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To the People of Illinois 

It should come as no surprise to readers of this year's Trends and Issues report 
that activity in Illinois' criminal justice system is at an all-time high. Our commit­
ment to rid the state of the scourge of drug abuse and drug-related crime has 
translated into more arrests, more prosecutions and convictions, and more of­
fenders behind bars than ever before. 

What may surprise some readers is the fact that resources for the 
criminal justice system, though increasing, are not keeping up with the growing 
demands for service. Over the last 15 years, spending on criminal justice by all 
levels of government in Illinois has increased faster than the rate of inflation. 
But criminal justice activity has increased at an even faster pace. 

At the state government level, Illinois is devoting more of its resources 
to criminal justice than ever before. Since 1977, we have added more than 
11,000 beds to our prison system, we have vastly expanded our drug enforce­
ment efforts, and we have invested in innovative probation programs and other 
alternatives to incarceration. State government has done all of this, I am proud 
to report, while taking a smaller share of its citizens' income today than it did in 
1977. 

But state government is only part of the picture. Criminal justice re­
mains largely a responsibility of county and municipal government, and it is at 
the local level that many governments are finding themselves caught in the 
squeeze between declining federal resources and increasing demands for crimi­
nal justice services. 

Figuring a way out of this squeeze is a major challenge for both local 
and state officials in the 1990s. Trends and Issues 90 will be an important re­
source for these government leaders, as well as other people who are commit­
ted to finding creative, cost-effective solutions for meeting the public safety de­
mands of the new decade ... 

Again this year I congratulate the Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority, Executive Director J. David Coldren, and the Authority's staff for pub­
lishing such an informative and useful report in the fight against crime and drug 
abuse in our state. 

Sincerely, 

James R. Thompson 
Governor 



Message from the Executive Director 

Trends and Issues 90 examines one of the most basic, and 
yet most complicated, questions about the criminal justice 
system in Illinois: how much does it cost? Our report looks 
at where the money for criminal justice comes from, how it 
is spent, and how spending trends stack up against 
changes in criminal justice activity. 

What's the bottom line? Across the board, activity 
is up in every part of Illinois' criminal justice system-more 
arrests, more people in jail, more court cases, more prison­
ers, more offenders on probation. As Trends and Issues 
89 showed, much of this increase in activity has been 
driven by our success in arresting and prosecuting drug 
offenders. But is our success threatening our efficiency 
and our productivity? Although activity has shot up in re­
cent years, overall spending for criminal justice, when ad­
justed for inflation, has not increased by nearly as much­
and for some parts of the system, it has even declined. 
The bottom line, as this report illustrates, is that financial 
resources are not keeping pace with the system's needs. 

This situation has forced the criminal justice sys­
tem into a perpetual state of crisis management, as local 
and state administrators try desperately to match up limited 
resources with seemingly unlimited demands. Despite the 
best efforts of these officials, the system continues to lose 
ground on its day-to-day workload. And because of the 
workload crunch, agencies do not have the time or re­
sources to invest in the efficiency improvements that could 
relieve some of the workload pressure. 

As the criminal justice system in Illinois becomes 
bigger and busier, we have to stop and ask ourselves this 
question: are we reaching the point where, in having to 
commit all of our resources to day-to-day catching up, we 
are jeopardizing our future? And if so, what can we do 
about it? 

The long-term solution lies outside the criminal 
justice system. In many ways, criminal justice is like emer­
gency health care. The way to keep emergency health 
care costs down is to keep people out of the emergency 
room-through better nutrition, education, and preventive 
health care. Similarly, the most effective way to relieve 
stress on the criminal justice system is to prevent crime 
before it occurs-by attacking such root causes as poverty 
and anomie with jobs and better education. But until long­
term solutions are reached, neither the emergency health 

care system nor the criminal justice system can simply shut 
its doors and tell people to look elsewhere for help. 

In the meantime, criminal justice agencies have to 
work harder and work smarter. We're already working 
harder-arrests are up, case loads are up, prison popula­
tions are up. To maintain this pace-and to catch up with, 
and stay ahead of, demands in the future-the system will 
clearly need more resources. 

But we need to do more than hire more officers, 
build and staff more courtrooms, and open new jails and 
prisons. We need to develop innovative and efficient ap­
proaches for using our resources. We need to experiment 
with community-oriented law enforcement. We need to 
employ new technology-based strategies for managing 
caseflow in the courts. We need to expand alternatives to 
incarceration. And across the board, we need to reinvest 
in information technology to help agencies do their jobs 
more efficiently and in collaboration with other 
departments. 

In short, we need to make a major investment in 
our future. But such investments require resources right 
now. And finding those resources in today's budgetary 
climate won't be easy. What's needed is nothing short of a 
major commitment from local, state, and federal govern­
ment alike. 

Reviewing the history of federal support for state 
and local criminal justice agencies reveals that nearly all of 
the major advances that are now indispensable to the 
criminal justice system came about as the direct result of 
federal block grants-either through actual funding or the 
planning proces3 that accompanied it. Federal support for 
state and local criminal justice will always be a tiny fraction 
of the total criminal justice budget in Illinois. But state and 
local governments expect federal leadership and some 
financial support for criminal justice programs-especially 
those statewide and multi-jurisdictional programs that are 
difficult to organize, finance, and operate, but which may 
hold the key to better services, at reduced costs, in the 
future. 

The future of criminal justice in Illinois depends on 
how well we prepare for it now. Trends and Issues 90, I 
hope, will contribute to a be:ter understanding of both cur­
rent and future directions in the financing of this critical 
human service. 

Executive Director 
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INTRODUCTION 
State and local government in Illinois is expected to spend 
more than $40 billion for criminal justice services during the 
1990s-or roughly the same amount that the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration spent on the Space 
Shuttle system in the ten years ending in 1987.1 And that 
$40 billion will represent only a fraction of what crime will 
actually cost the state in the new decade. 

Measuring the cost of crime in Illinois (or in any 
jurisdiction, for that matter) is an inexact science. Many of 
the financial, social, and psychological costs never show 
up in official statistics. And what data are collected typically 
cover only a fraction of all victims or a portion of their 
losses. 

We know, for example, that the value of property 
reported stolen to the police in Illinois exceeded $519 mil­
lion in 1988.2 But this figure does not cover the thousands 
of property crimes that were never reported. We know that 
victims of violent crime received more than $24 million from 
the state between fiscal years 1980 and 1989 as compen­
sation for medical costs, loss of earnings, tuition reimburse­
ments, funeral and burial services, and other expenses 
incurred as a direct result of the crime.3 Again, these 
awards do not come close to covering all victims or all of 
their financial losses. 

And we know that victims of all crimes suffer not 
onJy economic losses but pain, anguish, and fear as well; 
that companies lose productivity and pay increased costs 
because of theft and employee substance abuse; and that 
consumers pay higher prices or see their quality of life 
reduced because of crime. The price tag of these and 
other intangible costs is real, but difficult to measure. 

In addition to taking a heavy toll on victims, crime 
costs Illinois taxpayers as well, for they must ultimately foot 
the bill for government's response to the problem. The 
Constitution of the State of Illinois gives state government 
the responsibility to provide for the safety and welfare of 
the people, to ensure domestic tranquility, and to promote 
justice. The state, in turn, vests with county and municipal 
government a large part of the responsibility for carrying 
out these constitutional obligations. All three levels of gov­
ernment spend millions of dollars every year-most of 
them taxpayer funds-on the myriad agencies and depart-
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ments charged with controlling crime and administering our 
system of justice. 

A DECADE OF INCREASING DEMANDS 
Measuring government spending on criminal justice is 
somewhat easier than determining many of the other costs 
of crime. And tracking these expenditures over time can 
reveal how government and public priorities have changed. 
These trends become even more meaningful, however, 
when they are compared with changes in the demands 
placed on the criminal justice system. 

During the 1980s, these demands increased dra­
matically in Illinois. By the middle of the decade, most 
parts of the state's criminal justice system were already 
facing near-record activity levels. The number of index 
crimes reported to the police was increasing; the number of 
felony cases filed in the courts was on the rise; and the 
number of offenders in state prison was growing at the 
fastest rate in the state's history. In the latter half of the 
decade, these escalating trends were accelerated by the 
surge in criminal justice activity related to illegal drugs. For 
example: 

• Between 1985 and 1988, when the number of adults 
arrested for index crimes increased 18 percent, the 
number of adults arrested for drug crimes rose 39 per­
cent statewide. 

• Over the same four years, the number of felony court 
cases continued to increase sharply-28 percent in 
Cook County and 24 percent in the rest of the state-­
with drug cases approaching half of the felony court 
workload in Cook County by the end of the decade. 

• And when the number of state prisoners exceeded 
26,000 for the first time in state history in early 1990, 
corrections officials pointed to the dramatic increase in 
the number of inmates held on drug convictions: from 
589 at the end of fiscal year 1984, their number had 
risen to 2,438 by the end of fiscal i989-an increase of 
313 percent. 

As last year's Trends and Issues 89 report demon­
strated, increases in criminal justice activity related to illegal 
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levels have increasingly turned to user fees, fines, the for­
feiture of offenders' assets, and other mechanisms to gen­
erate additional revenue for criminal justice. However, 
trends in the amount of money produced by many of these 
sources have been essentially flat (in constant dollars), or 
have even declined slightly, in the 1980s. For example, the 
fee and fine revenue generated by local criminal justice 
agencies rose almost 39 percent (in constant dollars) be­
tween 1974 and 1981 , but then declined 18 percent be­
tween 1981 and 1986, the last year for which complete 
data are available (INTRo-3). 

THE COMPETITION FOR RESOURCES 
Three trends, then, dominated the revenue picture of the 
1980s for Illinois government in general, and the criminal 
justice system specifically: 

1. Little or no real growth in such primary revenue 
sources as property, sales, and income taxes 

2. A substantially reduced federal role 

3. No real growth in system-generated revenue-fees 
and fines-which continue to support only about 11 
percent of all local criminal justice activity 

The result of these trends has been a growing 
competition among different programs for their share of 
limited, and largely stagnant, government resources-a 
competition that will intensify in the 1990s if the economy 
weakens as predicted and tax receipts decline as a result. 

INTRO-2 
Federal block.grant funds deposited in the state's 
Criminal Justice Trust Fund have fallen off sharply 
since the late 1970s. 

Illinois Criminal Justice Trust Fund receipts, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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How has the state's criminal justice system fared 
in this increasingly competitive environment? How have 
spending patterns within the system changed? Is the 
system's overall share of government resources increasing 
or decreasing? To a large extent, the answers to these 
questions differ by level of government and component of 
the criminal justice system. 

SPENDING INCREASES, SPENDING CHANGES 
Total spending on criminal justice in Illinois has increased 
faster than the rate of inflation since the mid-1970s. Com­
bined state, county, and municipal government expendi­
tures for criminal justice (in constant 1988 dollars) rose 
from about $1.8 billion in 1974 to almost $2;S billion in 
1988, a 36-percent increase (INTRo-4).9 In 1988, about 1 
out of every 10 dollars spent by state and local government 
in Illinois went for criminal justice, or about $208 for every 
Illinois resident that year. 

The overall increase in spending on criminal jus­
tice in Illinois, however, masks two important changes in 
how criminal jUBtice resources are being allocated in the 
state. First, there has been a dramatic increase in the 
proportion of criminal justice spending devoted to correc­
tions, with a corresponding decline in the percentage de­
voted to law enforcement (INTRo-S). 

In 1974, about 14 percent of the $1.84 billion (in 
constant 1988 dollars) spent on criminal justice in Illinois 
went for state and local corrections. By 1988, when overall 
spending was up to $2.49 billion, corrections accounted for 

INTRO-3 
After increasing in the 1970s, the fee and fine 
revenue generated by local criminal justice 
agencies has generally declined since 1981. 

Local fee and fine revenue, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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__________________________ \!H,, ______________ III 

What ;s a "Constant Dollar"? 
When is $100 not $1 DO? 
When it's $289.86. That's the 
amount that $100 spent on 
criminal justice in Illinois in 
1972 represents in "constant 
1988 dollars." In other words, 
because of inflation it would 
have cost $289.86 in 1988 to 
purchase the same level of 
criminal justice services that 
$100 bought in 1972. 

Almost all of the monetary fig­
ures in Trends and Issues 90 
are reported in constant 1988 
dollars. Constant dollars are 
dollar amounts that have been 
converted from "nominal dol­
lars" (amounts that prevailed at 
the time an expenditure was 
made) into a base-year equiva­
lent to remove the effects of in­
flation. Constant dollars, there­
fore, reflect only changes in the 

actual quantity of services or 
commodities purchased, not 
changes in inflation. This 
makes it possible to accurately 
compare revenues and expen­
ditures over time. 

Many economic reports use ei­
ther 1972 or 1982 as their base 
years because these were the 
base years for the Consumer 
Price Index and other eco­
nomic measures. Trends and 
Issues 90, however, uses 1988 
as the base year. This makes 
it easier for readers to put the 
figures into a more timely 
perspective. 

The process used to calculate 
constant 1988 dollars is fairly 
straightforward. First, the Im­
plicit Price Deflator for State 
and Local Government Pur-

nearly 23 percent of the total. Constant-dollar spending on 
corrections by state and county government in Illinois more 
than doubled during this period, reaching almost $540 
million in 1988. 

Spending on law enforcement, by contrast, in­
creased only about 13 percent statewide between 1974 
and 1988 (in constant dollars), and actually declined 7 
percent at the Chicago Police Department. As a result, law 
enforcement's share of criminal justice spending through­
out Illinois declined to 58 percent in 1988 from 69 percent 
in 1974. The percentage of resources devoted to the 
courts and judiciary increased slightly during this period, 
from 17 percent to 19 percent. 

Second, the shift in resources away from law en­
forcement and toward corrections has transferred a sizable 
part of the burden for criminal justice spending from munici­
pal to state government (INTRo-6). Although municipalities 
still account for the largest portion of overall government 
spending on criminal justice, their share has generally de­
clined throughout the 1980s. 

In 1974, municipal government accounted for 
more than 54 percent of all criminal justice expenditures in 
Illinois, state government for less than 24 percent.10 By 
1988, however, the municipalities' share of spending had 
fallen to 44 percent, and the state government's share had 
increased to 34 percent, a swing of 10 percentage points 
for each. County government accounted for about the 
same proportion of spending in both years-22 percent. 
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chases was taken for each 
year from one of two U.S. De­
partment of Commerce reports: 
the National Income and Prod­
uct Accounts of the United 
States, 1929-1982, and for 
more recent years, the Survey 
of Current Business. The Im­
plicit Price Deflator was applied 
to the following formula to cal­
CUlate constant 1988 dollars: 

Et1/(IPDt1/IPD1988)=E1988 

Et1 is the expenditure in the 
historical year, which is divided 
by the quotient of the Implicit 
Price Deflator of the same his­
torical year (IPDt1) and the Im­
plicit Price Deflator of the base 
year, in this case 1988 
(IPD1988). The result is the 
expenditure in constant 1988 
dollars (E1988). 

There are more specific defla­
tors than the one for state and 
local government purchases, 
including deflators for compen­
sation, capital, non-durable 
goods, and purchases of serv­
ices other than compensation. 
However, because available 
expenditure data did not allow 
for such a specific analysis, the 
more general Implicit Price De­
flator for State and Local Gov­
ernment Purchases was used 
in this report. 

For more information about ad­
justing criminal justice expendi­
tures for inflation, see the 
Technical Appendix to the Re­
port to the Nation on Crime 
and Justice, Second edition 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, 1988), pp. 
82-85.0 

A CHANGING "MARKET SHARE" 
While spending patterns within the criminal justice system 
have shifted dramatically in recent years-from law en­
forcement to corrections, and from municipalities to state 
government-criminal justice expenditures by all levels of 
government have still increased from the levels of the mid-
1970s (see INTRo-4). But so have the resources for other 

INTRo-4 
Combined government spending on criminal justice 
in Illinois rose 36 percent between 1974 and 1988. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (billions) 
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INTRo-5 
As the proportion of criminal justice spending 
devoted to corrections has increased in Illinois, the 
proportion going to law enforcement has declined. 

Percentage of combined spending on criminal justice 
devoted to different system components 
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Source: Chicago Department of Finance; Office of the Cook County 
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government programs. How, then, has the proportion of 
government expenditures devoted to criminal justice-the 
system's "market share"-changed in Illinois? Again, the 
answer differs for different levels of government: 

• Municipalities. Outside Chicago, law enforcement 
accounted for essentially the same percentage of mu­
nicipal government expenditures-approximately 19 
percent-in both 1972 and 1988. But in Chicago, 
where constant-dollar expenditures for the police de­
partment declined by more than 10 percent during this 
period, the percentage of city resources devoted to the 
police department has fallen off sharply (INTRo-7). In 
1972, 48 percent of all expenditures from Chicago's 
General Revenue Fund went for the police department. 
By 1988, this percentage had declined to 39 percent. 

In suburban Cook and DuPage counties as well, mu­
nicipal spending on law enforcement may have in­
creased overall, but many police departments in those 
areas are receiving a shrinking share of their munici­
palities' resources. In Cook County outside Chicago, 
police spending made up 25 percent of all municipal 
expenditures in 1972, but 19 percent in 1988. Among 
DuPage County municipalities, the decrease was even 
larger-from 27 percent of all municipal expenditures 
in 1972 to 19 percent in 1988. 

• Counties. At the county level, the opposite trend has 
occurred. An overall increase in criminal justice expen­
ditures-nearly 44 percent in constant dollars between 
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INTRo-6 
As municipal government's share of criminal 
justice spending in Illinois has fallen, state 
government's share has increased. 

Percentage of combined spending on criminal justice 
supported by different levels of government 
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fiscal years 1974 and 1988-has translated into an 
increase in the system's share of county resources, 
both in Cook County and in all other Illinois counties 
combined. 

The 101 counties outside Cook devoted 25 percent of 
their total expenditures to criminal justice in fiscal 1988, 
up from 19 percent in fiscal 1974 (INTRO-8). In Cook 
County, criminal justice accounted for 51 percent of all 
expenditures in 1977, but 58 percent in 1988. State­
wide, counties devoted 68 percent of their general 
revenue fund expenditures to criminal justice in 1988. 
Much of the growth in county expenditures for criminal 
justice can be traced to increased spending on correc­
tions. 

.. State government. Fueled by huge increases in 
spending on adult corrections, Illinois state government 
expenditures for criminal justice have nearly doubled 
since the mid-1970s (in constant 1988 dollars). Never­
the�ess' criminal justice still accounts for a relatively 
small share of all state government expenditures-5 
percent in fiscal year 1988, up from 3.6 percent in fiscal 
1973. 

Putting these three trends together-in municipal, 
county, and state government spending on criminal jus­
tice-reveals that criminal justice ended the 1980s essen­
tially where it began in terms of its share of government 
resources in Illinois. The system's share of resources did 
increase at the county level, but counties account for the 

5 



Crimina' Justice in II'inois: 
Who Pays lor What? 

Illinois citizens support criminal • County government. activities such as computeriza- prosecution, public defense, 
justice activities at four levels of Counties in Illinois have a vari- tion of records, law libraries, courts, and correctional agen-
government-municipal, ety of criminal justice responsi- and courtroom security. cies; many of these agencies 
county, state, and federal. bilities: providing police serv-
Each level plays a unique role ices to unincorporated areas; 

• State government. State 
operate in Illinois, but their ju-

in the administration of justice, managing jails for people 
government's main criminal 

risdiction typically crosses state 

and the funding sources and awaiting trial and for those sen-
justice responsibility-and ex-

boundaries. Federal agencies 

spending patterns of each one tenced to less than one year of 
pense-is adult corrections, al-

are involved primarily in crimes 

are quite different. incarceration; operating state's 
though the state government 

that violate federal law, cross 

attorneys' offices and providing 
also supports the state police 

jurisdictional boundaries, or are 

Here is a summary of the crimi- public defense services for in-
and various prosecution and 

extremely complex (such as 

nal justice functions that each digent defendants; building and 
courts-related agencies. 

white-collar crime, major drug 

level of government in Illinois 
trafficking, and official 

supports, and where the reve-
staffing courtrooms and related The state also transfers a rela- corruption). 

nue for these activities comes 
courts agencies; and providing tively large sum of money each 

from: 
some probation facilities and year to local governments in Federal activities are paid for 

services. the form of salary reimburse- through federal income taxes, 

II Municipal government. Like municipalities, counties 
ments (for state's attorneys, as well as fees, fines, and the 

Municipalities in Illinois have rely primarily on local property 
probation officers, and others), proceeds of asset forfeitures. 

the primary responsibility for and sales taxes and state reve-
law enforcement training, and 

The federal government also 

providing police protection to nue sharing to finance their 
technical assistance. provides some block-grant 

funds to the state and local 
their citizens (although county criminal justice activities. 
sheriffs, the Illinois State Po- County criminal justice agen-

The majority of revenue used units of government ior specific 

lice, and other agencies also 
to support state-level criminal criminal justice programs. 

provide some law enforcement 
cies also impose and collect a justice activities comes from 

services throughout the state). 
\~ariety of fees and fines. individual and corporate in- In addition to these operational 

Therefore, the main criminal Sheriffs' departments, for ex- come taxes, although some of expenses, many criminal jus-

justice expenditure of Illinois ample, impose fees for serv- it comes from sales and other tice agencies-particularly cor-

municipalities is their police de- ices such as serving a sum- state taxes as well. In addition, rectional facilities-encounter 

partments. mons or a subpoena, attending some fees and fines collected enormous capital expenditures. 

To pay the costs of their police 
court, transporting defendants by the courts are transferred to These costs are usually funded 

to court, and advertising prop- the state government to sup- through the sale of long-term 

departments, municipalities erty for sale; some sheriffs' de- port either general state expen- government bonds, which typi-

rely primarily on funds gener- partments also collect fees ditures or specific criminal jus- cally mature after 20 or more 

ated by property taxes, local from jail inmates. State's attor- tice programs. years. At that time, the unit of 

sales taxes, and state revenue neys can charge offenders 
government must pay back the 

sharing. fees for prosecuting various 
Thus, money collected by the original amount of the bond, 

Many municipalities also 
types of cases. 

counties and sent to the state plus interest. 

may end up going back to the 

charge fees for various police The courts also impose a vari- counties in the form of state-
Because these debt payments 

services. Some of the services ety of fees and fines on con- supported criminal justice pro-
typically come from general 

for which police departments victed offenders. Much of the grams. 
revenue funds, these funds ul-

can charge fees include provid- court-generated fee and fine 
timately pay for capital as well 

ing copies of traffic accident revenue is deposited back in • Federal government. The as operational expenses.O 

reports, towing and storing ve- the general funds of the coun- federal government has its own 

hicles, unlocking cars for mo- ties, although some of it is system of law enforcement, 

torists, and answering false used to finance specific justice 

burglar alarms. 
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smallest portion of overall criminal justice expenditures in 
the state. The system's share of spending also increased 
at the state level. But because criminal justice is still 
largely a local government function, with most of the activ­
ity-and spending-resting with municipalities and coun­
ties, the rise in the system's share of state resources was 
minor. And among municipalities, which account for most 
criminal justice spending in the state, the share of re­
sources is down, not only in Chicago but in other parts of 
the state as well. 

The net result is that in 1988, as in 1980, about 1 
out of every 10 dollars spent by state and local government 
in Illinois went for criminal justice. In other words, despite a 
surge in public concern about drug abuse and crime, and a 
host of new government policies and programs to combat 
the problems, the criminal justice system continues to re­
ceive essentially the same overall share of government 
resources. And because a larger portion of criminal justice 
resources are being devoted to the back end of the sys­
tem-corrections-the s,hare of resources devoted to law 
enforcement has declined in the 1980s. 

THE GAP BETWEEN DEMANDS 
AND RESOURCES 
The fact that the criminal justice system's share of govern­
ment resources has remained essentially unchanged in the 
1980s wouldn't be a cause for concern if the demands 
placed on the system had remained essentially unchanged 
as well. But the activity levels of the criminal justice system 
have increased sharply over the last decade-and they 
have generally increased faster than the level of resources 
devoted to the system. Examples of this gap between the 
growth in activity and the growth in resources are found in 
every component of the state's criminal justice system: 

• Lawenforcement. Between 1870 and 1988, calls for 
police service in Chicago rose 15 percent, but police 
department expenditures from Chicago's General 
Revenue Fund actually declined 8 percent in constant 
dollars (INTRo-9).11 The number of sworn Chicago po­
lice officers also fell by 5.5 percent during this period. 

• Prosecution.12 The number of felony cases filed in the 
Circuit Court of Cook County increased 88 percent be­
tween 1978 and 1988, but constant-dollar spending on 
the state's attorney's office increased by only 30 per­
cent (INTRo-10). In DuPage County, constant-dollar 
spending on the state's attorney's office rose just 16 
percent between 1978 and 1988, but the total number 
of criminal cases filed in the county rose 73 percent. 
Between 1978 and 1989, there were increases in the 
number of cases involving violent index (70 percent), 
property index (66 percent), and drug (74 percent) 
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INTRo-7 

The percentage of municipal spending devoted to 
criminal justice has declined in Chicago and 
remained relatively steady in the rest of the state. 

Percentage of municipal government expenditures 
devoted to criminal justice 
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INTRo-8 

The percentage of county spending dt.woted to 
criminal justice has generally increase~ in Illinois. 

Percentage of county government expenditures 
devoted to criminal justice 
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crimes in DuPage County-and an even bigger in­
crease in drunken driving cases (see page 12).13 

• Public defense.14 In both Cook and DuPage counties, 
the growth in public defense workloads has exceeded 
the growth in expenditures in recent years. Between 
1984 and 1988, spending on public defense in Cook 
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INTRo-9 
Calls for police service in Chicag,o have risen 
overaU since the early 1970s, bll,t constant·dollar 
spending on the police departm'ent has declined. 

Calls for service Expenditures, constant 
(millions) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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Chicago Department of Finance 

County increased 28 percent (in constant dollars), but 
the number of felony cases handled by the public 
defender's office rose 60 percent. During the same 
period in DuPage County, the number of people repre­
sented by the public defender's office increased 41 
percent, but constant-dollar expenditures for the office 
decreased by more than 19 percent.15 

• Courts. In Cook County, where the number of felony 
cases filed in the Circuit Court increased 88 percent 
between 1978 and 1988, county spending on the 
courts and the judiciary increased by only 6.5 per­
cent.16 And while the overall number of Circuit Court 
judges rose by 29 percent during this period, the num­
ber of full circuit judges (who typically hear felony trials) 
increased by only four (from 173 to 177). In the state's 
other 101 counties combined, spending on the courts 
and the judiciary was essentially the same (less than 1 
percent higher) in 1988 as in 1978 (in constant dollars), 
but the number of felony cases filed in the courts rose 
by more than 40 percent (INTRO-11). 

• Adult corrections. The dramatic increase in the num­
ber of correctional inmates in Illinois has, for the most 
part, been matched by increases in spending for state 
prisOils and county jails outside Cook County. In Cook 
County, however, constant-dollar spending on correc­
tions increased just 12 percent between 1981 and 
1988, while the average daily population of the county 
jail rose by 53 percent (INTRo-12). Even at state pris-

8 

INTRo-10 
The number of felony cases filed in Cook County 
has increased at a faster rate thaa expenditures 
for the state's attorney's office. 

Felony cases filed Expenditures, constant 
(thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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ons, where spending actually increased faster than the 
growth in activity during the 1980s, persistent crowding 
has caused sharp changes in the ratio of inmates to 
prison staff.17 Between June 1986 and April 1990, 
state prisons in Illinois added 11,900 inmates but only 
2,150 employees. As a result, the number of prison 
staff per 1 00 adult inmates dropped from 45 in fiscal 
year 1986 to a projected figure of 38 in fiscal 1990.18 

• Probation. Outside Cook County, probation 
caseloads increased almost 75 percent between 1981 
and 1988, while constant-dollar expenditures rose by 
41 percent. And because the number of probation 
officers outside Cook County rose by just 32 percent 
between 1979 and 1987, the caseload of each proba­
tion officer in these counties has grown over the years. 
In Cook County, probation caseloads grew 30 percent 
between fiscal years 1984 and 1988, while spending 
rose by only 19 percent (in constant dollars). 

• Juvenile jl!stice. In many parts of the juvenile justice 
system, changes in spending have not only lagged 
behind changes in activity, but spending itself has de­
creased (in constant dollars). In the Juvenile Division 
of the Cook County Circuit Court, for example, expen­
ditures decreased 12 percent, while the number of 
court petitions increased 30 percent, between 1975 
and 1988 (INTRO-13). Similarly, spending for the Illinois 
Department of Corrections' Juvenile Division declined 
by 6 percent between fiscal years 1982 and 1988, 
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INTRO-11 
Outside Cook County, the number of felony cases 
rose 40 percent between 1978 and 1988, while 
spending on the courts was essentially flat. 

Felony cases filed Expenditures, constant 
(thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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while the number of juveniles in IDOC custody (both 
institutional and field services supervision) was steady 
(an increase of about 1 percent). 

THE LIMITS OF GROWTH 
Economists since the late 1700s have argued about the 
limits of growth-whether limited resources and the pres­
sure of population on those resources will ultimately bring 
the growth process to a halt. Are growing economies 
headed toward stagnation or even disaster?19 A similar 
question can be posed with respect to criminal justice in 
Illinois in the 1990s: will the limited resources for the crimi­
nal justice system and the the pressure of increased de­
mands on the system ultimately bring the growth process 
to a halt, causing stagnation or disaster (in this case, in the 
form of increased crime and social disorder)? 

Clearly, the demand side of this equation is al­
ready taking shape. In the latter half of the 1980s, the 
people of Illinois demanded that the state's criminal justice 
system "do more" about drug abuse and crime, and the 
system responded-by arresting more offenders than ever 
before, by trying and convicting more of them in court, and 
by incarcerating more of them for longer periods of time. 
Yet, the growth in resources devoted to criminal justice has 
not always kept pace with the increased activity, particu­
larly in the last few years. And even though the criminal 
justice system continues to function-in fact, it continues to 
grow in terms of activity-there is most likely a limit to this 
growth, given recent trends in the allocation of resources. 
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INTRO-12 
Growth in the average daily population of the 
Cook County Jail has exceeded growth in jail 
spending since 1982. 

Average daily Expenditures, constant 
population (thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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INTRO-13 
Juvenile Court petitions filed in Cook County 
increased 28 percent between 1975 and 1988, 
but spending on the court declined 12 percent. 

Juvenile petitions Expenditures, constant 
(thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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Exactly what that limit is, or when it will be 
reached, is difficult to predict. Some agencies are already 
cutting back services as they are forced to prioritize among 
those activities which they can and cannot do with existing 
resources. For example, several Chicago-area police de­
partments that for years responded to practically all minor 
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emergencies, such as motorists locked out of their cars, 
have either discontinued these community services com­
pletely or significantly scaled them back. And the cutbacks 
have involved more than courtesies like unlocking cars. 
For example: 

• 29 percent of the 49 rural county sheriffs who re­
sponded to a 1988 survey said their budgets were 
inadequate to maintain services; 18 percent of the 
sheriffs said they had already reduced services or 
eliminated personnel, and another 10 percent said they 
expected to do SO.20 

• For the last three years, 73 Illinois counties have gone 
without late-night state police patrols when regularly 
scheduled troopers are sick, on vacation, or assigned 
to court. 

• Cook County Jail officials were forced to release more 
than 35,000 defendants on their own recognizance 
during 1989 because the jail did not have enough bed 
spaces for them. 

If present trends continue, more service cutbacks of this 
type can be expected in the 1990s, as criminal justice 

agencies scramble to keep up with demands for basic 
services, let alone provide "extras" such as community 
relations and crime prevention. 

THE RISKS OF THE STATUS QUO 
Given its current share of resources, Illinois' criminal justice 
system seems to be rapidly approaching its limits of 
growth. But public expectations of the system remain high, 
and public concern over illegal drugs and crime remains 
strong.21 With these trends on an apparent collision 
course, policymakers in Illinois will be faced with extremely 
difficult choices in the years ahead. 

One choice, of course, is to maintain the status 
quo-to let activity continue to increase to its effective limit 
without significantly boc~ting resources. To follow this 
approach, however, is to risk a series of possible conse­
quences that could affect public safety in the 1990s, and 
could leave the state's criminal justice system poorly posi­
tioned to deal with any increases in crime that may come 
when the children of the baby-boom generation-the baby 
boom echo-reach the crime-prone years in the early part 
of the new century. Some of these possible consequences 
include the following: 

A County-by-County Comparison 01 Justice Expenditures 
Local government expendi­
tures for criminal justice vary 
considerably from city to city 
and from county to county. 
One way to compare these ex­
penditures is to calculate per­
capita spending on criminal 
justice by all units of local gov­
ernment combined (the county 
and municipalities) in each of 
Illinois' 102 counties. 

In 1988, per-capita spending 
for all local criminal justice ac­
tivities combined (police, public 
safety, courts, and corrections) 
ranged from $18 in Stark 
County to $215 in Cook 
County. That year, the aver­
age per-capita expenditure for 
local justice activities was $147 
statewide-$91 outside Cook 
County. The median per­
capita expenditure in Illinois 
counties was $66 in 1988. 

In general, larger counties, 
which typically have more 
criminal justice activity, have 
higher per-capita expenditures 
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as well. For example, local 
government in DuPage County 
spent more than $116 per resi­
dent in 1988, and in Kane 
Cou nty, the amou nt was $125 
per resident. Pope ($30) and 
Hardin ($31) counties, on the 
other hand, with only about 
5,000 residents each, had 
among the lowest per-capita 
expenditures. 

One reason that per-capita ex­
penditures may be relatively 
low in some counties is that 
they do not operate their own 
jails (which account for an in­
creasing share of county gov­
ernment spending on criminal 
justice in Illinois). 

The wide range in per-capita 
expenditures does not neces­
sarily mean that some counties 
are "better off" or are doing 
more to address crime in their 
jurisdictions. There are vast 
differences among Illinois 
counties not only in what they 
spend for criminal justice activi-

~--~~----

ties, but also in their crime 
rates, population densities, 
dominant revenue sources, 
ability to raise revenue, and 
demands placed on the crimi-

Per.capita spending 
in 1988 for all local 
criminal justice 
activities in Illinois' 
102 counties. 

County and municipal 
expenditures per 
county resident 

* Jefferson County figure is for 1986; 
Alexander County figure is for 1984. 

nal justice system. These and 
other factors affect, to some 
degree, the amount of money 
that local units of government 
spend on criminal justice.O 

Source: Chicago Department of Finance; 
Office of the Cook County Comptroller; 
Office of the Illinois Comptroller; Illinois 
Bureau of the Budget (population data) 
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• More-and more drastic-cutbacks in service. In addi­
tion to cutting back services such as school crossing 
guards, law enforcement agencies may begin curtailing 
their larger traffic control duties (or begin charging fees 
for this service). More property crime reports may be 
taken over the telephone instead of in person. And 
officials of county jails outside Cook County may be 
forced to begin releasing defendants on their own re­
cognizance because their jails lack adequate space. In 
fact, the criminal justice system in general may be 
forced to cut back (or even ignore) the less serious 
cases in favor of concentrating on the most serious. 

• A reduction in the quality of criminal justice personnel, 
as the system struggles to attract, and adequately train 
and equip, workers for relatively low-paying jobs. 

• An inefficient and outdated criminal justice infrastruc­
ture-everything from cars to crime laboratories and 

computerized information systems. 

• Continued high rates of crime, as the system finds 
itself unable to keep up with demands and unable to 
invest in new and innovative tElchnologies and pro­
grams that can reduce crime. High crime rates could 
in turn translate into the loss of jobs and economic 
vitality, as industry (and concomitant economic activi­
ties such as housing) locate in areas where employees 
and customers can be flee from high rates of crime. 

• Erosion of the public's confidence in the criminal justice 
system and their willingness to report crime and assist 
police. This trend could have two results: (1) more 
individual citizens taking law enforcemer~ matters into 
their own hands; and (2) an overall loss of public con­
trol over (and accountability of) law enforcement, as 
more companies and even communities turn to private 
agencies for protection. 

Criminal Justice: The Employment Picture 
Personnel represents the • The number of employees For example, the average an- Among elected state's attor-
single largest expenditure, and in the Illinois Department of nual salary for attorneys in pri- neys, on the other hand, real 
investment, for practically ev- Corrections increased almost vate law firms in Illinois was wages have increased since 
ery type of criminal justice 70 percent between 1979 and $88,000 in 1989. This amount the early 1970s, as they have 
agency. Nationally, for ex- 1988; in adult institutions, the exceeds the salaries of all among appointed public de-
ample, salaries and wages number of employees more judges in the state (except for fenders. But among the staff 
have traditionally accounted for than doubled. Supreme Court justices, who of both prosecution and public 
85 cents out of every dollar 

One major exception to this 
are paid $93,266), all state's defense agencies, inflation-

spent by local law enforcement attorneys and chief public de- adjusted salaries have gener-
agencies. In Illinois, overall 

trend is the Chicago Police 
fenders (except for Cook ally declined. 

employment in each compo-
Department, where the number 

County's chief prosecutor, who 
of full-time sworn officers de- Between 1971 and 1985, the 

nent of the criminal justice sys-
clined nearly 13 percent be-

is paid $90,000), the Illinois at-
average salary of a full-time 

tem is higher today than it was torney general, and the state 
in the 1970s. For example: 

tween 1973 and 1989 and the 
appellate defender. 

employee in both prosecution 
number of other employees in and public defense offices na-

• The number of full-time, the department decreased The private law firm average is tionwide decreased 11 percent 
sworn law enforcement officers slightly (1.2 percent) during the also more than twice the aver- in constant dollars. In Cook 
employed by municipal, same period. In fact, the age salaries of assistant state's County, the average budgeted 
county, and state government 11,824 sworn Chicago police attorneys ($34,807) and assis- salary of an assistant public 
in Illinois increased nearly 9 officers employed in 1989 was tant public defenders ($34,679) defender declined almost 20 
percent between 1974 and the lowest figure of the 21 in Cook County. percent (in constant dollars) 
1988. years for which detailed em-

In addition to lagging behind 
between fiscal years 1971 and 

ployment figures were ana- 1989. Among all staff in the 
• The number of full-time em-

Iyzed. This reduction in per-
private-sector salaries, the 

Cook County Public Defender'S 
ployees involved in legal serv-

sonnelled the Chicago Police 
salaries of some criminal jus-

Office, the decline was almost 
ices and prosecution in Illinois tice officials are lagging behind 
increased more than 70 per-

Department to cut the number 
the inflation rate. For example, 

25 percent. 

cent between 1972 and 1985; 
of authorized patrol beats by 

the real wages of Illinois Su- The gap between private- and 
public defense employment 

almost one-quarter between 
preme and Appellate court jus- pUblic-sector salaries, and the 

more than quadrupled during 
1979 (1,329) and 1985 (1,018). 

tices were almost 22 percent loss of earning power among 
this period. But while the number of crimi- lower in fiscal 1988 than in fis- some criminal justice officials, 

• The number of Circuit Court 
nal justice employees has gen- cal 1972. For full circuit judges could make it more difficult for 

judges in Illinois rose by one-
erally increased, their saiaries in Cook County, inflation- the system to attract and retain 

third between 1972 and 1988. 
still lag behind those of their adjusted salaries declined by highly qualified employees in 
private sector counterparts. 23 percent during this period. the 1990s and beyond.O 
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Increasing Demands: DUI and Criminal Justice in DuPage County 
In many parts of Illinois, the 
gap between the growth in 
criminal justice activity and 
criminal justice resources has 
been caused in large part by 
the steep escalation in arrests 
for drug offenses. Increased 
drug arrests have contributed 
to a huge increase in overall 
arrest activity, which in turn has 
increased demands on every 
level of the criminal justice sys­
tem-from law enforcement to 
adjudication and corrections. 

DuPage County has experi­
enced a similar increase in to­
tal arrests, with the accompa­
nying repercussions on crimi­
nal justice resources. But in 
DuPage County, the biggest 
increases have occurred in ar­
rests for drunken driving, not 
for illegal drugs. 

Between 1980 and 1988, ar­
rests for both violent index 
crimes and drug crimes de­
clined in DuPage County, by 
12 percent and 14 percent, re­
spectively (although drug ar­
rests did increase after 1983), 
and arrests for property index 
crimes rose by 30 percent. But 
during this same period, ar­
rests for driving under the influ­
ence increased 208 percent. 

The impact of this dramatic in­
crease in DUI arrests has been 
felt throughout the criminal jus­
tice system in DuPage County. 
Between 1983 and 1986 alone, 
the number of DUI court cases 
filed in DuPage COLnty in­
creased more than 63 percent 
(DuPAGE-1). 

Part of the reason for the sharp 
increase in DUI court cases 
was that, beginning in 1982, 
many DUI suspects in DuPage 
County were actually charged 
with two offenses: basic DUI 
and DUI over .10 (DUPAGE-2). 
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This policy of double-charging 
some DUI suspects explains 
why the number of court cases 
exceeds the number of DUI ar­
rests in recent years. How­
ever, the pattern is consistent: 
DU lover .10 charges in­
creased 343 percent between 
1982 and 1988, other DUI 
charges increased 109 per­
cent, and DUI arrests rose 63 
percent (see DuPAGE-2). 

Increases in DUI arrests and 
case filings have strained not 
only court resources, but also 
the resources of both the 
DuPage County Jail, where 
crowding had become severe 
by 1985, and the county proba­
tion department, where 30 per­
cent of the case load in 1987 
was DUI offenders. In an at­
tempt to ease the jail situation, 
the county in 1987 opened a 
new jail, and devoted the old 
downtown Wheaton jail facility 
to work-release prisoners (who 
are predominantly DUI offend­
ers). In 1988, work-release 
beds at the Wheaton facility 
were increased to 120, to fur­
ther relieve pressure on the 
county jail. 

Increased criminal justice activ­
ity related to drunken driving 
was no accident in DuPage 
Counly. It was the result of a 
systemwide campaign coordi­
nated by the DuPage County 
DUI Task Force. The task 
force, which was formed in No­
vember 1983, includes the 
chief judge of the Circuit Court, 
the sheriff, an assistant state's 
attorney, the director of the 
county's DUI Forensic Unit, 
and members of the county 
board. Among other things, 
the DUI Task Force helped to 
train police in how to detect 
DUI, sponsored a conference 
on drinking and driving for high 
school students, supported 

DuPAGE-1 
The number of court cases filed for driving under 
the influence in DuPage County surged after 1981. 
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DuPAGE-2 
The increase in DUI activity occurred in arrests as 
well as court cases. 

Charges filed in court/arrests (thousands) 
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tougher DUllegislation, and 
published a booklet and police 
record keeping pad. 

The effect of this countywide 
campaign of zero tolerance 
can be seen in activity trends in 
all parts of the criminal justice 
system-arrests, court cases, 

jail population, and probation 
caseloads. Yet, as other parts 
of this report show, the in­
creased activity has not always 
translated into additional re­
sources for the criminal justice 
system in DuPage County.O 
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FOUR OPTIONS FOR CHANGE 
Assuming that policymakers and the public reject the status 
quo, what next? Achieving consensus on exactly what 
needs to be done to bring resources more in line with de­
mands will be a difficult task. Four basic options exist: 

1. Increase government revenue 

2. Increase the criminal justice system's share of existing 
revenue 

3. Cut back services even further 

4. Improve efficiency 

Each of these options offers a different, and probably effec­
tive, way to close the gap between criminal justice activity 
and resources. But each approach is fraught with prob­
lems, too. 

Increasing taxes in general would likely boost the 
resources of the criminal justice system. But because most 
criminal justice activity in Illinois is already funded at the 
local level through property and sales taxes, this approach 
would probably mean even bigger tax payments for local 
taxpayers, who are already shouldering a larger share of 
the overall tax burden.22 

Reallocating existing resources would also in­
crease money for criminal justice, but on a practical level, 
this approach would be difficult to implement. For one 
thing, it would require changes in policies, and a substantial 
shift in resources, among literally hundreds of taxing bodies 
in lI!inois. In addition, it would most likely require govern­
ments to take away from other programs-education, 
transportation, public health, and other essential services­
that are themselves pressed for resources. 

Another problem with this approach is that it as­
sumes government revenues-primarily income, sales, 
and property tax receipts-will stay ahead of an inflation 
rate that is showing signs of increasing in the early 1990s. 
Many economists and government managers are already 
predicting slow revenue growth for state and local govern­
ment in the years ahead.23 With little or no revenue growth, 
it will be all the more difficult for governments to justify shift­
ing large amounts of resources away from other programs 
to fund criminal justice. 

Cutting back services, as was pointed out earlier, 
is happening already. Without more resources, furtiler cut­
backs may be a necessity, not an option. And these cut­
backs will likely hit deeper into services traditionally pro­
vided by the criminal justice system and expected by the 
public, as agencies focus their attention and resources on 
a narrower and narrower set of problems and priorities. 

Improving efficiency is probably the most attractive 
option to the taxpaying public, but it may also be the most 
difficult to achieve. Many agencies are already looking for 
ways to improve their efficiency. Chicago and other police 
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departments, for example, are putting more officers on the 
street by hiring civilians to handle duties such as traffic 
enforcement, crossing-guard duty, and clerical tasks. The 
courts in DuPage County increased their disposition rate in 
part by boosting the number of support personnel who help 
judges, and the Circuit Court of Cook County is now divert­
ing many minor criminal cases from overloaded courtrooms 
and in to mediation. And many agencies are either "out­
sourcing" more of their tasks-hiring private companies to 
handle things such as data processing, facilities mainte­
nance, and food service-or forming regional partnerships 
with other government agencies to share resources and 
information. 

One distinguishing feature of most efficiency 
measures, however, is that they require a substantial up­
front investment in resources. So in order to take advan­
tage of the efficiency that comes with new technology, new 
personnel, or new approaches to providing services, agen­
cies must (in tight budgetary times) find the money to pay 
for new technology in the first place and to hire and train 
the personnel capable of using it. 

But even as one component of the system im­
proves efficiency and boosts its productivity, other parts of 
the system may end up losing ground. For example, the 
Circuit Court of Cook County established five evening 
courts in October 1989 specifically to handle the influx of 
drug cases coming into the courts. But the resulting in­
crease in court dispositions has translated into dramatically 
higher workloads for the county's probation department 
(and probably correctional agencies as well). Probation 
officials say that as a partial result of the night drug courts, 
a new probation caseload is being added every week in 
Cook County-but without the additional probation officer 
to manage it. 

SEARCHING FOR SOLUTIONS 
No one of the four options is likely, by itself, to close the 
gap between resources and demands, or to change the 
situation overnight. In the 1990s, government administra­
tors will have to look to different combinations of ap­
proaches-and innovative applications of them-to get 
criminal justice resources more in line with system activity. 

For instance, communities could follow the ex­
ample of DuPage County, which used a combination of 
municipal, county, and state resources, as well as private 
donations, to establish a children's center specifically for 
the investigation and prosecution of child abuse cases. Or 
instead of relying on more property, sales, or income tax 
revenue to support criminal justice, communities could 
follow the lead of Kansas City, New Orleans, and other 
jurisdictions that have enacted special public safety taxes 
or fees to fund either specific justice programs or public 
safety in general. More than 130 jurisdictions in Illinois 
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have already taken this approach in approving surcharges 
to their telephone bills to pay for 911 emergency systems. 

Special taxes for criminal justice can raise sub­
stantial sums of money: the $8-per-person public safety 
tax in ~Jew Orleans raised $13 million in 1988. And, inter­
estingly, the taxpaying public seems more willing to pay 
this type of directed tax than to pay higher property, sales, 
or state income taxes in general. 

A 1990 Illinois Opinion Journal survey illustrates 
this dichotomy of public opinion on taxes.24 The survey of 
310 registered voters throughout the state found that 62 
percent opposed making permanent the temporary one­
half of one percentage point increase in the state income 
tax that the General Assembly passed in 1989 to fund edu­
cation and local government. But the same survey found 
that more than 60 percent of those polled favored a one 
percentage-point increase in the federal income tax specifi­
cally to fight illegal drugs. Nationally, 72 percent of Ameri­
cans surveyed by the Roper Public Opinion Research Cen­
ter in 1988 said the United States is spending too little to 
halt the crime rate, and 71 percent said too little is being 
spent to deal with drug addiction.25 Both figures are record 
highs for this survey. 

The challenge for government leaders is to figure 
out how best to respond to public sentiments about illegal 
drugs, crime, and taxes in closing the gap between criminal 
justice activity and resources. Trends and Issues 90 is 
meant to support this endeavor. By explaining spending 
patterns over time and highlighting those areas where the 
system is coming up short, Trends and Issues 90 should 
be a valuable resource for anyone who is committed to 
helping the criminal justice system catch up from the short­
fall left by the 1980s, and stay ahead of increasing de­
mands in the 1990s and beyond. 
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How This Report Is Organized 
Trends and Issues 90 follows 
the same basic organization as 
previous Trends and Issues 
publications. The report pro­
vides the latest organizational 
information and baseline statis­
tics about the criminal justice 
system in Illinois, and it takes 
an in-depth look at a topic of 
special interest to criminal jus­
tice officials, other government 
administrators, and the public. 
This year's focus is on the fi­
nancing of the state's criminal 
justice system. 

In addition to this introduction, 
which covers the larger re­
source issues facing criminal 
justice in Illinois, Trends and 
Issues 90 has five chapters 
covering each of the major 
components of the criminal jus­
tice system: law enforcement, 
prosecution and public de­
fense, the courts, corrections, 
and juvenile justice. Within 
each chapter are three sec­
tions: 

• Overview describes the re­
sponsibilities, organization, and 
staffing of the component, 
along with any new and signifi­
cant procedural or technologi­
cal changes. 

• The Data explains the 
sources of information used in 
the chapter and any data qual­
ity concerns. 

• Trends and Issues analyzes 
the latest statistical data de­
scribing trends in system activ­
ity and, in some cases, projec­
tions of future activity levels. 

At the end of each chapter is a 
section that explores financial 
and resource issues related to 
that component of the system: 
where the funding comes from, 
how that money is spent, how 
spending patterns have 
changed over time, and how 
changes in spending stack up 
against changes in activity. 

Because statewide financial 
data are not available for all 
aspects of the criminal justice 
system, Trends and Issues 90 
analyzes in detail the criminal 
justice resources and spending 
patterns in three Illinois coun­
ties: Cook, DuPage, and 
Casso These case-study coun­
ties provide an in-depth look at 
resource trends in the state's 
largest county, a fast-growing 
suburban county, and an al­
most entirely rural county. 

Finally, because so much 
criminal justice activity in Illinois 
continues to be driven by the 
system's response to illegal 
drugs, Trends and Issues 90 
has a special section, immedi­
ately following this introduction, 
that updates much of the drug 
abuse and drug-related crime 
information presented in 
Trends and Issues 89. This 
section presents the latest data 
on drug abuse and crime, and 
new projections of drug-related 
arrest activity through the 
1990s.0 
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Notes 
1 Criminal justice cost estimates are based on Authority 
projections. NASA expenditures on the Space Shuttle 
come from the Congressional Budget Office and NASA, as 
reported in Statistical Abstract of the United States (Wash­
ington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1989), p. 
586. 1987 is the last year for which NASA data are avail­
able. 

2 Crime in Illinois, 1988 (Springfield, III.: Illinois State Po­
lice, 1989). 

3 Illinois Court of Claims. 

4 For example, the National Institute on Drug Abuse found 
that the percentage of high school seniors reporting mari­
juana use in the previous 30 days declined to 17 percent in 
1989 from 37 percent in 1978 and 25 percent in 1985. 
Recent use of cocaine dropped to 2.8 percent among high 
school seniors in 1989, down from a high of 6.7 percent in 
1985. NIDA's 1988 survey of American households found 
that 14.5 million people had reported using an illegal drug 
in the previous 30 days, down from 23 million in 1985. 

5 Trends and Issues 89: Criminal and Juvenile Justice in 
Illinois (Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Au­
thority, 1989), p. 3. 

6 Most of the financial data contained in Trends and Is­
sues 90 are reported in "constant dollars," or dollar 
amounts that have been adjusted for the effects of inflation. 
For more information on constant dollars, see page 4. 

7 Under revenue sharing, the federal government each 
year provided every municipality and county in Illinois with 
a sum of money, proportional to its population and the 
amount of federal taxes paid by its citizens. Local govern­
ments were free to use these funds for a variety of pro­
grams and services, including criminal justice. 

S Among municipalities, too, federal revenue sharing was 
an important funding source for criminal justice, though not 
as much as with counties. In 1978, revenue sharing ac­
counted for approximately 5 percent of the money spent on 
municipal police departments outside Chicago, and about 6 
percent of the Chicago Police Department's work force that 
year was federally funded. 

9 State expenditures include spending for "judicial agen­
cies" (see Chapter 3), as well as the Illinois State Police, 
the Illinois Attorney General's Office, the Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections, and state salary reimbursements for 
local criminal justice officials. County expenditures are for 
"public safety" (see Chapter 1), corrections, and courts and 
the judiciary, minus the state government transfers for 
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courts, probation, and prosecution salaries. Municipal 
expenditures are for police departments. 

10 These percentages reflect only municipal, county, and 
state government spending on criminal justice. Trends and 
Issues 90 does not examine spending for federal agencies 
such as the FBI, the Drug Enforcement Administration, and 
federal courts and prisons: these agencies typically cover 
several jurisdictions, and isolating spending specifically for 
Illinois is difficult. However, federal support for state and 
local criminal justice activities are reflected in the spending 
totals for the level of government that received the federal 
money. Still, this federal support accounts for only a small 
fraction of total spending on criminal justice in Illinois. 

11 Calls for service are a measure of demands for police 
services. However, data on calls for service are not col­
lected on a statewide basis, but are available only for Chi­
cago. This report also compares law enforcement spend­
ing to one indicator of police activity, the number of arrests. 
This analysis, which is detailed in the section on Law En­
forcement Financing at the end of Chapter 1 , shows that in 
recent years (1981 to 1988), trends in expenditures for law 
enforcement in Illinois outside Chicago have generally kept 
pace with trends in the total number of people arrested. In 
earlier years, however (1974 to 1981), total arrests outside 
Chicago increased 41 percent, but constant-dollar expendi­
tures for law enforcement by municipal, county, and state 
government combined rose by only 21 percent. 

