County.

Figure 4

Percent of Delinquency Petitions Filed
and Adjudicated Delinquent, 1990-2000
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Table 7
Percent of Delinquency Petitions Filed and that were Adjudicated Delinquent:
Overall Findings

Change from 1990 to 2000

Significant Increase No Significant Change Significant Decrease
McDonough County X
Bordering Counties X
Similar Counties X
Statewide X

Compared to McDonough County

Significantly Higher Similar Significantly Lower
Bordering Counties -- -- --
Similar Counties - -- --
Statewide -- -- --
Note:

e |t was not possible to draw clear conclusions regarding comparisons between percents in bordering
counties, similar counties, and statewide, and McDonough County percents. Overall, because of
fluctuation in McDonough County rates, McDonough County rates were either significantly higher or
significantly lower than rates in the other groups examined.

Juvenile Transfers to Adult Court

Although most juvenile arrestees in Illinois are handled by the juvenile court, those charged with more serious
crimes can be transferred to adult criminal court. Juveniles ages 13 years or older can be transferred to adult
criminal court. There are three circumstances when the court will order a juvenile to be tried in the Illinois
criminal courts: petitioned transfer, presumptive transfer, and automatic transfer/excluded jurisdiction. Petitioned
transfer occurs when a motion has been made by the county’s state’s attorney to transfer the case to criminal court
has been granted. Presumptive transfer occurs when a juvenile has committed a Class X felony and the juvenile is
unable to convince a juvenile court judge that he or she is amenable to the care, treatment, and training programs
available to the juvenile court. Similar to a petitioned transfer, the county’s state’s attorney has the authority to
petition for a presumptive transfer. Juveniles are automatically transferred to adult criminal court or excluded
from the juvenile court’s jurisdiction if they commit certain offenses as mandated by law. The exclusion from the
jurisdiction of juvenile court means that the criminal (adult) court is established as the original court of
jurisdiction rather than the juvenile court as in petitioned and presumptive transfers. That is, cases in which the
juvenile is automatically transferred or excluded from the juvenile court’s jurisdiction are not originally heard in
juvenile court.

The AOIC Probation Division collects aggregate-level information on the number of juveniles transferred to
criminal court. Due to the manner in which these data are collected, however, it is not possible to determine the
offenses for which the transfers took place, the eventual sentences of the cases once they were transferred, or the
demographic characteristics of the juveniles transferred. Additionally, Cook County, which accounts for a
majority of transfers to adult court, was not included in the statewide rate due to inconsistent reporting.

From 1990 to 1999, 1,132 juveniles were transferred to adult court statewide (excluding Cook County). During
this time period, no juveniles from McDonough County were transferred to adult court.
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Juvenile Probation

All counties in Illinois provide probation services for both alleged and adjudicated delinquents. For instance,
probation departments may provide informal supervision to juveniles for whom no delinquency petition has been
filed. In this role, a probation department provides a number of intervention strategies designed to divert juvenile
offenders from the formal court process. Additionally, probatio