12 Because there is no central repository of expenditure 
data for state's attorneys' offices in Illinois, it is difficult to 
compare prosecution spending with prosecution activity on 
a statewide basis. Therefore, this report focuses on two 
large counties, Cook and DuPage, where spending and 
activity data were specifically collected and analyzed. 

13 Data on total court cases filed in DuPage County come 
from the annual reports of the 18th Judicial Circuit; these 
data measure defendants. Data on court cases filed for 
specific types of crime come from the DuPage County 
State's Attorney's Office, and are based on charges, not 
defendants. 1989 figures are used for the analysis of spe­
cific crime types because a change in the state's attorney's 
office's automated record-keeping system made 1989 data 
more reliable than 1988 data. 

14 As with prosecution, Illinois has no central repository of 
public defense expenditure data, which makes it difficult to 
compare spending and activity on a statewide basis. 

15 The indigent defendant data in DuPage County come 
from the annual reports of the 18th Judicial Circuit. 
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16 County government spending on the courts and the 
judiciary in Illinois includes expenditures for a variety of 
different agencies and functions, including not only the 
courts and courts personnel, but also certain prosecution, 
public defense, and other related judicial agencies (see 
Chapter 3 for details on what expenditures are included in 
the courts spending totals for county, as well as state, gov­
ernment). Also, because expenditures specifically for the 
criminal courts cannot be separated from spending for the 
civil courts and other court functions in most parts of the 
state, Trends and Issues 90 compares overall expenditures 
for the courts and the judiciary with various measures of 
criminal court activity. 

17 According to the Illinois Department of Corrections, 
there were 26,049 adults confined in April 1990 to space 
designed for 18,798, putting the state prison system at 38.6 
percent above capacity. 

18 Illinois Department of Corrections projection. 

19 Rudiger Dornbusch and Stanley Fischer, Macroeconom­
ics, Third edition (New York: McGraw-Hili, 1984), p. 607. 

20 John Wade and Stan Cunningham, Developing Alterna­
tives to the Crisis in Rural Law Enforcement (Macomb, III.: 
Western Illinois University, 1989). "Rural" counties are 
non-metropolitan, with no city or twin cities with populations 
totaling more than 50,000, and are not economically inte­
grated with an adjacent metropolitan county. 

21 For example, a Northern Illinois University survey found 
that drug abuse is moving up fast on the list of citizen con­
cerns: 14 percent of the 800 adults surveyed in 1989 said 
illegal drugs were the state's most serious problem, up 

from only 4 percent in 1988 and less than 1 percent in 
1987. Education topped the list of concerns, at 22 percent, 
in 1989. [See Casey Banas, "Education a priority in state­
wide survey," Chicago Tribune (January 15, 1990), sec. 2, 
p.2.] And according to the New York Times/CBS News 
Poll, the proportion of adults nationwide who cited illegal 
drugs as the nation's most important problem surged from 
22 percent in July 1989 to 64 percent in September. [See 
Richard L. Berke, "Poll Finds Many in U.S. Back Bush 
Strategy on Drugs," The New York Times (September 12, 
1989), p. 8.] 

22 According to the Organization of Economic Cooperation 
and Development, state and local property and sales taxes 
accounted for 4.6 percent of the gross domestic product in 
1980, but 5 percent in 1987. During this same period, indi­
vidual and corporate federal income taxes declined, as a 
percentage of the gross domestic product, from 11.2 per­
cent to 9.6 percent. [See Louis Uchitelle, "Threshold Of 
Pain: Will All This Tax Talk Lead to New Taxes? (Hint: it 
Usually Does)," The New York Times (March 25, 1990), 
sec. 4, p. 1.] 

23 See, for example, Joseph M. Winski, "Reagan's legacy: 
hard times ahead for governments," City & State (January 
1, 1990), p. 1; or Mary Colby, "Municipalities may face slow 
growth," City & State (November 20, 1989), p. 13. 

24 See Illinois Opinion Journal vol. 2, no. 2 (Springfield, III: 
Midwest Research Center, April 1990). 

25 Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics-1988 (Wash­
ington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1989), p. 206, 
table 2.25. 

Sources of Criminal Justice Financial Data 
Most of the county and munici- The comptroller's office ar- tracted from other sources, amount spent by each agency 
pal financial data in this report ranges these local financial such as the Administrative Of- was the ''warrants issued" clas-
were obtained from the Office data in uniformly defined cate- fice of the Illinois Courts. In sification. Several state crimi-
of the Illinois Comptroller, gories. This allows for some some cases, particularly in the nal justice agencies transfer 
which annually collects finan- analysis of aggregate criminal three case-study counties of funds to local units of govern-
cial statements from every justice expenditures. Cass, Cook, and DuPage, ad- ment, and these transfers are 
county (except Cook) and ev-

Financial data for Cook County 
ditional data were gathered reflected in the agencies' ''war-

ery municipality (except Chi- from the annual financial re- rants issued" category. To pre-
cago) in Illinois. 

were obtained directly from the 
ports published by individual vent double-counting of these 

Comptroller's Report, pub-
municipalities or counties. expenditures (at both the state 

Each year, the comptroller's of- lished by the Office of the Cook 
and local levels), data for some 

fice publishes these data in County Comptroller. Chicago Detailed revenue and expendi-
state agencies were recalcu-

statewide summaries of both data were taken from the Com- ture data for state agencies 
lated to exclude the local gov-

county and municipal finance prehensive Annual Financial were obtained either from the 
ernment transfers. This recal-

in Illinois. (1988 data were Report of Chicago, published Illinois Annual Report, pub-
culation meant that expend i-

taken directly from the financial by the Department of Finance. lished by the Illinois comp-
ture amounts more accurately 

statements submitted to the 
More specific expenditure data 

troller's office, or directly from 
reflected spending for the 

comptroller's office by the 
for local government were ex-

the agency. The financial cate-
agencies' general activities.O 

counties and municipalities.) gory used to determine the 
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• 
Glossary 01 Financia,' Terms 
Here are definitions of some of move the effects of inflation erwise allocated by law, regu- among options is made. An 
the financial terms used in when analyzing revenues and lation, or contractual agree- example of an opportunity cost 
Trends and Issues 90: expenditures over time. Be- ment to a special revenue in criminal justice is the tax 

appropriation. See budgets. 
cause the effects of inflation fund. General revenue funds revenue that is foregone when 
are diff€!rent for governments pay for the majority of criminal a less serious offender is sen-

block grants. Awards, typi- than for households, this report justice expenses at the state, tenced to prison, instead of 
cally from the federal govern- uses the' Implicit Price Deflator county, and municipal levels in being placed in a community 
ment, that can be used in a for State and Local Govern- Illinois. The names of general supervision program in which 
broad area (such as fighting il- ment Purchases, published by revenue funds may vary (in he or she could earn an in-
legal drug abuse), and need the U.S. Department of Com- Cook County, for example, it is come and pay taxes. By the 
not be spent on specific pro- merce, for calculating constant called the Corporate Purposes same token, the public safety 
grams (such as marijuana dollars. For details, see page Fund). Contrast with special benefits that are foregone 
eradication). 4. Contrast with nominal revenue funds. when the same offender is 

bonds. Written commitments 
dollars. 

indirect expenditures. Costs 
sentenced to community su-

to pay a scheduled series of direct expenditures;. Costs that mayor may not be in-
pervision instead of prison are 

interest payments plus the face that are incurred directly in the eluded in the budget of a spe-
also opportunity costs. 

value (principal) at a specified provision of a service and for cific agency, and cannot be al- real wage. The quantity of 
maturity date. In the criminal which funds are allocated in an located to a specific activity (for goods and services that a 
justice system, bonds are annual budget. Contrast with example, overhead costs, money wage will buy; the 
typically issued to fund large indirect expenditures. some fringe benefits, etc.). money wage adjusted for infla-
capital projects such as 

earning power. See real 
Contrast with direct expendi- tion. Also known as earning 

correctional facilities and tures. power. 
courthouses. 

wage. 

expenditun~s. Actual outlays 
inflation. A rise in the average revenue sharing. Awards, 

budgets. Plans established at level of prices. See constant typically from the federal or 
the beginning of a fiscal year 

of governme'nt funds during a 
dollars. state government, to a lower 

that outline intended expendi-
fiscal year. Contrast with 

level of government. General 
tures of funds during the year. 

budgets. marginal costs. The addi-
revenue sharing involves 

Also known as appropriations. fiscal years. Any 12-rnonth 
tional costs to produce one 

grants whose use is practically 
more unit of output. In criminal 

Contrast with expenditures. period selectt3d as the year for 
justice, the cost involved in 

unrestricted. 

capital funds. Funds that are 
accounting purposes. In IIIi-

adding one more patrol officer special revenue funds. 
used to account for the expen-

nois, the statE! government 
is an example of a marginal Funds that are used to account 

ditures related to the construc-
uses July 1 through June 30 as 

cost. for revenues that are derived 
tion of major capital facilities; 

its fiscal year, while counties 
from specific sources and that 

they are usually financed 
typically use December 1 nominal dollars. Dollar 

are required by law, regulation, 
through bond revenue. In the 

through November 30. Munici- amounts that are measured at 
or contractual arrangement to 

criminal justice system, capital 
pal fiscal years vary, although the prices that prevailed at the 

be used for specific programs 
funds typically pay for items 

many start on April 1 ; the City time the revenues were col-
or purposes. In criminal jus-

such as prisons and jails, 
of Chicago's fiscal year is the lected or expenditures were in-

tice, special revenue funds 
courthouses, squad car fleets, 

calendar year. curred. Also known as current 
typically contain fees and fines 

dollars, nominal dollars do not 
and other equipment that is fixed costs. Costs that do not 

take into account the effects of 
collected to support specific 

expected to last for long vary with output or level of ac-
inflation when analyzing reve-

programs such as drug en-
periods of time. tivity. In criminal justice, the 

nues and expenditures over 
forcement, firearm regulation, 

cost of a building, such as a or law libraries. Contrast with 
constant dollars. Dollar 

prison, is an example of a fixed 
time. Contrast with constant 

general revenue funds. 
amounts that are measured at dollars. 
the prices existing in a speci-

cost. Contrast with variable variable costs. Costs that in-
fied base year (1988, in this 

costs. opportunity cost. The alter-
crease as output increases. In 

report). Constant dollars re- general revenue funds. 
native that must be foregone 

criminal justice, the cost of food 
Funds that contain all general 

whenever something is pro-
or medical care in a prison is 

tax revenues and other govern-
duced or when a choice 

an example of a variable cost. 
ment receipts that are not oth- Contrast with fixed costs.O 
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Trends and Issues Update: 
Drug Abuse and Crill1e in Illinois 
Americans' attitudes toward illegal drugs 
underwent a major shift during the 
1980s-a trend that shows few signs of 
changing in the 1990s. Unlike the late 
1960s and 1970s, when American society 
was largely tolerant of some drug abuse­
especially "casual" use-the mid~ 1980s 
brought the violence of the crack1 cocaine 
trade and disclosures of cocaine use 
among athletes, political leaders, and oth­
ers. By the time President Bush released 
his first National Drug Control Strategy on 
September 5, 1989, Americans had 
made it clear that what was tolerable 10 
or 15 years ago in terms of drug abuse 
was no longer bearable. 

According to a September 1989 New 
York Times/CBS News poll, 64 percent of 
Americans surveyed cited illegal drugs as 
the nation's greatest problem. The econ­
omy ranked a distant second with 5 per­
cent. A Media General/Associated Press 
poll conducted during the same month 
reported that 61 percent of those polled 
identified drug abuse as the most impor­
tant problem facing the nation. 

Because public concern over drug abuse 
and crime remains so strong, and be­
cause illegal drugs continue to drive 
much of the activity in the criminal justice 
system, this year's Trends and Issues 
report again looks at the issue in detail. 
This special section updates much of the 
drug abuse and crime data presented in 
Trends and Issues 89 with the latest 
available information on law enforce­
ment, judicial, and correctional activity re­
lated to illegal drugs. 

IS THE LEVEL OF DRUG ABUSE 
INCREASING OR DECREASING? 
The surge in public concern, and criminal 
justice activity, regarding illegal drugs 
comes at a time when there are strong 
indications that overall drug abuse is de­
clining among many segments of society, 
especially young people. 

For example, annual surveys of more 
than 15,000 high school seniors nation-
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wide conducted for the National Institute 
on Drug Abuse suggest that regular use 
of marijuana, cocaine, stimulants, and 
other drugs continued to decline in 1989.2 

Less than 3 percent of those surveyed in 
1989 said they had used cocaine within 
the previous 30 days, compared to 6.7 
percent in 1985. Recent marijuana use 
fell to 17 percent in 1989 from a high of 
37 percent among those questioned in 
1978. Use of stimulants by high school 
seniors within the previous 30 days has 
fallen dramatically too, from nearly 11 
percent in 1982 to 4 percent in 1989.3 

Another survey, this one of respondents 
in households nationwide, offers further 
evidence of the overall decline in drug 
abuse, but also indicates a growing con­
centration of drug abuse among more 
hard-core users.4 Based on 8,814 
people surveyed in 1988, it is estimated 
that 14.5 million Americans had recently 
used any type of drug, compared to 23 
million in 1985. Those reporting recent 
cocaine use fell from 5.8 million in 1985 
to 2.9 million in 1988. But, the number of 
people using cocaine at least weekly 
rose from 647,000 in 1985 to 862,000 in 
1988, and the number using cocaine 
daily or almost daily rose from 246,000 to 
292,000. 

With the increase in hard-core cocaine 
abuse has come a dramatic increase in 
the number of hospital emergency room 
episodes related to cocaine. Among 40 
Chicago-area emergency rooms that re­
port to the Drug Abuse Warning Network 
(DAWN), cocaine-related episodes sky­
rocketed from 433 during the last six 
months of 1985 to 1 ,865 during the first 
half of 1988. 

Tragically, hospitals are treating not only 
more drug abusers themselves, but also 
more babies born to addicted mothers. 
The National Association for Perinatal 
Addiction Research and Education re­
ported that 16 percent of all babies born 
at one Chicago hospital during a two­
month period in 1988 tested positive for 

cocaine. Statewide, the reported number 
of babies born with cocaine or other ille­
gal drugs in their systems increased from 
181 cases in fiscal year 1985 to 2,176 in 
fiscal 1989, with a 76-percent increase in 
1989 alone. Although most of the cases 
occur in Cook County-90 percent of the 
statewide total in fiscal 1989-the prob­
lem has touched all parts of the state and 
crosses all socia-economic lines. 

WHAT IS THE LEVEL 
OF DRUG ABUSE 
AMONG CRIMINAL OFFENDERS? 
Major indicators leave little doubt that co­
caine abuse is becoming more concen­
trated among certain segments of the 
general population. Among criminal of­
fenders, however, there is evidence that 
drug abuse-especially abuse of co­
caine-remains extremely high. 

The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) sys­
tem, a national data system for tracking 
drug use trends among arrestees of all 
crimes, indicates that the majority of male 
arrestees test positive for illegal drugs, 
both in Chicago and nationwide. Volun­
tary drug testing among male arrestees 
in Chicago, one of 22 DUF test sites na­
tionwide, found that in October 1987, 73 
percent tested positive for any drug, in­
cluding marijuana, and 60 percent tested 
positive for any drug, excluding mari­
juana; 50 percent tested positive for co­
caine. By June 1989, the percentages 
had increased across the board: 77 per­
cent of male DUF arrestees tested posi­
tive for any drug, including marijuana, 
and 76 percent tested positive for any 
drug, excluding marijuana; 64 percent 
tested positive for cocaine (DRUGs-i). 

While it is not surprising that a high per­
centage of DUF arrestees charged with 
drug offenses tested positive, the level of 
drug use among arrestees charged with 
other offenses is alarmingly high. Among 
arrestees tested during April 1988, 78 
percent of those charged with income­
generating crimes such as burglary, theft, 
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DRUGs-1 
The Drug Use Forecasting system indicates that the majority of 
maNe arrestees tested in Chicago have used illegal drugs. 

Percent testing positive 

DUF testing date 

October 1987 
October 1988 
June 1989 

Any drug 
including 
marijuana 

73 
78 
77 

Source: National Institute of Justice 

or robbery tested positive for any drug; 
76 percent of violent crime arrestees 
tested positive. 

HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE 
ARRESTED FOR DRUG 
OFFENSES IN ILLINOIS? 
In 1988, 46,910 people were arrested in 
Illinois under state drug laws, an increase 
of 26 percent from 1987 (DRUGs-2). 

From 1983 through 1988, the number of 
people arrested for drug offenses in llii­
nois rose 68 percent. Until 1988, the ma­
jority of drug arrests each year in Illinois 
were under the Cannabis Control Act.s 

Of the more than one-quarter million 
people arrested on drug charges from 
1979 through 1988, more than 60 per­
cent were arrested for cannabis viola­
tions. Arrests for cannabis violations fluc­
tuated around 20,000 a year during this 
period. 

While the number of people arrested on 
cannabis charges appears to be holding 
relatively steady, the number of arrests 
under both the Controlled Substances 
Act6 and other drug laws is rising steadily. 
In 1988, 26,563 people were arrested un­
der the Controlled Substances Act, 72 
percent more than in 1987, and-for the 
first time in Illinois-more than the num­
ber of people arrested for cannabis viola­
tions. Since 1982, the nUrT\ber of con­
trolled substance arrests in Illinois has 
almost tripled. The number of people ar­
rested under other drug laws has more 
than tripled, from 231 in 1982 to 701 in 
1988. 

Although most drug arrests in Illinois are 
for possession, arrests for drug delivery 
are increasing at a faster rate.? From 
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Any drug Two 
excluding or more 
marijuana drugs Cocaine Opiates 

60 37 50 14 
69 48 63 22 
76 51 64 28 

DRUGs-2 
Arrests for controlled substance violations outnumbered arrests for 
cannabis violations for the first time in 1988. 
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1983 through 1988, possession arrests 
increased by almost two-thirds, from 
24,521 to about 40,000. Delivery arrests 
nearly doubled during the same period, 
from 2,616 in 1983 to 5,222 in 1988-in­
creasing 36 percent from 1987 to 1988 
alone. The increase in overall delivery 
arrests was strongly influenced by a 131-
percent rise in arrests for controlled sub­
stance delivery from 1983 through 1988 
(DRUGs-3). Arrests for delivery of canna­
bis, however, increased only 20 percent 
during the six-year period, and actually 
declined 21 percent between 1985 and 
1987. 

Arrests for possession of controlled sub­
stances increased 172 percent from 1983 

(8,047) through 1988 (21,878), nearly 
doubling between 1987 and 1988 alone. 
Arrests for possession of cannabis, on 
the other hand, have fluctuated, declining 
9 percent between 1987 and 1988. 

Although the exact number of cocaine ar­
rests made in Illinois is difficult to deter­
mine, available data indicate that arrests 
for cocaine have skyrocketed, particularly 
since 1983.8 From 1983 through 1988, 
Illinois State Police (ISP) and drug en­
forcement task force arrests for cocaine 
violations nearly quintupled from 254 to 
1 ,238. Cocaine arrests made by the met­
ropolitan enforcement groups (MEGs) 
doubled during the same period, from 
459 to 920. U.S. Drug Enforcement Ad-
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ministration (DEA) arrests for cocaine 
also increased dramatically in Illinois, 
from 306 in 1983 to 602 in 1988, al­
though there was a 9-percent decrease 
between 1987 and 1988. 

IS CRACK COCAINE 
TRAFFICKING OCCURRING 
IN ILLINOIS? 
While Chicago and the rest of Illinois so 
far have been spared many of the crack­
relatsd problems plaguing other areas of 
the country, this situation may not con­
tinue indefinitely. While Illinois cocaine 
arrest statistics do not specify the form of 
cocaine involved, the amounts of crack 
seized-although still relatively small­
are increasing at an alarming rate 
(DRUGs-4). During the first three months 
of 1990, 1,044 grams of crack were 
seized statewide, compared to 732 
grams during the last three months of 
1989, and only 276 grams between April 
and June of 1989. More than 95 percent 
of the crack seized statewide was from 
the Chicago and East st. Louis metro­
politan areas. Of the 2,582 grams of 
crack seized statewide from April 1989 
through March 1990, 54 percent was 
from Chicago, 22 percent from suburban 
Cook County, and 20 percent from St. 
Clair County. 

DRUGs-4 

WHERE DO MOST DRUG 
ARRESTS IN ILLINOIS OCCUR? 
Most drug arrests in Illinois are made in 
Chicago, where dramatic increases have 
occurred since 1979 (DRUGs-5). Drug ar­
rests in Chicago more than doubled from 
14,357 in 1979 to 33,034 in 1988, with an 
increase of 32 percent between 1987 and 
1988 alone. In 1988, 7 out of 10 drug ar­
rests in Illinois occurred in Chicago. 

DRUGs-3 

Drug arrests in the collar counties (subur­
ban Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, 
and Will) and in the remainder of the state 
have also increased in recent years. After 
fluctuating during the late 1970s and 
throughout the 1980s, drug arrests in the 
collar counties rose 41 percent between 
1983 and 1988, and drug arrests in the 
remainder of the state increased 29 per­
cent during this period. 

Arrests for pO$session of controlled substances increased 
172 percent from 1983 through 1988. 
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DRUGs-5 
The amounts of crack cocaine seized 
in Illinois are increasing. 

In 1988, 7 out of 10 drug arrests in the state 
t4)ok place in Chicago. 
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HOW MANY DRUG ARRESTS 
DOES THE DEA MAKE 
IN ILLINOIS? 
The U.S. Drug Enforcement Administra­
tion focuses primarily on the most serious 
drug crimes, and the agency's arrest sta­
tistics bear this out. Arrests by the DEA 
for controlled substances in Illinois have 
increased dramatically in recent years. In 
1984, the DEA made 423 arrests in Illi­
nois for crimes involving controlled sub­
stances-nearly 10 times the number of 
DEA arrests for cannabis. By 1988, DEA 
arrests for controlled substances had in­
creased 73 percent to 734 arrests­
about nine times the number of DEA ar­
rests for cannabis that year. 

Similarly, in every year since 1980, DEA 
arrests for delivery of drugs in Illinois 
have been higher than arrests for pos­
session, although both have increased in 
recent years. In each year from 1984 
through 1988, arrests for delivery ap­
proached or exceeded twice the number 
of arrests for possession. During that 
five-year period, arrests for possession 
increased 89 percent to 285 in 1988, and 
arrests for delivery increased 61 percent 
to 496 in 1988. The DEA wa.s involved in 
376 cooperative arrests with state and 
local law enforcement agencies in 1988. 

DRUGs-6 

HOW WILL THE NUMBER 
OF DRUG ARRESTS CHANGE 
THROUGH THE YEAR 20001 
Both in Chicago and in the rest of Illinois, 
arrest rates for drug offenses increased 
sharply between 1987 and 1988 for ev­
ery adult age group. The biggest in­
crease, 64 percent, was among 17- to 
19-year-olds in Chicago. Further, these 
increases were not an anomaly, but con­
tinued a steady pattern of increases in 
drug arrest rates over the last five years. 

Given the current emphasis on the en­
forcement of drug laws, it is reasonable 
to expect this trend to continue. The 
number of adults arrested for drug of­
fenses in Chicago is expected to in­
crease another 105 percent by the year 
2000, to more than 63,000 (DRUGs-6). In 
the rest of Illinois, the number of adult 
drug arrests is expected to increase 53 
percent during this same period. In Chi­
cago, arrests for drug offenses are ex­
pected to surpass arrests for property in­
dex offenses by 1993. 

HOW HAS THE DRUG PROBLEM 
AFFECTED ILLINOIS' 
CRIME LABS? 
As the number of drug investigations, ar­
rests, and seizures has increased in 

DRUGs-7 

Illinois, so has the demand for drug 
analysis services by the state's crime 
labs.9 In 1989, 15,550 drug cases were 
submitted to the Illinois State Police 
crime labs, a 65-percent increase over 
the 9,419 drug cases submitted in 1983 
(DRUGs-7). 

Drug cases submitted to the Chicago Po­
lice Department lab increased 125 per­
cent during the same period, from 17,639 
in 1983 to 39,684 in 1989. At the North­
ern Illinois Police crime lab, drug cases 
increased from 1 ,285 in 1983 to 2,463 in 
1989, a 92-percent increase. Drug cases 
submitted to the DuPage County Sheriff's 
Office crime lab have increased as well, 
from 868 in 1985 to 1,457 in 1989, a 68-
percentjump.10 

Drug cases also make up a growing pro­
portion of the crime labs' total workload. 11 

Drug cases made up 46 percent of all 
cases submitted to ISP's labs in 1985 
and about 60 percent in 1989. At the 
Northern Illinois lab, drug cases made up 
34 percent of the total caseload in 1983 
but 45 percent in 1989. About 40 percent 
of the DuPage lab's case load consisted 
of drug cases in 1985, compared to 46 
percent in 1989. 

In addition to increasing numbers of 

Arrests for drug offenses in Chicago are expected 
to increase 105 percent by the year 2000. 

The demand for drug analysis services by 
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2000 

the state's crime labs continued to increase in 
1989. 

Crime laboratory caseloads, 
drug cases 

State Chicago 
Police Police 

1983 9,419 17,639 
1984 10,597 19,349 
1985 11,850 22,964 
1986 12,793 22,460 
1987 11,789 26,329 
1988 13,273 36,639 
1989 15,550 39,684 

Percent 
change +65% +125% 

DuPage 
Sheriff 

868 
735 
930 

1,132 
1,457 

+68% 

Source: lJIinois State Police; Chicago Police Department; 
DuPage County Sheriff's Office; Northern Illinois Police 

Crime Laboratory 

Northern 
Illinois 

1,285 
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1,717 
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2,463 
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cases, the crime labs are also being re­
quired to perform complex analyses more 
frequently. A growing number of the 
labs' drug cases involve controlled sub­
stances, which take considerably longer 
to analyze than cannabis.12 In 1989, for 
example, 66 percent of the ISP labs' drug 
caseload involved controlled substances, 
compared to 52 percent in 1983. At the 
Chicago Police Department lab, con­
trolled substances made up 78 percent of 

DRUGs-8 

the drug caseload in 1989, compared to 
43 percent in 1983. 

Many labs have been unable to meet the 
increased demand for drug analysis. 
Consequently, drug analysis backlogs 
have risen and the ability of some labs to 
provide timely information to police and 
prosecutors has been eroded. 

The problem is particularly acute at the 
labs with the largest drug caseloads-the 

The backlog of drug chemistry cases at state police crime labs 
declined in the first nine months of 1989. 

Drug case backlog 
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DRUGs-9 
Arrests of suspected drug smugglers and seizures of cash and drugs 
by Operation Valkyrie have increased dramatically since 1985. 
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Chicago Police Department and ISP labs. 
At the ISP labs, the backlog of drug 
chemistry cases has increased steadily 
from 1983 through 1988.13 At the end of 
1983, the ISP labs had a backlog of 37 
drug chemistry cases. By 1985, the 
backlog had increased to 253 cases and 
by 1988, to 1,916 cases (DRUGs-8). 

The amount of time needed to process 
drug chemistry cases has been affected 
as well. In 1983, the ISP labs processed 
75 percent of all drug cases within one to 
seven days, compared to just 30 percent 
in '1988. 

Upgrading the drug analysis capabilities 
of Illinois' crime labs to reduce backlogs 
and ensure that drug evidence is avail­
able in time for court proceedings has 
become a top priority in the state's fight 
against drugs. New drug chemists have 
been added to the staffs of the ISP crime 
labs and to the Chicago police lab. In 
addition, state-of-the-art equipment has 
been installed not only at the ISP and 
Chicago police labs, but also at the 
Northern Illinois and DuPage labs. 

With the addition of new equipment and 
more chemists, the backlog of cases at 
the ISP labs has begun to decrease­
from 1 ,916 cases at the end of 1988 to 
1,141 cases as of September 1989, a 
decrease of 40 percent. In addition, the 
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ISP labs have seen a slight improvement 
in the amount of time needed to process 
cases. The percentage of drug cases 
processed in one to seven days in­
creased from a low of 28 percent in 1987 
to 32 percent through the first nine 
months of 1989. The Chicago Police 
Department crime lab has also benefited 
from additional equipment and chemists, 
with fewer drug cases being dismissed 
by the courts because of delayed 
analysis results from the labs.14 During 
the last six months of 1989, 62 drug 
cases were dismissed because of 
delayed lab results, compared to 82 
cases during the last six months of 1988, 
and 2,128 cases during the last six 
months of 1986. 

WHAT IS BEING DONE TO STOP 
DRUG SMUGGLING 
AND CULTIVATION IN ILLINOIS? 
Efforts to stop the smuggling of drugs into 
Illinois continue to intensity. Between 
1985 and 1988, officers participating in 
the state's Operation Valkyrie arrested 
632 suspected drug smugglers and 
seized nearly 3,000 kilograms of mari­
juana and 2,000 kilograms of cocaine 
being smuggled into Illinois.15 More than 
three-quarters of these arrests were 
made in 1988 alone, and nearly all of the 
cocaine, more than 1,950 kilos, was 
seized that year. About $49,000 was 
seized through Operation Valkyrie in the 
first year of the program. By 1988, an­
nual cash seizures had soared to about 
half a million dollars. Overall, nearly $1 
million in cash was seized between 1985 
and 1988 (DRUGs-9). 

Another interdiction program-Dperation 
Cash Crop, a joint effort by ISP and the 
DEA to detect and destroy domestically 
grown and wild marijuana plants in illi­
nois-has also intensified in recent 
years. Between 1983 and 1988, the 
program led to 442 arrests and the de­
struction of more than 2 million marijuana 
plants. In 1986 nearly 2.1 million mari­
juana plants were destroyed, including 
1.15 million wild plants. The total num­
ber fell sharply over the next two years to 
about 80,000 plants in 1987 and 90,000 
plants in 1988. This decline was likely 
influenced by two factors: the success 
of the program in eradicating wild mari-

DRUGS UPDATE 

DRUGs-10 
Between 1985 and 1989, the number of stolen 
prescriptions in Illinois declined dramatically. 
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juana plants in previous 'years, and 
drought conditions that existed through­
out the state. The peak year for the de­
struction of cultivated marijuana was 
1984, when almost 64,300 plants were 
destroyed. 

WHAT IS BEING DONE ABOUT 
ABUSE OF PRESCRIPTION 
DRUGS IN ILliNOIS? 
The problem of drug abuse in Illinois in­
volves more than just heroin, cocaine, 
and marijuana. During the first 10 
months of 1989, 181 thefts or robberies 
of prescription drugs were reported in Illi­
nois, 38 percent of which were from 
pharmacies. 

While law enforcement agencies are 
combatting the diversion of prescription 
drugs through investigation and arrest, 
they have been aided in recent years by 
a statewide program that is more strin­
gently controlling the prescriptions 
themselves. 

Illinois' triplicate prescription control pro­
gram has helped to sharply reduce the 
number of stolen prescriptions in recent 
years.16 Between state fiscal years 1985 
and 1989, the number of stolen prescrip­
tions dropped 77 percent in Illinois, from 
1,873 to 425 (DRUGs-10). The number of 

stolen prescriptions that were filled has 
fallen even more dramatically, from 380 
in 1985 to only one in 1989. 

The actual amounts of two of the most 
sought-after prescription drugs-Dilaudid 
and Preludin-that were diverted through 
fraudulent use of prescriptions have 
fallen sharply in recent years. In fiscal 
1985, more than 29,000 dosage units of 
Dilaudid and 6,000 dosage units of 
Preludin were fraudulently diverted. In 
fiscal 1989, 400 units of Dilaudid and no 
Preludin were diverted. 

HOW MANY FELONY DRUG 
CASES ARE FILED EACH YEAR 
IN COOK COUNTY? 
In many parts of Illinois, especially Cook 
County, the increase in drug arrests is 
fueling dramatic increases in the number 
of drug cases filed by prosecutors.17 

The number of defendants charged with 
felony drug offenses at preliminary 
hearings in the Circuit Court of Cook 
County increased 160 percent from 9,619 
in 1984 to 24,970 in 1988 (DRUGs-11). A 
56-percent increase occurred between 
1987 and 1988 alone. In 1988, drug 
cases constituted 56 percent of the total 
preliminary hearing caseload in Cook 
County, compared to 33 percent in 1984. 
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DRUGs-11 DRUGs-12 
The number of defendants charged with felony 
drug offenses at preliminary hearings in Co.ok 
County has increased dramatically since 1984. 

The number of drug defendants entering Cook 
County felony trial courts more than doubled 
between 1984 and 1988. 

Drug defendants (thousands) Drug defendants (thousands) 
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In the felony trial courts of Cook County, 
the number of defendants charged with 
drug offenses more than doubled be­
tween 1984 and 1988, from 4,766 to 
9,617 (DRUGs-12). In 1988, 32 percent of 
all defendants entering the felony trial 
courts in Cook County were charged with 
drug offenses, compared to about 20 per­
cent of all defendants entering the felony 
trial courts in 1984 (DRUGs-13). Prelimi­
nary 1989 data indicate that this trend is 
continuing. Between January and No­
vember 1989,13,742 defendants 
charged with drug offenses entered Cook 
County's felony trial courts-43 percent 
more than in all of 1988. These 13,742 
defendants made up 44 percent of the 
felony trial court caseload in 1989. 

WHAT NEW LEGAL TOOLS 
ARE AVAILABLE FOR CURBING 
ILLEGAL DRUG SALES AND USE? 
New legislation, and new uses of existing 
laws, are making more prosecutions of 
drug traffickers and abusers possible: 

• Criminal fortification of a building 
or residence. Effective January 1, 1990, 
it is a Class 3 felony to maintain a build­
ing in a fortified condition-with the intent 
to prevent the lawful entry of law enforce­
ment officers-knowing that the building 
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is being used for the manufacture, stor­
age, delivery, or trafficking of cannabis or 
controlled substances.18 

• "Pocket pager" ban. Under this 
law, the use or possession of a "pocket 
pager!' or similar electronic device by stu­
dents is prohibited in school buildings or 
on school property except with permis­
sion of the school board.19 Although 
school boards are responsible for disci­
plining students who violate the ban, any­
one who, with the intent to commit a 
crime, provides a paging device to a per­
son under 18 years of age can be 
charged with a Class A misdemeanor.2o 

• Steroid Control Act. This law pro­
hibits the manufacture, distribution, or 
possession of anabolic steroids except 
as a medical treatment prescribed by a 
physician.21 As of January 1, 1990, the il­
legal manufacture or distribution of ster­
oids can result in either Class A misde­
meanor or Class 3 or 4 felony charges­
depending upon circumstances such as 
the age of the buyer, whether or not 
money is paid for the steroids, or whether 
or not the arrestee is employed as an 
athletic trainer. Persons possessing ster­
oids without a prescription may be 
charged with a Class C misdemeanor. 

• Drug Paraphernalia Control Act. 
A revision to the 1983 Drug Parapherna­
lia Control Act outlawed the sale of para­
phernalia in Illinois as of August 22, 
1989.22 Although the sale of drug para­
phernalia was originally outlawed in 1983, 
the Illinois Supreme Court declared the 
law unconstitutional because of vague­
ness. The new law revises the 1983 act 
to withstand constitutional challenge and 
allows prosecutors to charge any person 
who sells drug paraphernalia to a minor 
with a Class 4 felony for a first offense 
and a Class 3 felony for a subsequent of­
fense. Persons making sales to adults 
may be fined up to $1 ,000. Any profits or 
property acquired as a result of violating 
the Drug Paraphernalia Control Act may 
be seized and forfeited as well.23 

• Nuisance abatement. Under this 
experimental program, which began op­
erating in Cook County in 1988, owners 
and landlords are held accountable for 
the activities in their buildings through the 
strict enforcement of public nuisance 
laws. After a building or residence has 
been identified as a "drug house," prose­
cutors send a letter of abatement in an at­
tempt to persuade the owner to voluntar­
ily rid the building of drug dealers. If the 
owner does not comply, public nuisance 
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DRUGs-13 DRUGs-14 
In 1988, 32 percent of all defendants entering 
felony trial courts in Cook County were charged 
v"ith drug offenses. 

The number of asset forfeiture cases from 
Chicago Police Department seizures increased 
44 percent in 1989. 

Percentage of felony trials Forfeiture cases filed (thousands) 
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charges can be initiated and the building 
may be seized and forfeited. Nuisance 
abatement was used to rid approximately 
20 Cook County buildings of drug dealers 
during.1989. 

ARE ASSET FORFEITURE CASES 
INCREASING IN ILLINOIS? 
Under Illinois law, any property of value 
used, or intended for use, in the violation 
of Illinois drug laws is subject to seizure 
and forfeiture. Seizure is an action by 
which law enforcement authorities take 
custody of a suspected drug trafficker's 
property. Asset forfeiture, on the other 
hand, is the legal process by which the 
title to seized property is turned over to 
the government.24 

Much of the asset seizure and forfeiture 
activity in Illinois occurs in the Chicago 
metropolitan area, where the pool of po­
tential targets, and the resources for 
identifying and proceeding with forfeiture 
cases, are greatest. The number of for­
feiture cases filed by the Cook County 
State's Attorney's Office from Chicago 
Police Department seizures has skyrock­
eted in recent years (DRUGs-14). From 
only one case in 1981, the number of for­
feiture proceedings grew to 4,092 in 
1989, with an increase of 44 percent in 
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1989. More than 200 forfeiture cases 
were filed in 1989 in the collar counties 
of DuPage, Kane, Lake, and McHenry. 

HOW MANY DRUG OFFENDERS 
ARE CONVICTED 
IN COOK COUNTY? 
Of the 24,970 defendants charged with 
drug crimes at preliminary hearings in 
Cook County during 1988, only 25 per­
cent (6,189) proceeded to the felony trial 
courts. Of the 75 percent that did not 
proceed beyond the preliminary hearing, 
25 percent (6,364) received findings of 
no probable cause, 16 percent (3,957) 
failed to appear, and 33 percent (8,322) 
were dismissed. Less than 1 percent 
(138) of the defendants pleaded guilty at 
the preliminary hearing. 

The percentage of defendants that do 
not proceed beyond the preliminary 
hearing is much higher for drug defen­
dants than for defendants charged with 
other crimes. The 25-percent rate of no­
probable-cause findings for drug defen­
dants in 1988 was five times that of non­
drug defendants, and the 16-percent fail­
ure-to~appear rate was almost four times 
that of non-drug defendants. Overall, 
about 60 percent of non-drug defendants 
moved beyond preliminary hearings to 

felony trial courts, compared with only 25 
percent of drug defendants.25 

However, a majority of the defendants 
charged with drug offenses who enter the 
felony trial courts in Cook County are 
convicted. The pattern of dispositions for 
felony drug defendants is similar to the 
pattern for other felony charges. Among 
drug defendants who were charged in fel­
ony trial court from 1984 through 1987, 
and who received a disposition by August 
1, 1989, 72 percent were convicted, 
mostly through guilty pleas; 4 percent 
had their charges reduced to misde- . 
meanors; 19 percent were dismissed; 
and 5 percent were acquitted. Among al/ 
defendants who entered the felony trial 
courts from 1984 through 1987, and who 
received a disposition by August 1, 1989, 
72 percent were convicted; 4 percent had 
their charges reduced; 19 percent were 
dismissed; and 4 percent were 
acquitted.26 

Although the percentage of drug defen­
dants convicted, acquitted, and dis­
missed each year has remained relatively 
stable in recent years, the number of an­
nual convictions increased nearly 50 per­
cent from 3,362 in 1984 to 4,914 in 1987. 

Due to the large number of pending 
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DRUGs-15 DRUGs-16 
Among drug defendants charged in 1988 who 
received dispostions by August 1989, 64 percent 
pleaded guilty. 

The number of drug convictions from ISP 
arrests more than quadrupled frioom 1980 through 
1988. 
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cases, 1988 disposition data are still in­
complete. Of the 9,617 defendants 
charged with drug offenses who entered 
Cook County's felony trial courts in 1988, 
more than 27 percent had pending cases 
as of August 1989. Among the 7,005 de­
fendants who received dispositions, 64 
percent pleaded guilty, 9 percent were 
convicted by the court or a jury, 3 percent 
had their charges reduced to misde­
meanors, 21 percent were dismissed, 
and 3 percent were acquitted (DRUGS-
15). Among all defendants charged in 
Cook County felony trial courts in 1988, 
the percentages were similar-25 per­
cent had cases pending as of August 
1989. Of those who received disposi­
tions, 63 percent pleaded guilty, 7 per­
cent were convicted by the court or a 
jury, 3 percent had their charges re­
duced, 24 percent were dismissed, and 2 
percent were acquitted. 

In order to keep up with the rising num­
ber of drug cases flooding Cook County 
courts, five evening courts devoted solely 
to drug cases began operating in October 
1989. During the first four months of the 
evening drug court program, more than 
2,100 drug cases were disposed of. The 
program's goal is to dispose of 5,000 
drug cases during its first year. 
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HOW MANY DRUG OFFENDERS 
ARE CONVICTED OUTSIDE 
COOK COUNTY? 
Although disposition data from Illinois 
outside Cook County are not available, 
statistics from various agencies which 
specialize in drug law enforcement show 
two important trends: the number of drug 
convictions generally increased in recent 
years, and convictions outnumbered ac­
quittals by a large margin. For example, 
from 1980 through 1988, Illinois courts 
decided 8,399 drug charges resulting 
from arrests made by the Illinois State 
Police (ISP) and the state's drug enforce­
ment task forces.27 Of these, nearly 98 
percent resulted in convictions, with 
about 2 percent ending in acquittals. An­
other 2,424 charges were dismissed. 
The annual number of ISP-initiated con­
victions more than quadrupled over the 
nine-year period-from 463 in 1980 to 
1,898 in 1988-jumping 81 percent be­
tween 1986 and 1988 (DRUGs-16). 

As with most non-drug offenses, the vast 
majority of drug convictions are the result 
of guilty pleas: 85 percent of the ISP-ini­
tiated drug charges resulting in convic­
tions from 1980 through 1988 were 
through guilty pleas, versus 9 percent by 
bench trials and 6 percent by jury trials. 

Statistics from the state's metropolitan 
enforcement groups (MEGs) and the 
U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration 
(DEA) show similar trends.28 From 1980 
through 1988, the conviction rate was 98 
percent among drug defendants arrested 
by the MEGs and 94 percent among 
those arrested by the DEA. 

The number of defendants convicted fol­
lowing MEG arrests tended to fluctuate 
from 1980 through 1984, but then in­
creased 28 percent over the next three 
years, reaching a high of 860 in 1987, 
before declining to 738 in 1988 (DRUGS-
17). The number of convictions following 
DEA arrests in Illinois declined 35 per­
cent from 1985 through 1988, after more 
than tripling from 1980 through 1985. In 
1988, there were 322 DEA-initiated drug 
convictions in the state-still 106 percent 
more than in 1980. 

ARE CONVICTIONS FOR 
DELIVERY OFFENSES 
INCREASING? 
Statewide statistics on convictions for dif­
ferent types of drug crimes-that is, de­
livery versus possession-are not col­
lected in Illinois. But available ISP data 
demonstrate the increased targeting of 
drug traffickers: the number of ISP-initi-
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DRUGs-17 DRUGs-18 
MEG·initiated drug convictions outnumbered 
acquittals by more than 60 to 1 in Illinois 
during 1988. 

Convictions from ISP·initiated drug delivery 
charges increased 42 percent in 1988, while 
convictions for possession rose 20 percent. 

Drug defendants Drug charges resulting in conviction 
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ated delivery convictions grew dramati­
cally during the 1980s, while convictions 
for possession have generally increased 
at a much slower rate. 

The number of convictions resulting from 
ISP-initiateddrug delivery charges grew 
from 289 in 1980 to 1 ,599 in 1988, a 
more than fivefold increase (DRUGs-18). 
The increase in delivery convictions has 
been particularly large in recent years: 
28.5 percent in 1986, 35 percent in 1987, 
and 42 percent in 1988. This overall pat­
tern of increases is partially the result of a 
growing number of ISP-initiated convic­
tions for drug conspiracy crimes. From 
three in 1980, the number of conspiracy 
charge convictions grew to 91 in 1988. 

Convictions resulting from ISP-initiated 
drug possession charges decreased from 
1980 through 1983, but then increased 
148 percent over the next five years, 
reaching 273 in 1988. Throughout this 
period, there were also several convic­
tions-between 24 and 59 a year-for 
other drug offehses, including such of­
fenses as possession of hypodermic 
needles. 

Among both delivery and possession of­
fenders arrested by the DEA in Illinois, 
convictions have also been generally 
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higher in recent years. The number of 
DEA-initiated delivery convictions 
increased from 127 in 1980 to 357 in 
1985, but then declined to 206 in 1988. 
Convictions of offenders arrested for pos­
session increased from 22 in 1980 to 122 
in 1985, and then leveled off through 
1988. 

ARE CONVICTIONS 
FOR COCAINE OFFENSES 
INCREASING IN ILLINOIS? 
The emergence of cocaine as both a so­
cial problem as well as a law enforce­
ment priority is reflected in recent statis­
tics for convictions resulting from ISP and 
DEA drug arrests. In 1988, cocaine was 
involved in 58 percent of the ISP-initiated 
drug convictions and 76 percent of the 
DEA-initiated drug convictions in Illinois. 

Among drug charges resulting from ISP 
arrests, 1987 was the first year since 
1982 that convictions for cocaine ex­
ceeded convictions for cannabis. Con­
victions for both cocaine and cannabis 
have risen sharply in recent years, while 
convictions for heroin and other danger­
ous drugs have remained relatively 
stable (DRUGs-19). Cocaine convictions 
increased 236 percent from 1980 through 
1986, and then shot up another 175 per-

cent over the next two years to 1 ,093 in 
1988. 

The emergence of cocaine is even more 
striking among convictions of drug o!­
fenders arrested by the DEA in receht 
years. In 1980, cocaine accounted for 33 
defendant convictions resulting from [fEA 
arrests in Illinois, or less than 22 percent 
of the agency's total number of drug con­
victions that year. Heroin, on the other 
hand, accounted for 46 percent of the 
1980 drug convictions. By 1988, the' 
number of DEA-initiated cocaine convic­
tions in Illinois had grown to 245 (76 per­
cent of the total drug convictions that 
year), while the number of heroin convic­
tions had dropped to 33 (or 10 percent of 
the total). 

IS THE NUMBER OF PRISON 
SENTENCES FOR DRUG 
OFFENSES INCREASING? 
The number of prison sentences im­
posed for drug crimes has increased sub­
stantially in recent years.29 From 1983 
through 1988, sentences involving state 
imprisonment increased 171 percent in 
Illinois, from 1,060 to 2,868. This in­
crease has been driven largely by the 
number of sentences imposed for the 
more serious drug crimes-Class X, 
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DRUGs-19 DRUGs-20 
ISP-intiated convictions for cocaine-related drug 
offenses increased 61 percent in 1988. 

ISP-initiated drug convictionS' leading to 
incarceration sentences soared during the 1980s. 

Drug charges resulting in conviction Drug charges resulting in conviction 
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Class 1, and Class 2 felonies. Prison 
sentences imposed for these classes of 
drug crimes increased 327 percent dur­
ing the five-year period, compared to an 
increase of 86 percent for Class 3 and 
Class 4 drug offenses. The number of 
sentences for Class X offenses alone 
soared 355 percent during the five-year 
period, from 94 in 1983 to 428 in 1988. 

While it is clear that the number of state 
prison sentences imposed for drug of­
fenses has increased in Illinois, trends in 
the use of other sanctions are difficult to 
determine. Statistics on the number of lo­
cal jail, probation, or other sentences 
(fines, conditional release, community 
service and so on) imposed for drug 
crimes are not available on a statewide 
basis. Data from I~P shows, however, 
that non-incarceration sentences have in­
creased, but not as rapidly as incarcera­
tion sentences (DRUGs-20).30 The num­
ber of probation and other sentences im­
posed following ISP-initiated drug convic­
tions increased from 279 in 1980 to 765 in 
1988, a 174-percent increase. The num­
ber of incarceration sentences, on the 
other hand, increased from 188 in 1980 to 
1,134 in 1988, a 503-percent increase. 

Incarceration, then, accounted for an in­
creasing percentage of the sentences im­
posed for ISP-initiated drug convictions 
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from 1980 through 1988. The incarcera­
tion rate for these drug convictions 
increased from 40 percent in 1980 to a 
nine-year high of 60 percent in 1988. 

For convictions resulting from DEA drug 
arrests in Illinois, imprisonment has been 
by far the most common sentence 
throughout the 1980s.31 In Illinois in 
1988, for example, 79 percent of the sen­
tences imposed as a result of DEA-initi­
ated drug convictions involved incarcera­
tion, compared to a previous high of 74 
percent in 1987 and a low of 55 percent 
in 1981. 

HOW LONG ARE THE PRISON 
SENTENCES IMPOSED ON 
FELONY DRUG OFFENDERS? 
The length of the average sentence im­
posed on felony drug offenders commit­
ted to the Illinois Department of Correc­
tions increased 24 percent during the last 
six years, from 3.4 years in 1983 to 4.2 
years in 1988.32 

For Class X drug offenders, the average 
prison sentence imposed in 1988 was 7.5 
years, down slightly from 7.7 years in 
1987, but up 6 percent overall from 7.1 
years in 1983 (DRUGs-21). For Class 1 
drug offenders, the 1988 average sen­
tence of 4.6 years was 10 percent lower 
than the 1987 average of 5.1 years, but 

18 percent higher than the 1983 average 
of 3.9 years. For Class 3 drug offenders, 
the average prison sentence imposed in­
creased 32 percent during the six-year 
period, from 2.8 years in 1983 to 3.7 
years in 1988. In every year from 1983 
through 1988, the average prison sen­
tences imposed for other drug felonies 
stayed at or near the same levels: 3.9 
years for Class 2 offenders, and 1.9 
years for Class 4. 

Among drug offenders arrested by the 
DEA in Illinois and subSjequently sen­
tenced to prison, average sentence 
lengths have increased sharply since 
1985, after generally fluctuating during 
the first half of the 1980s. In 1988, the 
average prison sentence imposed on 
DEA-arrested drug offenders in Illinois 
was 80 months (about 6.6 years). Sen­
tence lengths for cocaine offenders have 
grown from 55 months in 1985 to 78 
months in 1988. 

HOW MANY DRUG OFFENDERS 
ARE ADMlnED TO ILLINOIS 
PRISONS EVERY YEAR? 
The number of admissions to Illinois pris­
ons for drug offenses has risen dramati­
cally in recent years. Between 1983 and 
1988, admissions to the Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections (I DOC) for drug of-
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DRUGs-21 DRUGs-22 
Average sent.ence lengths for Class X and Class 1 
drug crimes fell slightly during 1988. 

Admissions to Illinois prisons for drug offenses 
increased 40 percent in 1988. 
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fenses more than tripled, reaching 1 ,497 
in 1988 (DRUGs-22). The proportion of all 
admissions that drug offenders make up 
also increased steadily during this period. 
In 1983, drug offenders made up fewer 
than 6 percent of all prison admissions by 
the courts in Illinois, but in 1988 they ac­
counted for more than 15 percent.33 

The most dramatic increase in admis­
sions for drug crimes has been among 
offenders convicted of the more serious 
crimes. From 1983 through 1988, admis­
sions involving Class X, Class 1 , and 
Class 2 drug felonies all increased more 
than 300 percent. Class 3 admissions in­
creased 41 percent, and Class 4 admis­
sions increased 160 percent over the 
same period. 

Although Class 4 drug offenders have 
consistently accounted for the largest 
proportion of all admissions to IDOC for 
drug crimes, the number of more serious 
drug offenders, as a percentage of all 
drug admissions, has been increasing 
(DRUGs-23). Class X, Class 1, and Class 
2 offenders accounted for 43 percent of 
all drug offender admissions in 1983, but 
62 percent in 1988. Conversely, Class 3 
and Class 4 offenders accounted for 57 
percent of all drug offender admissions in 
1983, but only 38 percent in 1988. The 
largest increase in the proportion of all 
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drug offender admissions involved Class 
2 offenders which increased from 17 per­
cent in 1983 to 25 percent in 1988. This 
was driven by a significant increase in 
admissions for Class 2 delivery of a con­
trolled substance. 

WHAT TYPES OF CRIMES 
ARE DRUG OFFENDERS 
INCARCERATED FOR? 
The numbers of offenders admitted to 
prison in Illinois for drug delivery crimes 
and for offenses involving controlled sub­
stances have soared in recent years. 
Admissions of offenders convicted of 
drug possession and crimes involving 
marijuana, although increasing overall, 
have not grown by nearly as much. 

In 1983, the number of prison admissions 
involving offenders convicted of drug de­
livery crimes was about 22 perc~nt lower 
than the number convicted of drug pos­
session offenses. By 1988, however, 7 
out of 10 drug offender admissions in­
volved a delivery crime (DRUGs-24). 
From 1985 through 1988, admissions of 
delivery offenders more than tripled to 
1 ,045. Admissions of possession offend­
ers were relatively stable from 1985 
through 1987. Between 1987 and 1988, 
however, possession admissions in­
creased 24 percent to 441 . 

In 1988, the number of prison admissions 
involving offenders convicted of con­
trolled substance crimes was more than 
10 times the number of admissions of of­
fenders convicted of cannabis violations 
(DRUGs-25). Like the pattern of drug de­
livery admissions, admissions of con­
trolled substance offenders grew sharply 
between 1985 and 1988, peaking at 
1,367 in 1988. Admissions of offenders 
convicted of marijuana-related crimes 
have been relatively stable during this 
four-year period, peaking at 139 in 1986. 

ARE DRUG OFFENDERS 
IN ILLINOIS STAYING 
IN PRISON LONGER? 
The average length of stay for drug of­
fenders released from Illinois prisons in 
recent years increased more than 35 per­
cent, from 1.1 years for those released in 
1983 to 1.5 years for those released in 
1988.34 However, increases in length of 
stay occurred only among offenders con­
victed of the more serious classes of 
drug offenses. 

The average length of stay for Class X 
offenders increased from 2.2 years for 
those released in 1983 to 3.1 years for 
those released in 1988 (DRUGs-26). For 
Class 1 drug offenders, the average 
length of stay increased from 1.4 years to 
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1.8 years during this period. For drug of­
fenders convicted of Class 2 crimes, the 
average length of stay increased from 1.1 
years t01.5 years, and for Class 3 and 4 
offenders, the average length of stay was 
almost identical in every year between 
1983 and 1988. 

WHAT SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
TREATMENT PROGRAMS ARE 
AVAILABLE FOR INMATES? 
About 1 out of 7 state prison inmates in 
Illinois is serving a sentence for a felony 
drug offense.35 This percentage does not 
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come close to representing the number 
of inmates involved with drugs, however. 
Many inmates were using drugs or in­
volved with drug-related criminal activity 
at the time of their arrests, but ended up 
serving sentences for other, non-drug of­
fenses. A 1987 study by the Illinois De­
partment of Corrections revealed that 54 
percent of the current adult inmate popu­
lation admitted using drugs at some time 
in their lives. And the study found that 
drug abuse and repeat offenses were 
connected. Among inmates released 
from adult facilities in 1984, the recidi-

More than 60 pei'cent of prison admissions for drug offenses 
involve Class X, 1, and 2 offenders. 
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vism rate for mutilple-drug users was 58 
percent, but 32 percent for non-drug 
users.36 

To break the cycle of drug abuse and 
crime, IDOC has recognized the need to 
identify and treat substance abuse 
problems among inmates. In August 
1988, IDOC began expanding drug 
education for substance-abusing offend­
ers in the department's adult and juvenile 
institutions throughout Illinois, and began 
offering expanded treatment oppor­
tunities to female inmates with drug 
problems. Previously, drug education 
programs existed in only three adult and 
one juvenile institution, and long-term 
substance abuse therapy groups existed 
in four adult institutions. Early results of 
the expanded IDOC services are 
promising: 

• About 400 adult inmates were 
served in the first four months of IDOC's 
expanded drug-education program. 

• In-patient and therapy group treat­
ment services were provided to 243 
IDOC adult inmates in fiscal year 1989. 

• Among adult female inmates partici­
pating in IDOC's community reintegration 
program, there were no parole failures 
during fiscal year 1989. 

Substance abuse programs for inmates 
are equally important at the county level. 
According to IDOC's Detention Stan­
dards and Services Unit, all county jails in 
Illinois offer inmates at least some form of 
drug abuse treatment. In many counties, 
this treatment primarily involves con­
seling and referrals to community-based 
programs. In other counties, treatment 
programs inside jails are more formal and 
extensive. 

The Cook County Jail's Substance 
Abuse Treatment Center (SATe), the 
largest treatment program of its kind in il­
linois, has a capacity of 300 clients. Dur­
ing fiscal year 1989, 187 Cook County 
Jail inmates were admitted to SATC. 
Half of the inmates admitted were primar­
ily cocaine abusers, and more than one­
third were primarily heroin abusers. 
SATC has a continuous waiting list of 
200 inmates. 
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The number of prison admissions for offenders 
convicted of controlled substance crimes rose 45 
percent in 1988. 

The average length of stay for Class X and Class 
1 drug offenders was down slightly for those 
released in 1988. 
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HOW MANY OFFENDERS 
IN ILLINOIS ENTER DRUG 
TREATMENT PROGRAMS? 
Despite increasing recognition that treat­
ment is critical for drug-abusing offend­
ers, treatment resources remain in short 
supply in IIlinois.3? 

The Illinois Department of Alcoholism 
and Substance Abuse (DASA) provides a 
variety of services for alcoholism and 
drug addiction throughout the state. Of 
the 77,176 clients admitted to 
DASA-licensed drug and alcohol treat­
ment programs in fiscal 1988, 18,671 
were referred from the criminal justice 
system. 

Substance-abusing offenders may be 
sentenced to undergo treatment as a 
condition of probation under either Chap­
ter 38 of the Illinois Revised Statutes or 
Article X of the Alcohoiism and Other 
Drug Dependency ACt.38 Under Article X, 
an addicted or alcoholic offender may 
elect to undergo substance-abuse treat­
ment under the supervision of a licensed 
program designated by DASA, provided 
that certain conditions are met.39 

Treatment Alternatives for Special 
Clients (T ASC) is the only agency in IIIi-
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nois designated by DASA to assess, 
place, and monitor substance-abusing of­
fenders sentenced under Article X. The 
number of substance-abusing offenders 
handled by T ASC has increased sub­
stantially since the early 1980s. The 
number of drug-abusing offenders 
screened by T ASC increased 46 percent, 
from 1,965 in fiscal year 1982 to 2,861 in 
fiscal 1988, although there was a slight 
drop between 1987 and 1988.40 During 
the entire seven-year period, the number 
of offenders found eligible for treatment 
increased 43 percent, from 1,475 to 
2,116; the number accepted, 27 percent, 
from 734 to 934; and the number actually 
placed in treatment, 38 percent, from 533 
to 737. 

Even though more drug-abusing offend­
ers are being placed in TASC-monitored 
treatment every year, increases in the 
number of people screened, found eli­
gible, and accepted for treatment have 
resulted in a sharp rise in the number of 
people awaiting placement in T ASC­
monitored programs (DRUGs-27). Ex­
cluding DUI offenders, 67 people were on 
T ASC's waiting list in February 1982. By 
February 1989, the waiting list had grown 
by 461 percent, to 376. 

The lack of treatment facilities is not just 
a Chicago-area problem, but a statewide 
concern. Of the 376 substance-abusing 
offenders awaiting placement in T ASC­
monitored programs in February 1989, 
119 were from Cook and the collar coun­
ties, and 257 were from the remainder of 
the state. 

Shortages of treatment facilities can af­
fect not only individual offenders, but also 
correctional crowding and public safety. 
Of the same 376 offenders awaiting 
T ASC-monitored treatment in February 
1989, 57 were ordered incarcerated by 
judges until treatment spaces became 
available. The remaining 319 offenders 
were being monitored by T ASC in the 
community pending placement in a drug 
treatment program. 

HOW ARE SUBSTANCE·ABUSING 
PROBATIONERS HANDLED? 
While T ASC plays an important role in 
linking the criminal justice system, the 
substance-abusing offender, and treat­
ment facilities, the overwhelming majority 
of substance-abusing offenders on pro­
bation in the state are not covered by Ar­
ticle X, but are placed instead on ordinary 
probation caseloads without the involve-
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ment of TASC. The Administrative Office 
of the Illinois Courts (AOIC) estimates 
that for every one substance-abusing of­
fender in a T ASC-monitored treatment 
program, 17 are on probation but not par­
ticipating in T ASC. 

An AOIC survey of adult probation 
departments in December 1988 found 
that approximately 20 percent of the 
nearly 50,000 adult probationers in Illinois 
had been sentenced for drug offenses. 
And while approximately 15 percent of all 
probationers statewide had drug treat­
ment as a special condition of their sen­
tences, AOIC estimates that more than 
one-third were actually in need of drug 
treatment.41 

Regardless of whether or not they are 
required to undergo treatment, or 
whether or not they are participating in a 
TASC program, all of these substance 
abusers are managed by probation offi­
cers, who are ultimately responsible for 
seeing that the conditions of their court­
ordered sentences are met. 

In order to monitor compliance with sen­
tence conditions, and identify persons in 
need of drug treatment, probation depart-

The Data 
Despite the surge in public concern over 
drug abuse, and the criminal justice 
system's aggressive response to the 
problem, data describing trends in drug 
abuse and drug-related crime in Illinois 
remain sketchy. Still, the quality and 
availability of drug-related data appear to 
be improving. 

Arrest statistics provide some indication of 
the level of drug abuse and trafficking in 
Illinois. Because of law enforcement's in­
creased emphasis on drug control, how­
ever, those statistics also reflect depart­
mental resburces, policies, and priorities. 

Drug arrest information used in this report 
comes from several sources. Arrest totals 
for the state (which reflect violations of 
Illinois law only), as well as breakdowns 
by offense type, were obtained from the 
Illinois Uniform Crime Reports (I-UCR). 
These data were combined with arrest 
data provided directly by metropolitan 

32 

DRUGs-27 
Even though more offenders are being treated through TASC 
programs, the number awaiting treatment is increasing. 
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ments in Illinois are increasingly using 
urine testing of probationers. According 
to AOIC, at least 14 Illinois counties were 
using drug testing in conjunction with pro­
bation programs as of September 1989. 

enforcement groups (MEGs),42 whose 
arrests are not included in the I-UCR 
statewide arrest totals. Regional 
breakdowns of drug arrests were ob­
tained from these same sources, as well 
as from data provided by the Chicago 
Police Departrnent.43 At the federal 
level, data were obtained directly from 
the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(DEA) on drug arrests made by that 
agency in Iilinois.44 

Because I-UCR does not distinguish 
among arrests involving different types of 
illegal drugs, cocaine arrest data in this 
report are based on figures from the Illi­
nois State Police (ISP) and the state's 
drug enforcement task forces, the MEGs, 
and the DEA. Although, these figures do 
not cover all cocaine arrests in the state, 
th1ay do indicate general trends. 

Information on crack cocaine seizures 
was obtained from the Chicago Police 

Although most use drug testing as part of 
a special program, such as Intensive Pro­
bation Supervision, St. Clair County has 
made testing a condition for all juvenile 
and adult probationers. 

Department's Organized Crime Division's 
Narcotics Section and the Illinois State 
Police. 

Trends in crime laboratory caseloads, 
backlogs, and turnaround times were 
shown by examining data from individual 
labs. Information from different labs 
should not be compared, however, 
because of differences in how cases 
might be defined. 

Data on Operation Valkyrie and Opera­
tion Cash Crop were obtained from ISP, 
and information on the triplicate prescrip­
tion control program came from the illi­
nois Department of Alcoholism and Sub­
stance Abuse.45 

Statewide trends in the prosecution of 
drug cases are difficult to determine in illi­
nois. As with prosecution data in gen­
eral, each state's attorney's office may 
generate and maintain its own drug 
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prosecution statistics at the county level, 
but there is no uniform statewide system 
for reporting this information. Therefore, 
to assess trends in the prosecution of 
drug cases, one must look to data from 
individual counties. 

Detailed information on drug case filings 
in Cook County's preliminary hearing and 
felony trial courts was obtained from the 
Criminal Justice Project of Cook County 
which used data originally generated by 
the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court 
of Cook County. 

Trends in drug case filings outside of 
Cook County are especially difficult to de­
termine. Available data cover only parts 
of the state and only for the most recent 
years. Data on drug case filings in the 
collar counties were obtained directly 
from the state's attorneys' offices in 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will 
counties. 

Information on asset forfeiture cases was 
provided by the Chicago Police Depart­
ment and the State's Attorneys' Offices in 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, and McHenry 
counties. 

Just as there are limited data about drug 
case filings in Illinois, there is no state­
wide, central repository for information 
about the disposition of drug cases and 

Notes 
1 Crack is cocaine manufactured in its 
freebase form. Freebase is a smokable, 
highly addictive form of cocaine. It is the 
result of a chemical process by which 
"powder cocaine" (cocaine hydrochloride) 
is converted to a crystalline base by re­
moving the hydrochloride salt and many 
of the "cutting" agents. 

2 Annual Survey of High School Sen­
iors, conducted by the University of 
Michigan Institute for Social Research, 
for the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

3 Alcohol continues to be by far the 
most commonly abused sUbstance 
among high school seniors. Among sen­
iors polled for the NIDA survey in 1989, 
60 percent reported using alcohol within 
the past 30 days; more than 90 percent 
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the sentences imposed for drug 
convictions. 

Although felony disposition and sentenc­
ing data are available on a statewide ba­
sis from the Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts (AOIC), the information is 
not available for specific offense types.46 

Thus, dispositions and sentences in drug 
cases cannot be identified using these 
data. And although statistics on drug 
cases may be recorded in some form at 
the local level, availability of these data 
poses problems. 

To achieve a general understanding of 
trends in drug disposition and sentence 
types in Illinois, information was obtained 
from a variety of sources. Data on the 
dispositions received by drug offenders in 
Cook County preliminary hearings and 
felony trial courts were obtained from the 
Criminal Justice Project of Cook 
County.47 Data on the number and 
average length of state prison sentences 
imposed for drug offenses in Illinois were 
obtained from the Illinois Department of 
Corrections (IDOC). Additional disposi­
tion and sentencing data were obtained 
from various law enforcement agencies 
that maintain court-related statistics con­
cerning their arrests-ISP and the drug 
enforcement task forces, MEGs, and the 
DEA.48 Although these agencies are 

had used alcohol at some time in their 
lives. The number of seniors reporting 
alcohol use has declined slightly since 
the survey was first conducted in 1975, 
but continues to outnumber the combined 
total of all other substances used within 
the last 30 days. 

4 National Household Survey on Drug 
Abuse, National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

s III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 701-719. 

6 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 
1100-1413. 

7 "Delivery" includes manufacture, intent 
to deliver, conspiracy, and other drug 
trafficking activities, as well as actual de­
livery of drugs. 

8 Because statewide statistics on ar-

involved in drug enforcement across the 
state, the court cases initiated by their 
arrests are not necessarily representative 
of all drug cases in Illinois. Several 
cautions regarding their data should be 
kept in mind. 

First, the information reported by these 
agencies represents only a portion of all 
drug dispositions and sentences in Illinois. 
Second, since these agencies generally 
are involved in major drug cases, disposi­
tion and sentencing trends based on their 
data most likely reflect the handling of 
more serious drug offenders. Finally, 
because of counting differences between 
agencies-disposition and sentencing 
data reported by ISP and the task forces 
are based on charges, while statistics 
reported by the MEGs and the DEA are 
based on defendants-their data should 
not be directly compared or aggregated. 

Statistics on drug offenders admitted to 
Illinois prisons and on the average length 
of stay for drug offenders were all 
obtained directly from IDOC. 

Information on substance-abusing offend­
ers and drug treatment was obtained from 
a variety of sources: IDOC, the Gateway 
Foundation, Treatment Alternatives for 
Special Clients (TASC, formerly Treat­
ment Alternatives to Street Crime), and 
AOIC's Probation Division. 

rests under the Controlled Substances 
Act do not identify the specific controlled 
substances involved, the exact number of 
cocaine arrests made in Illinois is difficult 
to determine. However, among drug ar­
rests made by the Illinois State Police, 
the state's drug enforcement task forces, 
Illinois' metropolitan enforcement groups, 
and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Admini­
stration in Illinois, arrests involving co­
caine are measured. 

9 State and local law enforcement 
agencies in Illinois are served by 10 
crime labs throughout the state (see 
Trends and issues 89 for all lab loca .. 
tions). The Chicago Police Department 
has its own crime lab; all other labs in the 
state serve more than one agency. The 
Northern Illinois Police Crime Laboratory 
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serves nearly 50 member law enforce­
ment agencies in Cook, Lake, and McH­
enry counties. The DuPage County 
Sheriff's Office crime laboratory serves 
approximately 50 law enforcement agen­
cies in the DuPage County area. All 
other state and local law enforcement 
agencies are served by the Illinois State 
Police system of crime labs. 

10 Case totals are not directly compa­
rable between labs because of differ­
ences in how cases are defined. 

11 The proportion of the Chicago Police 
Department's crime lab caseload that is 
made up of drug cases could not be de­
termined with available data. 

12 Requests for quantitation-complex 
analyses that determine the purity of 
drugs-also appear to be increasing. 

13 State Crime Laboratory Upgrade Pro­
gram Final Report, June 1987-Septem­
ber 1989; Illinois State Police, 1989. 

14 Chicago Police Department Crime 
Laboratory Upgrade Program Report, 
January 1990. Some of these dismissals 
are administrative, meaning the case is 
reinstated or an indictment returned once 
the lab work is complete. 

15 To stop the smuggling of drugs into Il­
linois by air, land, and water, the Illinois 
State Police, the Chicago Police Depart­
ment, and the DEA started Operation 
Valkyrie in 1985. Law enforcement offi­
cers from the three agencies are trained 
to identify the characteristics of a typical 
drug trafficker when making routine traffic 
stops or conducting other business. 

16 Prescriptions for Schedule II drugs­
morphine, Demerol, amphetamines, and 
Preludin, for example-must be made in 
triplicate, with copies for the physician, 
the pharmacy, and the Illinois Depart­
ment of Alcoholism and Substance 
Abuse. DASA then analyzes the infor­
mation to produce reports on prescribing, 
dispensing, and consuming those drugs. 
DASA provides this and other information 
about prescription drugs to the Diversion 
Liaison Group, which consists of repre­
sentatives from the DEA, the Internal 
Revenue Service, ISP, the Illinois Depart­
ment of Professional Regulation, the illi­
nois Department of Public Aid, the Chi-
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cago Police Department, and the Cook 
County State's Attorney's Office. 

1 7 Outside Cook County, it is difficult to 
describe trends in felony drug case filings 
because there is no central, statewide re­
pository of information about casle filings 
for specific types of offenses. Available 
data cover only parts of the state, and 
only for the most recent years. These 
data do suggest, however, that drug 
prosecutions are increasing in several 
areas outside Cook County. For E3X­

ample, prosecutors in the collar counties 
of DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and 
Will initiated more than 2,200 drug 
prosecutions in 1989, nearly double the 
1 ,168 drug prosecutions initiated in 1987. 

18 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 19-5; P.A. 
86-760. 

19 IILRev.Stat., ch. 122, par. 10-2'1.10, 
and IILRev.Stat., ch. 122, par. 34-18.9; 
PA 86-791. 

20 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 44-2; PA 
86-811. 

21 IILRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 2301, et 
seq.; P.A. 86-829. 

22 IILRev.Stat., ch. 561/2, par. 2103. 

23 IILRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 1655; 
PA 86-350. 

24 Civil forfeiture may be carried out un­
der four Illinois laws-the Cannabis Con­
trol Act (ilL Rev. Stat. , ch. 56 1/2, par. 
712), the Controlled Substances Act 
(III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 1505), the 
Drug Paraphernalia Control Act 
(lILRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 1655; PA 
86-350), and the Steroid Control Act 
(IiLRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 2301, et 
seq.; PA 86-829.)-and one federal 
law-the Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control Act (21 U.S.C. 881). Criminal 
forfeiture is permitted under the Illinois 
Narcotics Profit Forfeiture Act 
(IiLRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 2105) and 
under two federal laws-the Racketeer 
Influenced and Corrupt Organization 
(RICO) Act (18 U.S.C. 1963) and the 
Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act 
(21 U.S.C. 853). 

25 One factor that may explain some of 
this variance is that felony review­
prosecutorial screening of charges to re-

move weak cases from the felony adjudi­
cation process-is used in non-drug 
cases in Cook County, but not in drug 
cases. Some drug cases which are ter­
minated at the preliminary hearing stage 
do subsequently enter the felony trial 
courts through various procedures, such 
as subsequent grand jury indictments. 
Unfortunately, the number of cases in 
which this occurs cannot presently be de­
termined. See An Assesment of the Fel­
ony Case Process in Cook County, illi­
nois, and its Impact on Jail Crowding 
(Washington, D.C.: Adjudication Techni­
cal Assistance Project, 1989). 

26 Crime and Criminal Justice in Cook 
County (Chicago: Criminal Justice Proj­
ect of Cook County, 1989). 

27 For the sake of simplicity, ISP and 
drug enforcement task force statistics are 
referred to as simply "ISP arrests," "ISP­
initiated charges," or "ISP-initiated con­
victions." 

28 Conviction statistics reported by ISP 
should not be compared with those re­
ported by MEGs or the DEA. ISP convic­
tion statistics count charges, while MEG 
and DEA convictions count defendants. 
The two are not comparable because a 
single defendant may face more than one 
charge. 

29 The number of sentences, rather than 
the number of offenders, is reported. 
Only sentences of imprisonment in the il­
linois Departmentof Corrections imposed 
for drug offenses are included. 

30 Since conviction on a particular drug 
charge can result in a sentence involving 
more than one sanction-such as incar­
ceration plus a fine-the sentences im­
posed for ISP-initiated drug convictions 
were classified according to the most se­
rious sanction involved. Incarceration 
sentences were defined as any sentence 
involving incarceration; probation and 
other sentences were defined as any not 
involving incarceration. 

31 Because the sentence imposed on a 
convicted defendant can involve a combi­
nation of sanctions, the sentences im­
posed for DEA-initiated drug convictions 
were classified according to the most se­
rious sanction involved. 
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32 Statistics on average sentence 
lengths cover criminals whose holding of­
fenses were felony drug crimes. A hold­
ing offense is the charge on which the of­
fender is convicted and held in prison. 
When there are multiple charges, the 
holding offense is the one that holds the 
offender in prison for the longest period 
oftime. 

33 These admission figures cover only 
those felons who are sentenced to incar­
ceration directly by the courts. They do 
not include offenders who are returned to 
prison for violating the conditions of their 
release or for other reasons. 

34 About three-quarters of this time is ac­
tually spent in prison; the rest is spent in 
jail or in other facilities where time served 
may be credited against the prison sen­
tence. 

35 January 1990 Population Projections 
(Springfield: Illinois Department of Cor­
rections, 1990). 

36 Human Services Plan, Fiscal Years 
1987-1989 (Springfield: Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections, 1988). 

37 Data Report: The Alcoholism and 
Other Drug Abuse Services System in 
Illinois (Springfield, III.: Department of 
Alcoholism and Substance Abuse, 1988). 

38 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 111 1/2, par. 6351-
6361-3. 

39 An addict or alcoholic who is con­
victed of a crime may elect treatment 
unless (1) the offender has committed a 
violent crime; (2) the crime is a violation 
of Section 401, 402(a}, 405, or 407 of the 
Illinois Controlled Substances Act or 
Section 4(d), 4(e}, 5(d}, 5(e}, 7, or 9 of 
the Cannabis Control Act; (3) the of­
fender has a record of two or more con­
victions of a violent crime; (4) other crimi­
nal felony proceedings are pending 
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against the offender; (5) the offender is 
on probation or parole and the appropri­
ate parole or probation authority does not 
consent to treatment; (6) the offender 
chose and was admitted to a designated 
program on two prior occasions within a 
two-year period; or (7) the offender has 
been convicted of residential burglary 
and has a record of one or more felony 
convictions. 

If an offender chooses treatment, a court­
ordered examination is performed by a 
designated program to determine 
whether the offender is indeed an addict 
and whether or not rehabilitation through 
treatment is likely. If the court finds that 
the offender is eliglible for treatment 
and-on the basis of the examination­
likely to be rehabilitated, the court may 
impose a sentence of probation, with 
treatment as a condition. 

40 T ASC's fiscal year is the same as the 
state's-July 1 through June 30 (fiscal 
1988, for example, ran from July 1, 1987, 
through June 30, 1988). 

41 During January 1990, AOIC con­
ducted an adult probation intake survey 
of all probation departments in illi­
nois. Data on the characteristics of the 
intake sample were still under analysis at 
the time of printing. 

42 Metropolitan enforcement groups' op­
eration and fiscal reports to the General 
Assembly (Springfield,lIl.: Illinois State 
Police, 1979-1988). 

43 Chicago Police Department's annual 
reports, 1979-1988. 

44 All DEA arrest information was ob­
tained from the DEA's computerized De­
fendant Statistical System. 

45 Triplicate Prescription Control Pro­
gram Annual Operations Report (Chi­
cago: Illinois Department of Alcoholism 
and Substance Abuse, 1989). 

46 Felony disposition and sentencing 
data reported by AOIC can be broken 
down by felony class only. 

47 Data for the Criminal Justice Project of 
Cook County were orginally generated by 
the office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court 
of Cook County. 

4B ISP and drug enforcement task force 
data were provided by ISP from their 
statewide Statistical Drug Database. 
MEG data were obtained from the MEGs 
operation and fiscal reports to the Illinois 
General Assembly (Springfield, III.: Illi­
nois State Police, 1979-1988). DEA 
data were obtained from the DEA's com­
puterized Defendant Statistical System. 
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LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 
Overview 
Many people believe the amount of crime in their commu­
nities is due solely to how well police are doing their jobs. 
According to this view, an effective police agency would 
necessarily ensure a low crime rate. But research has 
shown that social and economic factors have an enormous 
influence on the nature and levels of crime in a particular 
community. In fact, the strength and policies of law en­
forcement agencies are only two of 11 factors the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) recognizes as having a major 
influence on crime. The other nine are the following:1 

• The size of the community, its population, and how 
crowded it is 

• Population characteristics, particularly age 

• Whether the population tends to be more stable or 
more transient 

• Economic conditions, including the availability of jobs 

• Cultural conditions, including educational, recrea­
tional, and religious characteristics 

• Climate 

• The policies of other components of the criminal 
justice system 

• Citizen attitudes toward crime 

• How citizens report crime 

HOW DO CRIMES BECOME KNOWN 
TO THE POLICE? 
Many crimes that occur never become known to the 
police. According to national estimates, only about half of 
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the violent crimes of rape, robbery, and assault are 
reported to the police.2 Among property crimes, one­
quarter of personal thefts (purse snatching, pocket 
picking, and larceny without contact away from home), 
and one-third of the household crimes of burglary, 
household larceny, and motor vehicle theft are reported.3 

The police themselves discover relatively few crimes-3 
percent of all personal crimes and 2 percent of household 
crimes.4 

Several factors can affect the likelihood of a 
crime being reported to police: 

• Completed crimes are more likely to be reported than 
attempted crimes. 

• When the victim is injured the crime is more likely to 
be reported to police than when the victim is not 
injured. Also, the reporting rate is higher for crimes 
resulting in serious injuries than for those resulting in 
minor injuries. 

• The proportion of crimes reported to police increases 
as the value of the property stolen or damaged goes 
up. This is true of virtually all crimes, violent and 
nonviolent. Overall, crimes are about twice as likely 
lO be reported if the cash or property loss is $250 or 
more than if there is no loss. 

• Generally, age, education, race, or other demo­
graphic characteristics of victims have a smaller 
effect on reporting rates than does the type of crime. 
Nonetheless, the proportions of crimes reported to 
police are somewhat lower when teenagers or those 
with less than a high school education are victimized. 
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Considering only crimes of violence, the proportions 
of crimes reported are higher when the victims are 
females rather than males, or blacks rather than 
whites. 

Whether or not crimes are reported to the police 
does not simply depend on the decisions of victims. A 
substantial portion, about 40 percent, of all crimes that 
become known to the police are reported by someone 
other than the victim-for example, a witness or a relative 
of the victim. Almost half of all violent crimes and slightly 
more than one-third of all crimes of personal theft are 
reported by someone other than the victim. Of all the 
personal crimes made known to the police, pickpocketing 
is the one with the highest proportion reported by the 
victim-87 percent. The vast majority of household 
crimes are reported by a household member. Nonethe­
less, about 1 in 8 are brought to the attention of the 
police in some other way, such as a report by a neighbor. 

HOW IS LAW ENFORCEMENT ORGANIZED 
IN ILLINOIS? 
Regardless of how a crime becomes known to the police 
in Illinois, a municipal police or county sheriff's depart­
ment is likely to be the first criminal justice agency to 
respond.5 Although both the federal and state govern­
ments support some law enforcement efforts in Illinois, 
most police services are organized, administered, and 
financed at the municipal or county level. In 1988, for ex­
ample, law enforcement functions were performed by the 
following agencies in Illinois: 

• 805 municipal police departments, which employed 
25,270 full- and part-time sworn officers (nearly half 
of the sworn officers in the state work for the Chicago 
Police Department). Although many police depart­
ments are involved in a variety of community service 
activities, their primary responsibility is to enforce 
state laws and local ordinances. 

• 102 sheriffs' departments, with a total of more than 
3,500 sworn officers. Besides providing police 
services in unincorporated areas of their counties, 
sheriffs' departments operate county jails, provide 
security for courts and other public buildings, and 
assist municipal police departments. 

• A variety of state-level law enforcement agencies, the 
largest of which is the Illinois State Police (ISP), with 
2,252 sworn officers. ISP's Division of State Troop­
ers enforces laws on state and interstate highways in 
Illinois. ISP's Division of Criminal Investigation 
investigates major crimes-such as large-scale drug 
offenses, white-collar crimes, and fraud-and helps 
local police departments with special short-term 
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needs. ISP's Division of Internal Investigations i~ 
responsible for investigating alleged acts of miscon­
duct in executive-level state agencies. In addition, 
the Illinois Secretary of State's Office employed 175 
officers in 1988 to enforce Illinois' Motor Vehicle 
Code, and the Department of Conservation employed 
153 officers to carry out various fish, game, forestry, 
and boating laws. The Department of Central Man­
agement Services employed 46 officers to provide 
police services at the State of Illinois Center in 
Chicago and to various mental health facilities. The 
Illinois Commerce Commission employed 39 officers 
to enforce laws relating to intrastate transportation of 
property. 

• 35 colleges and universities, 26 railroads, 17 park 
districts, four forest preserves, five airports, two 
hospitals, and one civic center that maintained law 
enforcement agencies. 

In addition, several federal law enforcement 
agencies have operations within Illinois: 

• The FBI is charged with investigating all violations of 
federal law except those that have been assigned by 
law or executive order to another federal agency. 
The FBI's priorities are in organized crime (including 
drug trafficking), terrorism, and white-collar crime. 

• The Drug Enforcement Administration is the lead 
agency for enforcing federal drug laws and regula­
tions. The DEA's primary mission is the long-term 
immobilization of major drug trafficking organizations. 

• The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms is 
responsible for enforcing and administering federal 
firearms and explosives laws, as well as laws cover­
ing the production, use, and distribution of alcohol 
and tobacco products. 

• The U.S. Marshals Service provides support and 
protection to the federal courts, operates the witness 
security program, executes court orders and arrest 
warrants, and manages the property seized from 
criminals. 

• The Immigration and Naturalization Service controls 
entry into the United States by aliens, maintains 
information on alien status, facilitates certification of 
citizenship, and apprehEilnds and deports those aliens 
who enter the country illegally or whose authorizsd 
stay has expired. 

• The U.S. Customs Service enforces customs and 
related laws. It interdicts and seizes contraband, 
including illegal drugs, and administers certain 
navigation laws. 
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• The Postal Inspection Service of the U.S. Postal 
Service investigates threats t.:> the security and 
effectiveness of the mail, as well as postal funds and 
property, and apprehends those who violate postal 
laws. 

• The Internal Revenue Service investigates matters of 
civil and criminal violations of internal revenue laws. 

• The U.S. Secret Service, an arm of the U.S. Depart­
ment of the Treasury, protects visiting federal execu­
tives and their families, as well as distinguished 
foreign visitors. It also detects and arrests offenders 
for counterfeiting coins, currency, or stamps and for 
violations of other crimes that involve obligations or 
securities of the United States. 

• Finally, the U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, and 
Coast Guard perform law enforcement functions as 
they pertain to violations of military law, as well as to 
the entire realm of national security. 

In addition to governmental law enforcement 
agencies, more and more private law enforcement 
organizations-such as private security or private detec­
tive agencies-are operating in Illinois and throughout 
the nation. These agencies use civilian personnel (who 
are not vested by law with full police powers) to perform 
law enforcement tasks that do not require highly trained 
police officers or agents. In Illinois, there are more than 
300 registered private security agencies, employing 
about 40,000 individual security guards; 365 registered 
private detective agencies, employing 570 individual 
private datectives; and 742 registered alarm contractors. 
By contrast, there are approximately 900 state, county, 
and local police agencies in Illinois, employing more than 
33,000 sworn personnel. 

WHAT TRAINING DO ILLINOIS LAW 
ENFO.RCEMENT OFFICERS RECEIVE? 
Courts throughout the nation have uniformly recognized 
that municipalities and law enforcement administrators 
have an affirmative duty to adequately train police 
officers they employ. A number of lawsuits have been 
brought against police administrators on the premise of 
insufficient training. Courts have found that the adminis­
trator can be held liable for the acts of subordinates 
under the principle of "vicarious liability" if a citizen is 
injured and that injury was caused by the administrator's 
negligence in appointing or failing to properly train, 
retrain, or supervise the officer. State and local govern­
ments, then, have a clear responsibility to make certain 
that officers are adequately and uniformly trained. 

The Illinois Local Governmental Law Enforce­
ment Officers Training Board, also called the Police 
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Training Board (PTB), is responsible for the administra­
tion and certification of training programs and courses for 
local law enforcement agencies and their personnel. 
Since 1976, all newly appointed officers have been 
required to meet specific minimum standards before 
being certified by the State of Illinois. The requirements 
have been expanded since then, and officers are now 
required to do the following: 

1. Successfully complete a 400-hour basic law enforce­
ment curriculum 

2. Successfully complete a 40-hour firearms training 
course 

3. Pass a comprehensive examination administered by 
PTB 

4. Meet minimum physical training standards for new 
officers 

The basic law enforcement curriculum contains 
instruction in the legal aspects of police work, such as 
arrest, use of force, and rights of the accused; crisis 
intervention and other human behavior issues, such as 
crowd behavior and child abuse; crime prevention; 
investigation and other procedural aspects of police work, 
such as communications; traffic law enforcement; fire­
arms instruction; and first aid training. 

Besides the basic recruit training program, PTB 
also administers and coordinates training programs for 
experienced police officers. In 1982, units of local 
government throughout Illinois collectively formed 16 
mobile team training units, administered by PTB, which 
deliver in-service training within established geographic 
regions. The courses center on specific local needs, and 
therefore reflect a wide range of topics such as police 
radar, suicide intervention, gang crimes, narcotics and 
dangerous drugs, and juvenile justice. In addition, the 
Illinois State Police (ISP) provides a basic course and 
field training to its own recruits. ISP also offers PTB­
certified advanced training courses to local agencies. 

WHAT ARE THE TYPICAL FUNCTIONS 
OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES? 
Not only is the police role complex, but it varies dramati­
cally among different agencies. Even among similar 
agencies, such as municipal police departments, objec­
tives may differ depending upon the level of crime and 
citizens' requests for services. Some objectives common 
to all police agencies were articulated in 1972 by the 
American Bar Association's Advisory Committee on the 
Police Function: 

• Protect the constitutional guarantees of all persons 

• Reduce the opportunities for crime 
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• Help people who are in physical danger and find care 
for those who cannot care for themselves 

• Resolve conflict 

• Identify crime and criminals, arrest offenders, and 
testify in court 

• Be aware of potential problems affecting law enforce­
ment and other governmental agencies 

• Control traffic 

• Create and maintain a feeling of security in the 
community 

• Provide other police services to the community 

Note that only one of these objectives mentions 
arresting offenders. If law enforcement is narrowly 
defined as applying sanctions (that is, arrests) to behav­
ior that violates legal standards, then police actually 
spend only a small portion of their time enforcing the law. 
Some studies have suggested that only about 10 percent 
of the citizen complaints relayed to the police require 
enforcement of the law.6 More than 30 percent of the 
calls are appeals to maintain order (for example, to 
mediate a family dispute or to disperse an unruly crowd), 
22 percent are for information gathering activities (asking 
routine questions at a crime scene, inspecting victimized 
premises, and obtaining information needed to register 
criminal complaints), and 38 percent involve service­
related duties (assisting injured persons, animal control, 
or fire calls). 

HOW ARE LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 
ACCREDITED? 
In 1979, four major law enforcement professional asso­
ciations7 formed the Commission on Accreditation for 
Law Enforcement Agencies. The commission developed 
a set of law enforcement standards, as well as establish­
ing and administering an accreditation process by which 
agencies can demonstrate voluntarily that they meet 
professional criteria. Accreditation can help agencies 
control or reduce liability insurance costs and deter 
liability litigation, as well as help them gain the confi­
dence of the community and government officials. 

The commission has developed more than 900 
standards, addressing six major law enforcement areas: 

• Role, responsibilities, and relationships with other 
agencies 

• Organization, management, and administration 

• Personnel administration 

• Law enforcement operations, operational support, 
and traffic law enforcement 
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• Prisoner and court-related services 

• Auxiliary and technical services 

Agencies seeking accreditation are required to 
comply only with standards specifically applicable to 
them; applicability is based on the size of the agency and 
the functions it performs. Standards are either mandatory 
or non-mandatory. Agencies must comply with all appli­
cable mandatory standards and 80 percent of the appli­
cable non-mandatory standards. The initial accreditation 
is valid for five years. 

As of the end of January 1990, 134 law enforce­
ment agencies nationwide were accredited, and more 
than 683 were working toward accreditation. Illinois 
ranked third in the nation, with 11 fully accredited agen­
cies and 52 others seeking accreditation. The Illinois 
State Police, in 1986, was the first state police agency in 
the nation to be certified. 

HOW QUICKLY DO POLICE RESPOND 
TO CALLS FOR SERVICE? 
Although police may make every effort to respond quickly 
to all calls for service, there are several reasons why 
some calls may be answered more quickly than others. 

First, some calls are simply not as urgent as 
others. When a call for service is an emergency, such as 
a situation involving injuries, immediate attention by the 
police is expected. But many other calls, such as a report 
of a stolen bicycle, do not require an immediate re­
sponse. Sending a police car immediately to all calls for 
service would be nearly impossible. Even so, citizens 
usually seek reassurance that if they call the police when 
a crime is in progress, the response time will be fast 
enough to maximize the chances of aiding the crime 
victim and apprehending the offender. 

Second, response time may have no effect on 
solving a crime or helping a victim. Many people assume 
that the more rapidly the police respond to calls about 
crimes, the more likely they are to catch and arrest the 
suspect. But because crime victims and witnesses 
themselves often do not call the police immediately 
following a crime, rapid response in no way guarantees 
an arrest. The response time of the police following a 
delayed report of a crime may have little relevance to 
making an arrest for the crime.s 

Third, even though they attempt to respond 
rapidly, police may be hindered by other factors beyond 
their control. While police are accountable for the 
elapsed time from the moment the citizen dials the phone 
to the time that the call is dispatched to a field officer, the 
additional time it takes the officer to arrive at the scene of 
the disturbance is affected by factors beyond police 
control, such as traffic or weather conditions. 
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A 1987 study of aggregate response times for 31 
law enforcement agencies that use the Authority's Police 
Information Management System (PIMS) found that the 
average response times for eight major types of crimes in 
progress ranged from 2.5 to 4.7 minutes, with the re­
sponse times for violent crimes slightly faster than those 
for property crimes (Figure 1-1 }.9 

WHAT IS COMMUNITY-ORIENTED POLICING? 
Community-oriented or problem-oriented policing is a 
relatively new form of law enforcement strategy and 
management, based on the assumption that neither the 
police nor the citizens can be the sole providers of 
community maintenance and order. Both police and 
citizens must actively cooperate for crime control efforts 
to be successful. Police, rather than simply responding 
to calls for service, work with citizens in identifying and 
solving crime problems. And citizens give police ideas 
and information, not necessarily about specific crimes, 
but about problem areas such as abandoned buildings 
and drug houses. The means by which police may en­
courage citizen interaction in a community-oriented 
policing program include the following: 

• Foot or park-and-walk patrols 

• Establishment of "mini-police stations" within the 
community 

• Publishing community newsletters 

• Starting Neighborhood Watch programs 

• Providing crime victims with follow-up information 
concerning case outcomes and dispositions 

The Evanston Police Department has adopted 
the community-oriented style of policing. Its program, 
"The Partnership," includes foot patrol beats, a Neighbor­
hood Watch program, and two small police offices in 
addition to the main police facility (one located within the 
town's civic center). The program is managed from the 
"bottom up." Weekly meetings are held among the foot 
patrol officers, planning staff, crime analysis unit, and 
administrative staff. Problems identified by beat officers 
within the community are discussed, and proposed 
solutions are then offered to the beat officers by staff 
from all ranks. Officers also report about their progress 
toward solving the previous week's problems. 

HOW DOES A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER 
CARRY OUT AN ARREST? 
An arrest is formally made by a law enforcement officer 
once he or she indicates by word or action an intention to 
take a person into custody. However, the number of 
arrests does not necessarily equal the number of people 
charged with a crime. A certain proportion of the people 
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Figure 1-1 

1987 average response times to crimes 
in progress, by 31 PIMS agencies. 

Average 
response time 

Index crime Total calls (minutes) 

Murder 24 2.5 
Arson 166 2.6 
Robbery 353 3.5 
Aggravated assault 630 3.6 
Motor vehicle theft 1,897 3.9 
Criminal sexual assault 79 3.9 
Burglary 2,047 4.5 
Theft 5,244 4.7 
Total 10,440 4.4 

Note: Analysis limited to responses to calls for service during 1987 
where an index crime was reportedly in progress. 

Source: Police Information Management System, Illinois Criminal 
Justice Information Authority 

arrested are taken into custody, questioned, possibly put 
into a lineup, and then released without being charged 
with an offense. The proportion depends upon the type 
of crime. In a complex investigation, for everyone 
person who is eventually charged, several people may be 
arrested and held briefly. In addition, some people are 
charged and prosecuted without ever being arrested, for 
example, when suspects are indicted by a grand jury or 
are served with a summons. 

Both federal and state courts have ruled on what 
constitutes a lawful arrest. In 1983, the Illinois Supreme 
Court held that a law enforcement officer has the author­
ity to arrest if the officer has reasonable grounds to 
believe someone is violating, or has already violated, the 
law.10 That same year, the 7th U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals, which has federal jurisdiction in Illinois, ruled 
that to lawfully arrest a person, there must be objective 
justification to create a reasonable suspicion that the 
person being arrested was engaging in criminal activity.11 
The evidence needed to make a valid arrest does not 
have to amount to proof of guilt. It must simply show that 
the suspect can be reasonably supposed to have com­
mitted the crime. Probable cause can be established 
without the officer personally observing the commission 
of a crime. The officer may have observed activities that 
reasonably suggest that the suspect committed a crime, 
or may have received information from police radio 
bulletins, witness or victim reports, anonymous tips, and 
leads from informers. 

Municipal police officers generally confine their 
arrests to the boundaries of their communities. This 
general rule was reinforced by an 1869 Illinois Supreme 
Court ruling that, without an arrest warrant, a local officer 
has no authority to make an arrest outside the geographi-
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cal limits of the municipality.12 Although this decision is 
120 years old, it has never been overturned by the Illinois 
Supreme Court or nullified by legislation. Certain excep­
tions to the general rule, however, have evolved through 
subsequent court decisions and legislation: 

• Police district cooperation. By law, the police of 
any municipality in a police district-the area that 
includes the corporate limits of adjoining municipali­
ties within a single county13-may go into any part of 
that district to suppress a riot, to preserve the peace, 
or to protect the lives, rights, and property of 
citizens.14 For these purposes, the mayor of any mu­
nicipality in the district and the chiefs of police in the 
police district can use the police forces under their 
control anywhere in the district. Local law enforce­
ment officers have implicit authority to make arrests 
for federal crimes as wel1. 15 

• Hot pursuit. Police may continue the immediate 
pursuit of a person into another Illinois jurisdiction, if 
that person is trying to avoid arrest.16 

• Request from another jurisdiction. State law 
allows any law enforcement officer to command the 
assistance of individuals over the age of 18, thus 
giving them the same authority to arrest as the 
officer.17 If. the individual is a police officer from 
another jurisdiction, that officer is empowered to 
make an arrest outside the officer's community. 

• Warrant arrest. Every arrest warrant in Illinois is 
directed to all law enforcement officers in the state, 
and a warrant may be executed by any officer (or by 
a private citizen specifically named in the warrant) in 
any county in the state. 18 

WHEN IS THE USE OF DEADLY FORCE 
JUSTIFIED? 
When making an arrest, a law enforcement officer must 
determine the degree of force needed to successfully 
complete the arrest. In particular, police use of deadly 
force has received close public scrutiny in recent years, 
and officers must have legal justification to use such 
force during an arrest. 

Both federal and state laws govern police use of 
deadly force. In 1985, the U.S. Supreme Court held that 
"there can be no question that apprehension by the use 
of deadly force is a seizure subject to the reasonableness 
requirement of the Fourth Amendment. ... To determine 
the constitutionality of a seizure, we must balance the 
nature and quality of the intrusion on the individual's 
Fourth Amendment interests against the importance of 
governmental interests alleged to justify the intrusion .... 
Because one of the factors is the extent of the intrusion, it 
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is plain that reasonableness depends on not only when a 
seizure is made, but also how it is carried OUt."19 

Under Illinois law, an officer is justified in using 
deadly force "only when he reasonably believes that such 
force is necessary to prevent death or great bodily harm 
to himself or (another) person, or when he reasonably 
believes both that: (1) Such force is necessary to pre­
vent the arrest from being defeated by resistance and 
escape; and (2) The person to be arrested has commit­
ted or attempted a forcible felony which involves the 
infliction or threatened infliction of great bodily harm or is 
attempting to escape by use of a deadly weapon, or 
otherwise indicates that he will endanger human life or 
inflict great bodily harm unless arrested without delay."2o 

UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES 
ARE ARREST WARRANTS NEEbED? 
Generally, an arrest must be supported by a valid arrest 
warrant. Arrest warrants are issued in two different ways. 
In one, a victim or complaining witness goes directly to a 
prosecutor with information about a crime, signs a 
complaint, and then appears before a judge who is 
authorized to issue an arrest warrant for the suspect in 
that particular crime. In the other situation, it is a law 
enforcement officer who files the complaint and goes 
before a judge to seek an arrest warrant. 

However, an arrest warrant is not always 
needed for a law enforcement officer to arrest a criminal 
suspect. For example, if an officer witnesses a felony or 
misdemeanor being committed, or if there is probable 
cause that a felony occurred and that the person being 
taken into custody committed the crime, the officer may 
make an arrest on the spot. Unless an officer faces a 
true emergency, however, police may not enter a 
person's home without a warrant in order to arrest that 
person. 

In addition to sometimes being legally reqUired, 
an arrest warrant can protect an officer or department 
from liability: an invalid arrest without a warrant can lead 
to departmental discipline, a false-arrest lawsuit against 
the officer, or a damage action under federal or state civil 
rights statutes. 

WHAT ARE THE RESTRICTIONS ON 
POLICE INTERROGATION OF A SUSPECT? 
Police interrogation of a criminal suspect is strictly regu­
lated by court-made rules based on constitutional law. A 
confession or a statement obtained by an officer who fails 
to follow these rules normally may not be used as evi­
dence against the person who made the statement, nor 
may evidence obtained as a result of the police taking 
advantage of such a statement be used in court. 

"Miranda" warnings must be given to a criminal 
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suspect who is in custody or is otherwise deprived of his 
or her freedom in any significant way, piior to interroga­
tion.21 Following the U.S. Supreme Court's 1966 Miranda 
v. Arizona decision, police are required to clearly tell a 
suspect that he or she does not have to answer ques­
tions, and that if he or she does, the answers can and will 
be used as evidence. The suspect is also informed of 
the right to have a lawyer present before being ques­
tioned, and that if he or she cannot afford to hire a 
lawyer, one will be provided at no cost. 

The U.S. Supreme Court handed down a major 
decision on police interrogation during its 1988-89 term. 
In Duckworth v. Eagan, the Court ruled that police, when 
advising suspects of their rights, may change the wording 
of the "Miranda" warning, as long as what is said to a 
suspect is similar in meaning.22 In this particular case, a 
murder suspect was given the basic Miranda warnings, 
but in addition was told he would be given a lawyer "if 
and when you go to court." The Supreme Court reversed 
a ruling by the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals that this 
additional language had confused the suspect. The 
Supreme Court found the wording of the warning accept­
able because the statement was literally true, merely 
anticipating a question suspects are likely to ask, and 
because the additional wording did not negate the 
suspect's understanding of his rights. 

WHEN MAY POLICE CONDUCT A SEARCH? 
Law enforcement officers have the power to conduct 
searches if there is probable cause to believe that 
evidence of a crime is present. Searches must be limited 
in time and area, and must be directed toward specific 
things. Under the exclusionary rule, evidence seized in 
an improper search cannot be introduced at a trial. 

As a general rule, a search must be supported 
by a valid search warrant. There are, however, some 
exceptions. During an arrest, police may search the 
person being arrested and the immediate surroundings. 
Similarly, during hot pursuit of an armed felony suspect, 
police may search a building for the suspect. Also, 
officers may search a car for contraband or evidence if 
the car was in motion when seized and there is probable 
cause to believe that it contains contraband or evidence 
of a crime. In an emergency, officers may search a per­
son, vehicle, or property if it is necessary to prevent injury 
or loss of life, or to prevent serious property damage. In 
addition, police may search any person or property with 
consent.23 

The U.S. Supreme Court's 1988-1989 term 
produced two decisions that expanded the rights of police 
to conduct searches and seizures. In U.S. v. Sokolow, 
the Court ruled that law enforcement's use of drug 
courier "profiles" is not a violation of the requirement for 
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reasonable suspicion when making a stop-in this 
instance, a traveler suspected of carrying controlled 
substances.24 In this particular case, federal drug agents 
saw the defendant doing several things, such as paying 
cash for airline tickets and taking a short trip to a city 
(Miami) known as a source for drugs, that fit their profile 
of a drug courier. An appellate court ruled that this 
evidence was not indicative of ongoing criminality and 
that the stop was unconstitutional. The Supreme Court, 
however, reversed the decision, saying that although any 
one of the factors making up the profile was consistent 
with innocent travel, taken together they supported a rea­
sonable suspicion that the defendant was carrying drugs. 
The Court ruled that the evaluation of a stop requires 
consideration of "the totality of the circumstances." 

In Florida v. Riley, the Supreme Court ruled that 
helicopter surveillance without a warrant of areas within 
the boundaries of a person's home was permissible.25 In 
this case, the defendant had a partially covered green­
house on the "curtilage"-within the legal boundaries-of 
his home. Police, responding to tips that marijuana was 
being grown in the greenhouse, made circular helicopter 
flights over the greenhouse at a height that allowed them 
to see the evidence through gaps in the roof. The Court 
disagreed with the defendant's claim that the overflight 
was a "search" requiring a warrant. It ruled that the 
defendant had no reasonable expectation of privacy 
against warrantless police observation since their obser­
vation came from a public vantage point, in this case, 
airspace approved by the FAA. 

WHAT IS AFIS? 
Automated fingerprint identification systems (AFIS) are 
revolutionizing the way law enforcement agencies 
process fingerprints, identify offenders, and solve crimes. 
Using newly developed computer equipment, AFIS scans 
fingerprint impressions and extracts identifying character­
istics in sufficient detail to allow a single fingerprint to be 
distinguished from millions of file prints that have been 
similarily scanned and stored in digital form in the com­
puter's memory. 

Two types of fingerprints are used by criminal 
justice agencies-1 O-print cards and latent fingerprints. 
Ten-print cards are generally prepared at the time of an 
individual's arrest by taking a full impression of each 
finger, and are compared to other fingerprints kept on file 
to determine positively the person's identity and whether 
he or she has a prior record. Latent fingerprints are 
those obtained at crime scenes or in relation to crimes. 
Latent prints are usually of one or a few fingers and are 
often of poor quality. 

Without AFIS, fingerprint searches are expensive 
and time-consuming. When an individual is fingerprinted, 
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his or her name, date of birth, sex, and other identifying 
information is compared to a master name index. If there 
is a match, the file fingerprint cards associated with the 
match candidate are retrieved and are manually com­
pared with the incoming card by a fingerprint technician 
to verify positive identification. 

If, however, no match is found, the fingerprints 
themselves are classified and then compared to the 
fingerprints on file to ensure that the individual has not 
escaped identification by using an alias or as a result of 
clerical error in conducting the name search. Although 
the classification of the fingerprints limits the search to a 
portion of the entire file, it is still necessary to compare 
the search card with other file cards within that 
classification. 

Latent fingerprints can't be classified because 
they contain so much less information than a full set of 
fingerprints; therefore, they are usually compared only to 
the file prints of known suspects. If there is no match, the 
prints are placed in an unsolved latent file. 

With AFIS, however, 1 O-print and latent 
fingerprint searches are easier and faster. Nationally, 
about 50 percent of all arrests do not result in a name 
index match. AFIS will automate the resulting fingerprint 
search. And although it is virtually impossible to manu­
ally search entire fingerprint files for a match for one 
latent print, AFIS can perform such a search in a matter 
of minutes. 

In several recent instances, AFIS was instrumen­
tal in solving serious crimes that had been under investi­
gation for several years. In April 1987, Chicago police 
arrested a suspect in the 1979 beating death of an 84-
year-old man. Police evidence technicians had been 
able to obtain one fingerprint from a radio in the victim's 
bedroom. When the Chicago Police Department's AFIS 
became operational in 1987, the lone print was fed into 
the system. The suspect, whose fingerprints were on file 
because of a robbery arrest years after the murder, was 
extradited from Wisconsin and placed under arrest. 

In March 1989, AFIS helped solve the 1980 
slaying of a high school music teacher in St. Clair County 
by a former student. Local police had not considered the 
former student to be a suspect in the murder, but an 
AFIS search revealed that latent fingerprint evidellce 
found in the victim's apartment matched the former 
student's fingerprints. The fingerpr:nts were on file with 
the Illinois State Police's criminal history record system 
following 1983 and 1984 arrests for drug and theft 
charges, and were later placed on ISP's AFIS during a 
test run of the system. Police then extradited the suspect 
from Oklahoma, and charged him with the murder. 

Considering the effect that AFIS technology can 
have on law enforcement's ability to solve crimes and 
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apprehend criminals, it is not surprising that imple­
mentation is now proceeding rapidly throughout the 
country. As of September 1989, almost half the states 
had installed or were in the process of acquiring AFIS. 
Due to the high cost of the systems, however, implemen­
tation has thus far been limited to the FBI, state identifi­
cation bureaus, and large cities. Some of the state 
bureaus outside Illinois are,.however, providing local 
agencies with remote access to their AFIS systems. In 
Illinois, AFIS has been implemented at the Chicago 
Police Department and will soon be fully implemented at 
the Illinois State Police. 

WHAT IS DNA "FINGERPRINTING"? 
DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) fingerprinting, also known 
as genetic fingerprinting or profiling, allows forensic 
experts to determine far more accurately than ever 
before the origin of blood, body fluid, or human tissue 
connected with a crime. DNA, which contains the genetic 
"code" that is unique to every individual, is extracted from 
the body fluid stains or tissue and compared with that of 
the suspect or victim. 

The results of this technique are very accurate. 
Researchers claim a 99.9-percent accuracy rate for DNA 
fingerprinting, compared to a 90-percent to 95-percent 
rate with older methods of forensic testing. DNA finger­
printing enables police and prosecutors to make positive 
identifications using biological evidence other than 
fingerprints. In cases where the evidence has been 
properly preserved, it requires smaller amounts of 
evidence for testing than older methods. Where it has 
been partially destroyed or where only minute amounts 
could be recovered, a new process-polymerase chain 
reaction (PCR)-can be used to make the sample more 
readable. 

The testing procedure has been performed on 
two prominent Illinois cases to date. Evidence from the 
murder of Jeanine Nicarico in Naperville was tested and 
accepted in court. The results exonerated two of the four 
suspects in the case. Evidence from the Gary Dotson 
rape case, in which the victim recanted her story in 1985, 
has also been tested using this method. Although initial 
results were inconclusive, because the amount of evi­
dence retrievable from such an old sample was insuffi­
cient, later tests were important factors in the 
prosecution's decision not to retry the case. 

At present, only three private labs in the United 
States perform DNA testing. In addition, the FBI crime lab 
in Washington, D.C., began accepting cases in October 
1988. 

Illinois can expect to have a state DNA lab in the 
near future. An estimated $544,000 from an increase in 
the state cigarette tax is funding the start-up costs for 
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DNA testing at labs operated by the Illinois State Police. 
According to ISP, the earliest the program could become 
operational is two years after it is funded.26 

Another law, effective July 1, 1990, will increase 
the use of DNA technology in Illinois. It requires that all 
convicted sex offenders, or those institutionalized as 
sexually dangerous persons, submit saliva and blood 
samples to the Illinois State Police.27 ISP will then 
analyze the samples and categorize them into genetic 
marker groupings. ISP will serve as the state's central 

The Data 

Since 1930, law enforcement agencies throughout the 
United States have voluntarily reported crime data to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for inclusion in the national 
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). More recently, the FBI has 
drafted guidelines for a greatly expanded crime reporting 
format. This new reporting program, called the National 
Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS), will focus on 
criminal incidents in all their complexity, rather than the 
aggregate totals that are presently reported. The new pro­
gram will collect a wide range of background data on these 
incidents, including information about victims and offend­
ers, use of force, time and location of incidents, and other 
variables that allow analysis of the underlying factors that 
influence crime. The FBI expects that the NIBRS will be 
phased in alongside the existing UCR system over the next 
decade, as more and more agencies make the transition to 
incident-level reporting. In August 1989, the Illinois State 
Police received a grant from the U.S. Department of Jus­
tice to redesign the state's UCR program. The two-year 
project will cost approximately $600,000. 

In addition to the national UCR, most states, in­
cluding Illinois, also compile state-level UCR statistics. The 
primary source of statistics in this chapter is the Illinois 
Uniform Crime Reports (I-UCR). 

WHAT ARE THE ILLINOIS 
UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS? 
In 1972, Illinois instituted a mandatory UCR reporting sys­
tem for all law enforcement agencies in the state.28 These 
agencies are required to report monthly data to the Illinois 
State Police (ISP), which manages the I-UCR program. 
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repository for DNA profile information, as it is for finger­
prints. 

The absence of testing standards, at both the 
state and national levels, is one impediment to wide­
spread use of DNA technology. Standards would in­
crease acceptance of the test results in the courts and 
make possible the creation of a nationwide database 
containing all positive identifications made through DNA 
fingerprinting. Thus far, these tests have been accepted 
in only a handful of Illinois courts. 

Most agencies report their I-UCR statistics directly to ISP, 
either on paper, on magnetic disks or cartridges, or on-line 
through a statewide telecommunications network. Other 
agencies, especially small ones, submit I-UCR data 
through another department, such as the county sheriff. 

The I-UCR system is one of only a handful of state 
programs to require incident-level reporting of offenses and 
arrests, similar to the revised national program. Law en­
forcement agencies in Illinois must submit to ISP detailed 
information about every offense and arrest in their jurisdic­
tions-not just monthly summaries of offenses and arrests, 
as the current national UCR program mandates. Incident­
ievel reporting provides more specific crime information 
both to the law enforcement agencies that report the data 
and to criminal justice researchers. 

The I-UCR program includes six types of data: 

1. Offenses. I-UCR offense data cover all criminal of­
fenses reported to local law enforcement agencies in 
Illinois. They include all alleged offenses that are 
known to the po/ice. Following police investigation, 
these offenses are coded as either having "actually 
occurred" or as being "unfounded," or they are referred 
to the responsible jurisdiction (when the offense was 
reported to the wrong agency). The data also specify 
offenses that were cleared by arrest or by other 
means. Both monthly totals and individual incident 
information for more than 200 crime types are main­
tained for each reporting agency. All offense analyses 
in this chapter are based on "offenses actually occur­
ring" (in I-UCR terminology); for this report, however, 
they are called "reported offenses," 
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2. Arrests. I-UCR arrest statistics contain the age, race, 
and sex of all persons arrested in the state. Both 
monthly totals and individual arrest incident information 
are available for each reporting agency.29 These data 
are recorded in the same crime categories as the 1-
UCR offense information. 

3. Supplementary Homicide Reports. SHR data con­
tain detailed information about every homicide in the 
state, including the age, race, and sex of both victims 
and offenders; the number of victims and offenders per 
homicide; their relationship to one another; the date 
and time the incident occurred; the circumstances of 
the crime; and the weapon used. 

4. Property losses. These data include the type, num­
ber, and estimated value of items that were stolen, de­
stroyed during the commission of a crime, or recov­
ered. The data are reported by specific property types. 

5. Law enforcement officers assaulted or killed. 
These statistics include details of every incident in 
which an Illinois law enforcement officer was assaulted 
or killed in the line of duty. 

6. Employment information. These data include the 
number of full- and part-time sworn officers and the 
number of civilian employees working in each law en­
forcement agency in the state. 

Figure 1-2 
What are the eight index crimes? 

HOW ARE CRIMINAL INCIDENTS 
RECORDED IN ILLINOIS? 
When an incident is reported to law enforcement authori­
ties in Illinois, their first step is to investigate whether a 
crime actually occurred and, if so, exactly what type of 
crime it was. If a crime has indeed been committed, the 
officers must then confirm that the incident took place 
within their jurisdiction. Only then can the agency count the 
incident in its I-UCR statistics as an offense actually occur­
ring. If the officers determine that the crime happened 
outside their jurisdiction, they will refer the incident to the 
appropriate law enforcement agency, which will then in­
clude the incident in its I-UCR reports. 

To properly understand I-UCR offense statistics, 
then, two points should be kept in mind: 

1. I-UCR offense totals, rather than being a compilation of 
all crimes that occur, measure only those crimes that 
law enforcement authorities learn about. 

2. Inevitably, there will be differences in how individual 
agencies decide whether a reported incident is really a 
crime (as defined in the Illinois statutes) and, if it is a 
crime, which I-UCR offense category best describes 
the incident. A purse-snatching, for example, could be 
categorized as a robbery or as a theft, depending on 
the degree of force used by the offender. 

The FBI defines the four violent and four property index crimes as follows: 

VIOLENT 

Murder. The willful killing of a 
person. Index murder also 
includes voluntary manslaugh­
ter, which is the death of a 
person caused by gross negli­
gence of any individual other 
than the victim. 

Sexual assault. Until 1984, 
"rape" was defined as the car­
nal knowledge of a female, 
forcibly and against her will. 
On July 1, 1984, Illinois' sexual 
assault laws became gender­
neutral and the old concept of 
rape was broadened to in­
clude many types of sexual 
assault. This index crime now 
includes all sexual assaults, 
completed and attempted, 
aggravated and non­
aggravated. 
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Robbery. The taking of, or 
attempt to take, anything of 
value from the care, custody, 
or control of a person by force 
or threat of force or violence. 

Aggravated assault. The 
intentional causing of, or at­
tempt to cause, serious bodily 
harm, or the threat of serious 
bodily injury or death. This 
category inclUdes aggravated 
assault, aggravated battery, 
and attempted murder. In 
Illinois, "assault" is a threat, 
while "battery" is an actual 
attack. "Aggravated" means 
that serious bodily harm, or the 
threat of serious bodily harm, 
is involved. 

PROPERTY 

Burglary. The unlawful entry 
of a structure to commit a 
felony or theft; this category 
includes attempted burglary. 

Larceny/theft. The unlawful 
taking or stealing of property 
or articles without the use of 
force, violence, or fraud. This 
category includes attempted 
theft, burglary from a motor 
vehicle, and attempted bur­
glary from a motor vehicle. 

Motor vehicle theft. The 
unlawful taking or stealing of a 
motor vehicle; the category 
includes attempted motor 
vehicle theft. "Motor vehicle" 
includes automobiles, trucks, 
buses, and other vehicles. 

Arson. The willful or malicious 
buming of, or attempt to burn, 
with or without intent to de­
fraud, a dwelling house, public 
building, motor vehicle, air­
craft, or personal property of 
another. (Arson became an 
index crime in 1980, and, 
because of definitional differ­
ences, pre-1980 arson data 
cannot be compared with 
index arson figures.) 
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WHAT IS THE CRIME INDEX? 
The offense and arrest statistics in this chapter focus pri­
marily on what is known as the Crime Index. The eight 
crime categories that make up this index, when taken to­
gether, provide some indication of how much serious 
crime has occurred in a jurisdiction. Four of the index 
crimes in the I-UCR are violent crimes-murder, criminal 
sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault-and four 
are property crimes-burglary, larceny/theft, motor vehicle 
theft, and arson (see Figure 1-2 for definitions of the index 
crimes).3o 

The FBI considered several factors when select­
ing the crimes to be included in the Crime Index: the seri­
ousness of the crime, how frequently it occurs, its perva­
siveness in all geographic parts of the country, how con­
sistently jurisdictions define the crime, and the likelihood 
that the crime will be reported to the police. The Crime In­
dex does not include a number of crimes that, nonethe­
less, might be considered serious-simple assaults and 
batteries, kidnapping, child abuse, criminal sexual abuse, 
unlawful use of a weapon, all drug offenses, vandalism, 
and possession of stolen property, among others (see 
pages 18-35 for a separate analysis of drug crime in 
Illinois). 

Throughout this chapter, violent index crime is 
analyzed separately from property index crime. The vast 
majority of index crimes are property crimes, and for ana­
lytical purposes, it is more revealing to separate the two. 
Otherwise, a large jump in the overall Crime Index could 
imply that serious crime against persons is rising when, in 
fact, a property crime such as larceny/theft may account 
for most of the increase. For tile first time in this publica­
tion series, arson is included in analyses of offenses and 
arrests. Arson was first designated an index crime in 
1980. Because earlier, non-index arsons were reported 
differently from index arson offenses, the crime cannot be 
analyzed over the same time period used for the other 
seven index crimes. Arson data are presented for the time 
period beginning in 1980. 

Besides the index crime categories, offenses and 
arrests can also be categorized as felonies and misde­
meanors, depending on the statutory penalties imposed 
upon conviction-crimes that carry a sentence of one year 
in prison or more are considered felonies. Technically, 
however, these labels are more appropriate at the prose­
cutorial rather than the law enforcement level. The classi­
fication of an offense type as a felony or a misdemeanor 
(and the various classes of felonies and misdemeanors) 
sometimes depends on mitigating or aggravating factors, 
determined at the prosecutorial stage of the case. In addi­
tion, the offense type named in the prosecutorial charge 
may differ from the offense type named on the arrest 
document. 
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HOW ARE CHICAGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
DATA REPORTED? 
The Chicago Police Department participated in the national 
UCR program long before the state system was created. 
When mandatory UCR reporting was initiated in Illinois in 
1972, Chicago continued to report its statistics using the 
national format. This meant that Chicago was reporting 
UCR information differently from the rest of the law en­
forcement agencies in the state. 

This situation caused two problems for tabulating 
statewide crime statistics. First, Chicago offense and ar­
rest information was much less specific than that of other 
jurisdictions in Illinois, because the national program 
(whose format Chicago was following) requires only aggre­
gate monthly statistics to be reported, while the Illinois sys­
tem requires specific, incident-level information on each 
offense and arrest. Second, Chicago was reporting fewer 
categories of crimes than were the other jurisdictions in the 
state, again because the national program does not require 
that many of these crimes be reported. 

In 1984, the Chicago Police Department began 
reporting incident-level offense statistics to the I-UCR pro­
gram, as well as reporting offense data for additional cate­
gories of non-index crimes. Reported offenses in Chicago 
are now more precisely classified according to the specific 
offenses that make up the eight index crime categories. 
This improvement allowed for more complete and accurate 
reporting of index aggravated assault. Prior to 1984, the 
Chicago Police Department counted only aggravated bat­
tery offenses in this index category. Starting that year, how­
ever, the department began to include statutory aggravated 
assault in the index category. In addition, the department 
began reporting statutory aggravated assault arrests in its 
official tabulation of index aggravated assault arrests in 
1988. Also, in 1988, Chicago began to include attempts in 
its tabulation of motor vehicle theft arrests. 

In 1983, the Chicago Police Department made 
another important change in how it records crime data: the 
department established new procedures for categorizing 
reported crimes as either "actually occurring" or "un­
founded." These changes created huge increases in the 
Chicago offense totals for 1983, and especially 1984, for 
certain major crimes.31 

According to one study, these reporting changes 
affected most types of violent crime, except for murder and 
armed robbery with a firearm.32 The result was a 51-per­
cent jump in the number of violent offenses reported by 
Chicago police between 1982 and 1983. In 1984, the first 
full year the reporting changes were in effect, the violent 
offense total was 132 percent higher than the 1982 figure. 
Because violent crime totals for the entire state are driven 
largely by Chicago figures, the statewide total also in­
creased dramatically in 1983 and 1984. Compared with 
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the 1982 figure, the number of violent crimes reported 
statewide was one-third higher in 1983 and 64 percent 
higher in 1984. So, these reporting changes must be kept 
in mind when analyzing crime trends over time, not only for 
Chicago but also for Illinois as a whole. 

WHAT INFORMATION SOURCES 
ARE USED IN THIS CHAPTER? 
Most of the Illinois offense and arrest statistics used in this 
chapter come from three sources: 

1. The Crime Studies Section of ISP's Bureau of 
Identification 

2. The 1972-1988 editions of ISP's Crime in Illinois. 

3. The Chicago Police Department's Research and De­
velopment Division, Data Systems Division, and Crime 
Analysis Unit 

Many of the offense and arrest statistics used in 
the chapter were derived from the I-UCR data maintained 
by ISP. However, the data used for analysis of Chicago 
arrest rates for specific age groups were derived from four 
separate sources. Since the Chicago Police Department 
arrest data are reported to the I-UCR in an aggregate for­
mat, arrest totals for specific age groups are, in certain 
cases, estimated by ISP. In this report, data from the Chi­
cago Police Department's Research and Development and 
Data Systems divisions are used for age-specific arrests 
and arrest rates for the index crimes of murder, criminal 
sexual assault, robbery, burglary, larceny/theft, and motor 

Trends and 
Issues 

Nearly 430,000 index crimes were reported in Illinois 
during 1972, the first year of the I-UCR program. Sixteen 
years later, in 1988, that total had risen 52 percent to 
more than 654,000 index offenses.34 That year, another 
780,000 non-index offenses were also reported state­
wide. And, as explained in the overview to this chapter, 
these figures include only those offenses reported to the 
police. The remainder of this chapter examines the 
changing nature of reported crime in Illinois since 1972. 
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vehicle theft for the years 1977 through 1988. Data for 
earlier years are unavailable from the police department; 
therefore, ISP figures are used. Because of an unresolved 
problem with the 1980 Chicago Police Department figures, 
ISP data were used for analyses of index aggravated as­
sault arrests for all years in Chicago. Further detail on the 
age ranges of people arrest(~d for murder was provided by 
the department's Crime Analysis Unit. 

The DUI arrest stat.istics used in this report were 
derived from data collected by the Illinois Secretary of 
State's Office, which provides a more complete accounting 
of DUI arrests than does I-UCR. The Secretary of State's 
database, however, contains statewide data only from 
1986 on. Also, it includes only those offenders who either 
failed or refused a chemical blood alcohol test. It does not 
include those arrests based on the officer's observations, 
where the driver passed the chemica! test. The Secretary 
of State's Office estimates that this latter category of DUI 
arrests makes up only about 5 percent of the total. 

The population statistics used to calculate most of 
the rates in this chapter were provided by three agencies­
Chicago Department of Planning, Northeastern Illinois 
Planning Commission, and Illinois Bureau of the Budget.33 

The offense statistics for the United States and eight larg­
est U.S. cities are taken from the 1988 edition of the FBI's 
Crime in the United States publication. 

Unless otherwise specified, all offenses and ar­
rests analyzed in this chapter are index crimes. For ex­
ample, burglary is index burglary and violent crime is vio­
lent index crime. 

The chapter also projects how some offense and arrest 
trends are likely to change during the rest of the century. 

HOW MUCH REPORTED CRIME IN ILLINOIS 
INVOLVES VIOLENT OFFENSES? 
Although violent crimes tend to receive the most public 
attention, in Illinois they are clearly outnumbered by 
property crimes. Between 1972 and 1988, the number of 
repOri;:;j property crimes in the Crime Index exceeded 
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Figure 1-3 
Reported property crimes have outnumbered reported 
violent crimes in Illinois by about 6·to·1 since 1984. 
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the number of reported violent crimes by almost 8-to-1 
(Figure 1-3). In recent years, from 1984 through 1988, 
the difference was about 6-to-1, while in othei years, par­
ticularly in the late 1970s and early 1980s, it was as high 
as 10-to-1. 

WHAT ARE THIE MOST COMMON VIOLENT 
CRIMES REPOflTED IN ILLINOIS? 
Of the four violent index crimes, the most common in 
Illinois are robbery and aggravated assault. In 1988, 
these two crimes made up 93 percent of all violent crimes 
reported in the statEl. Murder and criminal sexual assault 
accounted for the remaining 7 percent. 

The patterns since 1972 for both robbery and 
aggravated assault have been quite similar: both in­
creased in the early 19708, were relatively lower during 
the rest of the 1970s and early 1980s, and then increased 
sharply after 1982 (Figure 1-4). For both crimes, the 
increases in 1983 and 1984 were due largely to changes 
in the Chicago Police Department's crime-reporting 
practices. And although thl~re were sharp increases 
again in 1986, in 1987 and '1988 both crimes generally 
leveled off. 

The number of repor/.ed murders and criminal 
sexual assaults has also fluctuated since 1972 (Figure 1-
5). After increasing 1 B percent in 1973 and another 14 
percent in 1974, murdl3r in lilino'is declined through 
1977.35 The annual total gradually rose again through 
1981, but then decreas,ed in 198;'2. Murder totals hovered 
around 1,000 a year from 1982 through 1988.36 

Reported criminal sexual assaults in Illinois 
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fluctuated between approximately 2,400 and 3,300 a 
year through the 1970s and early 1980s, but then 
increased dramatically beginning in 1983. Two factors 
played a large part in this increase: the Chicago report­
ing changes and the enactment on July 1, 1984, of 
sweeping changes in Illinois' sexual assault laws.37 Be­
sides adding new offenses to the category of criminal 
sexual assault, the 1984 changes in the law also gener­
ated more pUblicity about the crime. Law enforcement 
officials were trained in how to record criminal sexual 
assaults under the law, and advocacy and police organi­
zations ttlat encourage victims to report criminal sexual 
assaults and to testify against sex offenders became 
more influential and successful. By 1986, however, the 
two reporting changes were probably not major factors in 
the 1 O-percent increase in reported criminal sexual 
assaults that occurred that year. In 1987 and 1988, the 
number of criminal sexual assaults increased only 
slightly. 

WHAT PROPORTION OF THE STATE'S 
VIOLENT CRIMES O(~CUR IN CHICAGO? 
A substantial majority of the violent crimes reported in 
Illinois take place in Chicago (Figure 1-6). In 1988, when 
Chicago accounted for about 26 percent of the state's 
population, almost 73 percent of all violent offenses 
reported statewide occurred in the city. As a result, 
statewide violent crime trends are largely determined by 
offense patterns in Chicago. This influence is particularly 
striking in the statewide totals for 1983 and 1984, the 
years immediately following the Chicago Police 
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Figure 1-4 
Aggravated assault and robber}' offenses have 
followed similar patterns over the years in Illinois. 
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Figure 1-6 
Almost three-quarters of the violent crimes reported 
in Illinois take place in Chicago. 
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Department's reporting changes. However, the 1986 
increase in violent crime occurred in all of Illinois, not just 
Chicago, which indicates that this increase was not due 
solely to Chicago's revised reporting procedures. 

DO LARGE JURISDICTIONS HAVE MORE 
VIOLENT CRIME PER CAPITA? 
Chicago clearly accounts for the majority of violent crime 
reported in Illinois. But the city also is home to more than 
one-quarter of the state's population and has 20 times 
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Figure 1-5 
With changes in laws and reporting practices, the 
number of reported sexual assaults in Illinois 
has risen dramatically in the 1980s. 
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more people than Rockford, the state's second largest 
city. If population is accounted for, is violent crime still 
more frequent in Chicago and other large metropolitan 
areas of Illinois than in the state's smaller jurisdictions? 

Comparing annual crime rates in four types of 
jurisdictions-Chicago, other large municipalities, small 
municipalities, and rural areas38-suggests that the size of 
the jurisdiction is directly related to violent crime rates: 
the greater the population density of an area, the higher 
its violent crime rate (Figure 1-7).39 In every year between 
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Figure 1-7 
Large municipalities have the highest rates of 
reported violent crime in Illinois. 
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1972 and 1988, Chicago had the highest violent crime 
rate in the state-since 1984, there have been more than 
2,000 reported violent crimes for every 100,000 city 
residents. Second-highest violent crime rates were found 
in other large municipalities, followed by smaller cities 
and towns, and then rural areas.40 

These figures also provide dramatic evidence of 
how reporting changes in Chicago drove up the state's 
overall violent crime rate after 1982. Violent crime rates 
in the other three types of jurisdictions changed very little 
between 1982 and 1986, while the reported rate in 
Chicago more than doubled. 

HOW OFTEN ARE FIREARMS USED 
TO COMMIT VIOLENT CRIMES? 
How often firearms are involved in the commission of 
violent crimes in Illinois varies from crime to crime. 

Firearms are much less likely to be used in 
violent crimes in which the victim survives than in homi­
cides. In 1988, for example, firearms were used in 
approximately 27 percent of the robberies, 27 percent of 
the aggravated assau!ts, and 8 percent of the criminal 
sexual assaults reported in Illinois (Figure 1-8). In most 
of the robberies and criminal sexual assaults that year, 
no weapons other than the offender's hands, fists, or feet 
were used. The weapons used in aggravated assaults in 
1988 were almost evenly split among firearms (27 
percent), knives (27 percent), and otller weapons (37 
percent), with hands/fists/feet accounting for the remain­
ing 9 percent of these crimes. By definition, h0wever, the 
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Figure 1-8 
Almost 60 percent of all murders in Illinois, and 
one-quarter of the robberies and sexual assaults, 
involved fifearms. 
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index crime of aggravated assault excludes most as­
saults and batteries in which no weapon is used. 
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Most murders begin as another crime, such as 
assault or robbery, and then escalate to murder. In 1981, 
61 percent of the 1,232 murders in Illinois involved 
firearms. In the years in which there have been the most 
murders-as in 1981, when the total was highest since 
1975-the percentage involving firearms has also been 
higher. In recent years, when the total number of mur­
ders has been relatively lower, the percentage involving 
firearms has also been lower-about 56 percent between 
1985 and 1988. A knife was the murder weapon in about 
one-fourth of the index murder.s in recent years-23 
percent in 1985 and 1986,25 percent in 1987, and 21 
percent in 1988. 

WHAT IS THE TYPICAL RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN MURDER VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS? 
The fear that many citizens have of being murdered by 
an unknown assailant is contrary to statistical evidence. 
Only 14 percent of the 989 murders reported in Illinois 
auring 1988 involved verified situations in which the 
victim and offender were strangers to one another. In 
more than half the murders, the victim and offender knew 
each other in some way, and in 23 percent of the crimes 
the victims and offenders were from the same family unit. 
In 29 percent of all murders, the relationship of victim to 
offender could not be determined. 

In 1988, almost half the murder victims in Illinois 
were black males (Figure 1-9). Males accounted for the 
great majority (74 percent) of Illinois murder victims. 
Overall, 62 percent of the murder victims were black, 36 
percent white, and 2 percent other races. 

51 



HOW WILL VIOLENT CRIME IN ILLINOIS 
CHANGE THROUGH THE YEAR 2000? 
Reported violent crime in Illinois fluctuated substantially 
between 1972 and 1988. To help determine what will 
happen in the future, the Authority projected the expp,cted 
level of violent crime in the state for the 12 years from 
1989 through 2000.41 Projections for the first five yea,s 
(1989 through 1993), for each of the four violent index 
crimes, for three different parts of the state-Chicago; the 
collar counties of DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, Will, 

Figure 1-9 
Almost half of all murder vict8ms in Illinois are 
black males. 
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Figure 1-10 
Reported murders in Illinois are likely to level off in 
the next several years. 
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1993 

-------

and suburban Cook; and the remainder of the state-are 
shown here.42 The following trends are expected in 
reported violent crime through the year 2000 in Illinois: 

• Murder. The number of murders per year in Chi­
cago is expected to increase from the record low 
1988 total of 661, remaining at about 740 a year 
through 1993 (Figure 1-10). In the collar counties, 
where the number of murders was exceptionally low 
from 1984 to 1988, the annual figure is expected to 
remain at about 120 a year in future years. In the 
remainder of Illinois, where the number of reported 
murders was relatively low from 1982 through 1988, 
the number of murders is expected to level off at 
about 170 a year. 

• Criminal sexual assault. Even though the number 
of reported criminal sexual assaults was already 
high in 1985, 1986, and 1987, the number of re­
ported offenses continued to increase everywhere 
except Chicago between 1987 and 1988-about 8 
percent in the collar counties and 7 percent in the 
remainder of Illinois. In Chicago, however, the 
number has declined 4 percent since 1986. This 
slight decline in reported criminal sexual assaults is 
expected to continue in Chicago, although the 
number will not reach the 1984 low figure in the 
foreseeable future (Figure 1-11). Although reported 
criminal sexual assault offenses in the collar coun­
ties are expected to remain at the 1988 level, in the 
rest of the state they are expected to continue to 
increase rapidly, due to increased awareness and 
reporting of sexual offenses in rural areas.43 

Figure 1-11 
Reported criminal sexual assaults are expected to 
increase outside the Chicago area through 1993. 
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• Robbery. The number of reported robberies in 
Chicago declined between 1986 and 1988 to about 
29,000 (Figure 1-12). However, this trend may have 
begun to reverse itself. If so, reported robbery 
offenses could increase during the next several years 
and top 34,000 by 1993. In the collar counties, a 
gradual increase in reported robberies that began in 
1985 is expected to continue in the future. This is 
also true in the rest of the state, where the number of 
reported robbery offenses is expected to reach 3,300 
by 1993 and 3,500 by the year 2000. 

Figure 1-12 
RepCl'rted robberies are expected to increase 
statewide through 1993. 
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Figure 1-13 
Incre~ses in reported aggravated assaulfls are 
expected to continue in Chicago. 
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• Aggravated assault. The number of reported 
aggravated assaults in Chicago is expected to 
continue to increase to about 44,700 by 1993 and 
more than 51,000 by the year 2000 (Figure 1-13). In 
the collar counties, reported aggravated assaults de­
clined in 1987 and 1988. However, the number is 
expected to level off at about 6,800 through 1993 and 
beyond. The number of reported aggravated as­
saults in the rest of Illinois reached its highest yearly 
total in 1988, topping 1987, another record year. 
This trend is expected to continue, with an increase 
to 10,000 by 1993 and almost 11,000 by the year 
2000.44 

WHAT IS THE MOST COMMON PROPERTY 
CRIME REPORTED IN ILLINOIS? 
Larceny/theft has been the most common property index 
crime reported in Illinois in each year since 1972 (Figure 
1-14). In 1988, it accounted for 63 percent of the re­
ported property offenses in the state. Burglary was the 
second most common property crime and motor vehicle 
theft the third in every year between 1972 and 1988. 
Arson, which has been reported as an index crime only 
since 1980, is the least common. Between 1980 and 
1988, arson made up less than 1 percent of all property 
crimes statewide.45 

This distribution of property crimes is important 
for understanding crime patterns in Illinois. Although 
burglary, motor vehicle theft, and arson seem to attract 
more attention from the public and the news media, 
larceny/theft occurs much more frequently than these 
other three crimes. 

Figure 1-14 
larceny/theft is the most frequently rsported 
property crime in Illinois. 
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WHAT PROPORTION OF THE STATE'S 
REPORTED PROPERTY CRIMES OCCUR 
IN CHICAGO? 
Although close to three-quarters of all violent crimes 
reported in Illinois take place in Chicago, the majority of 
reported property crimes in the state are committed 
outside Chicago (Figure 1-15). In 1988, for example, 
almost 60 percent of the reported burglaries, larceny/ 
thefts, motor vehicle thefts, and arsons in the state 
occurred outside Chicago. 

Statewide, the number of reported property 
crimes rose from about 371,700 in 1972 to about 559,000 
in 1988, a 50-percent increase.40 Reported burglaries 
increased 72 percent, reported larceny/thefts increased 
28 percent, and reported motor vehicle thefts increased 
55 percent between 1982 and 1984-the first complete 
year of Chicago's new reporting procedures. In contrast, 
reported property crime decreased in the rest of the state 
during the same period, which may suggest that the 
changes in Chicago had an effect on the number of 
reported property crimes statewide. 

DO LARGE JURISDICTIONS HAVE HIGHER 
PROPERTY CRIME RATES? 
Crime rates were used to measure the relative frequency 
of property crime in different parts of the state. As with 
the analysis of violent crime rates (see page 52), property 
crime rates were calculated for four types of jurisdictions: 
Chicago, other large municipalities, small municipalities, 
and rural areas. And, once again, similar differences 
were found. 

Figure 1-15 
Unlike violent crimes, the majority of properly 
crimes I'«r=ported in Illinois occur outside Chicago. 
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Chicago and other large municipalities in Illinois 
consistently have higher property crime rates than either 
small municipalities or rural areas (Figure 1-17), but from 
1976 to 1982 Chicago had a lower property crime rate 
than the other large municipalities. After the reporting 
changes took effect in Chicago in 1983, however, the 
property crime rate there was once again higher than the 
rate in the other large jurisdictions. 

Chicago's property crime rate has also followed 
different patterns from other types of Illinois jurisdictions 
in recent years. For example, while property crime rates 
in other jurisdictions remained constant or increased from 
1986 to 1987, Chicago's property crime rate fell 7 per­
cent, before rising in 1988 to the 1984-1986 level. 

WHAT ARE THE PROPERTY LOSSES 
RESULTING FROM CRIME IN ILLINOIS? 
Law enforcement agencies are required to report to the 1-
UCR system property losses associated with the eight in­
dex crimes, plus vandalism, based on property (including 
cash) that has been stolen or destroyed. In 1988, the 
total losses from stolen property in Illinois were $520 
million, about 9 percent higher than in 1987. Of the 1988 
total, more than half was the result of motor vehicle theft. 
Other thefts accounted for 22 percent of the losses, 
burglary for 19 percent of the losses, and all other 
crimes-mostly robbery-for 2 percent. 

Total losses from property destruction in Illinois 
in 1988 amounted to about $42 million, a 13.5-percent 
increase from 1987. Losses from vandalism accounted 
for about two-thirds of the 1988 total. Arson accounted 

Figure 1-16 
large municipalities have the highest rates cf 
reported property crime. 
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for 17 percent of the losses, motor vehicle theft for 8 
percent, and other offenses-mostly burglary and theft­
for 9 percent. 

HOW WILL PROPERTY CRIME IN ILLINOIS 
CHANGE THROUGH THE YEAR 2000? 
To get some indication of how property crime levels in 
Illinois will change through the year 2000, the Authority 

Figure 1-17 
Reported burglaries are expected to increase in 
Chicago, but remain relatively stable in the rest of 
the state, through 1993. 
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Figure 1-18 
Reported larceny/thefts are likely to decline in 
Chicago and the collar counties, but to increase in 
the rest of Illinois, through 1990. 

Reported index larceny/theft (thousands) 

150 ...----------------------------------, 
Collar counties Chicago reporting changes began 

125 l-=iiiil=i:"-:Ii~~r;;;::,:_::;;:D1W..,~~~ 

75~~~--~~----~~~------------~ 

50 ~--------------------------------~ 

~ ~--------------------------------~ 

o ~-------------------------------~ 
1972 1975 1980 1985 1990 

Source: Illinois Uniform Crime Reports; Illinois Criminal Justice 
Information Authority (projections) 

CHAPTER 1 

1993 

calculated projections, similar to those done for violent 
crimes, for the four property crimes as wel1.47 These 
projections cover the same three parts of the state: 
Cilicago, the collar counties, and the remainder of Illinois. 
These projections indicate the following trends: 

• Burglary. The number of reported burglaries in 
Chicago, after see-sawing from 1983 to 1987, 
increased in 1988. If this trend continues, reported 
burglaries would reach 58,600 by 1993 and remain at 
that level through the year 2000 (Figure 1-17). The 
recent decline in reported burglaries in the collar 
counties continued in 1988, but burglaries are 
expected to increase gradually to about 37,800 by 
1993, possibly reaching 38,000 by the year 2000. In 
the remainder of Illinois, the number of reported 
burglaries has been relatively stable since 1984. 
This is expected to continue, with the number at 
about 40,000 through 1993 and beyond. 

• Larceny/theft. In Chicago and the collar counties, 
reported larceny/thefts showed a remarkable in­
crease in 1988. The Chicago Police Department has 
attributed the increase in not only larceny/theft but 
also motor vehicle theft offenses to several factors, 
among them crowding, at the Cook County Jail.48 

People accused of theft are among the first to be 
released on individual recognizance bonds by jail 
officials, in order to relieve croWding. Many are back 
on the street the same day. Because these offend­
ers are not being incapacitated for even a few days, 
there are more offenders with multiple arrests. The 
increase in larceny/theft in Chicago is expected to 
continue briefly, but then to level off and decline 
somewhat, returning to the 1987 level by 1993 
(Figure 1-18). 

In the collar counties, reported larceny/thefts are ex­
pected to level off in 1989 and to remain at less than 
120,000 through 1993 and possibly thruugh the year 
2000. In the rest of Illinois, although larceny/thefts 
did not increase in 1988, they are expected to begin 
to increase in 1989, reaching 106,000 by 1993. 

• Motor vehicle theft. After decreasing in 1987, motor 
vehicle thefts in Chicago increased sharply in 1988, 
again a possible effect of crowding at Cook County 
Jail. This increase is expected to reach about 49,000 
in 1993 and about 51 ,000 in 2000 (Figure 1-19). 

In the collar counties, where reported motor vehicle 
thefts remained stable from 1981 to 1987, the 
number jumped over 8 percent in 1988, another 
possible effect of jail crowding. This high level is 
expected to continue in 1989, and then decline 
slightly to about 17,600 in 1993. In the rest of the 
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state, the number motor vehicle thefts declined 
sharply from 1986 to 1987, then increased again in 
1988 to the 1986 level. An increase to more than 
7,000 is expected in 1989, leveling off at about 6,800 
in 1993. 

• Arson. In Chicago, the number of reported index 
arson offenses climbed steadily from 1984 to 1987, 
but remained stable in 1988 and may decline to 
about 1,800 in 1993. On the other hand, reported 
arson offenses jumped 13 percent from 1987 to 1988 

Figure 1-19 
Chicago motor vehicle thefts rose sharply in 1988, 
and are expecteil to increase through 1993. 
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Figure 1-20 
Reported arson is likely t@ decline in Chicago 
through 1993. 
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in the collar counties, and are expected to continue to 
increase to about 1,200 in 1993. In the rest of 
Illinois, the number of reported arson offenses, which 
has been relatively stable since 1984, is expected to 
increase slightly to about 1,050 in 1989 and remain 
at that level through 1993 and beyond (Figure 1-20). 

HOW DOES CRIME IN ILLINOIS 
COMPARE TO OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
IN THE UNITED STATES? 
The FBI has officially recognized 11 factors that have a 
major influence on crime (see page 37). Since crime 
rates control for only one of these factors-population 
size-crime analysts are usually cautious in comparing 
crime rates across jurisdictions. The violent and property 
index crime rates in Figure 1-21 thus provide only gen­
eral reference points for putting crime in Illinois in a larger 
perspective. 

Illinois' violent crime rate in 1988 was above the 
national rate, while the state's property crime rate was 
below the national rate. Among the nation's eight largest 
cities, Chicago ranked second only to Detroit in violent 
crime rate in 1988, but ranked sixth in property crime 
rate. Although not among the eight largest cities, Wash­
ington, D.C., experienced unusually large increases in 
1988-19.3 percent for the violent crime rate and 16.8 
percent for the property crime rate. 

WHICH REPORTED CRIMES ARE MOST LIKELY 
TO RESULT IN AN ARREST? 
An arrest is the apprehension of someone believed to 
have committed a crime, regardless of whether or not the 

Figure 1-21 
In 1988, Illinois' violent crime rate per 100,000 
people was higher than the national rate. 

Violent Property 1988 estimated 
Jurisdiction crime rate crime rate population 

United States 637.2 5,027.1 245,807,000 
Illinois 817.0 4,800.4 11,645,831 

Cities 
New York City 2,217.6 7,652.4 7,346,352 
Los Angeles 1,961.5 6,877.5 3,402,342 
Chicago 2,287.3 7,578.3 3,022,749 
Houston 1,148.5 9,266.1 1,725,421 
Philadelphia 1,035.4 5,001.7 1,657,285 
Detroit 2,374.6 9,866.2 1,086,714 
San Diego 854.3 8,185.2 1,073,466 
Dallas 2,076.5 14,800.0 1,017,818 

Note: Figures are for eight largest U.S. cities. 

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States, 
1988 edition 
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person is formally charged. Analyzing arrest trends, 
however, can be difficult because different law enforce­
ment agencies use different procedures for reporting 
arrests. In fact, a 1984 study found not only that many 
law enforcement agencies in the United States define 
arrests differently, but also that many agencies do not 
follow UCR rules for how arrests should be counted.49 

This problem is compounded because of variations in 
how law enforcement agencies define the different crime 
categories to which arrests pertain. 

Despite the difficulties in counting arrests, one 
common vlay of assessing law enforcement agencies' re­
sponse to crime is to analyze clearance rates for different 
types of offenses. A crime is "cleared by arrest" when at 
least one suspect is arrested for the offense. A crime 
can also be "cleared exceptionally." This occurs when 
police identify the likely offender, but for exceptional 
reasons, such as the death of the suspect or the failure of 
the victim to file a complaint, they cannot make an 
arrest.50 Keep in mind that the number of arrests does 
not equal the number of offenses cleared by arrest, 
because several suspects can be arrested for a single 
offense or a single suspect can be arrested for several 
different offenses. 

Statewide in 1988, as in past years, crimes 
against people were more likely to be cleared than were 
crimes against property (Figure 1-22). About 70 percent 
of the reported first-degree murders and aggravated as­
saults, and more than half of the reported criminal sexual 
assaults, aggravated batteries, and kidnappings, were 
cleared in 1988. In contrast, only about one-fourth of the 
thefts, 11 percent of the burglaries, and 13 percent of the 
motor vehicle thefts were cleared that year. 

Many factors may account for the difference in 
clearance rates between violent and property crimes. 
For example, it is often easier for a victim or witness to 
identify the offender during a personal attack than during 
a property crime. In addition, law enforcement officials 
often place a higher priority on investigating violent 
crimes and arresting suspected violent criminals. 

HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE ARRESTED 
FOR VIOLENT AND PROPERTY CRIMES 
IN ILLNOIS? 
Just as reported property crimes outnumber reported 
violent crimes in Illinois, the number of arrests for prop­
erty crimes also exceeds the number of arrests for violent 
crimes by a wide margin (Figure 1-23). Between 1972 
and 1988, there were approximately five property crime 
arrests for every one violent crime arrest in the state. 
This ratio was as low as 3-to-1 in the early 1970s and as 
high as 6-to-1 through most of the 1980s. 

During those 17 years, arrests for property and 
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Figure 1-22 
Reported crimes against people are more likely to 
be cleared than reported crimes against property. 
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violent crimes followed completely different patterns. 
Statewide, violent crime arrests dropped 31 percent, from 
approximately 23,200 in 1972 to about 16,000 in 1987, 
and then jumped almost 50 percent to 23,904 in 1988. 
This rise in 1988 was, however, due largely to Chicago 
reporting aggravated assault arrests to the I-UCR system 
for the first time. Arrests for property crimes increased 39 
percent, from almost 78,873 in 1973 to almost 110,000 in 
1988.51 

The distribution of violent crime arrests is similar 
to that for violent offenses: most arrests are for aggra­
vated assault and robbery. In 1988, almost two-thirds of 
the violent crime arrests in Illinois were for aggravated 
assault, one-fourth were for robbery, and only 11 percent 
were for murder and criminal sexual assault combined. 
The distribution of property crime arrests statewide in 
1988 was also similar to the distribution of offenses. 
Thiree-fourths of these arrests were for larceny/theft, 
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Figure 1-23 
Arrests for both property and violent crim~s in Illinois 
increased in 1988. 
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14 percent for burglary, 9 percent for motor vehicle theft, 
and less than 1 percent for arson. 

HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE 
ARRESTED FOR DUI IN ILLINOIS? 
Although not an index crime, driving under the influence 
(DU I) is a major law enforcement-and public safety­
issue in Illinois. The Illinois Secretary of State's Office 
currently provides the most complete, accurate data on 
DUI arrests in the state, but statewide data are available 
only from 1986 through 1988. Furthermore, these data 
include only violations for which the office received a 
copy of the arresting officer's sworn report-where the 
driver either failed or refused the chemical test. Arrests 
in which the officer observed evidence of intoxication­
despite the driver's having passed a chemical test-are 
not included. The Secretary of State's Office, however, 
estimates that such presumptive DUI arrests account for 
only 5 percent of the state total. The office's arrest 
figures, therefore, should cover approximately 95 percent 
of the state total. In other words, since the Secretary of 
State's Office recorded 48,656 DUI arrests in 1988 in 
which the driver refused or failed the chemical test, we 
can assume the total of all DUI arrests to be about 
51,200. 

According to the Secretary of State's Office, 
there was a 12-percent reduction in statewide DUI 
arrests from 1986 to 1988. Most of the arrests reported 
to the office involved drivers who failed a chemical test 
(registering a blood alcohol concentration of .10 or 
higher) rather than those who refused the test (Figure 1-
24). The percentage of arrestees failing the test was 
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more than 73 percent in 1986, about 69 percent in 1987, 
and 67 percent in 1988. 

Cook County accounted for approximately one­
third of all DUI arrests reported to the Secretary of State's 
Office from 1986 to 1988. Statewide, repeat DUI offend­
ers-those arrested for DUI twice within five years­
accounted for about one-quarter of the arrestees be­
tween 1986 and 1988. 

Drivers arrested for DUI in Illinois are predomi­
nantly male. From 1987 to 1988, however, the number of 
women arrested fo\' QUI increased 47 percent, from 
6,469 to 9,479. Women now make up 19 percent of 
those arrested for DUI, compared to 12 percent in 1987. 

DUI arrests are also highly concentrated among 
younger drivers. The arrest rate for 21- to 24-year-old 
males (22 arrests per 1,000 licensed drivers) was four 
times higher than the rate for all other drivers (6 per 
1,000) in 1988. 

WHICH AGE GROUPS 
ARE MOST CRIME PRONE? 
Criminologists often argue that different age groups have 
different propensities to commit crime.52 In general, older 
teenagers and young adults are thought to commit more 
crimes than older adults. The number of people arrested 
at any age is not necessarily an indication of the number 
of crimes committed by that age woup. However, arrest 
rates do indicate the likelihood that a person of a given 
age will be armsted. 

Age-specific arrest rates are calculated by 
dividing the number of arrests for an age group by the 
number of people in that age group for a particular year; 
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Figure 1-24 
DUI arrests decreased by 12 percent in Illinois 
between 1986 and 1988. 
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Figure 1-25 
Arrest rates for murder are much higher for adults 
younger than age 30. 
Arrests for index murder 
per 100,000 people 
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Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (population projections) 

the rates are then expressed as the number of arrests 
per 100,000 people in tile age group. For this report, 
age-specific arrest rates for each violent and property 
index crime from 1972 through 1988 were calculated for 
five different adult age groups: 17- to 19~year-olds, 20-
to 24-year-olds, 25- to 29-year-olds, 30- to 59-year-olds, 
and persons aged 60 and 01der.53 

In national crime data, these age groups consis­
tently exhibit different arrest rates for every index crime. 
Arrest rates amC'ng the five age groups also varied 
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substantially in Illinois. Arrest rates for all index crimes 
were consistently highest among 17- to 19-year-olds and 
20- to 24-year-olds in each of the 17 years analyzed. 
Arrest rates for 17- to 19-year-olds were not, however, 
always higher than those for 20- to 24-year-olds. 

WHICH AGE GROUPS HAVE THE HIGHEST 
ARREST RATES FOR VIOLENT CRIME? 
In general, adult arrest rates for murder, criminal sexual 
assault, and aggravated assault vary less by age in 
Illinois than adult arrest rates for property crimes or for 
robbery. Here is a summary of age-specific arrest rates 
for the four violent crimes: 

• Murder Index murder arrest rates for the two young­
est groups-17- to 19-year-olds and 20- to 24-year­
aids-are similar to each other both in their magni­
tude in any given year and in the pattern of change 
from 1972 through 1988 (Figure1-25). The murder 
arrest rates for 17- to 19-year-olds ranged from a 
high of 47.5 per 100,000 in 1976 to a low of 27 per 
100,000 in 1985. Arrest rates for 25- to 29-year-olds 
are slightly lower than for the two younger age 
groups, but follow the same pattern over time. Arrest 
rates for people aged 30 and older are much lower.54 

• Criminal sexual assault. For criminal sexual 
assault, 17- to 19-year-olds and 20- to 24-year-olds 
consistently had the highest arrest rates, followed 
closely in most years by 25- to 29-year-olds (Figure 
1-26). The peak rate for 17- to 19-year-olds was 64 
per 100,000 in 1972. The -1988 rate was less than 
half that, 31 per 100,000. Arrest rates for the two 
older age groups, 30- to 59-year-olds, and 60 and 
older, were lower in every year. Although statewide 
trends showed a general increase in criminal sexual 
assault arrest rates during the mid-1980s, Chicago 
rates have declined sharply since 1986, for every age 
group. This is a continuation of the general declining 
trend from the 1980 peak. In contrast, outside of 
Chicago, arrest rates of every age group for criminal 
sexual assault followed an increasing trend in the mic,l 
1980s. However, by 1988 the increase in the arrest 
rate for most ages had fallen off. 

• Robbery. 80th in Chicago and in the rest of Illinois, 
robbery arrest rates have been generally declining for 
all ages sincH the peak in 1974, although the steep 
decline leveled off in the mid-1980s. Different age 
groups had very different arrests rates, although the 
patterns over time were similar (Figure 1-27).55 
Arrest rates for 17- to 19-year-olds were substantially 
greater than arrest rates for 20- to 24-year-olds in 
every year between 1972 and 1988-in many years, 
the difference was 60 percent or more. The difference 
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Figure 1-26 
Criminal sexual assault arrest rates 
are also highest for adults younger than age 30. 

Arrests for index criminal sexual assault 
per 100,000 people 
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in arrest rates between 20- to 24-year-olds and 25- to 
29-year-olds was also great in most years. 

• Aggravated assault. Because Chicago began 
reporting statutory aggravated assault arrests to the 
I-UCR in 1988,56 a statewide trend analysis of index 
aggravated assault arrests is not yet possible. For 
the rest of the state, however, the trend of these 
arrest rates follows very closely the patterns of 
murder and criminal sexual assault (Figure 1-28). 
Arrests rates for 17- to 19-year-olds and 20- to 24-
year-aids are similar to each other,. with only slightly 
lower rates among 25- to 29-year-olds. Arrest rates 
for 30- to 59-year··olds are significantly lower. Rates 
for each age group have risen since 1985, although 
they have not reached the peak rates of 1974. 

WHICH AGE GROUPS HAVE THE HIGHEST 
ARREST RATES FOR PROPERTY CRIME? 
For the property crimes of burglary, larceny/theft, motor 
vehicle theft, and arson, differences in arrest rates 
between 17- to 19-year-olds and the other age groups 
are more evident than among violent crime arrest rates: 

• Burglary. In 1988, the statewide burglary arrest rate 
for 17- to 19-year-olds-646 per 1 OO,OOO-was more 
than twice the rate for 20- to 24-year-olds, four times 
the rate for 25- to 29-year-olds, and more than 13 
times the rate for 30- to 59-year-olds (Figure 1-29). 
Burglary arrest rates generally have decreased since 
the peaks in 1975 and 1980, both in Chicago and in 
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Figure 1-27 
Robbery arrest rates for all age groups have fallen 
since the mid·1970s. 
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Figure 1-28 
Aggravated assault arrest rates outside ChicagJo 
are similar for adults aged 17 to 19 and 20 to 24. 

Arrests for index aggravated assault 
per 100,000 people outside Chicago 
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the rest of Illinois. In recent years, however, burglary 
arrest rates of people aged 30 and older have been 
increasing. 

• Larceny/theft. For larceny/theft, age differences in 
arrest rates are also striking. For example, the 1988 
rate for 17- to 19-year-olds-2,765 per 100,000-was 
almost twice that of 20- to 24-year-olds, about 2.5 
times that of 25- to 29-year-olds, and more than five 
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Figure 1-29 
Burglary arrest rates for 17· to19·year.olds are 
much higher than for any other age group. 
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times the rate for 30- to 59-year-olds (Figure 1-30).57 
Since 1983, larceny/theft arrest rates for every age 
group have increased to record levels outside 
Chicago. Although Chicago larceny/theft arrest rates 
had been stable or declining since ttle 1984 peak, 
there was a sharp increase in 1988. Arrest rates of 
30- to 59-year-olds in Chicago, for example, in­
creased 27 percent between 1987 and 1988, from 
969 to 1,230 per 100,000. Like the increase in lar­
ceny/theft offenses, this increase in larceny/theft 
arrests may also be attributable to an increase in the 
number of nonviolent offenders who are released on 
their own recognizance pending trial, due to crowding 
at the Cook County Jail (see Chapter 4). 

• Motor vehicle theft. Statewide arrest rates for 
motor vehicle theft also vary with age, and younger 
age groups had the highest rates in all years (Figure 
1-31). In 1988, Chicago arrest rates for motor 
vehicle theft rose very sharply for all age groups, 
driving the statewide rate higher also. The Chicago 
rate for 17- to 19-year-olds, for example, rose to 
1,711 per 100,000 from 838 in 1987. Between 1987 
and 1988, the motor vehicle theft arrest rate in Chi­
cago increased 104 percent for 17- to 19-year-olds, 
81 percent for 20- to 24-year-olds, 101 percent for 
25- to 29-year-olds, 118 percent for 30- to 59-year­
olds, and 95 percent for persons aged 60 and older. 
In fact, arrests increased more sharply than offenses. 
As with larceny/theft, the increase in motor vehicle 
theft arrests may be attributable in part to crowding at 
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Figure 1-30 
In 1988, the larceny/theft arrest rate for 17· to 19· 
year·olds was twice thai: of 20· to 24.year.olds. 

Arrests for index larceny/theft 
per 100,000 people 
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Figure 1-31 
Motor vehicle theft arrest rattes for all age groups 
increased sharply in 1988. 

Arrests for index motor vehicle theft 
per 100,000 people 
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Cook County Jail (see Chapter 4). However, part of 
the increase is due to the new practice of counting 
both attempted crimes and completed crimes in 1988 
motor vehicle theft arrest rates in Chicago. 

• Arson. Beginning in 1980, when arson became an 
index crime, statewide adult arrest rates declined 18 
percent until they reached a low of 4.4 per 100,000 in 
1984. Since then, they have risen 15.5 percent to a 
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Figure 1-32 
Arrests for violent crimes in Illinois are expected to 
decline slightly through the year 2000. 
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peak of 5.1 arrests per 100,000 in 1988. As with 
most other crimes, arson arrest rates are highest 
among the younger age groups, especially 17- to 19-
year-aids. However, arrest rates for this group de­
clined sharply from 1983 to 1985 bringing them to the 
same levels as 20- to 24-year-olds for that period. 
The rates for the other age groups followed similar 
patterns, although rates for the oldest groups de­
clined moderately in 1986 and 1987. 

HOW WILL ARREST TRENDS FOR SPECIFIC 
CRIMES CHANGE THROUGH THE YEAR 2000? 
To project future arrest levels in Illinois-and thus the 
number of people entering the criminal justice system-it 
is important to know two things: the expected number of 
people in the state, and the anticipated rate at which 
those people will be arrested. However, arrest rates vary 
greatly for different age groups and within different areas 
of the state. Therefore, the arrest projections in this 
report were calculateJ separately for Chicago and for 
Illinois outside of Chicago, and for eight separate age 
groups-5 to 9,10 to 14, 15 and 16, 17 to 19, 20 to 24, 
25 to 29, 30 to 59, and 60 and older (see Appendix B for 
details on how these arrest projections were calculated). 
Even within each of these categories, the highest and the 
lowest arrest rates often varied tremendously over the 
17 -year period from 1972 through 1988. 

Statewide, arrests for violent crimes can be 
expected to decrease slightly through the year 2000. In 
Chicago, violent crime arrests are expected to fall from 
6,075 in 1988 to slightly more than 5,800 in 2000. In the 
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Figure 1-33 
Arrests for property crimes are expected to 
increase in both Chicago and the rest of Illinois. 

Arrests for property index offenses (thousands) 
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rest of the state, arrests are expected to decrease from 
8,217 in 1988 to about 8,000 in 2000 (Figure 1-32). 

Property crime arrests, however, are expected to 
increase statewide. The increase is expected to be 
greatest in Chicago, where property crime arrests are 
expected to go up 13 percent, from 42,212 in 1988 to 
almost 47,700 in the year 2000. In Illinois outside Chi­
cago, property crime arrests are expected to increase 
about 4 percent, from 38,170 in 1988 to 40,525 in 2000 
(Figure 1-33). 

For every type of crime, increases can be 
expected in the number of arrests of people 30 to 59 
years old-and therefore in the number of older people 
entering the criminal justice system (Figure 1-34). In 
general, arrest rates of people aged 30 to 59 in !lIinois 
are very low compared with the rates of the other age 
groups. But because the number of 30- to 59-year-olds 
in the state's population is increasing rapidly, the number 
of these people arrested for every index crime is ex­
pected to increase in the future much more sharply than 
any other age group. Now, and in the foreseeable future, 
the state's criminal justice system must deal with an 
aging population of defendants and offenders. 

For the eight index crimes analyzed, the following 
statewide arrest trends are expected for adults: 

• Murder. The total number of adults arrested for 
murder is expected to remain relatively stable 
through the year 2000, both in Chicago (about 780 in 
2000) and in the rest of Illinois (about 250). How­
ever, murder arrests of people aged 30 to 59 are 
expected to increase 12 percent in Chicago and 18.5 
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Figure 1-34 
Arrests of 30· to 59·year·olds are eltpected to 
increase for all index crimes by the year 2000. 
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percent in the rest of Illinois, while murder arrests of 
most younger age groups will decline. 

• Criminal sexual assault Arrest trends for criminal 
sexual assault in Chicago diff!:lr greatly from trends in 
the rest of Illinois. In both geographic areas, how­
ever, there has been a rapid increase in the arrest 
rates of older people (aged 30 and over) in recent 
years. Given this trend, total adult arrests for criminal 
sexual assault are expected to increase 10 percent 
between 1988 and 2000 in Chicago and 9 percent in 
the rest of the state. Arrests of people aged 30 to 59 
are expected to increase 38 percent in Chicago and 
31 percent elsewhere, while arrests of younger adults 
are likely to remain stable or decline. 

• Robbery. Arrest rates for robbery have been steady 
or falling in the 1980s for ElVery adult age group, both 
in Chicago and in the rest of Illinois. In Chicago, 
robbery arrests will continue to decline until 1995, 
and then will begin to increase. In the rest of Illinois, 
the decline will continue until the year 2000. How­
ever, arrests of people aged 30 to 59 are expected to 
increase between 1988 and 2000-16 percent in 
Chicago and 29 percent in the rest of Illinois. 

• Aggravated assault. In Chicago, complete data for 
index aggravated assault are available for one year 
only, 1988. Assuming that 1988 rates continue to the 
year 2000, the number of aggravated assault arrests 
will decline slightly. This will reflect, however, a 17-
percent increase in arrests of people aged 30 to 59. 
In Illinois outside Chicago, adult arrests for aggra­
vated assault are expected to decline overall by the 
year 2000. This decline is expected to be especially 
rapid for those aged 17 to 19 (3 percent from the 879 
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arrests in 1988), 20 to 24 (16 percent from the 1,375 
in 1988), and 25 to 29 (20 percent from the 1,292 in 
1988). In contrast, the number of people aged 30 to 
59 arrested for aggravated assault in Illinois outside 
of Chicago in 2000 is expected to increase 17 
percent over the 1988 figure of 2,199. 

• Burglary. Generally, adult arrests for burglary are 
expected to remain stable in Chicago and decline in 
the rest of the state. In both areas, however, arrests 
of 30- to 59-year-olds are expected to increase, 37 
percent in Chicago and 21 percent in the rest of the 
state. Arrests of Chicago young adults for burglary 
will decline through 1992 and then increase slightly, 
following population trends for 17- to 19-year-olds. 
Outside Chicago, arrests for burglary of people aged 
17 to 19 will also follow population trends, declining 
16 percent from the 2,040 in 1988, which marked the 
lowest number of arrests of that age group in 17 years. 

• Larceny/theft. The greatest increase in arrests of 
30- to 59-year-olds is expected among those ar­
rested for larceny/theft. Given the recent increases 
in the arrest rate for that age group--27 percent in 
Chicago alone from 1987 to 1988-and the project/3d 
increase in the population aged 30 to 59, the number 
of 30- to 59-year-olds arrested for larceny/theft is 
expected to in.crease rapidly through the year 2000, 
32 percent in Chicago and 36 percent in the rest of 
Illinois. Until 1986, individuals aged 17 to 19 were the 
predominant group of people arrested for larceny/ 
theft in Illinois outside Chicago. Since then, however, 
the largest single group of arrestees for larceny/theft 
has been 30- to 59-year-olds, a trend that is ex­
pected to continue through 2000 (Figure 1-35). 
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Figure 1-35 
Outside Chicago, 30- to 59·year·olds will be the 
predominant age group arrested for larceny/theft 
through the year 2000. 

Arrests for index larceny/theft (thousands) 

15.---------------------------------~ 

10~~~------------~--~=---------~ 

1990 2000 

Source: Illinois Uniform Crime Reports; Chicago Police Department; 
Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (projections) 

• Motor vehicle theft. Adult arrests for index motor 
vehicle theft increased sharply in Chicago in 1988, as 
did arrests for the other property offenses. Assuming 
that these trends will continue in the immediate 
future, Chicago arrests for motor vehicle theft are 
expected to increase another 33 percent overall be­
tween 1988 and 2000 (Figure 1-36). However, 
arrests of 30- to 59-year-olds are expected to in­
crease 18 percent. In the rest of the state, arrests for 
motor vehicle theft are expected to increase briefly, 
but then follow the general declining trend since 1978. 

Notes 
1 Crime in the United States, 1988 edition (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, 1989). 

2 These figures are from a national study in which 
victims were asked, "Were the police informed or did they 
find out about this incident in any way?" Crimes where a 
commercial establishment is victimized are excluded. 
See Caroline Wolf Harlow, Reporting Crimes to the 
Po/ice (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
1985). 
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Figure 1-36 
Arrests for motor vehicle theft will continue to rise 
faster in Chicago than the rest of the state. 

Arrests for index motor vehicle theft (thousands) 
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Source: Illinois Uniform Crime Reports; Chicago Police Department 
Illinois Criminal Justice InfOrmation Authority (projections) 

2000 

• Arson. In Chicago, arson arrest rates, like those for 
the other property offenses, increased sharply in 
1988. Based on this trend, arson arrests in Chicago 
are expected to increase until 1992 and then to level 
off. However, arrests of 30- to 59-year-olds are 
expected to increase 20 percent between 1988 and 
2000. In the rest of Illinois, arson arrest data are 
available for only three years, 1986 to 1988. Given 
the available data, adult arrests are expected to 
decline slightly, but arrests of 30- to 59-y~ar-olds to 
increase sharply. 

3 Household larceny is defined as theft in or near the 
home where illegal entry is not involved-thus differenti­
ating this crime from burglary. 

4 These percentages are based on estimates of the 
actual amount of crime occurring as reported in victimiza­
tion surveys, which measure both crimes that police learn 
about and those that are never reported and entered into 
police records. The major victimization survey in the 
United States is the National Crime Survey (NCS) by the 
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Bureau of Justice Statistics, which is based on interviews 
of a large sample of households across the country. 

5 Certain types of crimes, however, are unlikely to be 
investigated by local police agencies. Many of the white­
collar crimes (for example, fraud, embezzlement, forgery, 
counterfeiting) are typically investigated by county 
prosecutors, the Illinois Attorney General, or the Illinois 
State Police's Division of Criminal Investigation. An 
indictment is then issued by a grand jury, therefore 
precluding involvement by local police agencies. 

6 James Q. Wilson, Varieties of Police Behavior 
(Atheneum, N.Y.: Atheneum [by permission of Harvard 
University Press], 1971). 

7 The four organizations are the International Associa­
tion of Chiefs of Police (IACP), the National Organization 
of Black Law Enforcement Executives (NOBLE), the Na­
tional Sheriffs' Association (NSA), and the Police Execu­
tive Research Forum (PERF). 

8 William Spellman and DalE! K. Brown, Calling the 
Police: Citizen Reporting of Serious Crime (Washington 
D.C.: Police Executive Research Forum, 1981). 

9 The police agencies included in this analysis were 
Arlington Heights, Buffalo Grove, Calumet City, Crystal 
Lake, Des Plaines, Dolton, Elgin, Elk Grove Village, 
Evanston, Fox River Grove, Glencoe, Glendale Heights, 
Glenview, Harvey, Highland Park, Hoffman Estates, 
Huntley, Joliet, Morton Grove, Mt. Prospect, Naperville, 
Oakwood Hills, Palatine, Park Ridge, Rolling Meadows, 
St. Charles, Schaumburg, Streamwood, Wheeling, 
Wilmette, and Winnetka. Response times were originally 
punched on a time clock at each agency. Only the last 
whole minute was recorded; seconds were not recorded. 
For example, all response times between 1 minute-O 
seconds and 1 minute-59 seconds were recorded as "1 
minute." All aggregate response times cited are, there­
fore, averages of whole minutes, and hence subject to 
rounding errors. 

10 People v. Pankey, 94 !II. 2d 12,445 N.E. 2d 284 
(1983). 

11 United States v. Seventy-Three Thousand Two 
Hundred Seventy-Seven Dollars, U.S. Currency, 710 F. 
2d 283 (7th Cir. 1983). 

12 Kindred v. Stitt, 51 III. 401 (1869). 

13 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 24, par. 7-4-7. 

14 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 24, par. 7-4-8. 

15 United States v. Janik, 723 F. 2d 537 (7th Cir. 1983). 

16 People v. Carnivale, 21 m. App. 3d 780, 315 N.E. 2d 
609 (1st Dist. 1974). 

CHAPTER 1 

17 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 107-8. 

18 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 107-9(e). 

19 Tennessee v. Gamer, 105 S. Ct. 1694 (1985). 

20 III-Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 7-5(a). This statute was 
brought into compliance with Tennessee v. Gamer in 
1986. 

21 Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966). 

22 Duckworth v. Eagan, 109 S.Ct. 2875 (1989). 

23 The Law Officer's Pocket Manual, 1987-/988 Edition 
(Washington, D.C.: The Bureau of National Affairs, 
1987-1988) p. 9:9. 

24 U.S. v. Sokolow, 109 S.Ct. 1581 (1989). 

25 Florida v. Riley, 109 S.Ct. 693 (1989). 

26 Public Act 86-17; III.Rev.Stat., ch. 120, par. 453.2. 

27 Public Act 8' j-881 ; III.Rev.Stat., cll. 38, par. 1005-4-3. 

28 For more information about I-UCR statistics, see 
Louise S. Miller and Carolyn R. Block, Introduction to 
Illinois Uniform Crime Reports (Chicago: Illinois Criminal 
Justice Information Authority, 1985). 

29 Arrest data for Chicago are available in monthly totals 
only. 

30 The national UCR's list of index crimes is somewhat 
different. The FBI collects data on the crime of rape, 
which has a narrower definition than criminal sexual 
assault in Illinois. 

31 Although the changes in recordkeeping practices 
began officially in 1984, actual changes in data recording 
began in the final months of 1983. The offense data for 
1983, therefore, show a slight increase, but the bulk of 
the effect from recordkeeping changes is reflected in 
1984 figures. For a detailed analysis of how the changes 
in the Chicago Police Department's reporting practices 
affected the number of robbery and assault offenses, see 
Carolyn R. Block and Sheryl L. Knight, Is Crime Predict­
able? A Test of Methodology for Forecasting Criminal 
Offenses (Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority, 1987). 

32 Block and Knight, 1987. 

33 For more detail about population estimates, see 
Appendix B. 

34 As discussed on pages 33-34, most of this increase 
was the result of changes in data recording practices in 
Chicago. 

35 For more information about homicide in Illinois, see 
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Louise S. Miller, Murder in Illinois: 1973 to 1982 (Chi­
cago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 
1983). 

36 As a serious offense that traditionally has been 
accurately reported, murder was not affected by the 
reporting changes in Chicago. For a detailed explanation 
of Chicago homicide trends, see two Authority publica­
tions by Carolyn R. Block: Lethal Violence in Chicago 
Over Seventeen Years (1985) and Specification of 
Patterns Over Time in Chicago Homicide (1985). 

37 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 12-12 et seq. For details, 
see Figure 1-2. 

38 For this report, crime rates were calculated for four 
different types of jurisdictions in Illinois: Chicago; other 
large municipalities; small municipalities, which include all 
other incorporated cities and towns; and rural areas, 
which include those unincorporated parts of the state that 
fall under the jurisdiction of county sheriffs' offices. Other 
large municipaliti,'3s is a U.S. Census Bureau designation 
of cities (or twin municipalities) that have more than 
50,000 people and that exhibit characteristics of a major 
metropolitan center. In Illinois, these cities are Arlington 
Heights, Aurora, Bloomington-Normal, Champaign- . 
Urbana-Rantoul, Cicero, Decatur, Des Plaines, East St. 
Louis, Elgin, Evanston, Joliet, Kankakee, Moline-Rock 
Island, Mt. Prospect, Oak Lawn, Oak Park, Peoria, 
Rockford, Schaumburg, Skokie, Springfield, and Wau­
kegan. 

39 To measure the relative frequency of violent crime in 
jurisdictions that have different population characteristics, 
crime rates must be used. Here, crime rates measure 
the per-capita amount of reported crime in a community, 
or group of communities, by calculating the number of 
crimes for every '100,000 people. 

40 When comparing crime rates across regions, it is 
important to remember that I-UCR data represent only 
those crimes reported to police. Therefore, differences in 
crirr.e rates may be partially due to regional differences in 
perceptions of crime. These perceptions, in turn, affect 
both crime reporting practices by citizens and crime 
recording practices by local law enforcement agencies. 

41 See Appendix B for a detailed discussion of the 
methodology used for the offense projections in this 
chapter. 

42 Detailed projected figures through the year 2000 are 
available from the Authority upon request. 

43 Several factors make projections of sexual assault in 
Illinois difficult. First, the change in reporting practices in 
Chicago, which began in 1983 and continued through 
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1984, probably caused much of the increase in reported 
rape offenses in those years. Second, the overhaul of the 
state's sexual assault laws, which took effect in the 
second half of 1984, may have caused much of the 
statewide incr.'ase after 1984. In 1985, 1986, and 1987, 
however, neither the definition nor the level of sexual 
assault changed as they had in earlier years. The 
projections are based on the assumption that this stability 
will continue. 

44 Of all the index crimes, aggravated assault showed the 
biggest increase in Chicago in 1983 and 1984, much of 
which was due to the change in the police department's 
reporting practices. Before 1984, only aggravated 
batteries were counted in the index aggravated assault 
offense category in Chicago. (Chicago Police Depart­
ment, personal communication, December 5, 1988.) Be­
ginning in 1984, attempted murders and aggravated 
assaults (battery threats) are also included, making the 
definition of index assault in Chicago comparable to that 
in the rest of Illinois only in the years 1984 through 1988. 
Therefore, the more recent patterns, 1984 through 1988, 
were used in the projections. 

45 Because arson was not designated as an index crime 
until 1980, earlier, non-index arsons were reported 
differently than index arson offenses. All analyses of 
property index crimes in the chapter include arson 
beginning in 1980. 

46 Very little of the increase in reported property crimes 
was due to the inclusion of arson as an index crime in 
1980. Arson accounts for less than 1 percent of reported 
property crimes in Illinois. 

47 Detailed projected figures through the year 2000 are 
available from the Authority on request. Also, see 
Appendix B for a detailed discussion of the methodology 
used for the offense projections in this chapter. 

48 Research and Development Division, Chicago Police 
Department (telephone inteNiew, November 1989). 

49 Lawrence W. Sherman and Barry D. Glick, The Quality 
of Police Arrest Statistics (Washington, D.C.: Police 
Foundation, 1984). 

50 The failure of the victim to file a complaint does not, in 
itself, preclude police from making an arrest. Officers 
may still arrest a suspect if they have enough evidEJnce to 
do so. 

51 The year 1973 is used for comparison because of 
unresolved data quality issues in the 1972 arrest figures. 

52 See Age-Specific Arrest Rates (Washington, D.C.: 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reporting 
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Program, 1984). Also, Carolyn R. Block, The Meaning 
and Measurement of Offenders Age in Criminology 
Research (paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Society of Criminology, 1986). 

53 See Appendix B for the source of population data for 
these rates. Also, because arson didn't become an index 
crime until 1980, arson arrest rates are calculated only 
from 1980 through 1988. 

54 Separate graphs for Chicago and the rest of Illinois are 
available on request from the Authority. 

55 Separate graphs for Chicago and the rest of Illinois are 
available on request from the Authority. 

56 Prior to 1988, Chicago reported only aggravated 
battery arrests to the I-UCR under the aggravated assault 
category. Chicago began reporting aggravated assault 
arrests as well in 1988. 

57 Separate graphs for Chicago and the rest of Illinois are 
available on request from the Authority. 
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Law Enforcf/:)lIIenf Financing 
Law enforcement in Illinois, as in other 
states, is primarily a local function, car­
ried out by municipal police departments 
and county sheriffs'offices. It is not sor­
prising, then, that municipal.andcounty 
governments account for most of the 
spending on law enforcement in the state 
and that they employ the majority of law 
enforcement personneL 

Where does the money for law enforce­
ment!n Illinois come from? How isi! 
spent? And how have these funding 
sources and expenditures changed over 
the years? This section anaiyzes these 
and other issues related to law enforce­
ment finances at the municipal, county, 
and state levels in Illinois. 

WHAT ARE THE PR,.MARY 
SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR LAW 
ENFORCEMENT IN ILLINOIS? 
Most law enforcement activities in Illinois 
are carried out by one of three levels of 
government:1 

• Individual municipalities, which oper~ 
ate police departments 

• Counties, whose sheriffs' depart­
ments provide police services for unin­
corporated areas of the counties, operate 
county jails, and provide security for 
many public buildings 

• The state, through the Illinois State 
Police and lIaHous speci~lized law en­
forcement programs2 

Each level of government is ultimately 
responsible for providing the financial re­
sourC!3S heeded for the law enforcement 
activities in its jurisdiction .. There are dra­
matic differences, however, in how each 
level of government raises the money to 
fund its law enforcement activities, differ­
ences that reflect their different taxing au­
thority and their ability to raise revenues: 

• Municipalities. Most of the money 
spent by municipal police departments in 
Illinois comes from the municipalities' 
general revenue (or corporate) funds, 
which are financed through a variety of 
property taxes, sales taxes, state and 
federal aid, and f!3es (some of which are 
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generated by the police departments 
themselves). In addition, some police 
departments receive moneyfrorn other 
,municipal funds to pay for specialized law 

'enforcement services. ,In 1987, for ex­
ample,more than $5.5 million was trans­
ferred from Chicago's Vehicle Tax Fund 
to reimburse the, city's General R'avenue 
Fund for the salaries of police officers 
engagedin regulating traffic.3 

• Counties. Both the law enforce­
ment and correctional services provided 
by county sheriffs' departments in Illinois 
are funded primarily from the counties' 
general funds. Like their municipal 
equivalents, these county funds are 
supported largely by local taxes, inter­
governmental revenue, and service 
charges. 

• State. Historically, Illinois State Po­
lice (ISP) activities have been financed 
through two primary sources: the state's 
General Revenue Fund (which contains 
primarily income am;l sales taxes,col­
lected throughout the state) and the 
Road Fund (which contains money the 
state receives from a variety of sources, 
including motor vehicle license fees, in­
spection fees, highway sign permits, 
overweight fines for trucks, the federal 
government, local governments, and in­
vestment income). Only about 1 percent 
of all expenditures from the General 
Revenue Fund in state fiscal year 1988 
went to finance the state police.4 aut this 
$105.2 million in General Revenue 
money represented 69 percent of ISP's 
total expenditures that year. Similarly, al­
though ISP now receives only a small 
percentage of all Road Fund expendi­
tures (less than 5 percent in fiscal 1988), 
this $41.8 million financed 27.5 percent of 
ISP expenditures during that fiscal year. 
In fiscal '1988, nearl}t 97 percent of the 
money spent by IS~camefrom the Gen­
eral Revenue and Road funds. The re­
mainder came fronia variety of smaller 
funds that are used primarily for special­
i2;ed programs and servic,es (these funds 
are discussed in more detail in other 
parts of this section). 

Over the pasttwo decades, ISP's re-

sponsibilities have expanded beyond its 
principal duty of patrolling Illinois high­
ways. At the same time, the agency's 
primary funding source has shifted from 
the Road Fund to the General Revenue 
Fund (FINANCE 1-1). In fiscal 1972, the 
General Revenue Fund accounted for 
less than 12 percent of ISP expenditures, 
and 78 percent came from the Road 
Fund. In 1984, however, as a result of 
the Anti-Road Fund Diversion Act, there 
was a dramatic shift from the Road Fund 
to the General Revenue Fund to support 
state police activities: the percentage of 
ISP expenditures supported by the Road 
Fund dropped to 26 percent that year, 
from 65 percent in 1983. 

Law enforcement activities in Illinois, 
then, are funded primarily through a vari­
ety of taxes: property (and, to a lesser 
extent, sales) taxes at the municipal and 
county levels; and income and sales 
taxes (along with Road Fund receipts) at 
the state.level. Under this arrangement, 
the majority of law enforcement spending 
in the state comes from revenue gener­
ated by the levels of government (munici­
palities and counties) that provide the 
majority of law enforcement services. 

HOW MUCH REYENUEDO LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 
GENERAT~ THROUGH FEES? 
In addition to relying on tax dollars, law 
enforcement agencies at alileveis of gov­
ernment impose various fees and fines to 
cover the costs of specific law enforce­
ment services and to support specialized 
programs. Overall, these sources ac­
count for a small portiori' of law enforce­
ment spending in Illinois. But in many 
cases, they coVer all or most of the costs 
of certain law enforcement programs or 
services. 

,/""Iere are some of the major fees used to 
finance law enforcement activities at the 
different levels of government in Illinois: 

• State. ISP uses two state funds, fi­
nanced through the imposition of fees, to 
pay for specific services it provides. The 
State Police Services Fund contains fees 
and registration charges that ISP collect~ 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 



FINANCE 1-1 
The primary source of fuilds for the Illinois State Police has shifted 
f;ovm the Road Fund to the General Revenue Fund. 

FY 1972 funding sources 

6% 

General 
Revenue 

12% 

Source: Office of the lJIinois Comptroller 

from other government agencies for vari­
ous law enforcement services (for ex­
ample, providing criminal conviction infor­
mation to local units of government and 
liquor control commissions for back­
ground checks, and electronic data proc­
essing services to local government). 
The Firearm Owner's Notification Fund, 
which is funded through part of the $5 fee 
paid by all persons who receive a Fire­
arm Owner's Identification Card, covers 
ISP's costs for sending expiration notices 
to FOlD Card holders.5 Together, these 
two funds accounted for approximately 
$2.1 million during fiscal 1988, or only 
slightly more than 1 percent of alilSP 
funding sources. 

• Counties. Sheriffs' departments in 
Illinois are funded largely from county 
general revenue funds, and some of the 
money in each county's general revenue 
fund is generated, in turn, by the sheriff's 
department. This revenue comes from 
fees that sheriffs' departments collect 
from litigants in civil C'dses as well as 
people convicted of crimes. These fees 
pay for many of the services that sheriffs' 
departments provide, including serving 
warrants and subpoenas, transporting 
prisoners, and attending court (see 
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FY 1988 funding sources 

FINANCE 1-2 for examples of these fee­
based services). The amount of the fees 
is defined by statute, and depends on the 
population of the county.6 In addition, 
about 30 percent of rural county sheriffs 
responding to a recent survey said that 
their departments are under contract with 
municipalities to provide night patrol serv­
ices to communities that cannot afford 
their own night patrol officers.7 Only 
about half of these sheriffs, however, 
said the contractual fees they receive 
cover their expenses. 

In sheer dollars, the revenue generated 
through sheriffs' fees is substantial, and 
the statewide total has increased sharply 
since the mid-1970s. In 1986 (the last 
year for which statewide totals are avail­
able), sheriffs' departments throughout 
Illinois generated a combined total of 
more than $20.4 million in fees, or nearly 
27 percent more than in 1974, even after 
adjusting for inflation. Between 1974 and 
1986, the total amount of sheriffs' fees (in 
constant dollars) increased in all parts of 
the state: 26 percent in Cook County, 90 
percent in the five collar counties around 
Cook, 59 percent in other large counties, 
and 34 percent in the state's other coun­
ties.8 However, most of the increase in 

FINANCE 1-2 
Illinois sheriffs may eharge fees 
for a variety of services. 

Service 

Serving or attempting to serve 
a summons on a defendant 

Serving or attempting to serve 
an order or judgment 
granting injunctional 
relief 

Fee 

$10 

$10 

Serving or attempting to serve $10 
a garnishee 

Serving or attempting to serve $10 
an order for replevin 

Serving or attempting to serve $10 
an order for attachment on 
a defendant 

Taking special bail $1 

Serving or attempting to serve 
a subpoena on a witness 

$10 

Advertising property for sale $5 

Returning a process $5 

Attending before a court with $10 
a prisoner, on an order for 
habeas corpus 

Attending before a court with $10 
a prisoner in any criminal 
proceeding 

Each mile of necessary travel $0.15/ 
in taking a prisoner 
before the court (as 
stated above) 

mile 
(each way) 

Note: These fee amounts apply to counties 
with a population of 1 million or less as of the 

last federal census. 

Source: Illinois Revised Statutes 

sheriffs' fees occurred in the late 1970s 
and early 1980s, with little change since 
1982. 

But while these sheriffs' fees are sizable, 
they account for only a small percentage 
of total county revenue. In fiscal 1986, 
sheriffs' fees made up 2.5 percent of total 
receipts in Cook County, 1.1 percent in 
the collar counties, 1.6 percent in the 
other large counties, and less than 1 per­
cent in the remainder of the state. Still, 
the revenue generated by sheriffs' de-
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partments does account for a substantial 
percentage of the money the depart­
ments spend from their counties'general 
revenue funds. For example, the $10.4 
million generated by the Cook County 
Sheriff's Department in fiscal 1988 ac­
counted for 8.2 percent of the depart­
ment's expenditures that year from the 
county's Corporate Purposes Fund. The 
DuPage County Sheriff's Department 
generated 12.4 percent of its fiscal 1988 
expenditures from the county fund, and 
the.Cass County Sheriff's Department 
generated 7.2 percent (FINANCE 1-3). 

• Municipalities. Like county sheriffs' 
departments, municipal police depart­
ments generate revenue for their munici­
palities through fees that are charged to 
people and agencies that receive various 
police services. But unlike sheriffs' de­
partments, municipal police agencies are 
not governed by state statute in deciding 
what services (if any) to charge for and 
what the amount of their fees ought to 
be. Each police department sets its own 
fee schedule and, consequently, fees 
vary from municipality to municipality. 
Some of the services for which police 
departmants may charge fees include 
unlocking car doors, answering false bur- . 
glar alarms, and providing copies of traf­
fic accident reports. 

In 1988, for example, the Chicago Police 
Department collected nearly $800,000 in 
fees for accident and other police reports. 
That year, the department also collected 
$3 million for towing,9 $1.2 million for ve­
hicle storage, and $3.4 million from the 
sale of junk vehicles. All of these re­
ceipts, which are deposited in the city's 
General Revenue Fund, made up 1.5 
percent of the department's 1988 expen­
ditures.1o Among suburban agencies, the 
Wheaton Police Department collected 
almost $13,000 in fees for police reports 
during 1988, or less than 1 percent of its 
total expenditures that year. 

WHAT LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ACTIVITIES ARE FUNDED 
THROUGH CRIMINAL FINES? 
Some of the fines that the courts impose 
on criminal offenders are used to directly 
finance related law enforcement activi­
ties, especially those involving the en-
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FINANCE 1-3 
In 1988, sheriffs' fees accounted for a sizable pe1rcentage of 
sheriff's department spending in three counties. 

Cook 
DuPage 
Cass 

Total sheriff's department 
expenditures from 
the county 
general revenue fund 

$127,234,725 
7,948,230 

232,983 

Reteipts paid 
to the county 
general. revenue fund 
from the sheriff's department 

$10,470,513 
988,867 

16,763 

(8.2%) 
(12.4%) 
(7.2%) 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; DuPage County Finance Department; 
Cass County Finance Department 

forcement of laws against illegal drugs. 
For example, seven out of every eight 
dollars in fines collected from violators of 
the state's Controlled Substances, Can­
nabis Control, and Narcotics Profit Forfei­
ture acts is split among municipal, 
county, and state governments, depend­
ing on their involvement in the case.11 

(The remaining dollar is deposited in the 
state's Juvenile Drug Abuse Fund, which 
the Department of Alcoholism and Sub­
stance Abuse uses to fund a variety of 
anti-substance abuse programs for 
young people.) Proceeds returned to 
municipal governments are used directly 
for the enforcement of drug laws. Pro­
ceeds returned to the counties are de­
posited in their general revenue funds. 
And proceeds sent to the state are de­
posited in the Drug Traffic Prevention 
Fund, which the Illinois State Police uses 
primarilY to support the metropolitan en­
forcement groups (MEGs) located 
throughout the state. 

In addition to receiving proceeds from 
drug fines, ISP also assesses fines for 
overweight vehicles traveling on the 
state's highways. These fines, which are 
collected by the clerk of the Circuit Court 
Where the violation occurred, are depos­
itedin the state Road Fund, which in turn 
supports ISP troopers. In county fiscal 
year 1988, more than $4.5 million in over­
weight vehicle fines was deposited in the 
Road Fund, a 17 percent decrease from 
the previous year. Approximately 14 per­
cent of the 1988 total came from Cook 
County, 28 percent from the Jive collar 
counties, and more thari 58 percent from 
the state's other 96 counties,12 In fiscal 

1988, these fines represented more than 
5 percent of all Road Fund receipts, and 
12 percent of the nearly $41.8 million ISP 
spent from the Road Fund during the fis­
cal year. In other words, approximately 
one out of every eight Road Fund dollars 
expended by ISP is generated by the 
agency through overweight vehicle fines. 

HOW.MUCH FEDERAL MONEY IS 
USED FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT 
IN ILLINOIS? 
During much of the 19705 and early 
1980s, governments at all levels in Illinois 
relied on federal money to support both 
basic law enforcement activities as well 
as special programs and services. 
These federal funds came from two pri­
mary sources: federal revenue sharing 
and the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration (LEAA). 

Under revenue sharing, the federal gov­
ernment each year provided all munici­
palities and counties in the state with a 
sum of money proportional to their popu­
lation and the amount of federal taxes 
paid by their citizens. For the most part, 
local governments were free to use these 
federal funds for any of a variety of pro­
grams and services, including law en­
forcement. Federal revenue sharing 
reached its peak in the mid-1970s, de­
clined sharply during the 1980s, and 
ceased altogether by 1988. 

In terms of supporting law enforcement 
activities, federal revenue sharing was 
especially important to the counties. The 
federal money was deposited in each 
county's general revenue fund, frbm 
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which the activities of the sheriff's office, 
as well as many other county agencies, 
are financed. And although federal reve­
nue sharing made up a relatively small 
percentage of the counties' total receipts, 
the federal funds did support a sizable 
level of criminal justice services, particu­
larly in the sheriffs' departments. 

In 1975, for example, nearly 40 percent 
of the money that all Illinois counties out­
side Cook spent on police and public 
safety came from federal reVl3nue shar­
ing, and in 1976, the figure was still 35 
percent (FINANCE 1_4).13 These 101 
counties spent nearly $50 million in fed­
eral revenue sharing on police and public 
safety in 1974 alone, and more than $20 
million a year (in constant 1988 dollars) 
during most of the 1970s. By 1 \386, how­
ever, the overall amount of federal reve­
nue sharing to all levels of government 
had dropped sharply, and the amount of 
these federal funds that Illinois cCiunties 
spent on police and public safety had 
fallen as well. That year, counties out­
side Cook spent less than $8 million (in 
constant 1988 dollars) in federal revenue 
sharing money on police and public 
safety, or only 7 percent of all county ex­
penditures for these activities. In 1 ~l87, 
county receipts from federal revenUl3 
sharing had all but ceased, and by 1988 
they had stopped completely. 

Municipalities also devoted federal rSive­
nue sharing money to their law enforGe­
ment activities during the 1970s and 
early 1980s, but to a lesser extent pro­
portionally than counties, it appears. Al­
though data on municipal expenditures 
from federal revenue sharing are incom­
plete, indications are that these federal 
dollars made up a relatively small per­
centage of total municipal police expendi­
tures. In 1978, for example, federal reVEI­
nue sharing accounted for approximately 
5 percent of the money spent on munici­
pal police departments in Illinois, exclud­
ing Chicago. In Chicago in 1978, about 6 
percent of department employees were 
paid through various federally funded 
programs, including CETA and HUD.14 
These federally funded employees made 
up less than 1 percent of the force by 
1981, however, and had been terminated 
altogether by 1987. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

FINANCE 1-4 
Federal revenue sharing accounted for almost 40 percent of county 
spending on public safety in 1975. 
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Source: Office of the illinois Comptroller 

Unlike federal revenue sharing, lEAA 
funds-the other source of federal money 
for law enforcement in Illinois-were not 
allocated directly to local units of govern­
ment, but instead were awarded through 
an agency known as the Illinois law En­
forcement Commission (IL.EC). And 
these funds were used not just for law 
enforcement, but for all components of 
the criminal justice system in Illinois and 
for various system planning and coordi­
nation activities. The lEAA money de­
voted to law enforcement was used pri­
marily to improve the delivery of serv­
ices-for example, increasing (or in some 
cases initiating) routine patrol capabilities 
in rural sheriffs' departments or funding 
multi-jurisdictional, special-purpose units 
to combat organized crime and narcotics. 

In 1974, one of the peak years for lEAA 
funds, almost 20 percent of the grants 
distributed by IlEC went for law enforce­
ment activities. That year, these awards 
totaled more than $13 million (in constant 
1988 dollars). They supported programs 
such as narcotics squads, emorgency 
hire-back programs, and rural projects. 
For example, IlEC funded 30 counties 
under the Rural Crime Program in 1974. 
These small awards, no larger than 

$10,000 each, enabled rural sheriffs to 
hire additional deputies, thereby increas­
ing patrols and reducing police response 
time in their counties.15 

IlEC also established various police pro­
gram models. Three of the most notable 
were social workers in police depart­
ments, eligibility and programmatic 
guidelines for police crime prevention bu­
reaus, and guidelines and operating pro­
cedures for police-based victim/witness 
assistance programs. large amounts of 
lEAA money were also dedicated to law 
enforcement training. Basic courses at 
the Police Training Institute were ex­
panded, and a variety of new, specialized 
courses were developed. Training 
manuals were also written and distributed 
statewide.16 

The lEAA was formally terminated in 
April 1982. Two years later, however, 
Congress began developing new, more 
focused, and more modest programs of 
federal assistance to state and local gov­
ernments. The first of these programs, 
the Justice Assistance Act (JAA) of '1984, 
was designed to improve the functioning 
of the criminal justice system, with a spe­
cial emphasis on violent crime and seri-
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FINANCE 1-5 
Total spending on law enforcement in Illinois 
increased 13 percent between 1974 and ~988. 

Expenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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ous offenders. In 1986, the State and 
Local Law Enforcement Assistance Act 
(SLLEAA) was enacted specifically to 
improve state and local drug law enforce­
ment. Two years later, the JAA and 
SLLEAA programs were combined under 
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 into one 
grant program aimed at controlling drug 
abuse and violent crime. In Illinois, all of 
these programs have been administered 
by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority. 

Between federal fiscal years 1985 and 
1990, Illinois was allocated more than 
$36.3 million under these federal grant 
programs to support law enforcement 
and other criminal justice programs.17 

This money, which represents only a 
fraction of a percentage point of the total 
spending on law enforcement in the state 
during that time, has gone to both units of 
local government (approximately two­
thirds of the money) and state agencies 
(approximately one-third). Some of local 
law enforcement programs that have 
been funded include expansion of multi­
jurisdictional drug enforcement units, up­
graded crime laboratory facilities, and 
computerized information and communi-
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cations systems for police and sheriffs' 
departments.16 Some of the state-level 
enforcement programs that have been 
funded include expansion of ISP's crime 
labs and enhancement of its telefacsimile 
network for processing fingerprints and 
identifying offenders. 

All federal money that ISP receives, ei­
ther directly from the federal government 
or through other state agencies suchas 
the Authority, is deposited in the 
department's Federal Projects Fund. In 
addition to the crime lab upgrade, ISP's 
drug education and eradication efforts 
have been supported with money depos­
ited in the fund. In fiscal year 1988, the 
Federal Projects Fund totaled more than 
$2.6 million,or nearly 2 percent of ISP's 
total funding sources (see FINANCE H). 
In 1972, by contrast, federal sources aCe 
counted for mCiI'08 than 6 percent of all 
state police expenditures. 

WHAT IS THE TOTAL AMOUNT 
OF MONEY SPENT ON LAW 
ENFORCEMENT IN ILLINOIS? 
Government hi Illinois-including the 
state, counties, and. municipalities-spent 
more than $1.38 billion on law enforce-

ment during fiscal year 1988.19 This 
>1988 total is 13 percent higher than the 
$1~22 billion (in constant 1988 dollars) 
spent in 1974, and 9 percent higher than 
the $1.26 billion (in constant 1988 dol­
lars) spent in. 1980 (FINANCE 1-5). 

Municipal police departments have his­
torically accounted for the majority of law 
enforcement ~xpenditures in Illinois. 
However, municipalities' share of this 
spending has declined slightly since the 
mid-1970s in Illinois, while counties and 
the state have both accounted for propor­
tionally more law enforcement spending 
(FINANCE 1-6). Despite these shifts, mu­
nicipalities still accounted for 75 percent 
of ali law enforcement spending in fiscal 
1988 (53 percent by the Chicago Police 
Department and 22 percent by the other 
municipal police departments in the state 
combined). Counties accounted for 14 
percent, and the state 11 percent in fiscal 
1988. 

Here is a more detailed analysis of 
spending patterns at each level of gov­
ernment in Illinois: 

• MuniCipalities. Chicago accounts 
for the majority of law enforcement 
spending at the local level in.,IlIinois. But 
as Chicago Police Department expendi­
tures have declined (in constant dollars) 
since the early 1970s and spending by all 
other municipal police departments in the 
state has increased, the difference be­
tween the two areas has shrunk. In 
1972, Chicago accounted for almost 65 
percent of municipal-level police spend­
ing in Illinois; in 1988, that percentage 
had fallen to 53 percent. 

Outside Chicago, municipal police expen­
ditures increased by almost 46 percent 
(inconstant dollars) between 1.972 and 
1988, with much of the increase occur­
ring between 1972 and 1979. Constant­
dollar spending has risen in all parts of 
the state, although the increases have 
varied according to region and the size of 
the counties where the municipalities are 
located (FINANCE 1-7). After adjusting for 
inflation, municipal police spending in 
suburban Cook and the collar counties 
rose 51 percent between . 1972 and 1988. 
During this same period, law enforce­
ment spending rose 35 percent among 
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municipalities in large Illinois counties, 
and 38 percent among municipalities in 
the remaining counties. 

In Chicago, on the other hand, police ex­
penditures (in constant dollars) declined 
more than 16 percent between 1975 and 
1981.20 Since 1981, Chicago police ex­
penditures have increased by about 6 
percent, reaching almost $554 million in 
1988. On a per-capita basis, the 
department's expenditures followed a 
similar pattern-peaking in 1975 at $201 
(constant 1988 dollars) per person, falling 
to $173 in 1981, and rising slightly to 
$183 in 1988. 21 

• Counties. At the county level, 
spending on public safety increased 
more than 42 percent (in constant 1988 
dollars) between fiscal years 1974 and 
1988, when it topped $188.1 million (see 
FINANCE 1-5).22 Most of this statewide 
increase, however, occurred between 
1974 and 1979, when expenditures rose 
almost 30 percent. Between 1974 and 
1988, constant-dollar spending rose in all 
types of counties, with the largest in­
creases occurring in the collar counties of 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will 
(55 percent) and in other urban counties 
outside the Chicago area (48 percent).23 
Spending increased 27 percent in Cook 
County during this period (FINANCE 1-8). 

FINANCE 1-7 

FINANCE 1-6 
Municipalities' sh~re of total spending on law enforcement in 
Illinois has declined slightly since the mid·1970s. 
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FINANCE 1-8 
Municipal spending on law enforcement has 
increased in all parts of the state except Chicago. 

After increasing in the 1970s, county spending on 
public safety has been relatively steady. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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FINANCE 1-9 FINANCE 1-10 
Per·capita county spending on public safety is 
highest in . the counties outside the Chicago area. 

Spending on the sh.riH's police in Cook County 
incresed·25 percent between 1970 and 1988. 

Expenditures per resident per year, constant 1988 dollars Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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On a per-capita basis, county spending 
on public safety has followed similar pat­
terns, with the largest increases occurring 
in counties outside the Chicago area, 
both urban and rural (FINANCE 1_9).24 In 
Cook County, per-capita spending on 
public safety was 28 percent higher (in 
constant dollars) in fiscal 1988 than in fis­
cal 1974, and in the collar counties (ex­
cluding Cook), it was 21 percent higher. 
Outside the Chicago area, per-capita 
spending increased even more: 48 per­
cent in other urban counties and 50 per­
cent in the more rural ones. Illinois' 102 
counties combined spent more than $16 
per resident on public safety in fiscal 
1988; in counties outside Cook, per-cap­
ita spending on public safety was slightly 
higher, $19.30. 

In Cook County, where expenditures for 
the sheriff's police can be separated from 
expenditures for all other public safety 
agencies and for the county jail, county 
spending specifically for law enforcement 
can be examined more precisely. Gen­
eral revenue spending for the sheriff's 
police increased more than 25 percent (in 
constant dollars) between fiscal years 
1970 and 1988 (FINANCE 1-'10). Since 
fiscal 1977, however, sheriff's police ex­
penditures in C()ok County have been 
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essentially flat, after adjusting for infla­
tion. During fiscal 1988, the sheriff's po­
lice spent $4.46 from the Corporate Pur­
poses Fund for every Cook County resi­
dent, compared to $3.45 per person in 
fiscal 1970. 

• State. In constant dollars, Illinois 
State Police (ISP) expenditures rose al­
most 14 percent between fiscal years 
1972 and 1988, although much of this in­
crease occurred in the mid-1980s (see 
FINANCE 1-5). In fact, yeatly expenditures 
declined 13 percent (constant dollars) be­
tween fiscal 1972 and fiscal 1978, before 
rising nearly 8 percent through fiscal 
1984. ISP expenditures then jumped 24 
percent between fiscal years 1984 and 
1986, but declined slightly the next two 
years. 

In fiscal 1988, ISP spent $13.34 for every 
Illinois resident, or 9 percent more than 
the $12.25 (in constant 1988 dollars) 
spent in 1972. Del.lpite this increase, the 
percentage of ISP spending used specifi­
cally for state troopers has decreased 
from 77 percent in fiscal 1972 to 62 per­
cent in 1988. 

Compared with other state police a.gen­
cies around the country, ISP spends well 
above the average. In 1987, when state 

police agencies nationwide spent an av­
erage of $65 million, ISP spent more than 
twice that amount-nearly $150 million.25 

HOW. DOES SPENDING ON LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ~PMPARE 
WITH OTHER GOV'~.RNMENT 
SPENDING IN ILLlN@IS? 
In general, municipalities devote a larger 
share of their total expenditures to law en­
forcement than does any other level of 
government, followed by counties and 
then the state. Although overall law en­
forcement spending in Illinois has gener­
ally increased since the early 1970s, it has 
not always kept up with increases in 
spending for other government services. 
Particularly at the municipal level, govern­
ment spending in general has outpaced 
spending on law enforcement specifically. 

HElre is an analysis of comparative gov­
ernment spending at all three levels of 
government in Illinois: 

• . Municipalities. Throughout much 
of the 1970s and 1980s, police depart­
mentexpenditures represented between 
17 percent and 21 percent of all munici­
pal government spending outside Chi­
cago, although this percentag~ has de­
clined slightly in recent years. In Chi-
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FINANCE 1-11 
In all parts of the state, municipal spending in general has increased more than spe-; J'ing on police. 

Police expenditures, All other £.xpenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

1972 1986 Percent change 1972 1986 

Chicago 618.0 553.9 -10.4 664.5 838.3 
Suburban Cook 136.0 174.7 +28.5 411.1 750.8 
Collar counties 76.5 146.0 +90.8 228.1 651.5 
Large counties 66.7 90.1 +35.1 207.5 383.3 
Remainder of state 57.9 80.0 +38.2 357.4 605.1 

Total (excl. Chicago) 337.1 490.6 +45.5 1,204.0 2,390.7 
Total (incl. Chicago) 955.1 1,044.4 +9.3 1,868.5 3,229.0 

Note: Chicago figures include spending from the city's General Revenue Fund only. 

Source: Chicago Department of Finance; Office of the Illinois Comptroller 

cago, police department expenditures ac­
counied for almost half of the city's gen­
eral revenue spending between 1970 and 
1976, but declined to about 43 percent in 
1980 and less than 39 percent in 1988. 

Furthermore, spending for municipal po­
lice departments has not increased as 
much as all other municipal government 
spending over the last two decades. Be­
tween 1972 and 1986 (the last year for 
which overall municipal spending data are 
available), municipalsxpenditures for po­
lice departments outside Chicago in­
creased more than 45 percent (in con­
stant dollars). But all other municipal ex­
penditures outside Chicago increased by 
more than twice as much during this pe­
riod-almost 99 percent. 

The differences in police and non-police 
spending were even more dramatic in 
certain types of municipalities (FINANCE i-
11). In suburban municipalities around 
Chicago and in municipalities in counties 
with large cities, the increase in non-po­
lice spending was two to three times that 
of police spending. In the collar counties 
(excluding Cook), for example, constant­
~ollar spending on police rose almost 91 
percent between 1972 and 1986, but 
spending on all other municipal functions 
increased by almost 186 percent. In Chi­
cago, where non-police expenditures from 
the city's General Revenue Fund grew by 
26 percent between 1972 and 1986, 
spending on the police department actu-
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ally declined by more than 10 percent (in 
constant dollars). Including Chicago, mu­
niCipal spending on police departments 
statewide increased 9 percent between 
1972 and 1986, while all other municipal 
expenditures rose by almost 73 percent. 

• Counties. Compared with municipal 
spending on police, county expenditures 
for public safety in Illinois have tradition­
ally accounted for a smaller percentage of 
overall government spending.26 But un­
like municipalities, counties in recent 
years have devoted a larger share of their 
spending to public safety. 

Since the mid-1970s, approximately 10 
percent of all county spending in Illinois 
has gone for public safety. In fiscal 1988, 
public safety accounted for almost 11 per­
cent of all county expenditures statewide, 
and approximately 12 percent in the 
counties outside Cook. In general, large 
counties outside the Chicago area have 
spent more proportionally on public safety 
than have other counties in the state in 
recent years. For example, large coun­
ties outside the Chicago area devoted 
almost 14 percent of their spending to 
public safety in 1988, compared with 11.4 
percent in smaller counties outside the 
Chicago area, and 10.7 percent in the 
collar counties. 

In practically every region of the state, 
however, county spending for public 
safety has outpaced spending for other 
county services. Overall between 1974 

P,ercent change 

+26.2 
+82.6 

+185.6 
+84.7 
+69.3 

+98.6 
+72.8 

and 1988, public safety spending by illi­
nois counties outside Cook increased by 
nearly 53 perc:e,nt (in constant dollars), 
whiie all other county expenditures grew 
by 11 percenl,.27 Again, the differences in 
spending patterns varied depending on 
thl~ size and location of the county, but 
the general trend of greater increases in 
public safety spending occurred through­
out the state (FINANCE 1-12). In Cook 
County, public safety expenditures from 
the Corporate Purposes Fund increased 
by nearly 27 percent (in constant dollars) 
between 1974 and 1988, while all other 
expenditures from the fund rose by 22 
percent. 

Because these county expenditure figures 
for public safety include not only the 
sheriff's office but the coroner's, animal 
control, and civil defense departments as 
well, they do not precisely measure 
county spending. specifically for law en­
forcement. And even though the sheriff's 
department is generally the largest crimi­
nal justice expenditure for a county, much 
of the sheriff's budget goes for correc­
tions, not for law enforcement. In Cook 
County, for example, the sheriff's depart­
ment accounted for 31 percent of the 
county's total expenditures in fiscal 1988, 
but almost half of that total went for the 
operation of the Cook County Jail. In 
DuPage County, the county jail made up 
30 percent of the sheriff's total expendi­
tures in fiscal 1988 and about 7 percent of 
the county's total expenditures from the 
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general revenue fund.28 And in Cass 
County, spending forthe sheriff's depart­
ment represented nearly one-quarter of 
all expenditures from the county;s geln- . 
eral revenue fund in fiscal 1988. 

In Cook County at least, where more de­
tailed expenditure data are available, it . 
appear::> that the portion of the sheriff's 
department budget spent on law enforce­
ment is declining (from 23 peri~entin fis­
cal 1973 to 18 percent in fiscal 1988), as 
the percentage spent on corrections is 
growing (from 41 percent to 46 percent). 
In fiscal 1988, another 25 percEmt of 
sheriff's department expenditur,es went 
for court services, 7 percent for security 
at other county buildings, and 2 percent 
for other functions such as administration 
and the Sheriff's Department Merit 
Board. 

• State. State police expenditures 
have accounted for less than 1 percent of 
the state's total spending in every year 
since 1972. And relative to other state 
spending, Illinois State Police expendi-
tu res have increased at about the· same 
rate as state spending in general. Be­
tween fiscal years 1972 and 1988, ISP 
expenditures rose nearly 14 perc/ant (in 
~onstant dollars), while overall state gov­
ernment expenditures rose by about 13 
percent.29 

HOW DOES LAW ENFORCEMENT 
SPENDING COMPARE WIT'H 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY 
IN ILLINOIS? 
Law enforcement activity is difficult to 
measure in Illinois or any jurisdiction. 

FINANCE 1-12 

The services that the police provide to 
. the community vary greatly from place to 
place, and they have changed over time. 

. At the beginning of this century, the po­
·lice might h~ve been· responsible for 
keeping·the'l3treets clean and the street 
lights fueled, in addition to peacekeeping 
and crime control functions.30 Today, po­
lice may be called upon to resolve a do­
mestic conflict, transport prisoners, 
eVClcuate persons from a dangerous 
area, place an abused child in protective 
care, direct traffic, rescue animals, guide 
school children across the street, deal 
with illegally parked cars, and more. 

A recent study in Indiana identified more 
than 450 specific "police tasks," which 
varied in their frequency and in how seri­
ous the consequences would be if they 
were not performed.31 Some, but by no 
means all, of these tasks involve a "call 
for service," in which a citizen dials 911 
or otherwise notifies the police that help 
may be required. Calls for service are 
thus a measure of demand for police 
services. 

Data on calls for service are not collected 
on a statewide basis, but they are avail­
able in Chicago. Between 1970 and 
1988, calls for service in Chlcago rose 
14.6 perGent, to approximately 2.5 mil­
IiOh. During this same period, however, 
police department expenditures from 
Chicago's General Revenue Fund de­
clined 8.4 percent in constant dollars 
(FINANCE 1-13):32 During the 1970s, the 
difference between trends in calls for 
service and trends in spending w".~ espe­
cially acute. Calls for service increased 

25 percent between 1970 and 1979, 
while constant-dollar expenditures de­
clined 6 percent in the same period. 
From 1979 to 1983, calls for service de­
clined 14.5 percent in Chicago, while 
constant-dollar expenditures declined 
only 1.9 percent. From 1983 to 1988, 
however, police calls have risen.7.3 per­
centdlVhile expenditures have been rela­
tively stable, declining less than 1 per­
cent. 

. , 
The number of arrests is one indicator of 
police activity (although the number of ar­
rests is limited by police resources) be­
cause each arrest involves a number of 
law enforcement tasks-investigating the 
crime, apprehending an offender, inter­
viewing witnesses, testifying in couii;and 
so on-all of which are critical to the 
crime control function of the police. In 
Chicago, although the public demand 
(measured by calls for service) has out­
paced growth in expenditures, police ac­
tivity measured by total arrests has either 
followed the decline in constant-dollar ex­
penditures or has dropped even.faster. 
Total arrests in Chicago fluctuated 
around 30,000 from 1975 to 1981, and 
then peaked at more than 41,000 in 1982 
because of a sharp, but temporary, in­
crease in misdemeanor arrests. From 
1975 to 1983, total arrests decreased 10 
percent, while constant-dollar expendi­
tures decreased 11 percent. From 1983 
to 1988, total arrests in Chicago dropped 
15 percent, and expendit~res did not 
change (FINANCE 1-14).33 

In Illinois outside Chicago, increases in 
total arrests and expenditures have kept 

County spending on public safety has grown faster than spending on other county servi~-;s. 

Public safety expenditur~s, All other expenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

1972 1986 Percent change 1972 1986 Percent change 

Collar counties 23.4 30.4 +55.6 207.6 303.7 +46.3 
Large counties 21.2 31.5 +48.6 246.1 195.5 -20.6 
Remainder of state 35.0 53.8 +53.7 373.0 418.1 +12.1 
Cook County 52.5 66.4 +26.5 280.8 342.5 +22.0 
Total (exel. Cook) 79.6 121.7 +52.9 826:7 917.3 +11.0 

Note: t;;ook County figures are expenditures from the county's Corporate Purposes Fund only. The collar counties excludi'~ Cook. 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; Office of the Illinois Comptroller 
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pace with each other, but only in recent 
years. Between 1981 and 1988, when 
the total number of arrests in Illinois out­
side Chicago increased 7.7 percent, law 
enforcement spending by municipal, 
county, and state governments combined 
rose by 10 percent in constant dollars 
(see FINANCE 1-14). In earlier years, 
however, total arrests appear to have in­
creased faster than expenditures. Total 
arrests in Illinois outside of Chicago in­
creased 41 percent from 1974 to 1981, 
but constant-dollar expenditures by mu­
nicipal, county, and state governments 
increased only 21 percent.34 

What options do law enforcement agen­
cies have if demand increases faster 
than resources? They can cut back 
services, postpone or reduce mainte­
nance of equipment and training of staff, 
and attempt to reorganize for greater effi­
ciency. In Chicago, for example, a differ­
ential response call-back program, begun 
in November 1983, allows the depart­
ment to handle a non-emergency call by 
calling back by telephone without send­
ing an officer to the scene. In 1988, 
about 5 percent of all Chicago Police De­
partment calls for service, and 16 percent 
of calls in which a traffic or criminal case 
report was written, were handled by call­
back. 

FINANCE 1-14 

HOW MUCH LAW ENFORCEMENT 
SPENDING GOES FOR 
PERSONNEL? 
Although precise figures are not avail­
able, by l'ar the biggest law enforcement 
expense for all three levels of govern­
ment in Illinois is personnel. Nationally, 
salaries and wages accounted for six of 

FINANCE 1-13 

every seven dollars spent on law en­
forcement at the local level in 1987.35 

This proportion has not changed much 
since the 1960s, when salaries ac­
counted for between 85 percent and 95 
percent of all law enforcement expendi­
tures nationwide.36 In Chicago, person­
nel costs made up 96 percent of all law 

As calls for police service in Chicago have risen since 1970, con· 
stant-dollar spending on the police department has declined. 

Calls for service Expenditures, constant 
(thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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Source: Chicago Department of Finance; Chicago Police Department 

Changes in the total number of arrests have generally kept pace with changes in spending in recent 
years, both in Chicago and in the rest of the state. 

Chicago arrests 
(thousands) 
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Expenditures, constant 
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Rest of state arrests 
(thousands) 
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Source: Illinois State Police; Office of the Cook County Comptroller; Office of the Illinois Comptroller; Chicago Police Department; Chicago 
Department of Fmance 
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reau of the Budget (population data) Source: Illinois State Police 

enforcement expenditures from the Gen­
eral Revenue Fund in 1988. 

Within a law enforcement agency, the 
proportion of expenditures that go toward 
salaries of officers and other staff can 
vary greatly by division. In the Wheaton 
Police Department, for example, person­
nel costs accounted for a smaller per­
centage of total expenditures for the Pa­
trol Division (77 percent) than for other 
divisions during 1988. (By comparison, 
personnel accounted for 84 percent of 
the expenditures for the Investigative Di­
vision.) Part of the reason that personnel 
expenditures are proportionally lower for 
the Patrol. Division is that it must devote 
more money for vehicles than most other 
divisions. 

HOW MANY LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS ARE EMPLOYED 
IN ILLINOIS? 

Because law enforcementspending in 
general is driven so much by personnel 
costs, spending p,atterns over the years 
have gone hand in hand with changes in 
the number of law e,nforcement person­
neL In 1988, a total of 28,424 full-time 
sworn law enforcement officers were 
employed by the state, the counties, and 
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the municipalities of Illinois. That is 
nearly 9 percent more than were em­
ployed in 1974, but only 3 percent more 
than in 1980 (FINANCE 1-15). 

The vast majority of law enforcement offi­
Cf;lrs in Illinois work in either municipal po­
lice departments or county sheriffs' of­
fices. In 1988, for example, more than 
80 percent of the state's officers worked 
in municipal police departments (43 per­
cent in the Chicago Police Department 
and 37 percent in the state's other mu­
nicipalities), 11 percent worked in county 
sheriffs' departments, and 8 percent were 
state police officers.37 

Combining the number of municipal and 
sheriff's police officers in a county, and 
dividing the total by the county's popula­
tion, is one way to measure the level of 
police protection across counties. In 
1988, most .lIIinois counties had between 
10 and 15 full-time officers for every 
10,000 people (FINANCE 1-16}.38 Cook 
County that year had 31 officers per 
10,000 residents, the highest number of 
any county. In 1987, Chicago had 41 
officers per 10,000 residents, compared 
with 38 in New York City, 47 in Detroit, 41 
in Philadelphia, and 62 in Washington, 
D,C.39 

Here is a more detailed analysis of law 
enforcement employment trends at the, 
municipal, county, and state levels in 
Illinois: 

• MuniCipalities. Statewide, the num­
ber of full-time municipal police officers 
increased about 4 percent between 1974 
and 1988 (see FINANCE 1-15). Outside 
Chicago, the number of fulFtime munici­
pal police officers increased even more, 
about 25 percent, between 1974 and 
1988.40 But in Chicago, which employs 
more than half of the municipal police of­
ficers in the state, the number of full-time 
officers decreased more than 8 percent 
during this period. Data from the Chi­
cago Police Department, which cover a 
longer time period, show that the police 
force peaked at 13,577 sworn personnel 
in i 973, an increase of 11 percent over 
the 19691evel.41 The number of sworn 
officers in the Chicago Police Department 
remained stable from 197:3 to 1977, then 
declined 11 percent from 197ithrough 
1989. The 11,824 sworn officers on the 
force in 1989 was, the lowest of the 21 
years for which there are data. 

Outside Chicago, the number of sworn 
officElrs has genElrally risen in all parts of 
the ~t~te, although increases have been 
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FINANCE 1-17 
The number of regular civiiian employees in the Chicago Police 
Department fell 24 percent from 1982 to 1989. 

Number of 
civilian employees 
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Note: The "Other civilian employees" line refers to federally funded employees who worked 
primarily in community relations programs. 

Source: Chicago Police Oepartment 

greater in some regions. For example, 
the number of officers in the Cook 
County suburbs rose 31 percent between 
1974 and 1988. In the collar counties 
(DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and 
Will), the number of municipal officers in­
creased almost 46 percent during this pe­
riod. In the remainder of the state, the 
increases were smaller. 

In addition to maintaining full-time sworn 
officers, municipal police departments in 
Illinois are employing a growing number 
of both part-time sworn officers and non­
sworn, or civilian, staff. The former typi­
cally handle the regular duties of full-time 
sworn officers, but on a part-time basis, 
while civilian staff usually serve as dis­
patchers or record clerks or in other non­
patrol functions. Between 1973 and 
1988, the number of part-time municipal 
police officers rose 15 percent, from 
2,056 to 2,362.42 

The number of full-time civilian staff 
statewide increased from 2,867 in 1973 
to 4,732 in 1988, a 65-percent jump. The 
increase was greater outside Chicago 
(90 percent) than in the city (32-percent) 
during this period. Still, 35 percent of all 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

the civilian police employees statewide 
work for the Chicago Police Department. 
The number of regular civilian employees 
in Chicago increased 69 percent between 
1969 and 1982, but then declined 24 per­
cent, to 1,638, in 1989 (FINANCE 1-17). 
The number of crossing guards em­
ployed by the Chicago Police Department 
fell 14 percent between 1969 and 1989, 
and special employees (under CETA, 
HUD, and so on) peaked in 1978 and 
declined to zero by 1987.43 

The operational strength of a police de­
partment depends not only on the size of 
the force, but also on the actual number 
of days worked per year (the availability 
of personnel for duty). Providing officers 
with more generous holidays, personal 
days, furlough days, and sick leave can 
reduce a department's strength consid­
erably. A recent study in Chicago, for 
example, found that the combined effect 
of staff reduction and increased time off 
was the equivalent of removing more 
than 1 ,300 sworn personnel-more than 
1 0 percent of the force--between 1979 
and 1989.44 Half of this decline is due to 
decreases in the actual number of days 

worked. The report concluded, "The criti­
cal resporse margin no longer exists .... 
The Depdrtment (has a) diminished ca­
pacity to deal with demand peak." 

• Counties. The number of full-time 
law enforcement officers in county sher­
iffs' departments statewide increased 
more than 36 percent between 1974 and 
1988 (see FINANCE 1-15). Much of this 
increase, however, occurred between 
1974 and 1980, when the number of 
county officers rose by 25 percent. From 
1980 to 1985, the number declined 8 per­
cent, but then rose nearly 19 percent 
through 1988. In 1988, there were a rec­
ord 3,264 full-time sworn law enforce­
ments officers in sheriffs' departments 
throughout lIIinois.45 

Although the number of full-time sheriffs' 
police officers generally rose in all re­
gions of the state between 1974 and 
1988, the increases were greatest in the. 
counties outside Cook and the collar 
counties. In these two regions, the num­
ber of officers rose 31 percent and 16 
percent, respectively. But in the state's 
other urban counties, the number of sher­
iffs' officers increased 36 percent, and in 
the state's more rural counties, the in­
crease was 44 percent. Still, there were 
employment decreases in 17 sheriffs' 
departments dl ': In9 this 15-year period. 
And in 1988, three out of every four sher­
iffs' departments in Illinois employed 
fewer than 25 full-time law enforcement 
officers, a percentage that was slightly 
higher than the national average. 

Nevertheless, sheriffs' police as a whole 
account for a growing percentage of the 
full-time law enforcement officers in the 
state-more than 11 percent in 1988 
compared to 9 percent in 1974. In 23 illi­
nois counties in 1988, more than half of 
the full-time law enforcement officers 
worked in the sheriff's department, in­
cluding one county-Edwards-in which 
all full-time oHicers were sheriff's police. 
Cook County had the smallest percent­
age of law enforcement officers located 
in the sheriff's department (3 percent) in 
1988, although this was higher than the 
1974 proportion of approximately 2 per­
cent. In the collar counties, 20.5 percent 
of the full-tim€: law enforcement officers 
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worked in sheriffs' departments in 1988, 
down from almost 26 percent in 1974. 
Thirty percent of the officers in Illinois' 
other urban counties were employed by 
sheriffs' departments in 1988, up from 23 
percent in 1974. In the remainder of the 

I state's counties, however, the percent­
age of officers employed Ijy sheriffs' de­
partments rose from 37 percent in 1974 
to almost 50 percent in 1988. In general, 
then, the more rural of Illinois' counties 
have a far greater percentage of law en­
forcement officers in sheriffs' depart­
ments than do the more urban counties. 

It is difficult to measure for all Illinois 
counties the number of sheriffs' police of­
ficers per capita, or to compare that num­
ber with the number of municipal officers 
per capita, because the jurisdiction of the 
sheriff's departments varies by county. 
Looking at just DuPage County, however, 
reveals that it had one sheriff's patrol offi­
cer for every 961 residents in the unin­
corporated areas of the county during 
1987, while municipal police departments 
in DuPage County had one officer for 
every 647 residents in the incorporated 
municipalities.46 The 66 patrol officers in 
the sheriff's department handled more 
than 36,000 calls for service in 1986, or 
about 547 calls per officer, an increase.· 
over the 439 calls per officer in 1980. 
Because the number of sheriff's pOlice of­
ficers did not change in DuPage County 
between 1980 and 1986, the increase in 
calls per officer is the result of more calls 
for service overall. Of the calls in 1986, 
4,347 (or 66 per officer) were for serious 
crimes, narcotics, or drunken driving. 

Like municipal police departments, many 
sheriffs' offices in Illinois employ a large 
number of non-sworn or civilian staff. In 
fact, more than half of the fUll-time staff in 
26 of the state's sheriffs' departments are 
civilians. On the other hand, 37 sheriffs' 
departments had no civilian staff in 
1988.47 Still, the number of full-time civil­
ians employed by sheriffs' departments in 
Illinois more than tripled between 1973, 
when there were 394, and 1988, when 
there were 1,299. Outside of Cook and 
the collar counties, th~ number of civil­
ians. more. than quadrupled during this 
period. However, the number of part­
time sheriffs' police officers in Illinois was 
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12 percent lower in 1988 (250) than in 
1973 (285). 

• State police. in 1987, the Illinois 
State Police had 2,236 full-time officers, 
or more than twice the national c.verage 
of 1,031.48 In 1988, the number of ISP 
officers increased slightly to 2,252. 

In general, the number of 18P officers 
has followed the same pattern as ISP 
expenditures. From 1974 through 1984, 
the number of officers remained relatively 
stable at an average of about 1 ,600 a 
year. Between 1984 and 1988, however, 
the number of full-time officers increased 
almost 45 percent (see FINANCE 1-15). 

HOW MUCH ARE LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFIC,.aRS 
IN ILLINOIS PAID? 
For the most part, the salaries paid to law 
enforcement personnel in illinois are set 
by the individual agencies the officers 
work for and are determined, at least in 
part, by the size and relative wealth of 
their jurisdictions. The only law enforce­
ment salaries that are set by Illinois stat­
ute are those of the elected sheriffs in 
each county, and even those salaries dif­
fer according to county size. 

Here is breakdown of law enforcement 
salaries at the state, county, and munici­
palleve!s in Illinois: 

• State pOlice. In 1986, the average 
entry-level safary for a state trooper 
nationwide was $18,170 (in nominaf 
dollars).49 That ~(ear in Illinois, the salary 
for a first-year state trooper was 16 
percent higher, at $21,132. By fiscal year 
1989, the starting salary in Illinois had 
increased 18 percent, to $24,948 (in 
nominal dollars). After 25 years, an 
Illinois state trooper can earn $42,672 a 
year under ISP's salary schedule.50 

• Counties. State law sets the mini­
mum salaries paid to the elected sheriff in 
each county, based on the population of 
the county as of the last federal census. 
Sheriffs' salaries range from $27,000 a 
year in counties with fewer than 10,000 
people to $43,000 in counties with 
100,000 to 2 million people.51 The Cook 
County sheriff is paid $80,000 a year, a 
salary that is set by the county board.52 

Unlike salaries for elected sheriffs, the 
salaries paid to sheriffs' deputies do not 
have statutory minimums, but are instead 
set by each sheriff's department.53 In 
DuPage County, for example, the annual 
salary for a sheriff's deputy in 1987 was 
$20,026 to $30,040 (in nominal dollars).54 
By comparison, the. entry-level salary of a 
municipal police officer in DuPage 
County that year was 8 percent higher. 
In Cook County, the salaries of sheriffs' 
deputies range from $23,340 to $35,676 
i:i year. In Cass County, the starting sal­
ary for a sheriff's deputy is .$18,000. 

• Municipalities. Like salaries for 
sheriffs' deputies, the salaries paid to 
municipal police officers are set by each 
department. And because this salary in­
formation is not reported to a central data 
source, statewide analysis of municipal 
police salaries is limited. However, sur­
veys conducted by various police asso­
ciations and other organizations provide 
some indication of what municipal police 
officers in Illinois are paid. 

For example, the DuPage County Chiefs 
of Pqlice Association condu(:ts an annual 
salary survey of law enforcement agen­
cies in that county. Municipalities in 
DuPage County use two different sys­
tems to determine officers' salaries: one 
is based on merit; the other is a "step 
plan" based on seniority. In 1987, the 
average salary for patml officers in mu­
nicipalities using a step plan was be­
tween $22,034 ~nd $22,361 (in nominal 
dollars) for the first year of service, while 
the average low salary for those using a 
merit system was $22,094. The average 
high salary for patrol officers was 
$31,446 under the step plan and $31,229 
under the merit system.55 

Salaries are generally higher in police 
departments that serve larger popula­
tions. A 1986 survey of Illinois munici­
palities with populations of less than 
5,000 found the average salary for a pa­
trol officer in police departments employ­
ing at least one full-time officer was 
$18,526 (in nominal dollars).56 In con­
trast, the average officer's salary that 
year was between $18,645 and $24,006 
in Illinois municipalities of 5,000 to 10,000 
people, and between $20,833 and 
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FINANCE 1-18 
Police officers in Chicago's north and northwest suburbs are the highest paid in the state. 

Chicago 

Police Chief Minimum $96,000 
Maximum $96,000 

Offjcer Minimum $24,939 
Maximum $38,358 

Note: Mean salaries are as of July 1, 1988. 

Source: Illinois Municipal League 

$27,908 in cities of more than 10,000 
people.57 In Chicago, the annual starting 
salary for a police officer in 1988 was 
$24,939, with the annual salary after five 
years rising to $32,442. The salary of the 
superintendent of the Chicago Police De­
partment as of July 1, 1990, was $96,000 
a year, making him the highest paid city 
official in Chicago.58 

Law enforcement salaries in Illinois vary 
not only by size of the jurisdiction but also 
by region of the state. For example, 
salaries in the suburbs around Chicago, 
particularly the north and northwestern 
suburbs, are typically higher than salaries 
in the rest of the state (FINANCE 1-18). 

In constant dollars, however, the salaries 
of police officers in Illinois have fallen 
since the mid-1970s. In communities of 
more than 10,000 people, the mean mini­
mum salaries of police officers declined 
almost 7 percent (in constant dollars) be­
tween 1978 and 1988 (FINANCE 1-19). In 
Chicago, the minimum salary for a patrol 
officer declined 1 percent in constant dol­
lars during this period. The mean maxi­
mum salaries of officers statewide fell by 
nearly 4 percent from 1978 to 1988, while 
in Chicago, the maximum salary of patrol 
officers increased almost 1 ° percent. 
Among officers in communities with 
5,000 to 10,000 people, the decline in 
minimum salaries was even sharper. Be­
tween 1978 and 1988, mean minimum 
salaries fell by more than 13 percent (in 
constant dollars) in these communities; 
mean maximum salaries dropped by 
more than 3 percent. The constant-dollar 
salaries of police chiefs in both sizes of 
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North Shore Northwest West South Rest of Statewide 
suburbs suburbs suburbs suburbs Illinois average 

$45,363 $43,190 $42,442 $40,609 $35,003 $41,177 
$53,330 $53,054 $49,274 $45,008 $41,293 $47,477 

$25,766 $23,829 $22,410 $22,374 $21,066 $22,617 
$33,537 $32,645 $31,951 $29,914 $26,230 $30,147 

FINANCE 1-19 
The earning power of municipal police officers in Illinois 
has fallen since 1978. 

Mean minimum salaries, 
constant 1988 dollars (thousands) 
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Source: Illinois Municipal League 

communities have also fallen over the 
past decade. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
PUT A LAW ENFORCEME~T 
OFFICER ON THE STREET? 
While salaries are clearly the chief cost 
associated with putting law enforcement 
officers on the street, salaries are not the 
only expense. The marginal costs of law 
enforcement-the additional cost to pro­
duca one more unit of output (in this 
case, another officer)-include not only 
salary, but also fringe bb\'8fits, uniform, 
vehicle, and training. 

According to a 1987 study in DuPage 

County, the cost of adding one sheriff's' 
deputy is $182,911 over a five-year pe­
riod, or an average of $36,582 a year. 
This figure includes s;:!!aries, benefits, 
Social Security, equipment, and training. 
It assumes a marked squad car for every 
two officers, but does not include vehicle 
maintenance costs or overtime hours.59 

Similar cost figures are found at the mu­
nicipallevel in DuPage County. Accord­
ing to both financial reports and officials 
in the Wheaton Police Department, the 
costs of paying and outfitting an officer, 
and purchasing and equipping a new 
squad car, are well in excess of $45,000 
the first year (FINANCE 1-20). 
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FINANCE 1-20 FINANCE 1-:21 
The co.t of hiring and equipping a ne.w police 
officer in Wheaton, Illinois, exceeds $45,000 the 
first year. 

Criminal fines usadto support· police training in 
Illinois have risen· steadily in recent years. 

Police car costs 

Purchase price 
Squad equipment (light bar,etc.) 
Tranl3port shield 
Mobile data terminal 
ISPERN radio 

Total car 

Vehicle maintenance (gas, oil, etc.) 

Personnel 

$15,000 
$4,000 

$450 
$5,000 
$1,600 

$26,050 

$OAO/mile 

Fines collected, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
8 

6 

4 

2 

Salary 
Uniform (and maintenance) 
Weapon 

$19,156 to $21,696 
$475 
$285 o • 

Source: Whe,9ton Police Department 

HOW IS THE TRAINING OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL IN 
ILLINOIS FINANCED? 
A major expense for law enforcement 
agencies in Illinois is the cost of officer 
training, some of which IS mandatory un­
der state law. For example, the Police 
Training Act requires all full-time law en­
forcement officers in the stafe to com­
plete a basic 400-hour law enforcement 
training course.60 In addition, officers 
must successfully complete a 40-hour 
firearms training course to possess and 
use a .firearm in cOnnection with their offi­
cial duties.61 Individual law enforcement 
agencies are initially responsible for the 
expenGes incurred for training their offi­
cers. But these departments are reim­
bursed for a portion of their training ex­
penses by a state agency called the illi­
nois Local Governmental Law Enforce­
ment Officers Training Board (also known 
as the Police Training Board, or PTB). 

PTB is funded largely from surcharges 
imposed on certain criminal and traffic 
fines. These surcharges are actually 
mandatory financial penalties that have 
beeh assessed since 1982 eln violators of 
selected criminal and traffic laws, at a 
rafe of 10 p(3rcent, of the regular fine 
these offehders receive. Thle office of the 
derk of the Circuit court where, the con-
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Source: Office of the illInois Comptroller 

viction occurred assesses and collects 
the surcharge, keeps 2 percent to cover' 
its own administrative expenses, and re­
mits the remaining 98 percent to the state 
treasurer for deposit in the Traffic and 
Criminal Conviction Surcharge Fund. In 
state fiscal year 1988, PTB received 
nearly $704 million-a record amount­
from this surcharge, 45 percent of it from 
Cook and the other collar counties (FI­
NANCE 1-21).62 Almost all of PTB's an­
nual budget (97.5 percent in fiscal 1988) 
now comes from the Traffic and Criminal 
Conviction Surcharge Fund, with the re­
mainder coming from federal grants for 
specific training purposes.53 

In addition to covering the internal opera­
tions of its agency and various grants to 
other law enforcement agencies, PTB's 
budget is used to reimburse county, mu­
nicipal, and other law enforcement agen­
cies (such as university, railroad, and 
hospital police) for the expenses of an of­
ficer or staff member who is being 
trained. These reimbursements may in­
clude the cost of tuition at training 
schools certified by PTB, the salaries of 
the trainees while they are in training, 
and the necessary travel and room and 
board expenses for each trainee. Local 
agencies are reimbursed at a rate of 50 
percent Q1f eligible expenses.64 

While these reimbursements represent 
an expenditure for the state, they can 
also be considered a transfer payment to 
local agencies, and therefore a source of 
revenue for counties and municipalities. 
There is a circular flow of money here, 
from the counties that originally collect 
the traffic and criminal conviction sur­
charge, to the state treasury, toPTB, and. 
then back to the local units of govern­
ment that participate in law enforcement 
training programs. 

Some law enforcement agencies, how­
elier, do. not participate In PTB"supported 
training beyond the required courses. 
Even though PTB's reimbursement re­
duces the amount of rTlonoy that county 
and rnunicipallaw enforcement agencies 
must pay for training, many small depart­
ments cannot afford to give up one or 
more of their officers for more than a 
week of additional training. Because of 
heavy public demands and a lack of 
manpower, many police departments 
simply do not have the time to proviae 
necessary training above the minimum 
that is required.65 

HOW MUCH MONEY DOE:S PTB 
PROVIDE LOCALAGENt::lES FOR 
TRAINING? 
Two types of local officertrainirlgate re-
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FINANCE 1-22 , 
The vast majority of state funds for law enforcement training go to 
mUlllicipal police departments. 

Number of 
individual courses Amount of Percent 

Fiscal Year 1988 

Municipalities 
County-law enforcement 
County-correctional 
Colleges and universities 
Park districts 
Miscellaneous 
Total 

completed 

2,878 
310 
465 

54 
45 
22 

3,774 

Number of 

reimbursement of total 

$3,621,458 73.9 
518,806 10.6 
555,189 1.3 

2,691 1.5 
104,423 2.1 

26,250 0.5 
$4,898,817 

individual courses Amount of Percent 
Fiscal Year 1987 

Municipalities 
County-law enforcement 
County-correctional 
Colleges and universities 
Miscellaneous 
Total 

completed 

4,010 
251 
294 

63 
69 

4,687 

reimbursement of total 

$4,545,954 86.8 
245,165 4.7 
324,395 6.2 

47,682 0.9 
75,519 1.4 

$5,238,715 

Note: The fiscal 1988 total includes a $44,000 grant for the DARE drug abuse 
education program. Also, see notes 66 and 67. Percentages may not add up to 100 
because of rounding. 

Source: Illinois Local Governmental Law Enforcement Officers Training Board 

imbursable by the Police Training Board: 
(i) basic training, which is mandatory 
under the Police Training Act and (2) 
in-service training that is not mandatory 
but is still recognized by PTB as job­
related professional development. Man­
datory training is given priority for re­
payment, while oUler training is reim­
bursed if fund!> are still available after 
payments for mandatory training have 
been made. 

In state fiscal year 1988, PTB provided 
local agencies with nearly $4.9 million 
specifically for law enforcement training, 
down from approximately $5.2 miliion in 
1987 (FINANCE 1-22).66 In both years, the 
vast majority of lhese funds went to mu­
nicipallOlw enforcement agencies. The 
next largest amount (22 percent in 1988, 
11 percent in 1987) went to county sher­
iffs' departments for training of both sher­
iffs' police and correctional officers. The 
remaining PTa grants to local agencies 
weht to university, hospital, and park dis­
trict police departments.67 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

In addition to reimbursing local law en­
forcement agencies for training, PTB also 
funds 16 mobile regional training units 
throughout the state. These units were 
established in 1982 to provide in-service 
training in different regions of Illinois. In 
state fiscal year 1988, regional training 
units received approximately $1.5 million 
from PTB, bringing the agency's total 
awards for the year (local agency reim­
bursements plus regional training units) 
to $6.4 million 

The amount of money distributed by PTB 
for law enforcement training has fluctu­
ated over the years with changes in the 
sources of those funds. When adjusted 
for inflation, the amount declined be­
tween fiscal years 1972 and 1982. From 
1972 to 1981, almost all of the reim­
bursements and distributions from PTB 
came from the state's General Revenue 
Fund. In 1982, the first year of the Traffic 
and Criminal Conviction Surcharge Fund, 
PTB reimbursements and grants totaled 
about $2.8 million (in constant 1988 dol-

lars). They increased to nearly $4.6 mil­
lion in 1983, and to more than $6.5 mil­
lion in 1988. The Traffic and Criminal 
Conviction Surcharge Fund now supports 
all PTB reimbursements to law enforce­
ment agencies. 

WHAT OTHER FINANCIAL 
SUPPORT DOES THE STATE 
PROVIDE TO LOCAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES? 
The Illinois State Police assists county 
and municipal law enforcement agencies 
with a variety of activities that most local 
agencies cannot do (or cannot afford to 
do) themselves, including crime lab serv­
ices, complicated criminal investigations, 
and investigations of wrongdoing by pub­
lic officials, to name a few. ISP also pro­
vides some agencies with funds to carry 
out specific law enforcement services, in­
cluding multi-jurisdictional drug enforce­
ment and the I-SEARCH missing per­
sons program. Although the grants and 
awards under these and other programs 
are considered expenditures by ISP, they 
are actually transfers to the local agen­
cies participating in these activities. 

Metropolitan enforcement groups (or 
MEGs) are created by units of local gov­
ernment-municipalities and counties­
that band together under the auspices of 
ISP to combat drug trafficking and abuse 
across jurisdictional boundaries. At least 
50 percent of the total operating budget 
of each MEG unit must come from the 
participating units of local government, 
with the remainder coming from the state. 
ISP contributes to the opF:rations of MEG 
units through grants from the state's 
General Revenue Fund and, since 1984, 
from the Drug Traffic Prevention Fund, 
which contains proceeds resulting from 
fines levied against certain drug offend­
ers. The percentage of total MEG grants 
supported by the Drug Traffic Prevention 
Fund increased from less than 5 percent 
in state fiscal year 1984 to more than 19 
percent in fiscal 1988. The total amount 
of ISP grants to the MEGs in 1988 was 
slightly less than $900,000. In constant 
1988 dollars, this amount is half the $1.9 
million distributed in 1980. 

For the I-SEARCH program, the state 
spent more than $15.2 million between 
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fiscal years 1985 and 1988. Approxi­
mately two"thirds of that money was 
spent directly by ISP for investigative 
services, operation of the state's Missing 
Children Clearinghouse, and intelligence~ 
gathering activities; with the iemaining 
one-third transferred to local law enforce­
mentagencies participating in the 1-
SEARCH program. In fiscal 1988, overall 
spending on I-SEARCH declined 35 per­
cent, with ISP grants to local agencies 
falling off by 65 percent. 
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The Da'a 
A variety of data sources; covering the 
different levels of government and the dif­
ferent agencies involved in law enforce- . 
ment in Illinois, were used in this section. 

Police expenditure data for municipalities 
outside Chicago were obtained from the 
Statewide·Summary of Municipal Fi­
nance in Illinois, published by the Office 
of the Illinois Comptroller. Because of a 
change in how financial data were re­
ported in this annual publication, munici­
pal police expenditures for 1987 and 
1988 were estimated from figures re­
ported by the comptroller's office. Chi­
cago Police Department expenditures 
were taken from the Comprehensive An­
nual FInancial Reports for the City of Chi­
cago, published by the Chicago. Depart­
ment of Finance. 

Data on county expenditures for "public 
safety" outside Cook County were ob­
tained from the Office of the Illinois 
Comptroller's Statewide Summary of 
County Finance in Illinois for the fiscal 
years 1974 through 1979. Data from 
1980 through 1988 were obtained from 
computer-generated reports from the 
comptroller's office similar to those pub­
lished in the 19709 In each of these 
counties, public safety expenditures in­
clude those of the sheriff's, coroner's, 
animal control, and civil defense depart­
ments. Most counties separate spending 
on the county jail from spending for other 
sheriff's department functions, although 
for some counties, expenditures for pub­
lic safety may include correctional expen­
ditures as well. 

Information about the revenues gener­
ated by county sheriffs' departments out­
side CObk County was also obtained 
from the comptroller's office Statewide 
Summary of County Finance. 

Cook County expenditure and revenue 
data were obtained from the annual re­
ports of the Office of the Cook County 
Comptroller. These. Cook County dafa 
are more detailed than the information 
the Illinois comptroller's office reports 
about other counties in the state. For 
example, expenditure data specifically for 
the Cook County sheriff's police were ex­
amined separately from spending for all 
other public safety agencies and the 
county jail. 

Expenditure data for the Illinois State Po­
lice were obtained from the Illinois De­
tailed Annual Reports, published by the 
state comptroller's office. 

Law enforcement.employment informa~ 
tion was obtained·from two primary 
sources: (1) the Census of Local Law 
Enforcement Personnel, conducted by 
the Illinois Local Governmental.Law En­
forcement Officers Training Board; and 
(2) Crime in Illinois, published annually by 
the Illinois State Police. The Police 
Training Board also provided grant and 
award figures. In addition, detailed em­
ployment data for Chicago~vere provided 
by the. Chicago Police Department. 

Salary information formunicipal police of­
ficers came primarily from annual com­
pensation surveys conducted by the Illi­
nois Municipal League. A survey by the 
DuPage County Chiefs of Police Asso­
ciation provided salary information about 
both municipal pOlice officers and county 
sheriff's depl,lties in DuPage County. 

Expenditure data for the Police Training 
Board were obtained from the Illinois De­
tailed Annual Reports, published by the 
state comptroller's office. Data on the 
money distributed to local law enforce­
mentagencies for training were obtained 
directly fromPTB to get the level of detail 
needed. 
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Notes 
1 Various federal agencies also provide 
law enforcement services in Illinois. But 
because these activities are funded by 
the federal government, and not directly 
and exclusively by Illinois sources, fed­
erallaw enforcement financing is not ex­
amined in this section. 

2 Although other state agencies, includ­
ing the Secretary of State's Office, the 
Department of Conservation, and the 
Department of Central Management 
Services, provide some law enforcement 
services, only the Illinois State Police, as 
the largest state-level law enforcement 
agency, is examined in this section. 

3 Supplement to Chicago Comprehen­
sive Annual Report, 1987, (Chicago: City 
of Chicago, Department of Finance), p. 
100. 

4 State fiscal years run from July 1 
through June 30 (fiscal 1988, for ex­
ample, began July 1, 1987, and ended 
June 30,1988). 

5 The $5 fee the state receives following 
the issuance or renewal of a FOlD Card 
is divided as follows: $3 is deposited in 
the state's Wildlife and Fish Fund, $1 is 
deposited in the General Revenue Fund, 
and $1 is deposited in the Firearm Own­
er's Notification Fund. Any excess mon­
ey in the Firearm Owner's Notification 
Fund is used to ensure the prompt and 
efficient processing of FOlD Card appli­
cations. III.Rev.St~t., ch. 38, par. 83-5. 

6 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 53, par. 37. 

7 John Wade and Stan Cunningham, 
Developing Alternatives to the Crisis in 
Rural Law Enforcement (Macomb, III.: 
Western Illinois University, 1989). 

8 The collar counties here refer to 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will. 
The other large counties are Champaign, 
Macon, McLean, Peoria, Rock Island, 
Sangamon, St. Clair, Madison, and Win­
nebago. A large county has either one 
city with a population of more than 
50,000 or two cities with populations of 
more than 25,000. 

9 The towed vehicles were either aban­
doned, stolen, the property of a prisoner, 
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involved in an accident, or a traffic 
hazard. 

10 Annual Report 1988 (Chicago: Chi­
cago Police Department, 1989). 

11 III. Rev.Stat. , ch. 56 1/2, par. 1100-
1413; IILRev.Stat., ch. 561/2, par. 701-
719; III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 1651-
1660. The formulas used to distribute 
fines coll~cted under these three drug 
laws are extensive, and the exact man­
ner is which the money is distributed de­
pends largely on the circumstances of 
each individual case. See the relevant 
sections of these three statutes for de­
tails. 

12 1988 Draft Annual Report to the illi­
nois Supreme Court (Springfield, III.: Ad­
ministrative Office of the Illinois Courts, 
1988). 

13 In 1987 and 1988, no federal revenue­
sharing funds were received by Illinois 
counties. It is possible that some funds 
received in 1986 were actually expended 
in later years, but exact expenditure data 
was not available. It was impossible to 
extract from Cook County financial re­
ports the amount of federal revenue shar­
ing money spent by the sheriff's depart­
ment, so Cook County data are not ana­
lyzed here. 

14 CETA (Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act) money paid for police 
training and internship positions. HUD 
(Housing and Urban Development) 
money paid for security at the Chicago 
Housing Authority, staff for a special teen 
gang unit, civilian transit aides on the 
Chicago Transit Authority, and some 
Beat Representative staff. Beat repre­
sentatives, who were funded through a 
federal grant from the Illinois Law En­
forcement Commission as well, worked in 
neighborhood-based community policing 
programs. 

15 1974 Annual Report (Chicago: Illinois 
Law Enforcement Commission, 1974). 
1975 Action Plan (Chicago: Illinois Law 
Enforcement Commission, 1975). 

16 A Decade of Change: The Criminal 
Justice System in Illinois, 1969-1979 

(Chicago: Illinois Law Enforcement Com­
mission, 1980), p. 6. 

17 Federal fiscal years run from October 1 
through September 30 (for example, fiscal 
1990 began October 1, 1989, and ends 
September 30, 1990). 

18 For more information on federal assis­
tance programs in Illinois, see Working for 
the Criminal Justice System in Illinois, Bi­
ennial Report for the Fiscal Years 1988 
and 1989, (Chicago: Illinois Criminal Jus­
tice Information Authority, 1989). 

19 Three notes about law enforcement 
expenditure data: (1) Because of a 
change in how municipal expenditures 
were reported by the Office of Illinois 
Comptroller, 1987 and 1988 police expen­
ditures for municipalities outside Chicago 
were estimated from figures reported by 
the comptroller's office in its Statewide 
Summary of Municipal Finance in Illinois; 
(2) County expenditures are for "public 
safety" activities, as reported by the Illinois 
comptroller's office. These totals include 
sp'ending for both law enforcement and 
other activities by the sheriffs' depart­
ments, as well as the operations of t~le 
coroners', animal control, and civil de­
fense departments. For some counties, 
public safety expenditures may include jail 
expenditures as well, although counties 
are supposed to report these expendi­
tures to the comptroller's office under a 
separate category. (3) The law enforce­
ment activities of sheriffs' departments are 
generally directed to the unincorporated 
areas of a county or to municipalities that 
contract with the sheriff's office for police 
protection. In addition, the county sheriff 
performs some law enforcement functions 
for the county as a whole, such as serving 
warrants and subpoenas. 

20 For the Chicago Police Department, 
only expenditures from the city's General 
Revenue Fund are available; for other 
municipalities, the figures include expendi­
tures from all public funds. Nevertheless, 
Chicago police expenditures from funds 
other than the General Revenue Fund 
make up a very small percentage of total 
police department expenditures, and do 
not affect the overall trend. 
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21 Because population data are not 
available, per-capita figures for municipal 
expenditures outside Chicago could not 
be calculated. 

22. County expenditures for public safety 
include sheriff's department spending on 
law enforcement and may include spend­
ing on corrections, as well as expendi­
tures for selected other county depart­
ments. See note 19. 

23 "Urban" counties are those containing 
at least one city with a population of 
50,000 or more. 

24 Total county populations were used 
as the denominator in the calculations of 
per-capita county spending on public 
safety. 

25 National spending figures come from 
the Law Enforcement Management and 
Administrative Statistics Survey, as re­
ported in Profile of State and Local Law 
Enforcement Agencies, 1987 (Washing­
ton, D.C.; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
1989). ISP spending figures come from 
I/Iinois Detailed Annual Report 1987 
(Springfield, III.; Office of the Illinois 
Comptroller, 1988). 

26 County expenditures for public safety 
include sheriff's department spending on 
both law enforcement and corrections, as 
well as expenditures for selected other 
county departments. See note 19. 

27 For this time period, expenditures 
from the Corporate Purposes Fund are 
the only reliable data for Cook County. 
Because these data are not comparable 
with data from other counties in the state, 
Cook County is excluded from the 
1974-1988 calculations. 

26 Total sheriff's department expendi­
tures are the sum of the direct expendi­
tures from the county general revenue 
fund for the sheriff's police, the county 
jail, and the Sheriff's Department Merit 
Board. 

29 Total state expenditures were ob­
tained from the Illinois Comprehensive 
Financial Report (Springfield, III.: Office 
of the Illinois Comptroller, 1989). 

30 Peter F. Nardulli and Jeffrey M. 
Stonecash,. The Demand for Police Serv~ 
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ices: Final Report Submitted to the Illi­
nois Law Enforcement Commission (Chi­
cago: Illinois Law Enforcement Commis­
sion, 1979). 

31 Michael G. Maxfield and Chris 
Sigman, Indiana Police Task Analysis 
(IndianapoliS: Center for Criminal Justice 
Research and Information, 1989). 

32 Chicago Police Department Research 
and Development Division (personal 
communication, September 20, 1989); 
Annual Report (Chicago: Chicago Police 
Department, 1970-1988). Includes calls 
to 911 plus direct calls to the Detective 
DMsion. 

33 Chicago Police Department Annual 
Report (1970-1988). 

34. Preliminary analysis indicates a pos­
sible inconsistency between data prior to 
1981 and data after that year. Figures for 
1979 and 1980 are particularly question­
able, and are therefore not included here. 
Figures for 1974 through 1977 appear, 
however, to be more reliable. 

35 Law Enforcement Management and 
Administrative Statistics Survey, 1987. 

36 The Challenge of Crime in a Free So­
ciety(Washington, D.C.: President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice, 1967). 

37 Crime in Illinois, 1988 (Springfield, III.: 
Illinois State Police, 1989). 

38 Census of Local L.aw Enforcement 
Personnel (Springfiel~, III.: Illinois Local 
Governmental Law Enforcement Officers 
Training Board, 1988). The calculations 
in FINANCE 1-16 are based on the number 
of full-time law enforcement officers in 
each county's sheriff's department, plus 
the number of full-time officers employed 
by the municipalities within that county. 
State police officers are not included be­
cause their enforcement activities typi­
cally cross county boundaries. 

39 Brian A. Reaves, Police Departments 
in Large Cities, 1987(Washington, D.C.: 
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1989). 

40 Crime in Illinois, 1988. 

41 Chicago Police Department, Research 
and Development Division. 

42 The Chicago Police Department does 
not employ part-time police officers. The 
department does have a studentintern~ 
ship program that is part-time, but it ac­
counts for only a very small percentage 
of civilian staff. 

43 The total "Other civilian employees" 
includes a varying number of federally 
funded civilian employees who worked 
mostly in community relations programs. 

44 Resource Allocation to Meet Chang­
ing Seasonal Demand Patterns in the 
Chicago Police Department (Chicago: 
Chicago Police Department, Research 
and Development Division, 1989). These 
calculations are based on July 1 figures. 

45 These figures are based on data from 
the H!inois State Police's 1988 Crime in 
Illinois report. Data collected by the Po­
lice Training Board also indicate that the 
number of f':l"-time sworn police officers 
in Illinois sheriffs' departments increased 
between 1985 (2,476) and 1988 (2,736). 
PTB data are not available for every 
year, however. 

46 Sheriff's Department Patrol and Inci­
dent Report (Wheaton, III.: DuPage 
County Department of Planning, 1987). 

47 Census of Local Law Enforcement 
Personnel, 1988. 

46 ISP figures come from Crime in illi­
nois, 1987. National figures come from 
the Law Enforcement Management and 
Administrative Statistics Survey, 1.987. 

49 Report to the Nation on Crime and 
Justice, 2nd. ed. (Washington, D.C.: Bu­
reau of Justice Statistics, 1988). 

50 ISP Sworn Salary Schedule, provided 
by ISP Government Affairs Office. 

51 III.Rev.Stat, ch. 53, par. 37a.05. 

52 Barbara Page Fiske (ed.), Key to Gov- .' 
emment in Chicago and Cook County 
(Chic.a.go: University of Chicago Press, 
198a), p. 1 i t9. 

53 Because the salaries of sheriffs' depu­
ties vary by county and there is no central 
source for collecting this salary informa­
tion, it is difficult to estimate the average 
salary of sheriffs' deputies in Illinois. 
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54 Annual Salary Survey, DuPage 
County Chiefs of Police Association, 
1987. 

55 DuPage County Annual Salary Sur­
vey, 1987. 

56 1986 Salary Survey, Illinois Municipal 
League. The response rate to this spe­
cial survey of municipalities with popula­
tions under 5,000 was 52 percent. Note 
that the numbers reported in the survey 
are not strictly entry-level salaries, but the 
salaries of officers with all experience lev­
els. Some municipalities reported an av­
erage of all salaries, while others re­
ported a range of salaries. In municipali­
ties reporting a range, the top level is in­
cluded in this analysis. 

57 1986 Municipal Compensation Sur­
vey, Illinois Municipal League. This an­
nual survey covers municipalities with 
5,000 to 10,000 people and those with 
more than 10,000 people. 

58 1988 Annual Report (Chicago: Chi­
cago Police Department, 1989). 

59 John E. Zaruba, Thomas Janaes, and 
Thomas Duhig Sr., DuPage County 
Sheriff's Department Optimum Resource 
Management Plan (Wheaton, III.: 
DuPage County Sheriff's Department, 
1987). Nationally, in cities of 250,000 or 
more, police departments have an aver­
age of 42 squad cars per 100 officers. 
(Reaves, 1989, p. 3.) 

60 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 85, par. 501 at seq. 
On the average, large cities in the United 
States require an average of 674 class 
hours and 412 field hours of training for 
new officers. (Reaves, 1989, p. 6.) 

61 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 85, par. 516. 

62 Figures provided by the Police Train­
ing Board, July 21, 1989. 
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63 The traffic and criminal conviction sur­
charge has been in place only since 
1982. Before then, PTB was funded 
largely from the state General Revenue 
lund. 

64 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 85, par. 509. 

65 Gerald, W. Konkler, "In Service Train­
ing in Economically Distressed Times," 
FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin (Novem­
ber 1988), p. 1. 

56 In fiscal year 1987, law enforcement 
training exceeded budgeted levels by a 
considerable margin. Therefore, PTB 
was unable to reimburse training costs at 
the customary 50 percent. As required 
by statute, basic law enforcement and 
correctional training must be reimbursed 
before any funds can be provided to re­
imburse in-service, advanced, or special­
ized training (non-basic training). For fis­
cal 1987, basic training was reimbursed 
at 46.2 percent, and no reimbursement 
was made for non-basic training. 

67 The Miscellaneous category in FI­
NANCE 1-22 includes the Cook County 
and Oak Forest hospitals, Peoria Public 
School District, Rockford Metro Center, 
and the Rockford Airport Authority. 
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An Overview of Felony Processing in Illinois 
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PROSECUTION AND 
PUBLIC DEFENSE 

Overview 
The America:1 legal process is an adversarial system in 
which the parties on opposing sides of a conflict are 
represented by legal counsel. In criminal legal proceed­
ings, prosecutors represent the state on behalf of com­
plainants, and defense attorneys represent those who 
have been accused of committing crimes. This chapter 
covers prosecution and an important aspect of criminal 
defense, public defense, in Illinois. 

WHO PERFORMS PROSECUTORIAL DUTIES 
IN ILLINOIS? 
After a suspected offender has been identified and 
arrested, or after a complaint has been filed, the prosecu­
tor evaluates the case, files formal charges in court, and 
handles the case through trial and possible appeals. In 
Illinois, several public officials perform prosecutorial 
duties on behalf of the state: 

• State's attorneys are the most visible criminal prose­
cutors in Illinois. Each of the state's 102 counties is 
served by a state's attorney, who is elected by the 
people of that county to a four-year term. State's 
attorneys are the highest-ranking law l"7nforcement 
officers in their respective counties, and on behalf of 
the state, they commence and carry out nearly all 
criminal proceedings in the counties. By far, most 
prosecutorial duties in Illinois are performed locally 
by state's attorneys. 

• The IIlinnis attorney general, as the state's chief legal 
officer, also holds prosecutorial powers. An elected 
official who is chosen in a statewide election every 
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four years, the attorney general represents the state 
in criminal appeals before both the Illinois Supreme 
Court and the U.S. Supreme Court. The attorney 
general also initiates criminal prosecutions for 
violations of Illinois' anti-pollution laws, and advises 
and assists state's attorneys in criminal matters when 
requested or when, in the attorney general's judg­
ment, the interests of the state require such 
assistance .1 

• The Office of the State's Attorneys Appellate Prose­
cutor assists state's attorneys' offices with criminal 
appeals, although individual state's attorneys are 
ultimately responsible for appeals originating in their 
counties.2 The Illinois General Assembly created this 
office in 1977 to coordinate and expedite criminal 
appeals on behalf of state's attorneys, thereby 
enabling them to devote more of their resources to 
trial litigation. In addition to its primary duties of 
preparing, filing, and arguing criminal appeals, the 
appellate prosecutor's office provides state's attor­
neys with many investigative and educational serv­
ices as well. In 1988, for example, the office created 
a special unit to assist county prosecutors with 
complex drug cases and asset forfeiture proceedings. 

In addition to these state officials, there are three 
U.S. attorneys who represent the federal government in 
federal criminal proceedings occurring in Illinois. One 
U.S. attorney is appointed to each of the three federal 
judicial districts in the state: the Northern District, head­
quartered in Chicago; the Central District, in Springfield; 
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and the Southern District, in East St. Louis. U.S. attor­
neys are nominated by the President, and confirmed by 
the U.S. Senate, to four-year terms. The U.S. attorney 
general supervises the U.S. attorneys regarding which 
cases to accept for prosecution. 

The U.S. attorneys' offices are responsible for 
most of the prosecutions and much of the other litigation 
involving the federal government before the U.S. District 
Court. As federal prosecutors, U.S. attorneys handle 
matters under federal jurisdiction-crimes that occur on 
federal property or that affect interstate commerce, 
interstate crimes such as drug trafficking, and criminal 
offenses related to national security. 

Some crimes, such as serious drug offenses, 
may fall under the dual jurisdiction of state and federal 
prosecutors. Although both state and federal agencies 
may be involved in investigating these types of cases, 
only one of them-either state or federal prosecutors­
will normally prosecute an individual for a particular 
incident, unless there are distinct charges that can be 
tried under different jurisdictions. 

HOW ARE STATE'S ATTORNEYS' OFFICES 
ORGANIZED AND STAFFED? 
Although other prosecutorial agencies at both the state 
and federal levels play important roles in Illinois' criminal 
justice system, the clear majority of criminal prosecutions 
in the state are initiated and pursued by county state's 
attorneys. The size and the complexity of state's attor­
neys' offices vary considerably, and reflect the needs and 
available resources of different counties. In large or 
densely populated counties, the state's attorney's office 
usually includes both the elected state's attorney and a 
staff of assistant prosecutors, investigators, and support 
personnel. In small or less densely populated counties, 
the state's attorney often performs all prosecutorial 
functions, with little or no assistance. 

As of July 1989, the 102 state's attorneys' offices 
in Illinois employed 1,085 full-time assistant state's 
attorneys; 63 percent of them worked in Cook County. 
Forty counties employed no full-time assistant state's 
attorneys (Figure 2-1). Twenty-five other counties 
employed only one full-time assistant prosecutor. 
Twenty-five counties also employed part-time assistant 
state's attorneys.3 

WHAT ARE THE BASIC FUNCTIOIIiS 
OF STATE'S ATTORNEYS? 
State's attorneys in Illinois have wide discretion to estab­
lish policies and procedures that best sel.ve the needs of 
their counties using available resources. In addition, 
county prosecutors exercise discretion with regard to 
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individual cases presented to them. Decisions to seek 
indictments, to file or not to file charges, or to reduce or 
drop charges altogether are examples of where discre­
tion plays a large role in the prosecutor's function. 

Still, all state's attorneys perform the same basic 
functions in criminal cases: initial screening of charges, 
investigating and preparing cases, filing formal charges in 
court, coordinating the roles of victims and witnesses, ne­
gotiating pleas, participating in jury selection, administer­
ing pretrial and trial procedures, and making sentencing 
recommendations. State's attorneys and their assistants 
may also handle criminal appeals. 

HOW ARE CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS 
INITIATED? 
Charging a suspect with a crime in Illinois is usually done 
in one of two ways. After an investigation and arrest, 
local law enforcement authorities-either a police or 
sheriff's department-may file criminal charges against 
the suspect directly with the court. Or, in most large juris­
dictions, including Cook County, police refer almost all 
serious, or felony, charges to the state's attorney for 
review or screening.4 During this initial screening 
process, the state's attorney determines whether the 
case merits prosecution, and if so, what specific charges 
to file with the court. Jurisdictions that do not screen out 
cases at this early stage, but instead accept most arrests 
for prosecution, tend to have higher dismissal rates later 
in the criminal justice process.5 

Several details must be examined during felony 
screening-the elements of the offense, available police 
reports, physical evidence that has been gathered, 
probable witness testimony, and records of the suspect's 
sworn statements-to determine what prosecutorial 
action, if any, should be ta!,en. At this point in the 
process, the state's attorney must decide whether to 
approve, modify, or drop the booking charges, add 
charges to those indicated by the police, or request that 
further investigation be conducted prior to a final decision 
on charging the suspect. 

State's attorneys may reject a case at the initial 
review stage for several reasons, among them: 

• Failure to locate key witnesses 

• Reluctance of victims or witnesses to testify 

• Lack of physical evidence or eyewitness information 
linking the suspect to the crime 

• Delay in processing physical evidence that has been 
gathered 

• Violation of the suspect's constitutional rights 
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Figure 2-1 
In 40 Illinois counties, the elected state's 
attorney is the sole prosecutor. 

Number of full-time assistant state's attorneys (ASAs)* 

_ Elected state's attorney only 

1-2 ASAs 

_ 3-9ASAs 

~':lfdt 1 0-25 ASAs 

_ 26 or more ASAs 
Cook-688 
DuPage-58 
Lake-47 
Wi 11-27 

~ State's attorney's office with 
victim-witness coordinator 

,. As of August 1989 
Source: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority survey 
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In addition to problems with evidence and 
witnesses, the policies of individual state's attorneys and 
the resource constraints of individual counties can affect 
the decision of whether or not to prosecute a case. Some 
prosecutors, for example, may give higher priority to 
crimes that present special problems in their counties. 

HOW ARE CHARGES FILED WITH THE COURT? 
After screening a case and deciding it warrants further 
action, the state's attorney must file formal charges in 
court. Under Illinois law, a criminal prosecution may be 
initiated in one of three ways-by indictment, by informa­
tion, or by complaint-or through a combination of the 
three. Illinois is one of 25 states where a grand jury 
indictment is optional to commence a prosecution.6 

Here are brief explanations of the three methods 
of filing charges in court: 

• Indictment. This is a written statement presented by 
a grand jury to the court, which charges the commis­
sion of an offense.? The grand jury determines 
whether there is probable cause-that is, reasonable 
grounds to believe that a particular person has 
committed a specific crime-to warrant a trial. 
Although most cases are presented to the grand jury 
by the state's attorney, the grand jury has independ­
ent investigative powers. State's attorneys usually 
issue subpoenas in the name of the grand jury for 
witnesses to appear, but the grand jury may sub­
poena witnesses on its own. 

With certain complex cases (for example, murder, 
white-collar crime, and official misconduct cases), 
state's attorneys may prefer grand jury indictments 
rather than preliminary hearings to establish probable 
cause. Also, state's attorneys often seek indictments 
when the secrecy of the proceedings is important, for 
example, in narcotics cases to protect the identities of 
undercover officers and informants and in cases 
involving a suspect who might flee if faced with a 
possible criminal charge. At the direction of the court, 
a Bill of Indictment may be kept secret, except for the 
issuance and execution of a warrant against the 
person being indicted.s 

• Information. This is a sworn, written statement, 
signed by a state's attorney and presented to the 
court, which charges the commission of an offense.11 

An information must be signed by the state's attorney 
and sworn by the state's attorney or another person, 
such as the arresting officer. Any prosecution 
initiated by an information must include a preliminary 
hearing to establish probable cause that the suspect 
committed the crime, unless the hearing is waived by 
the defendant.12 

• Complaint. This is a sworn, written statement other 
than an information or indictment, presented to the 
court, which charges the commission of an offense.13 

A complaint must be sworn to and signed by the 
complainant, usually the victim or another citizen 
witness. 

Although state's attorneys have some flexibility in 
deciding the method to use in initiating a prosecution, 
there are certain statutory requirements for filing charges. 
For example, all felony prosecutions must be initiated by 
an indictment or an information; all other cases may be 
commenced by either of these two or by a complaint.14 

It is extremely rare, however, for a misdemeanor prose­
cution to be initiated by an indictment. 

HOW ARE CRIMINAL CASES 
DISPOSED OF IN ILLINOIS? 
Although state's attorneys are usually associated with 
trial work, most criminal cases are disposed of by other 
means before they ever reach trial. There are a variety 
of possible dispositions in criminal cases, including the 
following: 

• No probable cause at preliminary hearing; no true 
bill returned. In felony cases, probable cause is 
established either by the court at the preliminary 
hearing or by a grand jury prior to the initiation of trial 
proceedings. If no probable cause is found by the 
court, the case is dismissed and the defendant exits 
the criminal justice system at a relatively early 
stage.15 In instances where the prosecutor attempts 
to obtain an indictment, a grand jury may reject 
prosecution of the case by returning a no true bill on 
all charges against the defendant. Grand juries in Illinois consist of 16 jurors. Persons 

chosen to serve on a grand jury must be U.S. citizens 
and must be legal voters in the county that the court • 

State motion to dismiss. The state can move to 
dismiss charges under a variety of circumstances; 
these dispositions may be final, interim, or adminis­
trative in nature. Although it is the state's attorney 
who makes the motion for dismissal, the decision to 
grant the motion is an official action of the court. 

serves. A quorum of at least 12 jurors must be 
present for the grand jury to conduct any business, 
and at least nine votes are needed to indict.9 The 
number of grand juries allowed to sit at one time and 
the amount of time each grand jury serves depends 
on the county's population. In all counties, however, 
no grand jury may serve for more than 18 months.10 
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Two common types of state motions to dismiss are 
the nolle prosequi and the SOL (stricken off the 
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record with leave to reinstate}. The nolle prosequi, 
the more common of the two, is a formal entry on the 
court record that indicates the prosecutor will not 
pursue the action against the defendant. In felony 
cases, it may be used any time between the filing of 
the case and the jUdgment, although it often occurs 
during the preliminary hearing. The SOL dismissal, 
which is used in some jurisdictions, including Cook 
County, allows the prosecutor to dismiss the charges 
for the time being, but to resume criminal proceed­
ings in the case at a later date. 

There are several reasons a prosecutor may request 
dismissal of a case after charges have been filed: 

1. Plea bargaining arrangements. When a single 
defendant is facing multiple charges, a guilty plea on 
one charge is sometimes exchanged for dismissal or 
reduction in seriousness of the other charges. In 
Illinois, the plea bargaining process is initiated either 
by the defense attorney or by the prosecuting attor­
ney. Once a plea has been negotiated, the trial 
judge may accept or reject it. In a study of 16 
jurisdictions, accepting pleas on other charges was 
the most frequently cited reason, among eight 
common reasons, for dismissals.16 

2. Lack of evidence linking the defendant to the 
crime. In the same study, insufficient evidence was 
the second most common reason for dismissing 
charges. 

3. Victims or witnesses who cannot be located, are 
reluctant to testify against the defendant, or whose 
testimony is vague or contradictory. 

4. Violation of the defendant's constitutional rights. 

5. Referral to other jurisdictions with pending cases 
against the defendant. 

6. Administrative procedures. In certain jurisdictions, 
including Cook County, a grand jury indictment may 
supercede an information that has already been filed. 
In these instances, the information is technically 
"dismissed" (as a purely administrative procedure), 
and the indictment is then used as the charging 
document. 

7. Pretrial diversion. Sometimes the prosecutor and 
tile court may agree to drop criminal charges under 
the condition that the defendant successfully com­
plete a pretrial diversion program. A pretrial diver­
sion program can take various forms. In a drug case, 
for example, further criminal proceedings may be 
deferred in exchange for a plea of guilty or a stipula­
tion to the facts in the case, if the defendant agrees 
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to participate in a drug treatment program. The 
defendant is given a sentence of probation. If the 
defendant fulfills the terms of probation, the court will 
discharge the person and dismiss the proceedings. If 
the conditions of probation are violated, however, the 
original case can be reinstated and criminal proceed­
ings commenced.17 

8. Referral to mediation. In certain jurisdictions, in­
cluding several misdemeanor branch courts in Cook 
County, judges may refer some types of relatively 
minor criminal offenses-criminal damage to prop­
erty, minor assaults, landlord-tenant problems-to a 
mediator. Unlike an arbitrator in a civil case, a medi­
ator does not have the authority to make legally bind­
ing decisions, but rather facilitates the negotiation 
process.18 In these instances, the court usually con­
tinues the criminal case, pending mediation. If medi­
ation is successful, the complainant may return to the 
court and ask the state's attorney to move for a dis­
missal. In 1988, Neighborhood Justice of Chicago, a 
non-profit mediation agency, handled 691 cases, 
nearly double the previous year's number, with 120 
voluntary mediators having professional backgrounds 
in law, social work, business, and education. 

• Defense motions. In very rare circumstances, the 
court may dispose of a case by granting a motion of 
the defense. For example, the court may grant a 
defense motion to suppress, if certain evidence was 
obtained in violation of the defendant's rights, or a 
defense motion to quash, if there is a technical defect 
in the charging document. Other types of disposi­
tions that result from defense motions include a 
motion to transfer, in which a defendant who has a 
case pending in another jurisdiction successfully 
moves to have the current case transferred to that 
county, and a motion to place the defendant under 
supervision for treatment of drug addiction. If the 
court grants a defense motion for supervision, 
adjudication is suspended, provided that the defen­
dant successfully follows the court-ordered conditions 
of supervision. 

• Defendant failure to appear. Some judicial circuits 
in Illinois have created warrant calendars to eliminate 
from their active court calendars those cases in 
which defendants have failed to appear in court and 
have forfeited their bond or in which fugitive warrants 
have lapsed after a specified period of time. Such 
cases may be reinstated if the defendant is subse­
quently apprehended. 19 

Illinois is one of only a few states that actively prose­
cute bail violations and impose stiff penalties upon 
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conviction. Under state law, any defendant who fails 
to appear in court may be prosecuted not only for the 
original charge but also for the next-lower class of 
felony or misdemeanor related to the original 
charge.2o In addition, any sentence for bail violations 
must be served consecutively to the sentence for the 
original charge. 

• Guilty plea. If probable cause is established, the 
defendant is required to enter a plea-usually either 
guilty or not guilty-to the charges.21 This typically 
occurs at arraignment or whenever the court accepts 
the defendant's plea.22 Each defendant has the con­
stitutional right to a trial by a jury of peers, yet far 
more defendants enter guilty pleas than request a 
jury trial or a bench trial (see Chapter 3). 

Although the decision to plead guilty is ultimately the 
defendant's, several factors influence the guilty plea 
process. These include the severity of the charge 
and possible sentence, the quantity and quality of 
evidence linking the defendant to the crime, whether 
there are arguable issues of fact in the case, and the 
terms of any guilty plea negotiation. After pleading 
guilty, the defendant bypasses trial proceedings and 
is sentenced. 

One common belief about guilty pleas is that they 
usually involve reduced charges against the defen­
dant. Although there are no comprehensive data on 
this question in Illinois, a study of almost 7,500 felony 
cases disposed of during 1979 and 1980 in nine 
counties in three states (including approximately 
3,000 cases in DuPage, Peoria, and St. Clair coun­
ties in Illinois) revealed that the primary, or most 
serious, charge was reduced during the guilty plea 
process in an average of only 15 percent of the 
cases studied.23 More often, the number of charges 
was reduced, or one or more of the non-primary 
charges was reduced in seriousness. 

• Trial. Since most criminal cases are disposed of 
during pretrial stages, relatively few defendants plead 
not guilty and then go to trial. As with guilty pleas, 
the decision to go to trial is ultimately that of the 
defendant. Nevertheless, state's attorneys, through 
their willingness to negotiate the conditions of defen­
dants' pleas, can affect which cases do go to trial. 

WHAT ARE THE ROLES OF VICTIMS 
AND WITNESSES DURING 
CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS? 
The successful administration of justice depends largely 
on the cooperation of crime victims and witnesses. 
State's attorneys have historically assumed the task of 
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coordinating the roles of victims and witnesses in criminal 
cases, although the formality of their victim-witness 
programs varies from county to county. 

To ensure that appropriate services are delivered 
to crime victims and witnesses, some state's attorneys in 
Illinois have hired special victim-witness coordinators. As 
of August 1989, 31 state's attorneys' offices had victim­
witness coordinators on their staffs (see Figure 2-1). 
Some of the services provided by victim-witness pro­
grams include notifying victims and witnesses of court 
dates and the progress of their cases, accompanying 
them to court, explaining the court process, referring 
victims and witnesses to appropriate social service 
agencies, offering counseling, and interceding on behalf 
of victims and witnesses to ensure the cooperation of 
their employers. 

WHAT IS PUBLIC DEFENSE? 
Just as prosecutors seek justice on behalf of the people 
of the state, defense attorneys do so on behalf of tilose 
accused of committing crimes. Defense attorneys serve 
as advocates for defendants throughout the criminal 
justice process. 

The 6th and 14th amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution guarantee people accused of crimes the 
right to be assisted by counsel. Through a series of 
decisions over many years, the U.S. Supreme Court has 
expanded the scope of the right to defense. Today, it 
applies not only to actual trials, but also to all important 
stages of the criminal justice process, including interroga­
tion by police, preliminary hearings, arraignments, and 
various post-trial procedures. Under Illinois law, anyone 
detained for any cause, whether or not the person is 
charged with an offense, has the right to consult with an 
attorney in private at the place of custody for a reason­
able number of times, except in cases where there is 
imminent danger of the person escaping.24 

In Gideon v. Wainwright (1963) and Argersinger 
v. Hamlin (1972), the U.S. Supreme Court held that the 
right to counsel applies to anyone accused of a crime for 
which a sentence of imprisonment may be imposed. 
These decisions mean that the right to an attorney 
cannot be denied a defer.dant who is unable to pay for 
legal counsel. For both felonies and misdemeanors that 
can result in a sentence of incarceration, the state must 
provide an attorney to indigent defendants. 

HOW IS PUBLIC DEFENSE ORGANIZED 
IN ILLINOIS? 
In Illinois, public defense for indigent defendants is 
administered locally: public defenders are appointed by 
the Circuit Court judges in each county. They operate 
independent of any central administrative agency which, 
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in some states, coordinates all public defense. Indigent 
defendants in Illinois are assigned defense attorneys by 
the courtS.25 In most counties, the court assigns these 
cases to a public defender. In 1989, 94 of the state's 102 
counties had public defenders, who are appointed by the 
judiciary of their respective counties and serve at the 
courts' pleasure.26 In the state's other eight counties, the 
courts assign the defense of indigents to private attor­
neys on a case-by-case basis (Figure 2-2). 

Like state's attorneys' offices, each public 
defender's office varies in size and complexity, and each 
reflect'} the needs and resources of its own county. In 53 
counties, the appointed public defender is the only 
attorney in the public defender's office. In a number of 
these counties, the public defender works part time while 
maintaining a private law practice. In 41 counties, there 
are one or more assistant public defenders. In August 
1989, there were approximately 633 assistant public de­
fenders statewide. Two public defenders serve multiple 
counties. Brown, Cass, and Schuyler counties are 
served by a single public defender, as are Franklin and 
Hamilton counties. Edgar and Clark counties share a 
public defender and one assistant. 

Large public defenders' offices differ in whether 
they use a vertical or horizontal strategy to represent 
clients. In vertical representation, one public defense 
attorney handles a case through all stages of litigation, 
from preliminary hearing to arraignment to trial to sen­
tencing. In horizontal representation, the public defense 
attorney is assigned to a courtroom rather than to a case. 
Under this strategy, the defendant is represented by a 
different attorney at each stage of litigation. The Lake 
County Public Defender's Office provides vertical repre­
sentation for all felony cases. The Cook County Public 
Defender's Office currently uses vertical representation 
for homicide and juvenile delinquency cases, and is 
working to implement a vertical strategy in all cases. 
Smaller offices with few or no assistant public defenders 
generally provide vertical representation unless the public 
defender withdraws or is removed from a case. 

Vertical representation allows for continuity in 
defense since one attorney handles a client's case 
through all stages. But in small counties with dispropor­
tionately high indigent populations, this advantage may 
be lost to excessive workloads, particularly in offices with 
few or no assistant public defenders or paralegals. 

WHAT ARE THE BASIC FUNCTIONS 
OF PUBLIC DEFENDERS? 
Public defenders are responsible for providing represen­
tation to indigent clients for Juvenile and Circuit court 
hearings; while they are in police custody (during line-ups 
and questioning, for example); and at post-conviction 
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Figure 2-2 
Ninety.four counties in Illinois have 
a public defender's office. 

Number of assistant 
public defenders 

Court-appointed counsel 

~ Public defender only - multiple counties 

III Public defender + 1 assistant - multiple counties 

Public defender only - single county 

_ 1-4 assistant public defenders 

i.~~~~~ 5-15 assistant public defenders 

_ 16 or more assistant public defenders 
Cook-455 
Will-24 

Source: Illinois Public Defender Association Directory of Public 
Defenders (April 1, 1989) and Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority survey 
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hearings, including appeals. 27 Although these responsi­
bilities generally apply to public defenders throughout the 
state, the point at which public defenders enter criminal 
proceedings differs depending on the county and avail­
able resources. 

Public defenders' offices in Illinois counties were 
originally authorized to provide legal counsel to indigent 
adult defendants charged with criminal offenses. Case 
law and later amendments to the authorizing legislation 
expanded the role of the public defender to provide coun­
sel prior to arraignment, to the mentally disabled, in 
paternity cases, and in cases of juvenile delinquency, 
abuse, and neglect. 28 

Public defenders are customarily assigned to 
cases by the presiding judge after a bond hearing where 
the judge has established the defendant's indigency. 
Public defenders' offices in some counties, however, 
have established programs to get the public defender 
involved in a criminal case at the defendant's first court 
appearance, rather than waiting until the judge appoints a 
public defender. 

For example, in 1987 the Lake County Public 
Defender's Office established the Bond Court Project. 
Public defenders are present at all bond hearings so that 
they are aware of indigent defendants in need of repre­
sentation at this early pre-trial stage. Simila!ly, the Cook 
County Public Defender's Office has an Early Entry Unit 
that ensures that attorneys are present at all bond 
hearings to offer representation to indigent defendants. 
However, whether or not the public defender's appoint­
ment is actually made at bond hearings varies according 
to the policy of the presiding judge. Public defenders 
working in early representation projects report that judges 
are increasingly appointing them at the bond hearing, 
allowing for longer and more thorough preparation of the 
defendant's case. In addition, programs such as these 
address jail crowding by providing timely legal represen­
tation to an indigent defendant who may qualify for pre­
trial release programs or lower bond amounts. 

Other innovative programs have focused on 
improving the quality of defense for indigent defendants. 
The Cook County Public Defender's Office and the Lake 
County Public Defender's Office have established jail 
interview units that attempt to interview clients within 48 
hours of the client's being remanded to jail at a bond 
hearing. In the past, clients might have been in jail 
awaiting trial for days and, in some cases, weeks before 
information was gathered for their defense. And since 
1989, the Lake County Public Defender's Office's Com­
puterized Management Information System has main­
tained automated information on clients of the Bond 
Court Project and Jail Interview Program. 
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HOW DOES PUBLIC DEFENSE WORK 
IN CRIMINAL APPEALS? 
The constitutional obligation of the state to provide 
defense services to indigents does not end with criminal 
trials: it extends to appeals as well. To meet this obliga­
tion, the Illinois General Assembly in 1972 created the 
Office of the State Appellate Defender.29 This state 
agency represents indigent persons on appeal in criminal 
cases when appointed by the courts. In addition, the 
office provides investigative and educational services to 
public defenders throughout the state. 

Under the direction of the state appellate de­
fender, who is appointed to a four-year term by the Illinois 
Supreme Court, the office employs about 78 attorneys, 
plus support personnel. The agency provides services 
through five offices located in each of the state's judicial 
(appellate) districts.3o The agency also maintains an 
Illinois Supreme Court Unit, which is primarily responsible 
for death penalty appeals. The Cook County Public 
Defender's Office has a separate appeals division. 
Appeals in Cook County may be filed by that division or 
by the Office of the State Appellate Defender.31 

In 1989, legislation was passed in Illinois that 
expanded post-conviction counsel for defendants con­
victed of felonies and defendants sentenced to death: 

• The state appellate defender's office or a county 
public defender will be appointed as counsel for 
indigent defendants convicted of felonies and indi­
gent defendants sentenced to death who want to 
appeal their sentences. 

• The court may appoint counsel other than a county 
public defender with the consent of the defendant 
and for good cause. 

• If counsel other than a public defender or state 
appellate defender is appointed, the court reviewing 
the appeal of a defendant convicted of a felony will 
determine how much the counsel is paid for ex­
penses incurred in the appeal or review proceedings. 

• The Illinois Supreme Court will determine compensa­
tion for the attorneys of indigent defendants on death 
sentence appeals, if the attorney petitions the court in 
writing. The treasurer of the county where the case 
was tried will pay the compensation on the order of 
the Illinois Supreme Court.32 

• When appeals on a death sentence have been 
exhausted, any attorney appointed by the Illinois 
Supreme Court to provide post-conviction counsel for 
indigent defendants sentenced to death may submit 
bills to the state appellate defender's office for pay­
ment of services rendered.33 
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The Data 
Comprehensive data linking the law enforcement and the 
courts functions do not exist in Illinois. Although-each 
state's attorney's office generates and maintains its own 
management statistics at the county level, there is no 
uniform, statewide system for prosecutors to compile and 
report many types of data. As a result, statewide infor­
mation about certain key decisions made by prosecu­
tors-the number of cases accepted for prosecution, the 
number and types of cases rejected for prosecution, and 
other information concerning caseloads and the flow of 
cases through state's attorneys' offices-is unavailable in 
Illinois. 

Sources such as the Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts (AOIC), the Office of the State's Attorneys 
Appellate Prosecutor, and various public defense 
agencies do provide some information about the prose­
cution of criminal cases once they fall under the jurisdic­
tion of the courts. For example, yearly data on the 
number of criminal cases filed, the number of defendants 
who plead guilty, and the number prosecuted at trial are 
contained in AOIC's annual reports to the Illinois Su­
preme Court. But, while AOIC data may be useful in 
supporting the administration of the state's courts, the 
data are inherently limited in their ability to describe 
certain criminal justice processes, including prosecutorial 
activities. 

Because no mechanism exists to collect state's 
attorneys' data on a statewide basis, aggregate statistics 
depicting trends in the pretrial activities of state's attor­
neys are unavailable. To provide some indication of what 
happens to cases once probable cause has been estab­
lished, this chapter uses AOIC data to document trends 
in the number of guilty pleas and trial dispositions involv­
ing felony defendants. 

Several characteristics of the AOIC data pre­
sented in this chapter (as well as the data presented in 
Chapter 3) should be kept in mind. The AOIC information 
presented here 'regarding guilty pleas accepted by the 
court and trial dispositions relates to defendants, not to 
cases. The two are not comparable, since one case may 
have more than one defendant or a single defendant may 
be involved in more than one case. 
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In addition, occasional incompatibility among data 
from different regions of the state, especially between 
data from Cook County and data from the rest of Illinois, 
makes it difficult-and sometimes impossible-to aggre­
gate certain data for statewide presentation. The wide 
discretion afforded state's attorneys and judges in carry­
ing out their responsibilities in Illinois contributes to 
regional differences in policies and procedures, which, in 
turn, affect how certain activities are measured and 
reported to AOIC. 

Even when the same measures are used, differ­
ences in counting can occur, not only between counties 
but also within the same jurisdiction over time. For 
example, when two or more defendants are involved in a 
single case, some state's attorneys file a single case 
charging all the defendants, while others file a separate 
case for each suspect. Another example of counting 
differences occurs in Cook County, where an undeter­
mined number of conservation and local ordinance 
violations are counted as misdemeanors. In the rest of 
the state, similar violations are reported under different 
categories. 

Inconsistencies such as these not only skew 
statewide patterns, but also make certain comparisons 
impossible. For this reason, case filings in Cook County 
are analyzed separately from those in the remainder of 
the state-and the two should not be compared. Further­
more, felony and misdemeanor cases in Cook County are 
counted differently, so they too should not be compared. 

A final note: data presented in this chapter cover 
different time periods. All AOIC data are reported in 
calendar years, while statistics from the state appellate 
prosecutor's office, the state appellate defender's office, 
and the Illinois Court of Claims cover state fiscal years, 
which run from July 1 through June 30 (for example, fiscal 
1989 began July 1, 1988, and ended June 30, 1989). 
Data from the Cook County Public Defender's Office are 
reported in the county's fiscal years, which run from 
December 1 through November 30. 
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Trends and 
Issues 
How many criminal cases-felonies and misdemean­
ors-were filed in Illinois in recent years? How many of 
these cases went to trial? What are the workloads of 
Illinois' state's attorneys? How many felony cases are 
appealed to the Illinois Appellate Court? How many 
cases are handled by the state's public defense system? 
What services do prosecutors provide crime victims and 
witnesses? Are those services changing? The rest of 
this chapter explores these and other questions about the 
prosecution and defense of criminal cases in Illinois. 

HOW MANY FELONY CASES ARE FILED 
IN COOK COUNTY EVERY YEAR? 
The number of felony prosectutions in Cook County has 
increased sharply during the last decade. Between 1978 
and 1988, the number of felony cases filed in Cook 
County increased steadily, with only a slight decrease 
from 1984 to 1985 (Figure 2-3}.34 And because more 

Figure 2-3 
The number of felony prosecutions in Cook Count, 
has increased sharply since 1978. 

Number of felony cases/defendants 
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than one defendant can be tried in a single case, the 
number of defendants in these cases was even greater 
than the number of cases. 

In 1978, 13,364 felony cases were filed on 
15,313 defendants in Cook County. In 1988, 25,168 
cases were filed on 26,953 defendants. The number of 
felony case filings in Cook County increased 88 percent 
overall between 1978 and 1988. The number of felony 
defendants in the county increased 76 percent during this 
period. (For information on drug cases and prosecution 
trends in Cook County, see the drugs update section.) 

HOW MANY MISDEMEANOR CHARGES 
ARE FILED IN COOK COUNTY? 
Trends in the prosecution of misdemeanor cases in Cook 
County are more difficult to assess than trends in felony 
cases, for two reasons. First, the number of misde­
meanor cases in the county is inflated by an unknown 

li.:)~~ Felony defendants 

_ Felony cases 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Note: These figures represent only those felony cases filed that resulted in findings 
of probable cause at a preliminary hearing or that resulted from grand jury indictments. 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, Annual Report to the 
Illinois Supreme Court (1978-1984), and unpublished AOIC figures (1985-1988). 
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number of ordinance and conseNation violations that are 
recorded as misdemeanors.35 Second, misdemeanors in 
Cook County are reported as charges, rather than cases, 
so the statistics cannot be compared with the number of 
felony cases in the county. 

The number of misdemeanor charges filed in 
Cook County increased 59 percent between 1978 and 
1982, when they peaked at more than 487,300 (Figure 2-
4). The number of misdemeanor charges then declined 
over the next three years, and leveled off in 1985 and 
1986 to about 330,000. In 1987 and 1988, misdemeanor 
filings in Cook County rose slightly, reaching 344,411 in 
1988, but were still nowhere near the high levels of the 
early 1980s. 

One possible explanation for the sharp increase 
in misdemeanor charges filed in Cook County between 
1979 and 1982 is the large number of disorderly conduct 
arrests the Chicago Police Department made during 
those years. In 1979 and 1980, Chicago police made 
more than 267,000 disorderly conduct arrests under 
Section 193-1 (a)-(g) of the Municipal Code of Chicago. 
During the next two years, this number increased to more 
than 380,000. 

Many of these arrests resulted from a police 
department procedure designed to combat gang crime. 
Under this procedure, police would arrest suspected 
gang members on disorderly conduct charges, but the 
arresting officers often would not appear in court to testify 
regarding the complaints that were filed. The court would 
then deny leave to file (LFD) in these cases, and the 
suspects would be discharged. This procedure occurred 
in the Circuit Court of Cook County Municipal Depart­
ment, 1 st District, until December 1984, when the acting 
presiding judge entered an order prohibiting the use of 
the LFD as a way of disposing of criminal and quasi­
criminal cases. 

In 1983, the number of disorderly conduct arrests 
began to decline and, during the first six months of 1984, 
had fallen to about 20,000. This drop in disorderly 
conduct arrests seems to account for the decline in 
misdemeanor charges filed in Cook County after 1982.36 

HOW MANY CRIMINAL CASES ARE FILED 
OUTSIDE COOK COUNTY? 
From 1978 through 1986, the number of felony and 
misdemeanor cases filed in Illinois outside Cook County 
tended to follow the same general patterns of increases 
and decreases (Figure 2-5). 

Felony case filings outside Cook County in­
creased 26 percent between 1978 and 1980, when they 
rose to more them 26,100. Felony case filings declined to 
about 22,500 in 1983, but then increased 29 percent over 
the next five years to a high of 29,045 in 1988. 
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Misdemeanor case filings outside Cook County 
rose in the late 1970s, declined in the early 1980s, and 
began to rise again from 1984 through 1986, when they 
reached 86,271. After decreasing slightly in 1987, 
misdemeanor filings rose in 1988 to a high of 93,037. 

Even with these fluctuations, the ratio of misde­
meanor cases to felony cases filed outside Cook County 
remained stable at slightly more than 3-to-1. In other 
words, an average of approximately 77 percent of the 
criminal cases (excluding conseNation and ordinance 
violations) filed in Illinois courts outside Cook County 
between 1978 and 1988 were for misdemeanors. 

HOW MANY FELONY DEFENDANTS 
GO TO TRIAL IN ILLINOIS? 
Although it is impossible to present a comprehensive 
picture of defendant dispositions in Illinois-for example, 
the proportion of defendants who have their cases 
dismissed or who fail to appear in court cannot be 
accurately measured-it is clear that most felony cases 
are disposed of before they ever reach trial. Many 
defendants, for example, plead guilty.3? 

Statewide, guilty pleas have increased almost 
steadily since 1976, although the 1988 increase from 
29,239 to 29,285 was very slight. Although Cook County 
accounts for the majority of guilty plea dispositions in 
Illinois, the percentage increase was greater outside 
Cook County from 1976 through 1988 (Figure 2-6). From 
1987 to 1988, however, guilty pleas outside Cook County 
decreased for the first time in four years, from 13,609 to 
13,426. At the same time, guilty pleas in Cook County 
increased in 1988, from 15,630 to 15,859. 

Figure 2-4 
The number oi misdemeanor charges filed in Cook 
County has increased slightly since 1984. 
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Figure 2-5 

In 1988, misdemeanor and felony case filings out· 
side Cook County were the highest in recent years. 
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Compared with the number of felony defendants 
who plead guilty, the number who go to trial is relatively 
small-in both Cook County and remainder of the state. 
In 1988, when 29,285 defendants pleaded guilty state­
wide, there were 5,558 felony defendants whose cases 
were adjudicated at trial. 

As with guilty pleas, the majority of trial disposi­
tions in Illinois occur in Cook County-74 percent in 1988 
(Figure 2-7). The number of trial dispositions in Cook 
County rose dramatically from 1 ,455 in 1976 to 5,322 in 
1984, a 266-percent increase. From 1984 through 1987, 
however, the number decreased 27 percent. In 1988, 
there was a slight increase in Cook County trial disposi­
tions, from 3,871 in 1987 to 4,118. 

In the rest of the state, the number of felony trial 
dispositions fluctuated between 1976 and 1988. Trial 
dispositions increased 47.5 percent between 1976 and 
1982, then declined 20 percent through 1986. In 1987, 
trial dispositions outside Cook County rose 7 percent, to 
1,659 then declined 13 percent, to 1,440 in 1988. 

Although trial dispositions consistently accounted 
for a smaller proportion of all dispositions than guilty 
pleas between 1976 and 1988, the ratio of guilty pleas to 
trial dispositions in Cook County did change over the 13-
year period. In 1976, there were approximately seven 
guilty pleas for everyone trial disposition in Cook County. 
By 1984, this ratio had narrowed to about 3-to-1. After 
that, the ratio widened, reaching approximately 4-to-1 in 
1987 and 1988. In the remainder of the state, the ratio of 
guilty pleas to trial dispositions was almost 6-to-1 in 1976 
and nearly 9-to-1 in 1988. 
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WHAT IS THE WORKLOAD OF 
STATE'S ATTORNEYS IN ILUNOIS? 
It is difficult to uniformly measure the number of cases 
handled by each county prosecutor in Illinois, because 
state's attorneys' offices differ in their methods of repre­
senting cases. Some offices use vertical representation, 
in which one assistant state's attorney handles a case 
from preliminary hearing through sentencing. Other of­
fices use horizontal representation, in which different as­
sistant state's attorneys handle a case at different stages 
of the judicial process. In addition, it is diffic.ult to measure 
caseloads because state's attorneys do not report their 
case data to anyone central, statewide repository. 

It is possible, however, to determine the ratio of 
the number of new felony cases filed in a county to the 
number of state's attorneys and assistant state's attorneys 
in that county, thereby determining the approximate 
caseload for the county's prosecutors. This does not give 
a complete picture, because it does not take into account 
cases reinstated or carried over from previous years. On 
May 31, 1989, for example, approximately 10 percent of 
the felony cases filed in Cook County in 1984 and 1985 
were still pending. Still, this ratio is one indicator of prose­
cutors' case loads for the most severe criminal cases that 
enter Illinois' criminal justice system.3S 

In 11 of Illinois' 102 state's attorneys' offices, 
between 151 and 200 new felony cases were filed for 
each prosecutor in 1988 (Figure 2-8). In 26 state's attor­
neys' offices, there were 100-150 new felony cases per 
prosecutor. In 32 offices, there were 50 to 99 new felony 
cases for each prosecutor. And in 33 state's attorneys' 
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Figure 2-6 
The number of felony defendants pleading guilty 
leveled off in 1988. 
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Figure 2-7 
Statewide, felony trial dispositions have generally 
declined since 1984. 
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offices, there were fewer than 50 new felony cases for 
each prosecutor. 

The Illinois counties with the largest popula­
tions-Cook and the collar counties-have ratios of newly 
filed felony cases to prosecutors comparable to those of 
other major metropolitan areas, such as Atlanta and Los 
Angeles, where more than 150 felony cases are filed per 
prosecutor each year. But large prosecutor caseloads are 
not confined to the Chicago area or other large counties: 
both Lee and Saline counties filed more than 150 new 
felony cases per prosecutor in 1988. In four counties 
where only the elected state's attorney represents felony 
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Figure 2-8 
In 11 Illinois counties, more than 150 new felony 
cases were filed per prosecutor. 
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cases, Alexander, Clinton, Jersey, and Richland, more 
than 100 felony cases were filed per prosecutor in 1988. 

HOW HAS THE PROSECUTOR'S ROLE 
WITH VICTIMS AND WITNESSES CHANGED? 
The Bill of Rights for Victims and Witnesses of Violent 
Crime, which took effect in December 1984, was land-
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mark legislation for crime victims in IIlinois.39 Illinois is 
one of 45 states that had enacted bills of rights for crime 
victims as of 1988.40 As originally passed, the Illinois bill 
of rights for victims requires state's attorneys to do the 
following:41 

• Notify victims when any criminal proceeding in which 
they are involved is initiated by information, indict­
ment, or filing of a delinquency petition 

• Inform victims, upon request, when the defendant has 
been released on bond 

• Explain to victims, in non-technical language and 
upon request, the details of any plea or verdict 

• Notify victims, upon request, of the ultimate disposi­
tion of their cases 

• Intercede on behalf of victims and witnesses to 
ensure the cooperation of their employers and to 
minimize any loss of pay 

• Provide, where possible, a secure waiting area for 
victims and witnesses during court proceedings 

• Notify victims of the right to submit victim impact 
statements at sentencing 

Under state law, most victims of violent crime 
have the option of presenting impact statements explain­
ing how the crime affected their lives. These statements, 
which must be prepared in conjunction with the state's 
attorney's office, are presented orally before the court 
during sentencing hearings not involving the death pen­
alty.42 During 1988, the Victim-Witness Unit of the Cook 
County State's Attorney's Office helped prepare 311 
victim impact statements, which is down slightly from 
1987, but is three times the number it helped prepare in 
1986. In addition, the state's attorney's office may also 
send a victim impact statement to the Illinois Prisoner 
Review Board for the board to consider before releasing 
a prisoner on parole (see Chapter 4 for more information 
on the Prisoner Review Board). 

In 1987 and again in 1989, new legislation requir­
ing even more consideration of crime victims' rights was 
enacted. The new legislation requires state's attorneys to 
do the following: 

• Notify victims if there is a cancellation of a scheduled 
hearing at which the victim's presence is required 

• Provide victims with a written explanation, in non­
technical language, of their rights under the bill of 
rights law 

• Notify victims, upon request, before prosecutors offer 
a plea bargain to the defendant or enter into negotia­
tions concerning a possible plea bargain 
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• Notify victims, upon request, of any hearings con­
cerning an appeal or petition for post-conviction 
review filed by the defendant 

• Notify victims or staff of victim advocacy organiza­
tions about social services or financial assistance 
available to victims 

• Ensure the expeditious return to victims of stolen 
property held by law enforcement authorities as 
evidence or for other purposes 

• Provide appropriate employer intercession services 
to victims to minimize loss of pay and benefits 
resulting from court appearances 

• Inform victims at the sentencing hearing of the 
minimum time that the defendant ma~J actually be 
physically imprisoned 

• Submit the victim's or family's statement-in writing, 
on film, on videotape, or on other electronic means­
to the Prisoner Review Board when it conducts the 
parole hearing for an offender 

Just as prosecutors have certain responsibilities 
to victims of crimes, victims too have certain obligations 
under the bill of rights law. For example, victims must 
promptly report the crime to police, cooperate with crimi­
nal justice authorities throughout all aspects of the pro­
ceedings, testify for the state at the defendant's trial, and 
notify authorities of any changes in address. 

HOW MUCH COMPENSATION DOES THE 
STATE PAY TO CRIME VICTIMS? 
Illinois' bill of rights for crime victims requires state's 
attorneys to inform victims about the social services and 
financial assistance available to them and to help victims 
take advantage of these programs. In '"inois, financial 
assistance is available to victims of violent crimes and 
their families through the 1973 Crime Victims Compensa­
tion Act.43 Illinois is one of 46 states that had established 
such programs as of 1988.44 

For years, compensation awards in Illinois were 
supported solely by General Revenue funds appropriated 
by the Illinois General Assembly. Since the federal 
Victims of Crime Act of 1984 was enacted, the Illinois 
program has been supplemented with federal money as 
well. 

Up to $25,000 may be awarded for each victim 
claim to cover expenses incurred as a direct result of the 
crime-medical costs, counseling, loss of earnings, 
tuition reimbursement, replacement services,45 funeral 
and burial services, and loss of support for dependents of 
a deceased victim. In 1988, Illinois' compensation law 
was amended to increase the maximum compensation 
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for loss of earnings to $1,000 a month and the maximum 
for funeral expenses to $3,000.46 Tile program does not 
compensate for loss of, or damage to, personal property 
or for pain and suffering. 

Between state fiscal years 1980 and 1989, more 
than $24 million was awarded to 7,088 victims of violent 
crime in Illinois (Figure 2-9). Approximately 28 percent of 
the total was given out during fiscal years 1984 and 
1985, when yearly awards topped $3 millioi,. But despite 
the infusion of federal funds, the amount of compensatioJ: 
paid to crime victims in Illinois has dropped in recent 
years, from $2.7 million in fiscal 1987 to $2.4 million in 
fiscal 1988 and $2.2 million in fiscal 1989. 

Approximately 67 percent of the 10,635 compen­
sation claims that were processed between fiscal years 
1980 and 1989 resulted in awards to victims. From fiscal 
1984 to fiscal 1988, the numoer of claims awarded 
steadily decreased from a high of 1,159 in 1984 to 535 in 
1988 (Figure 2-10). In fiscal 1989, the number of awards 
rose slightly to 590.47 The average award granted be­
tween 1980 and 1989 was approximately $3,400.48 In 
fiscal 1985, the average award reached a nine-year high 
of nearly $4,100, compared to $3,650 in fiscal 1989. 

To receive compensation, a victim must file a 
claim with the Illinois Attorney General's Office. The 
victim need not be an Illinois resident, the crime must 
have occured in the state. The victim must report the 
crime to police within 72 hours and must cooperate with 
authorities in apprehending and prosecuting the offender. 
Even if the offender is not apprehended or convicted, the 
victim may still be eligible for compensation. 

Figure 2-10 
The number of victim compensation claims 
awarded rose slightly in fiscal 1989. 
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The Attorney General's Office investigates each 
claim and recommends whether it should be awarded, 
denied, or dismissed. The Illinois Court of Claims 
decides each case and disburses awards. Claims may 
be denied for several reasons: if the victim fails to report 
the crime within 72 hours, if the victim provokes the crime 
or engages in illegal conduct at the time of the crime, or if 
the loss is not eligible for compensation (for instance, if it 
is covered by insurance or public aid). 

Figure 2-9 
Compensation awards to crime victims in Illinois 
have fallen since 1987. 
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Figure 2-11 
The number of crimenal appeals filed 
in the Illinois Appellate Court declined slightly 
in 1988. 
Appeals 
(thousands) 

4.-------------------. 

31---~----.,;:::!iIIIo"_=o__--__,,~-------l 

21--------------------l 

1 I----------------------------l 

OL-----------------__ ---J 
'78 '79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

HOW MANY CRIMINAL APPEALS 
ARE FILED IN ILLINOIS? 
The Illinois Appellate Court is the first court of appeal for 
cases adjudicated in the trial courts, except for cases in­
volving the death penalty, which are appealed automati­
cally to the Illinois Supreme Court (see Chapter 3 for 
more information about the Illinois Appellate Court). 
Every defendant who is found guilty has the right to 
appeal. Even a defendant who pleads guilty may appeal 
if he or she files a motion to withdraw the plea within 30 
days of when the sentence was imposed and the trial 
court grants the motion. The state may also appeal 
under certain circumstances.49 

Between 1987 and 1988, the number of criminal 
appeals filed in the Illinois Appellate Court decreased 4 
percent, from 3,531 to 3,393 (Figure 2-11). During the 
previous 10 years, the number of criminal appeals in­
creased 55 percent. There was a 46-percent increase 
between 1978 and 1980 alone, followed by a steady 
decline through 1983. The number of criminal appeals 
increased slightly in 1984 and more dramatically in 1985 
and 1987. 

Between state fiscal years 1981 and 1989, the 
Office of the State's Attorneys Appellate Prosecutor,50 
which assists most state's attorneys outside Cook County 
with criminal appeals, represented the state in 10,883 
criminal appeals on behalf of those counties (Figure 2-
12). The number of criminal appeals handled by this 
office ranged from a low of 1,079 in fiscal 1982 to a high 
of 1,349 in fiscal 1983. In fiscal 1989, the Appellate 
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Figure 2-12 
The number of criminal appeals handled by the 
Office of the State's Attorneys Appellate 
Prosecutor has declined since 1987. 
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Prosecutor's Office represented the state in 1,184 crimi­
nal appeals on behalf of 98 county state's attorneys. 

Criminal appeals in which a federal or state 
statute has been held invalid, and appeals by defendants 
who have been sentenced to death by the Circuit Court, 
bypass the state Appellate Court and are taken directly to 
the Illinois Supreme Court.51 In addition, the state Su­
preme Court may choose to hear appeals of any Illinois 
Appellate Court decision that affirms or reverses a trial 
court ruling. 

WHAT IS THE WORKLOAD OF 
PUBLIC DEFENDERS IN ILLINOIS? 
Although each public defender's office in Illinois gener­
ates and maintains its own management statistics, there 
is no uniform, statewide system for public defenders to 
compile and report certain types of data. For this reason, 
aggregate statistics on the number of cases handled by 
public defenders in Illinois are unavailable. However, 
data from Cook County and from the Office of the State 
Appellate Defender indicate that public defense work­
loads are increasing. 

The Cook County Public Defender's Office 
provided representation in 18,620 felony cases that 
reached final dispositions-adjudication concluded-in 
fiscal year 1989, a 31.5-percent increase over the 14,151 
felony cases represented by the office in 1988. In 
addition, the Cook County Public Defender's office 
disposed of 305 felony cases per attorney in 1989, an 
average increase of 74 cases per attorney over the 1988 
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figure. The American Bar Association in 1973 set a 
standard caseload per public attorney of 150 felony 
cases a year. 52 

The Appellate Division of the Cook County Public 
Defender's Office was appointed in 1,006 felony cases in 
fiscal 1989, down slightly from 1,059 cases in fiscal 1986. 
That decrease was largely due, however, to a change in 
the office's reporting system. The 1986 figure includes 
cases heard by the Illinois Supreme Court; later years do 
not include Supreme Court Appeals. 

The Office of the State Appellate Defender, 
which represents virtually all indigent defendants pursu­
ing appeals from counties outside Cook, as well as a 
substantial number of those from Cook County, was 

Notes 
1 Although the Illinois attorney general's duties include 
criminal matters, the office is primarily involved with civil 
matters. 

2 By statute, the Office of the State's Attorneys Appel­
late Prosecutor may represent the people of Illinois on 
appeals in criminal cases, juvenile cases, paternity 
cases, cases arising under the Mental Health and Devel­
opmental Disabilities Code, and cases arising under the 
Narcotics Profit Forfeiture Act, provided that the case 
originates from a judicial (appellate) district of less than 3 
million inhabitants and that the state's attorney otherwise 
responsible for prosecuting the appeal requests such 
assistance (IiLRev.Stat., ch. 14, par. 204.01). The Cook 
County State's Attorney's Office has its own Criminal 
Appeals Division, which serves the 1 st Appellate District. 

3 These 25 counties employ part-time assistant state's 
attorneys: Adams, Bureau, Champaign, Clark, Clinton, 
Cook, Douglas, Edgar, Fayette, Ford, Franklin, Johnson, 
Kane, Kendall, LaSalle, Livingston, Macoupin, Madison, 
Mercer, Monroe, Saline, Union, Washington, Will, and 
Woodford. 

4 Criminal charges generally fall into two categories­
felonies and misdemeanors. A felony is an offense that 
is punishable by a term of imprisonment of one year or 
more, or a sentence of death (IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 2-
7). A misdemeanor is an offense for which a term of 
imprisonment in a facility other than a penitentiary for 
less than one year may be imposed (IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, 
par. 2-11). 
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appointed 1,447 cases in fiscal 1989, a 4-percent de­
crease from the 1,504 appointments made in 1988, but 
an overall 1 0.5-percent increase from the 1,309 cases 
appointed during fiscal 1985.53 

In recent years, the state appellate defender's 
office has worked with a committee appointed by the 
chief justice of the Illinois Supreme Court to ensure that 
death row inmates receive adequate counsel in the 
appeals process. In 1989, at the recommendation of this 
committee, the Illinois Supreme Court Committee on 
Post-Conviction Review was created to coordinate all 
federal and state post-conviction cases. The unit 
screens, trains, and works with private attorneys who 
handle the appeals of death row inmates. 

5 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice, Second 
edition (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
1988), p. 72. 

6 Four states require grand jury indictments for prose­
cuting all crimes; 14 states and the District of Columbia 
require an indictment to initiate all felony cases; and six 
states require that an indictment be returned only when 
the defendant is charged with a capital offense. In one 
state, Pennsylvania, the grand jury lacks authority to 
indict. (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1988, p. 72.) 

7 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 102-11. 

8 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 112-6. 

9 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 112-2. 

10 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 112-3. 

11 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 102-12. 

12 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 111-2. If the defendant 
waives the right to a preliminary hearing, criminal pro­
ceedings commence as if probable cause had been 
found. 

13 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 102-9. 

14 III.Rev.Stat., ch 38, par.111-2. 

15 However, a finding of "no probable cause" by the court 
does not preclude the defendant from being indicted for 
the same offense at a later date by a grand jury. 

16 Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1988, p. 73. 
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17 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, pars. 710,1410. 

18 The main difference between arbitration and mediation 
is that the decision of the arbitrator is legally binding on 
the parties; with mediation, it is the parties themselves 
who come to a mutual agreement. To date, arbitration 
has not been used in criminal matters in Illinois, but is 
being used in some civil cases. 

19 Under certain circumstances, trial proceedings may 
commence in the absence of the defendant (1II.Rev.Stat., 
ch. 38, par. 115-4.1). 

20 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 32-10. 

21 Defendants may also plead guilty but mentally ill. 
However, the court can accept this type of plea only if the 
defendant has been examined by a clinical psychologist 
or psychiatrist and if the judge has examined the results, 
has held a hearing on the issue of the defendant's mental 
condition, and is satisfied that there is a factual basis for 
the claim that the defendant was mentally ill at the time of 
the offense. In addition, defendants charged with violat­
ing the Illinois Income Tax Act (1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 120, par. 
1-101, et seq.) may plead guilty, not guilty, or (with the 
consent of the court) nolo contendere. A defendant who 
enters a plea of nolo contendere does not contest the 
charge, but neither admits guilt nor claims innocence. A 
plea of nolo contendere can still be followed by a convic­
tion and by a sentence, however. 

22 Procedures for entering pleas vary among jurisdic­
tions, and actions constituting an arraignment may occur 
at other court appearances after arrest and prior to trial. 
However, a defendant's plea becomes official only at 
arraignment. 

23 Peter F. Nardulli and Roy B. Fleming, Pleas without 
Bargaining: Guilty Pleas in the Felony Courts of Illinois, 
Michigan, and Pennsylvania (Urbana, III.: Institute of 
Government and Public Affairs, University of Illinois, 
1985). 

24 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 103-4. 

25 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 113-3(b). 

26 Illinois counties with 35,000 or more inhabitants are 
required to have a public defender's office; counties with 
fewer than 35,000 people are not required to create this 
office, but may do so if approved by the county board. 
Any two or more adjoining counties within the same 
judicial circuit may, by joint resolution of their county 
boards, create a common public defender's office. 
(1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 34, par. 5601 et seq., 

27 Although public defenders provide representation 
primarily in Juvenile and Circuit court hearings, they also 
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function in the following courts through appeals and 
collateral review (federal habeus corpus): federal courts, 
district courts, circuit courts of appeals, and the U.S. 
Supreme Court 

28 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, pars. 801-5, 802-15, 803-17, 803-
19,804-4,805-25,806-7; III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 113-3; 
III.Rev.Stat., ch. 40, par. 2518; III.Rev.Stat., ch. 91, pars. 
3-805,4-605. 

29 III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 38, par. 208. 

30 By statute, the state appellate defender must operate 
an office in each of the state's five judicial (appellate) 
districts (1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 208-9(a)). 

31 Generally, the state appellate defender's office 
handles those Cook County appeals in which there is a 
conflict of interest that requires the Cook County Public 
Defender to request to be withdrawn from the case (for 
instance when a client has a conflict of interest with an­
other client represented by the public defender's office). 

32 III.Rev.Stat. ch. 38, par. 121-130. 

33 III.Rev.Stat. ch. 38, par. 121-130. 

34 These figures include only those felony cases filed that 
resulted in findings of probable cause at a preliminary 
hearing or that resulted from grand jury indictments. 

35 In addition to including an undetermined number of 
ordinance and conservation violations in the totals for 
misdemeanor case filings in Cook County, AOIC prior to 
1982 included felony preliminary hearings in this category 
as well. For this report, however, AOIC data were 
adjusted so that felony preliminary hearings were ex­
cluded from the statistics for misdemeanor cases filed. 

36 In 1983, the American Civil Liberties Union filed a 
class action lawsuit challenging the Chicago Police 
Department's procedure on several grounds (Michael 
Nelson, et al. v. City of Chicago, et al., No. 83C-1168, 
U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Illinois, 
EastArn Division). The resulting modifications by the 
police department may account, at least in part, for the 
general decline in misdemeanor charges filed in Cook 
County courts after 1982. This lawsuit is also the source 
of disorderly conduct arrest numbers cited in this section. 

37 The following statistics on guilty pleas and trials are 
reported by AOIC in term of defendants. They should not 
be compared with statistics on case filings. 

38 The felony case filing/prosecutor ratio is based on a 
comparison of new felony case filings during 1988 and 
the number of elected and assistant state's attorneys 
handling felony cases in 1989. Although this comparison 
involves two different years, a review of the number of 
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assistant state's attorneys employed by each county in 
1989 indicates that in counties where change occurred 
(approximately 30 percent), the number of assistant 
state's attorneys increased rather than decreased. This 
suggests that the ratio used here comparing 1988 felony 
case filings with the number of prosecutors in 1989 
probably underestimates the number of cases per prose­
cutor in 1988. The lower number of prosecutors in 1988 
than in 1989 would mean that even fewer state's attor­
neys were handling the felony cases filed than are 
reflected in this ratio. 

39 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1401 et seq. 

40 Victims Rights and Services: A Legislative Directory 
(Washington, D.C.: National Organization for Victim 
Assistance, 1988). 

41 The Bill of Rights for Victims and Witnesses of Violent 
Crime affects other criminal justice agencies besides 
state's attorneys' offices; however, those requirements 
are not germane to this discussion. 

42 In June 1987, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 
Constitution bars the use of victim impact statements at 
sentencing hearings in which the death penalty is a 
possible sentence (Booth v. Maryland, 107 S.Ct. 2529, 
1987). Citing the Eighth Amendment's ban on cruel and 
unusual punishment, the Court held that victim impact 
information was ordinarily irrelevant to a capital sentenc­
ing decision. Such decisions, the Court said, should turn 
on the defendant's "moral blameworthiness," and should 
be based on reason rather than ,')n caprice or emotion. 
In 1989, the Illinois Supreme Court held that the testi­
mony of victims and their families is not an unconstitu­
tional infirmity in non-capital sentencing hearings (People 
v. Felella No. 66444). 

43 III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 70, par. 71 et seq. 

44 National Organization for Victim Assistance, telephone 
interview, October 1989. 

45 "Replacement services" are expenses incurred in 
obtaining ordinary and necessary services in lieu of those 
that permanI'" ntly injured persons (or the dependents of 
deceased victims) would have performed for themselves, 
not for money but for the benefit of themselves and their 
families. For example, homemakers who are no longer 
able to perform some or all of their usual household tasks 
because of a victimization could be compensated for the 
cost of hiring a maid. 

46 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 70, par. 72(h}. 

47 The generally low number of awards granted in fiscal 
years 1988 and 1989, according to the Illinois Attorney 
General's Office, is due to a shortage of claims analysts 
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to process claims during those years. By the end of 
1989, staffing levels had returned to 1987 levels, and the 
Attorney General's Office has awarded 550 grants in the 
first six months of fiscal year 1990 (compared to 590 in 
all of fiscal 1989). 

48 These average award figures are only approximations, 
since the number of claims awarded and the dollars paid 
out in a given fiscal year do not necessarily correspond. 
Because of a mandatory 30-day waiting period between 
the date of an award and the release of the associated 
check, an award made late in one fiscal year might not 
be paid out until the next fiscal year. 

49 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 11 OA, par. 604-605. 

50 Prior to July 1, 1987, this office was known as the 
State's Attorneys Appellate Service Commission. 

51 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 11 OA, par. 603. 

52 The American Bar Association standard for felony 
cases is commonly interpreted as cases brought to final 
disposition per year. The caseload guidelines for public 
defenders were published by the ABA's National Advi­
sory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
in 1973 in its Report on Courts (Washington, D.C.: 
American Bar Association, 1973). According to the 
Special Committee on Criminal Justice in a Free Society 
of the American Bar Association, which referred to these 
standards in its 1988 report Criminal Justice in Crisis 
(Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, 1988), 
"Emphasis should be placed on the fact that these 
guidelines set the maximum conceivable caseload that 
an attorney could reasonably manage" (p. 68). The 
definition of case used in the Report on Courts is "a 
single charge or set of charges concerning a defendant 
(or other client) in one court in one proceeding. An 
appeal or other action for post-jUdgment review is a 
separate case." The Report on Courts goes on to explain 
that public defender workloads are difficult to ascertain 
because some offices do not measure workload in terms 
of number of cases, the definition of case varies from 
jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and cases within a given 
classification may require more work depending on the 
jurisdiction. For instance, juvenile, mental health, and 
traffic cases embrace a right of jury trial in some states 
and not in others (p. 276). 

53 Office of the State Appellate Defender Annual Report, 
fiscal year 1988. 
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Prosecution and 
Public Defense Financing 
The vast majority of the money needed to 
prosecute criminal cases and represent 
indigent defendants in Illinois is spent by 
the state's 102 counties,through their 
state's attorneys' offices and public de­
fense programs. Throughout the proc­
ess, however, the state government sup­
ports the counties in a variety of ways­
by initiating some criminal prosecutions, 
and advising and assisting county prose­
cutors on others; by reimbursing the 
counties for some prosecutorial ex­
penses; and by handling the prosecution 
and public defense of many cases that 
reach the appellate level. 

This section examines how the prosecu­
tion of criminal cases is funded in Illinois, 
and how much money the counties and 
the state are spending on this activity. It 
also analyzes the same basic questions 
for public defense in the state. 

HOW IS PROSECUTION 
AT THE COUNTY lEVEL 
FUNDED IN ilLINOIS? 
State's attorneys' offices in Illinois receive 
funding from three primary sources: (1) 

FINANCE 2-1 

their counties' general revenue funds; (2) 
the state government, for partial reim­
bursement of salaries; and (3) indirectly, 
through various fees, fines, and grants, 
many of which are earmarked for specific 
prosecutorial activities. 

• Local taxes In most medium to 
large counties, the majority of funding for 
the state's attorney's office comes from 
the county's general revenue fund, which 
is made up of property, sales, and other 
local taxes, as well as some revenue 
from the state government and from fees 
and fines. In Cook County, for example, 
tax revenue acccunted for more than 93 
percent of the $37.7 million spent by the 
state's attorney's office from the Corpo­
rate Purposes Fund in fiscal year 1988, 
with less than 1 percent ($93,003) com­
ing from the state in the form of salary re­
imbursements and 7 percent from fees 
and fines (FINANCE 2-1). Similarly, tax 
revenue (55 percent) and fees and fines 
(43 percent) accounted for almost all of 
the nearly $3.2 million in direct expendi­
tures for the DuPage County State's 
Attorney's Office in fiscal 1988. 

In less populous counties, where there is 
only one prosecutor and overall 
expenditures for the state's attorney's of­
fice are therefore much lower, tax 
revenue accounts for a much smaller 
percentage of total spending. For ex­
ample, only about 3 percent of the money 
spent by the Cass County State's 
Attorney's Office in fiscal 1988 came 
from tax revenue, while approximately 
half came from the state in the form of 
the salary reimbursement. 

• State funds. Two-thirds of the sal­
ary of the elected state's attorney in each 
Illinois county is paid for by the state gov­
ernment using General Revenue funds.1 

Between state fiscal year 1972 and the 
peak year of fiscal 1978, these reim­
bursements increased (in constant dol­
lars) by more than 77 percent (FINANCE 2-
2). Most of this increase, was the result 
of revisions over the years in the state 
statutes that set minimum salaries for 
state's attorneys: as the minimum salary 
increased, the amount of money the state 
had to pay to satisfy its two-thirds re­
quirement increased as well. In the 

In fiscal 1988, tax revenue accounted for a much larger percentage of total state's attorneys' spend· 
ing in large counties such as Cook and DuPage than in smaller counties such as Casso 

Cook County 

Fees and reimbursement 
less than 1% 

DuPage County Cass County 

State reimbursement 
I 2% 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; DuPage County Finance Department; Cass County Finance Department 
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1980s, the annual amount of state reim­
bursement has been relatively steady (af­
ter adjustments for inflation), but lower 
tl :F.ln the 1978 peak. 

In addition to contributing to the salaries 
of elected state's attorneys, the state also 
reimburses counties for the salaries of 
one or more assistant state's attorneys if 
a state correctional, mental health, or 
higher educational institution is located 
within their counties. For example, in 
counties containing a state correctional 
institution, the state is required to pay be­
tween $12,000 and $22,000 a year per 
prosecutor, for up to three prosecutors, 
for services rendered in connection with 
the institution.2 This reimbursement, 
which is administered through the Illinois 
Department of Corrections, totaled 
$326,524 in fiscal 1988. 

With these salary reimbursements, the 
state ends up paying a relatively large 
percentage of the total expenses in 
state's attorneys' offices with small staffs, 
but a relatively small percentage in larger 
offices that have several assistant prose­
cutors, investigators, and support staff 
(see FINANCE 2-1). In Cass County, 
where the elected state's attorney is the 
sole prosecutor, expenditures for the 
state's attorney's office (including salaries 
for the state's attorney and the office sec­
retary, as well as supplies) totaled 
$62,284 in fiscal 1988. Almost half of 
that amount, or $31 ,002, was paid for by 
the state to cover two-thirds of the state's 
attorney's salary. In contrast, only about 
2 percent of DuPage County's direct fis­
cal 1988 expenditures for its state's 
attorney's office were paid for by the 
state in the form of salary reimburse­
ments. In Cook County that year, the of 
the state's contribution was an even 
lower percentage (less than 1 percent), 
even though the county receives salary 
reimbursements for the elected state's at­
torney and for three assistant state's at­
torneys who provide services for the 
state facilities in the county. 

• Fees and fines. State's attorneys' 
offices typically generate some revenue 
through the imposition of fees and fines. 
Much of this revenue is deposited into 
their counties' general revenue funds, al­
though some fees and fines, as well as 
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FINANCE 2-2 
State government paid about $4 million in state's attorneys' salary 
reimbursements in fiscal 1988. 

Salary reimbursements, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

5r--------------------. 

3~-----------------------~ 

2~-----------------------~ 

1 ~-------------------~ 

o ~--------------------~ 
1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 
State fiscal years 

Source: Office of the Illinois Comptroller 

grants that prosecutors' offices may re­
ceive, are designated for specific activi­
ties. In fiscal 1988, for example, the 
Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
spent more than $5.3 million in grants for 
enforcement of child support laws and 
another $314,000 in grants for suburban 
bond courts, victim-witness assistance 
efforts, and specialized drug prosecu­
tions. (See the next question for more in­
formation about fee and fine revenue 
generated by state's attorneys' offices.) 

• Other sources. In addition to tradi­
tionallocal and state funding sources, 
some Illinois counties are funding special 
prosecutorial programs in innovative 
ways, drawing from a variety of sources. 
In DuPage County, a children's center for 
the investigation and prosecution of child 
abuse cases draws on resources from 
the state's attorney's office, the state gov­
ernment (in the form of grants and staff 
from the Department of Children and 
Family Services), municipalities in the 
county (which devote a line item in their 
budgets to the center), and private contri­
butions. Similarly, DuPage County's DUI 
Task Force received financial support 
and other resources from both the county 
and the municipalities within the county. 

HOW MUCH REVENUE DO 
PROSECUTORS GENERATE 
THROUGH FEES AND FINES? 
Although most of the money in counties' 
general revenue funds comes from tax 
dollars, some county revenue is gener­
ated by state's attorneys' offices through 
the imposition of fees and fines on certain 
criminal defendants and others. For ex­
ample, state's attorneys can charge fees, 
ranging from $10 to $50 a case, for 
prosecuting a variety of criminal cases 
(see FINANCE 2-3 for examples of these 
fees). 

In general, fee and fine money is col­
lected for the state's attorney's office by 
the office of the clerk of the Circuit Court. 
Most of the money is then deposited into 
the county's general revenue fund, al­
though there are special funds desig­
nated for particular fees and fines. Be­
tween fiscal years 1974 and 1986 (the 
last year for which statewide data are 
available), the revenue generated by 
state's attorneys' offices in Illinois in­
creased more than 37 percent in con .. 
stant dollars (FINANCE 2-4). In the collar 
counties, state's attorneys' revenue has 
increased sharply, especially in the 
1980s, while outside the Chicago area, 
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FINANCE 2~3 
Examples of· fees that state's 
attorneys can charge. 

Offense 

First-degree murder 

Involuntary manslaughter 

Criminal sexual assault 

Kidnapping 

Arson 

Forgery 

Other cases punishable by 
imprisonment in a 
penitentiary 

Convictions in other cases 
tried before Circuit 
Court judges 

Convictions in cases which 
may be assigned to an 
associate judge 

Preliminary examinations for 
defendants held on bail 
or recognizance 

Fee 
$30 

$30 

$30 

$30 

$30 

$30 

$30 

$15 

$10 

$10 

Defendants held to answer for $10 
a charge of paternity in 
a Circuit Court 

Each trial held on a paternity $30 
charge 

Cases taken to the $50 
Appellate or Supreme 
courts that are handled by the 
state's attorney 

Source: Illinois Revised Statutes 

constant-dollar revenue rose by nearly 14 
perceht in large counties and by more 
than 16 percent in the remainder of the 
state between fiscal years 1974 and 
1986.3 In Cook County, revenue gener­
ated by the state's attorney's office fluctu­
ated between $2.5 and $3 million in the 
1980s, in constant dollars. However, the 
fiscal 1988 total was 17 percent less than 
the peak 1981 amount. 

In many Illinois counties,including some 
of the large.ones, the fees and fines col­
lected as a result of prosecution activity 
represent a substantial percentage of the 
total amount of money spent by the 
prosecutors' offices. The DuPage 
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FINANCE 2-4 
Fee .and fine revenue generated by state's attorneys' offices has 
generally increased since the late 1970s. 

Fee and fine revenue, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4 

2 

o 

State fiscal years 

--- Remainder 
of state 

--- Collar 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; Office of the Illinois 
Comptroller 

County State's Attorney's Office, for ex­
ample, generated nearly $1.4 million in 
fees and fines in fiscal 1988, which corre­
sponded to 43 percent of the office's di­
rect expenditures that year (see FINANCE 
2-1). In Cook County, the state's 
attorney's office generated almost $2.5 
million in fees and fines in fiscal 1988-
the highest total of any county in the 
state. But because the expenditures of 
this office are relatively high, this revenue 
represented less than 7 percent of the to­
tal expenditures that year. 

In some of the state's smaller counties, 
the state's attorney's office is almost self­
sufficient, in a way, because of the fees 
and fines it generates and the salary re­
imbursement it receives from the state. 
The Cass County State's Attorney's Of­
fice, for instance, spent $62,284 in fiscal 
1988, but received $31,002 (50 percent 
of the total) in salary reimbursement and 
generated $29,431 in fees and fines 
(more than 47 percent of the total). As a 
result, Cass County (like other small 
counties in Illinois) does not have to rely 
as heavily on local tax dollars to finance 
its state's attorney's office as large coun-

ties (such as Cook) do. 

In addition to generating fee and fine 
revenue, state's c;lttorneys' offices in 
Illinois are also entitled to a portion of the 
proceeds of assets forfeited by drug 
offenders who are prosecuted by their 
offices. These receipts are put into a 
special county fund to be used specifi­
cally for the prosecution of future drug 
cases. Because there is no centralized 
reporting of these receipts, the total 
amount of money received by state's at­
torneys' offices statewide as a result of 
asset forfeitures cannot be easily deter­
mined. Statutorily, however, 12.5 per­
cent of the value of all assets forfeited 
under the state's Narcotics Profit Forfei­
ture Act are returned to the county whose 
state's attorney's office initiated the 
prosecution.4 

HOW IS PROSECUTION 
AT THE STATE LEVEL 
FUNDED IN ILLINOIS? 
There are two main state-level prosecu­
tion agencies in Illinois, both of which are 
funded primarily from state General 
Revenue funds: 
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• The Illinois Attorney General's Office 
handles civil matters, primarily, but also 
initiates some criminal prosecutions and 
helps county prosecutors with complex 
criminal cases. 

• The Office of the State's Attorneys 
Appellate Prosecutor assists most county 
state's attorneys' offices with their crimi­
nal appeals. 

In state fiscal year 1988, the Attorney 
General's Office spent approximately 
$26.7 million, more than 92 percent of 
which came from the state General 
Revenue Fund. About 7.5 percent came 
from the Violent Crime Victims Assis­
tance Fund, which supports public and 
private victim and witness assistance 
centers throughout the state, and less 
than 1 percent came from other funds. 

Money the Attorney General's Office 
spends for victim-witness assistance 
comes from specific fines and penalties 
that are collected by the Circuit court 
clerk's office in each county and depos­
ited into the Violent Crime Victims Assis­
tance Fund in the state treasury.s In fis­
cal 1987, circuit clerks' offices statewide 
collected more than $3 million for this 
state fund. More than one-quarter of this 
total ($778,618) came from Cook County; 
almost 23 percent ($685,461) came from 
the collar counties of DuPage, Kane, 
Lake, McHenry, and Will; and the remain­
ing 52 percent ($1.56 million) came from 
the Circuit courts in the state's other 96 
counties. 

Like the Attorney General's Office, the 
Office of the State's Attorneys Appellate 
Prosecutor is funded largely through 
state General Revenue funds. However, 
a sizable percentage of the office's fund­
ing comes from the counties that rely on 
the office for help with criminal appeals. 

Every Illinois county except Cook annu­
ally deposits a pro-rated sum of money, 
determined by its population, with the 
state treasurer in a fund called the State's 
Attorneys Appellate Prosecutor's County 
Fund.6 Between state fiscal years 1979 
(the first full year the appellate 
prosecutor's office was in operation) and 
1982, county contributions to this fund 
remained relatively steady (in constant 
dollars). Over the next six years, how-

ever, they increased more than 52 per­
cent (in constant dollars) to more than 
$956,000 in fiscal 1988 (FINANCE 2-5). 
Despite this increase, the proportion of 
the office's expenditures paid for by the 
counties has remained constant at about 
30 percent since 1979. 

In fiscal 1988, county contributions ac­
counted for 31 percent of the appellate 
prosecutor's office's total expenditures. 
State General Revenue funds made up 
another 67 percent, with the remaining 2 
percent coming from the sale of publica­
tions and from the office's share of 
money collected from drug offenders un­
der the Narcotics Profit Forfeiture Act 
(slightly more than $9,200 in fiscal 1988). 

HOW ARE PUBLIC DEFENSE 
SERVICES COMMONLY 
ORGANIZED AND FINANCED 
IN THE UNITED STATES? 
Unlike prosecution, where organization 
and funding sources are fairly standard 
across the country, public defense is or­
ganized and financed in a number of 
ways, not all of which involve government 
agencies directly providing public de­
fense services. There are three basic 
ways in which these services are com­
monly organized in the United States: 

FINANCE 2-5 

1. Public defenders' offices within 
county government 

2. Contracted private attorneys to pro­
vide public defense services for one or 
more counties 

3. Private counsel assigned on a case­
by-case basis 

Nationally, 52 percent of all counties in 
1986 used assigned counsel, 37 percent 
had established public defenders' offices, 
and 11 percent contracted for public de­
fense services.? That year in Illinois, ac­
cording to the same survey, the break­
down was quite different: 74 of the 
state's 102 counties had a public 
defender's office and 28 used assigned 
counsel. And by August 1989, only eight 
counties in Illinois still used court-as­
signed counsel.s (See pages 94-96 for 
more information about how public de­
fense is organized in Illinois.) 

In large counties, where the demands for 
public defense are fairly constant, it is not 
only efficient to have an established pub­
lic defender's office within county govern­
ment, it is the law: any county in Illinois 
with 35,000 or more inhabitants is re­
quired under state law to have a public 
defender's office.9 In smaller counties 

Counties contributed nearly $1 million to the State's Attorneys 
Appellate Prosecutor's County Fund in fiscal year 1988. 

County contributions, 
constant 1988 dollars (thousands) 
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that are not required to have a public 
defender's office, defense of indigent per­
sons is handled in different ways. Some 
counties, for example, assign cases to 
private attorneys on a case-by-case ba­
sis.· Under this arrangement, the costs to 
the county are not necessarily known up 
front. Counties contract to pay a "rea­
sonable feeu-usually a certain hourly 
rate for in-court time and a lower rate for 
time spent working on the case outside 
court. Because these fees are not set by 

, statute, except in Cook County, counties 
can incur big expenses for a case that 
consumes a large amount of a court-ap­
pointed attorney's time.10 

To protect themselves against these un­
expected costs, other counties find it 
more cost-effective to contract with a pri­
vate attorney to represent all indigent de­
fendants for a certain length of time, such 
as a year. Under this arrangement, the 
cost of a complex or time-consuming 
case must be absorbed by the contrac-

: tual attorney, who may, however, lack the 
: necessary resources to adequately rep-
~. resent the defendant. Regardless of 
, whether the private attorneys are used 
j on a contractual or case-by-case basis, 

the only compensation they usually re­
ceive from the counties is a salary. In 
cases requiring expert testimony, an 
interpreter, or other extraordinary ex­
penses, the attorneys must request addi­
tional funds from the c()unty board. 

A third way in which some smaller coun­
ties provide public defense services is to 
share the services of a common public 
defender's office or contractual attor­
ney.l1 As of August 1989, three such 
common public defense arrangements 
existed in Illinois: in Brown, Cass, and 
Schuyler counties, in Clark and Edgar 
counties, and in Franklin and Hamilton 
counties. 

HOW ARE PUBLIC DEFENSE 
SERVICES FUNDED IN ILLINOIS? 
Regardless of whether public defense is 
provided by a government attorney or pri­
vate counsel, it is government, at one 

: level or another, that ultimately pays for 
: the services. According to a 1986 sur­

vey, public defense in the United States 
is usually paid for in one of four ways:12 
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• Twenty states fund all indigent de­
fense with state dollars. 

• In 10 states, indigent defense is fi­
nanced solely with county funds. 

• In 15 states, the state and the coun­
ties share the expenses of both trial and 
appellate indigent defense programs. 

• In five states, the counties pay for 
trial-level indigent defense, and the state 
pays for appeals involving indigent defen­
dants. Illinois follows this basic structure, 
although the Cook County Public 
Defender's Office maintains its own Ap­
peals Division to handle some appeals of 
indigent defendants from the county.13 

For the most part, Illinois counties must 
pay for public defense services at the trial 
level solely with county funds, with no di­
rect support from the state. The state, 
for example, does not pay for a portion of 
thf3 salary of the appointed public de­
fender in counties that have a public 
dofender's office, as it does for the 
elected state's attorney in all counties. 
And because the public defender's office 
has no real mechanism to generate reve­
nue similar to the fees and fines gener­
a,ted by state's attorneys' offices, the ma­
jfJr source of funds for each public 
defender's office is the county's general 
revenue fund. 

Public defenders' offices are allowed to 
recover, retroactively, the cost of defend­
ing any person who is later determined to 
have been able to pay for his or her de­
'fense. These defendants may be 
charged at a rate not to exceed $500 for 
a misdemeanor case or $5,000 for a fel­
ony.14 However, public defenders' offices 
rarely get reimbursed under this state 
law, and the reimbursements they do col­
lect generate very little revenue for their 
counties. DuPage County, for example, 
collected only $160 in public defense re­
imbursement during all of fiscal 1987 and 
nothing in 1988.15 In 1988, 54 counties 
did collect a total of $430,629 for court­
appointed counsel.16 

While the counties pay for public defense 
at the trial level in Illinois, the state, 
through the Office of the State Appellate 
Defender, is responsible for representing 

indigent persons on appeal (although the 
Cook County Public Defender's Office 
does handle some appeals). The state 
appellate defender's office is financed 
solely from the state General Revenue 
Fund. Counties are not charged for the 
services of the appellate defender's office 
as they are for the services of the Office 
of the State's Attorneys Appellate 
Prosecutor. 

WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY 
EXPENDITURES OF 
PROSECUTION AND PUBLIC 
DEFENSE AGENCIES IN ILLINOIS? 
The expenditure patterns of both prose­
cutors' and public defenders' offices differ 
markedly from the expenditure patterns 
of other criminal justice agencies such as 
law enforcement departments, the courts, 
and correctional agencies. The primary 
reason for this difference is that in prose­
cution and public defense agencies, capi­
tal expenditures and commodities are 
almost negligible: in these offices, there 
are no budget items equivalent to paying' 
for a jail, a courtroom, or a patrol car. 
With the recent trend toward computeri­
zation and office automation, however, 
the capital expenditures of traditionally 
personnel-intensive offices have been 
increasing. 

Still, almost all prosecution and public 
defense expenditures go for salaries, 
with only a small percentage needed for 
office expenses, travel, expert witnesses, 
interpreters, consultant fees, and other 
non-personnel expenses. In fiscal year 
1984, for example, non-personnel ex­
penses (including transportation, commu­
nication, postage, printing and copying, 
professional memberships, books and 
periodicals, and office supplies) made up 
about 18 percent of the total appropria­
tions for the Cook County State's 
Attorney's Office and about 11 percent 
for the Cook County Public Defender's 
Office (these percentages have changed 
very little since fiscal 1984).17 These 
non-personnel expenditures totaled 
$9,611 per assistant state's attorney and 
$4,860 per assistant publicdefender.1B 
In DuPage County, 92 percent of the 
spending for both prosecution and public 
defense agencies went toward salariesin 
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fiscal 1988. In Cass County that year, 
salaries accounted for 95 percent of 
prosecution expenditures. 

Total expenditures are closely linked to 
the volume of work for the office's attor­
neys and clerical staff. The work in a 
prosecutor's office is complex. It includes 
prosecuting criminal cases, conducting 
investigations, serving as legal counsel 
for the county, handling juvenile matteis 
and citizen complaints, dealing with civil 
cases, operating special programs, and 
other activities.19 In a public defender's 
office, the work is even more closely re­
lated to the volume of criminal cases, 
since these offices do not handle civil 
cases or citizen complaints and seldom 
have special programs. 

Expenditures in both prosecutors' and 
public defenders' offices, then, are often 
related to their case/oads-the number of 
"cases" (either cases begun, cases pend­
ing, or cases disposed of) per staff mem­
ber. This relationship between spending 
and cases is more complex than a simple 
comparison, however, because different 
kinds of cases require vastly different 
amounts of work. A 1987 study, for ex­
ample, found that the prosecution of vio­
lent felonies required an average of 4.3 
attorney hours; drug offenses, 2.3 hours; 
and misdemeanors, 0.2 hours.2o 

In other words, workload-the number of 
hours per staff attorney-can be very dif­
ferent from case/oad-the number of 
cases per attorney. If the proportion of 
violent felonies is higher in one jurisdic­
tion than another, the workload will be 
higher, even if the caseload is the same. 
As a result, the cost per case will differ, 
depending on the proportion of serious 
crimes prosecuted. Unfortunately, no 
county in Illinois maintains the detailed 
data needed to determine exact workload 
levels for either prosecution or public de­
fense (see page 115, however, for a dis­
cussion of prosecution activity arid 
spending in Cook and DuPage counties). 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS SPENT 
FOR PROSECUTION AGENCIES 
IN ILLINOIS? 
Expenditures in Illinois for "legal services 
and prosecution," at all levels of govern-

PROSECUTION AND PUBLIC DEFENSE 

FINANCE 2-6 
Constant·dollar spending for legal servMces and prosecution has 
increased faster in the United States as a whole than in Illinois. 

United States Illinois 

1971 $1,223,295,035 $64,322,355 
1976 1,844,520,096 92,852,898 
1979 2,246,727,660 98,608,714 
1985 2,674,400,498 111,208,398 

Percent change +119% +73% 
(1971-1985) 

Note: These figures cover direct, current expenditures in constant 1988 dollars (see note 21). 

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics 

ment, increased almost 73 percent (in 
constant dollars) between state fiscal 
years 1971 and 1985 (FINANCE 2-6).21 
This increase, however, was almost 50 
percentage points less than the 119-
percent increase recorded in the country 
as a whole during this same period. In 
addition, most of the increase in prosecu­
tion spending in Illinois occurred between 
1971 and 1976, when it rose more than 
44 percent (in constant dollars). Overall, 
spending rose 53 percent in Illinois and 
84 percent nationally during the 1970s 
(1971 through 1979). Since then, spend­
ing has increased only gradually, rising 
less than 13 percent in Illinois (and 19 
percent nationally) between 1979 and 
1985. 

At the county level, where the majority of 
prosecution activity takes place in Illinois, 
expenditures for legal services and 
prosecution increased 76 percent (in con­
stant dollars) between fiscal years 1971 
and 1985. County expenditures for 
prosecution, like statewide prosecution 
expenditures, increased much faster from 
1971 through 1979 (65 percent) than 
from 1979 through 1985 (less than 7 
percent). 

Spending increases have also varied 
over the years in different Illinois coun­
ties. Expenditures for the Cook County 
State's Attorney's Office, for example, in­
creased 146 percent (in constant dollars) 
between fiscal years 1970 and 1988. As 
was the case statewide, the biggest in­
creases in COOK County occurred during 
the 1970s rather than the early 1980s 

(FINANCE 2-7). Constant-dollar expendi­
tures increased 84 percent from fiscal 
1970 through fiscal 1979, but only 18 
percent from 1979 through 1985. From 
fiscal 1985 through fiscal 1988, however, 
prosecution expenditures in Cook County 
increased sharply-more than 13 percent 
in only three years. 

In DuPage County, expenditures for the 
state's attorney's office increased sub­
stantially between fiscal years 1970 and 
1988-120 percent in constant dollars­
but most of this increase occurred in the 
1970s (FINANCE 2-8). Between fiscal 
years i 970 and 1979, expenditures for 
the DuPage County State's Attorney's 
Office increased 95 percent (in constant 
dollars), but from 1979 through 1985 they 
increased less than 6 percent. And, al­
though constant-dollar expenditures in­
creased 6 percent from 1985 through 
1988, the 1988 amount was still lower 
than expenditures in 1984. In the five 
collar counties combined (DuPage, Kane, 
Lake, McHenry, and Will), spending on 
state's attorneys' activities reached 
nearly $8.5 million in fiscal 1988. 

In smaller counties such as Cass, where 
non-personnel expenses are negligible 
and the entire prosecution staff usually 
consists of only the state's attorney and a 
secretary, expenditure trends for the 
state's attorney's office have been driven 
largely by changes over the years in the 
state law that sets the elected state's 
attorney's salary. Prosecution spending 
in many of these small COUnties, after 
adjusting for inflation, has not changed 
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much over the last two decades. In fis­
cal year 1970, for example, the Cass 
County State's Attorney's Office spent 
approximately $63,000· (in constant 
1988 dollars); in fiscal 1988 the county 
spent almost the.same amount 
($62,284). 

A substantial number of counties in 
Illinois, like Cass County, spend less 
than $100,000 a year for their state's 
attorney's office. In the 79 Illinois 
counties where data are available, 47 
percent of them spent less than 
$100,000 on state's attorneys' activities 
in fiscal 1988. 

Trends in state-level direct expenditures 
for prosecution agencies were not simi­
lar to trends in county expenditures. Ex­
penditures for the Illinois Attorney 
General's Office actually decreased 9 
percent (in constant dollars) between 
state fiscal years 1972 and 1982, before 
increasing 36 percent between 1982 
and 1985. This was followed by another 
decline, of 7.5 percent, between fiscal 
years 1985 and 1988. Expenditures for 
the Office of the State's Attorneys 
Appellate Prosecutor, the other main 
state-level prosecution agency, in-

FINANCE 2-7 

creased almost 74 percent (in constant 
dollars) between fiscal 1979, when the 
agency began operations, and fiscal 
1988. . 

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING GOES 
FOR PROSECUTION? 
Because there is no.centralized reporting 
of expenditure data by state's attorneys' 
offices in Illinois, it is difficult to measure 
precisely what percentage of overall 
county spending is devoted to prosecu­
tion. However, an analysis of spending 
in 79 Illinois counties found that approxi­
mately 6 cents of every dollar of county 
general revenue fund spending goes for 
the state's attorney's office. 

In Cook County, spending for the state's 
attorney's office represented slightly 
more than 9 percent of the total expendi­
tures from the county Corporate Pur­
poses Fund in fiscal 1988. In DuPage 
County, the state's attorney's office ac­
counted for slightly more than 6 percent 
of all General Fund expenditures in fiscal 
1988 (for the five collar counties com­
bined, the average was 5.7 percent). 
And in Cass County, 6.6 percent of the 
total expenditures from the county's Gen-

FINANCE 2-8 

eral Fund in fiscal 1988 went to the 
prosecutor's office. 

In both Cook and DuPage counties, the 
share of county expenditures devoted to 
the state's attorney's office has grown 
over the lasttwo decades. In Cook 
County, it rose from 2.6 percent in fiscal 
1970to 9.2 percent in fiscal 1988. In 
DuPage County, the increase was 
smaller-from 5.5 percent to 6.2 percent 
during this period. 

At the state level, spending for prosecu­
tion agencies makes up a. very small pro­
portion of the state's total expenditures 
from the General Revenue Fund. For 
example, the Illinois Attorney General's 
Office accounts for only about one-quar­
ter of 1 percent of all state General Reve­
nue spending, a proportion that has not 
changed much since 1972. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
PROSECUTE A CRIMINAL CASE 
IN ILLliliOIS? 
The cost of prosecuting criminal cases in 
Illinois varies widely according to the type 
of case involved. In Cook County, at 
least, financial crimes seem to be the 
most expensive to prosecute, while traffic 

Expenditures for the Cook County State's 
Attorney's Office increased 146 percent between 
1970 and 1988. 

Expenditures for the DuPage County State's 
Attorney's Office increased sharply in the 1970s, 
but have been re!atively stable since then. 

Expenditures, Expenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

40.-----------------------------------~ 4~----------------------------------~ 

3°r---------~~==~----------1 3~------------------~~----~~~~~ 

20~----~~--------------------------~ 2~------~~------------------------~ 

10~--------------------------~------~ 1~----------------------------~----~ 

o~----------------------------------~ o~------~----------~------------~~ 
'70 '72 '74 ~76 '78 '80 '82 '84 '86 '88 '70 '72 '74 '76 '78 '80 '82 '84 '86 '88 
County fiscal years County fiscal years 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller Source: DuPage County Finance Departmenf 
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cases, probably because of the large vol­
ume of them, are the least expensive.22 

The Cook County State's Attorney'9 Office 
spent an average of more than $1,600 to 
prosecute a financial crime in fiscal 1988 
(FINANCE 2-9).23 In addition, criminal ap­
peals tend to cost more per case than ju­
venile and general criminal cases. And 
the average DUI case in Cook County 
costs about eight times more to prosecute 
than other traffic cases. 

FINANCE 2-9 
In Cook County, financial crimes 
are the most expensive to 
prosecute. 

Type of case 

General criminal 
prosecution cases 

Felony trial cases 
Juvenile court cases 
Criminal appeals cases 
Traffic court cases 
DUI cases 
Financial crime cases 

Average 
estimated cost 
per case 

$16.30 

$137.96 
$53.57 

$156.19 
$.92 
$7.63 

$1,643.28 

Source: Office of the Cook County 
Comptroller 

FINANCE 2-10 

HOW DOES PROSECUTION 
SPENDING COMPARE WITH 
PROSECUTION ACTIVITY IN 
ILLINOIS? 
With no centralized repository of expendi­
ture data for prosecutors' offices in illi­
nois, it is difficult to compare prosecution 
spending with prosecution activity on a 
statewide basis. In the state's two largest 
counties, however, where spending data 
are available, it appears that changes in 
spending have not kept up with changes 
in prosecution activity during the 1980s. 

In Cook County, both the number of fel­
ony cases filed and the number of felony 
defendants charged increased sharply 
between 1978 and 1988-the former by 
more tha.n 88 percent, the latter by more 
than 76 percent. But during this same 
period, spending for the Cook County 
State's Attorney's Office increased only 
30 percent in constant dollars (FINANCE 
2-10). 

DuPage County experienced rapid 
growth in both total cases filed (defen­
dants) and constant-dollar expenditures 
between 1970 and 1982. Cases filed in­
creased 136 percent, and expenditures 
for the DuPage County State's Attorney's 

FINANCE 2-11 

Office rose by 122 percent in constant 
dollars (FINANCE 2-11). More recently, 
however, total cases filed rose 34 per­
cent, but constant-dollar spending for the 
state's attorney's office remained rela­
tively steady, declining only 1 percent be­
tween 1978 and 1988. 

Increases in prosecution activity in 
DuPage County have occurred for all 
types of crimes. Between 1978 and 
1989, the number of cases (charges) 
filed increased 70 percent for violent in­
dex crimes, 66 percent for property index 
crimes, and 74 percent for total drug 
offenses.24 

An even more important contributor to 
overall prosecution activity, however, was 
the sharp increase in cases filed for driv­
ing under the influence (DUI). Between 
1978 and 1989, DUI cases increased at 
least fourfold (300 percent) and probably 
more than tenfold, although changes in 
charging procedures in DuPage County 
make it difficult to determine the exact 
amount of the increase.25 Even though 
the increase in DUI cases has now ta­
pered off, these cases are taking longer 
to prosecute on the average because 
more DUI defendants, faced with the 

The number of felony cases filed in Cook County 
has increased at a faster rate than expenditures 
for the state's aUorney's office. 

The total number of cases filed in DuPage County 
has continued to increase steadily, but expendi. 
tures have remained level since 1982. 

Felony cases filed Expenditures, constant 
(thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 

28 60 

24 Felony cases--
50 
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Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois. Courts; Office of the 
Cook County Comptroller 
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Total cases filed Expenditures, constant 
(thousands of defendants) 1988 dollars (millions) 
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FINANCE 2"'-12 
Even after controlling for inflation, the earning power of state's 
attorneys in Illinois has increased since 1971. 

County population 

Less than 10,000 

10,000 to 19,999 

20,000 to 29,999 

3G,OOO or more 

Cook County 

1989 salary 

$45,500 

$61,500 

$65,000 

$80,000 

$90,000 

1971 salary range 

$33,788-$53,753 

$38,395-$58,360 

$43,002-$62,968 

$47,610-$67,575 (30,000-39,999 pop.) 
$52,217-$72,183 (40,000-69,999 pop.) 
$56,825-$76,790 (70,000-500,000 pop.) 

$76,790-$104,434 

Note: Figures are in constant 1988 dollars. In 1971, state law specified a salary range that 
counties of different sizes could pay their state's attorneys; the state contributed $7,200 
($22,115 in constant 1988 dollars) for each state's attorney's salary. In 1989, state law set a 
specific salary figure for state's attorneys, with the state paying two-thirds of each salary. 

Source: Illinois Revised Statutes 

FINANCE 2-13 
Constant·dollar spending for public defense more than tripled in 
Illinois, and nearly quadrupled in the country as a whole, between 
1971 and 1985. 

U.S. total U.S. counties Illinois total Illinois counties 

1971 $206,184,157 $126,368,656 $7,860,222 $ 7,838,721 
1973 311,594,008 165,487,198 8,370,885 8,341,268 
1978 567,644,835 326,211,962 22,470,911 22,364,113 
1985 790,274,877 391,010,451 24,176,417 23,973,441 

Percent change +283% +209% +208% +206% 
(1971-1985) 

Note: These figures cover direct, current expenditures in constant 1988 dollars (see note 21). 

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics 

prospect of increased penalties upon 
conviction, are asking for lengthier-and 
costlier-jury trials.2B 

HOW MANY COUNTY 
PROSECUTORS ARE THERE IN 
ILLINOIS, AND HOW MUCH ARE 
THEY PAID? 
Because personnel expenses account for 
such a large percentage of all prosecu­
tion expenditures in Illinois, total spend­
ing is closely related to the number of 
prosecutors and how much they are paid. 

Every county in Illinois has at least one 
prosecutor-the elected state's attorney. 
In 36 of the state's 1 02 counties, this per-
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son is the county's sole prosecutor. In 
the other 66 counties, there are one or 
more assistant state's attorneys (see 
page 90 for more information on the 
number of prosecutors in each Illinois 
county). Statewide, there were 1,100 full­
time assistant state's attorneys in Illinois 
as of July 1989, up from about 990 in 
June 1988. Approximately six out of ev­
ery 1 0 assistant prosecutors in Illinois 
work for the Cook County State's 
Attorney's Office, where the number of 
prosecutors budgeted for increased from 
195 in fiscal 1971 to 634 in fiscal 1989. 

The salaries of elected state's attorneys, 
like those of county sheriffs, are set by 11-

linois statute, and are based on the popu­
lations of their respective counties.27 In 
1989, salaries for state's attorneys 
ranged from $45,500 a year in counties 
with fewer than 10,000 people, to 
$80,000 in counties having 30,000 to 1 
million people, and $90,000 in Cook 
County. The salaries of elected state's 
attorneys have generally increased since 
the early 197'Os, even when inflation is 
controlled for (FINANCE 2-12). In counties 
with 20,000 to 29,999 people, for ex­
ample, state's attorneys in 1989 earned 
$65,000, compared to a range of 
$43,002 to $62,968 (in constant 1988 
dollars) in 1971. 

Because they are not set by state law, 
the average salaries paid to assistant 
state's attorneys in Illinois are difficult to 
measure. But in Cook County, where de­
tailed salary data are available, it is clear 
that prosecutors earn less than half the 
average salaries paid to associates in pri­
vate law firms. In fiscal 1989, the aver­
age budgeted salary for an assistant 
state's attorney in Cook County was 
$34,807; the average starting salary was 
$24,300.28 By contrast, the average an­
nual salary for associates in private law 
firms in Illinois was $88,000 in 1989.29 

For all state's attorney's office personnel 
in Cook County-including not only 
prosecutors, but also investigators, sec­
retaries, and other support staff-the av­
erage budgeted salary in fiscal 1989 was 
$29,040. 

Nationwide, the average salary of a full­
time employee in a prosecutor's office 
(including attorneys, clerical staff, and 
others) increased from $10,428 in 1971 
to $25,536 in 1985 (in nominal dollars not 
adjusted for inflation).30Adjusting these 
figures for inflation, however, reveals that 
the average salary of a prosecution em­
ployee was actually 11 percent lower in 
1985 than in 1971. 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS SPENT 
FOR PUBLIC DEFENSE IN 
ILLINOIS? 
Total direct expenditures for public de­
fense in Illinois increased 208 percent (in 
constant dollars) between 1971 and 1985 
(FINANCE 2-13). This increase, though 
substantial, still lagged behind the in-
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FINANCE 2-14 FINANCE 2-15 
A.lter remaining relatively steady since 1976, 
spend~ng for the Cook County Public Defender's 
Office ,!rose 28 percent between 1986 and 1988. 

Spending for the DuPage County Public 
Defender's Office declined more than 36 percent 
between 1980 and 1988. 

Expenditures, Expenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) constant 1988 dollars (thousands) 
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Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

crease of 283 percent in the country as a 
whole. Furthermore, almost all of the in­
crease in expenditures for public defense 
occurred during the 1970s, with little 
growth in the 1980s.31 Between 1973 
and 1978, constant-dollar spending on 
public defense-at the county and state 
levels, and for both trial and appellate 
services-rose 168 percent in Illinois, 
compared to 82 percent nationally. But 
from 1978 through 1985, these expendi­
tures leveled off substantially, increasing 
less than 8 percent in Illinois and 39 per­
cent nationally. 

Spending for public defense in Illinois' 
102 counties, where the majority of public 
defense work and spending take place, 
followed similar trends (see FINANCE 2-
13). Total county expenditures for public 
defense (in constant 1988 dollars) rose 
from about $7.8 million in 1971 to nearly 
$24 million in 1985, a 206-percent in­
crease. Again, public defense spending 
at the county level increased sharply in 
the early and mid-1970s-more than 185 
percent between 1971 and 1978-but 
has been relatively flat ever since. 

Statewide spending trends are driven 
largely by trends in Cook County, which 

County fiscal years 

Source: DuPage County Finance Department 

accounts for almost 70 percent of all 
county spending for public defense in illi­
nois. Expenditures for the Cook County 
Public Defender'S Office (in constant dol­
lars) increased almost 460 percent be­
tween county fiscal years 1970 and 1988, 
with the most dramatic jump occurring 
between 1972 and 1977, when expendi­
tures rose 260 percent (FINANCE 2-14). In 
fact, this percentage increase was the 
largest for any single Cook County crimi­
nal justice office during that six-year 
period. 

Public defense spending in other large il­
linois counties increased as wt~1I during 
the mid-1970s, but generally not by as 
much as in Cook County. In DuPage 
County, for example, public defense ex­
penditures increased 79 percent (in con­
stant dollars) between fiscal years i 972 
and 1977, and cr.''1tinued to rise through 
1980 (FINANCE 2-15). After fiscal 1980, 
however, public defense spending in 
DuPage County steadily declined-36 
percent (in constant dollars) through fis­
cal 1988. In 1988, expenditures for pub­
lic defense in the five collar counties of 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will 
totaled $2.8 million, or 13 percent of the 

$21.3 million spent in Cook County. 

As with spending on their state's attor­
neys' offices, many Illinois counties 
spend relatively small amounts of money 
on public defense. In the 70 counties 
where data are available, three-quarters 
spent less than $100,000 for public de­
fense services in fiscal 1988. 

At the state level, spending for public 
defense has increased Sharply too since 
the mid-1970s. Between fiscal years 
1974 and 1988, expenditures for the Of­
fice of the State Appellate Defender in­
creased almost 130 percent (in constant 
dollars). 

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING GOES 
FOR PUBLIC DEFENSE? 
As with state's attorneys' offices, it is diffi­
cult to measure exactly what percentage 
of county spsnding goes for public de­
fense in Illinois. However, in the 70 illi­
nois counties for which data are available, 
approximately 2 percent of county general 
revenue fund spending is devoted to pub­
lic defense services. This compares to 
the 6 percent of spending that is devoted 
to state's attorneys' offices. 

PROSECUTION AND PUBLIC DEFENSE 117 



FINANCE 2-16 
In Cook County, cases with 
multiple defendants are the 
most expensive for th'<! public 
defender's office. 

Average expenditures per case from 
the Cook County Corporate Purposes 
Fund, 1988 

Type of case 

Criminal 
Juvenile 
Appellate 
Multiple defendant 

Average 
estimated cost 
per case 

$379.41 
$88.16 

$629.03 
$1,014.28 

Source: Office of the Cook County 
Comptroller 

In Cook County, the public defender's of­
fice accounted for approximately 5 per­
cent of all expenditures from the county's 
Corporale Purposes Fund in fiscal 1988 
(compared to about 9 percent for the 
state's attorney's office). In DuPage 
County, spending for the public 
defender's office represented 1.5 percent 
of all expenditures from the General 
Fund in fiscal 1988 (compared to 6.2 per­
cent for the state's attorney's office). In 
the five collar counties, 1.9 percent of 
general fund expenditures went to public 
defense that year (compared to 5.7 per­
cent for their state's attorneys' offices). 
And in Cass County, public defense 
spending made up 1.6 percent of all Gen­
eral Fund expenditures in fiscal 1988 
(compared to 6.6 percent for the 
prosecutor's office). In general, the share 
of county funds devoted to public de­
fense has not changed much over the 
years. 

Part of the reason that total expenditures 
for county public defenders' offices are 
generally lower than total expenditures 
for state's attorneys' offices is that prose­
cutors are involved not only in criminal 
cases, but in many other types of cases 
as well. County public defenders, on the 
other hand, are almost exclusively re­
sponsible for criminal cases involving in­
digent defendants (although they handle 
paternity suits as well). Despite these dif­
ferences in responsibility, the amount 
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spent per staff member on salaries, office 
supplies, and other resources is still gen­
erally lower in public defenders' offices 
than in state's attorneys' offices in Illinois. 
In 1984, for example, Cook County ap­
propriated almost twice as much per as­
sistant state's attorney as per assistant 
public defender for transportation, com­
munication, postage, printing, photo­
copying, professional memberships, 
books, publications, and office supplies 
(see page 110). However, this differ­
ence may again be due in part to the fact 
that assistant state's attorneys handle 
civil and financial cases, which may be 
more expensive than general crimina! 
cases. 

At the state level, expenditures for the Of­
fice of the State Appellate Defender ac­
count for a very small percentage of all 
expenditures from the General Revenue 
Fund-less than one-tenth of 1 percent a 
year. But these expenditures are still 
higher than total spending for its counter­
part, the Office of the State's Attorneys 
Appellate Prosecutor. This is primarily 
because the appellate defender's office 
has a broader range of responsibilities. 
For example, the appellate defender's of­
fice represents on appeal indigent defen­
dants from across the state, including 
some from Cook County (the appellate 
prosecutor's office, on the other hand, 
does not handle any Cook County ap­
peals), and it represents death penalty 
defendants in their automatic appeals to 
the Illinois Supreme Court. In addition, 
the office provides investigative services 
to court-appointed counsel and to county 
public defenders, and it assists counties 
with populations of fewer than 1 million 
people in planning trial-level defense ser­
vices.32 In the 1980s, however, constant­
dollar expenditures have increased faster 
for the appellate prosecutor's office than 
for the appellate defender's office-74 
percent and 18 percent, respectively, be­
tween state fiscal years 1979 and 1988. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
REPRESENT AN INDIGENT 
DEFENDANT IN ILLINOIS? 
It cost an average of $167 (in constant 
1988 dollars) to represent indigent defen­
dants in each of the 194,000 trial and ap-

pellate cases handled by public defend­
ers in Illinois in 1982. Four years later, 
whe:1 the number of cases had risen to 
255,000, the average cost per case (in 
constant dollars) had fallen to $140. In 
both years, the per-case cost in Illinois 
was below the national, constant-dollar 
averages of $252 in 1982 and $241 in 
1986.33 In fact, Illinois in 1986 ranked 
46th among the 50 states in per-case 
cost, and 26th in per-capita spending, for 
public defense. 

These statewide averages, however, 
mask differences in the cost of represent­
ing indigent defendants in different parts 
of the state and for different types of 
cases. For example, per-case expendi­
tures for the Criminal Section of the Cook 
County Public Defender's Office are 
much higher than the statewide average. 
And for appellate cases and those involv­
ing multiple defendants, the costs are 
even greater (FINANCE 2-16). 

HOW DOES PUBLIC DEFENSE 
SPENDING COMPARE WITH 
ACTIVITY IN ILLINOIS? 
One factor that affects the demands on 
public defense services in Illinois and 
throughout the country is the economy: 
periods of high unemployment may bring 
not only more crime but also more people 
who cannot afford legal counsel in 
criminal cases. Although the economy 
has been relatively better in the late 
1980s than in the late 1970s and early 
1980s, it appears that cllanges in public 
defense spending in some parts of the 
state have not kept up with the demands 
for public defense services in recent 
years. 

As with the other parts of the courts sys­
tem, the work/oadfor public defenders 
(the number of hours per staff attorney) 
can be very different from their case/oad 
(the number of cases per staff attorney). 
However, it is difficult to measure the ac­
tual work time required for a public de­
fender to process a given number of 
cases. One reason for this is that the 
total case processing time consists 
mostly of the time the case waits in 
queue, and includes little actual work 
time on the part of the attorneys. A 1985 
analysis by the National Legal Aid and 
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FINANCE 2-17 
Attorney working time represents a small portion of the total amount of time needed to process public 
defense cases. 

Average processing times 
for public defense cases in the United States, 1985 

Work step 

Filing to preliminary hearing 
Preliminary hearing to grand jury 
Grand jury to arraignment 
Arraignment to motions 
Motions to jury trial 
Disposition to sentence 

Queuing time 

5 days 5.0 hours 
25 days 7.5 hours 
7 days 0.2 hours 

30 days 4.0 hours 
45 days 3.0 hours 
30 days 6.0 hours 

Source: National Legal Aid and Defender Association 

FINANCE 2-18 

Attorney 
working time 

3.0 hours 
0.5 hours 
0.8 hours 
8.5 hours 

45.0 hours 
2.0 hours 

Total case 
processing time 

6 days 
26 days 
8 days 

31 days 
51 days 
31 days 

Defender Association (NLADA) esti­
mated that felony cases in a typical public 
defense agency took 31 days from dispo­
sition to sentence, but that attorney time 
accounted for only two hours of the total 
(FINANCE 2-17). Because, as the NLADA 
points out, ''the amount of time spent on 
casework, as reflected by attorney effort, 
is overwhelmed by the amount of time 
waiting for work to be scheduled," it is 
necessary to separate the number of 
cases from the work those cases require 
in order to compare expenditures and ac­
tivity levels.34 

While the total number of people represented by the DuPage 
County Public Defender's Office increased 41 percent between 
1984 and 1988, spending for the office declined 19 percent. 

Unfortunately, no county in Illinois main­
tains the detai/ed data necessary to de­
termine exact workload levels for either 
prosecution or public defense. Some re­
lated information is available, however, 
for Cook and DuPage counties. 

In DuPage County, public defender ex­
penditures (in constant dollars) peaked in 
1980, and declined 34 percent from 1980 
through 1988 (see FINANCE 2-15). From 
1980 to 1988, cases filed (counts) de­
clined 35 percent for violent index crimes, 
39 percent for property index crimes, and 
18 percent for total drug offenses. But for 
DUI, the number of cases filed increased 
more than tenfold, and DUI arrests more 
than tripled.35 This sharp rise in DUI 
cases has contributed to sharp increases 
in activity for the public defender's office in 
recent years-increases that have dra­
matically outpaced changes in spending. 
Between fiscal years 1984 and 1988, the 
total number of people represented by the 

Total defendants Expenditures, constant 
represented (thousands) 1988 dollars (thousands) 

5 1,600 

Total defendants 

4 1-
1,200 
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Source: DuPage County Finance Department; 18th Judicial Circuit 

DuPage County Public Defender's Office 
increased 41 percent, to 4,228.36 During 
this same period, expenditures for the of­
fice (in constant dollars) decreased by 
more than 19 percent (FINANCE 2-18). 

Even in Cook County, where spending 
on public defense has increased in re­
cent years, growth in demands on the 
public defender's office have continued to 
outpace growth in expenditures. Be­
tween fiscal years 1984 and 1988, 
spending on public defense in Cook 
County increased 28.5 percent. But over 

the same period, the number of felony 
cases handled by the public defender's 
office rose 60 percent. Even with the 
sharp increases in spending in fiscal 
years 1987 and 1988, the gap between 
expenditures and activity did not close in 
Cook County. 

HOW MANY PUBLIC DEFENDERS 
ARE THERE IN ILLINOIS, AND 
HOW MUCH ARE THEY PAID? 
Although every Illinois county has an 
elected state's attorney, not all counties 
have a full-time public defender. In Au-
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gust 1989, for example, eight of the 
state's 1 02 counties used court-ap­
pointed private counsel to represent indi­
gent defendants, and in 50 other coun­
ties, the only attorney in the public 
defender's office was the appointed pub­
lic defender, who often works only part­
time while maintaining a private law prac­
tice. Some counties also share a public 
defender's office. 

In addition to these appointed public de­
fenders, there were approximately 610 
assistant public defenders working for 
counties throughout Illinois in August 
1989. While that number is virtually un­
changed from the total in July 1988, it is 
likely that the number of public defenders 
in Illinois has increased over the years as 
the courts have expanded the right to 
counsel. In Cook County, for example, 
the number of assistant public defenders 
included in the county's budget increased 
to 283 in fiscal 1989 from 64 in fiscal 
1971. 

For each appointed public defender in Illi­
nois, state law sets a salary range that is 
based on the salary of the elected state's 
attorney in that county.3? For example, in 
counties with a population of less than 
100,000, the public defender's salary 
cannot be less than 25 percent nor more 
than 100 percent of the state's attorney's 
salary. In counties with a population of at 
least 100,000 but no more 500,000 
people, the public defender can make be­
tween 40 percent and 100 percent of the 
state's attorney's salary.38 The exact sal­
ary paid to an appointed public defender 
is ultimately determined by the county 
board (or, in the case of a common public 
defender's office, by joint resolution of the 
two or more county boards involved).39 
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FINANCE 2-19 
Constant·dollar salaries of public defenders in Illinois have in· 
creased since 1971. 

County population 1989 salary range 1971 salary range 

Less than 10,000 $11,375-$45,500 $8,447-$43,002 

10,000 to 19,999 $15,375-$61,500 $9,599-$46,588 

20,000 to 29,999 $16,250-$65,000 $10,751-$50,374 

30,000 to 99,999 $20,000-$80,000 $11,902-$54,060 (30,000-39,999 pop.) 
$13,054-$57,746 (40,000-69,999 pop.) 

100,000 to 500,000 $32,000-$80,000 $22,730-$61,432 (70,000-500,000 pop.) 

Cook County $72,060 $30,716-$83,547 

Note: Figures are in constant 1988 dollars. Under state law, the salary ranges of public de­
fenders in Illinois are based on the salaries paid to state's attorneys. See FINANCE 2-12 for 
information about the salaries of state's attorneys in 1971 and 1989. 

Source: Illinois Revised Statutes 

Like those of elected state's attorneys, 
the salaries of appointed public defend­
ers in Illinois have generally increased 
since the early 1970s, even when infla­
tion is controlled for (FINANCE 2-19). In 
counties fewer than 10,000 people, for 
example, public defenders earned be­
tween $11,375 and $45,500 in 1989, 
compared to a range of $8,447 to 
$43,002 (in constant 1988 dollars) in 
1971. 

But while the earning power of public de­
fenders has increased in Illinois, the infla­
tion-adjusted salaries of full-time staff in 
public defenders' offices (both attorneys 
and support personnel) have not. Na­
tionwide, staff salaries decreased (in con-

stant 1988 dollars) from $37,227 in 1971 
to $34,247 in 1979 and $32,975 in 
1985.40 In Cook County, the average 
budgeted salary of an assistant public 
defender in fiscal 1971 was $43,192 (in 
constant 1988 dollars)-or almost 20 per­
cent higher than the fiscal 1989 average 
salary of $34,679.41 In fiscal 1989, the 
average salary of all staff in the Cook 
County Public Defender's office was 
$29,891, compared with $39,546 (in con­
stant 1988 dollars) in 1971. 
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The Data 
Information on state government expen­
ditures for prosecution and public de­
fense, and on transfers from the state to 
county governments, was obtained from 
the Illinois Annual Reports, published by 
the Office of the Illinois Comptroller. 

Financial information at the county level 
was collected from a variety of sources. 
Data on the revenue generated by state's 
attorneys' offices were obtained from the 
annual Statewide Summary of County 
Finance in Illinois reports, published by 
the state comptroller's office. These re­
ports also provided summary statistics on 
overall spending by the counties. 

Source and expenditure data for specific 
counties were obtained directly from the 
financial reports of those counties. From 
these reports, Authority staff obtained 
prosecution data for 79 counties and 
public defense data for 70 counties. 
More detailed information about prosecu­
tion and public defense spending in 
Cass, Cook, and DuPage counties were 
obtained from the primary financial agen­
cies in those counties. 

Employment information came from at) 
Authority survey of the counties and from 
other sources (see the main part of 
Chapter 2 for more detailed, county-by­
county information on prosecution and 
public defense employment). Salary in­
formation was derived from the appropri­
ate Illinois statutes and from the annual 
appropriations bills for Cook County. 

Comparative information on prosecution 
and public defense financing, spending, 
and employment was obtained from the 
Justice Expenditure and Employment in 
the U.S. reports, published by the federal 
Bureau of Justice Statistics. These re­
ports were published for the years 1971 
through 1979 and for 1985. 

Notes 
1 State reimbursements of state's attor­
neys' salaries are administered through 
the Illinois Department of Commerce and 
Community Affairs. 

2 IILRev.Stat., ch. 53, par. 7. 

3 The collar counties here refer to 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will. 
Other "large" counties-those with either 
one city with a population of more than 
50,000 or two cities with populations of 
25,000 or more each-are Champaign, 
Macon, Madison, McLean, Peoria, Rock 
Island, Sangamon, St. Clair, and Winne­
bago. 

4 IILRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 1655 
(2}(i). 

5 III.P )v.Stat., ch. 70, par. 510. 

6 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 14, par. 209. Be­
cause Cook County has its own Criminal 
Appeals Division, it does not use the 
services of the appellate prosecutor's of­
fice in criminal appeals, and therefore 
does not contribute to the office's county 
fund. 

7 Criminal Defense for the Poor, 1986 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, 1988). 

8 Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority survey. 

9 IILRev.Stat., ch. 34, par. 5601 et seq. 
In addition, any county, regardless of 
size, can create a public defender's office 
with the approval of its county board. 

10 Only in Cook County, which has a 
public defender's office but which also 
uses appointed counsel occasionally, are 
these hourly rates set by statute. The 
most Cook County can pay to court­
appointed counsel is $40 per hour while 
court is in session and $30 for each hour 
otherwise spent representing the defen­
dant. This compensation cannot exceed 
$150 for a misdemeanor case or $1 ,250 
for a felony case. III. Rev. Stat. , cll. 38, 
par. 113-3. 

11 State law allows two or more adjoining 
counties within the same judicial circuit to 
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create, by joint resolution of their county 
boards, a common public defender's of­
fice (III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 34, par. 5601.2). 
Or, as in the case of Brown, Cass, and 
Schuyler counties, two or more counties 
can individually contract with a single at­
torney to provide public defense services 
for those counties without forming a com­
mon public defender's office. 

12 Criminal Defense for the Poor, 1986, 
1988, p. 4. 

13 Here, "trial level" refers to the initial 
disposition of the case, in contrast to the 
appellate level. In addition, while the 
state does not provide any direct funds 
for public defense at the trial level, state 
law does require counties of fewer than 
500,000 people to appropriate a "suffi­
cient sum" for the defense of indigent 
persons in felony cases. However, the 
law does not specify what that amount 
should be, nor does it provide for any 
state money for this purpose. 
III.Rev.Stat., ch. 34, par. 5609. 

14 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 113-3.1. 

15 DuPage County Court Annual Report 
1987(Wheaton, III.: 18th Judicial Circuit, 
1987), p. 20. 

16 Annual Report to the Supreme Court 
of Illinois (Springfield, III.: Administrative 
Office of the Illinois Courts, 1989). 

17 Cass County (along with Brown and 
Schuyler counties) contracts with a single 
attorney to provide public defense serv­
ices. Because the fee paid to this attor­
ney covers all of his expenses (including 
his salary), the percentage of Cass 
County spending on public defense that 
goes for compensation cannot be pre­
cisely measured. 

18 Lisa J. Mcintyre, The Public Defender: 
The Practice of Law in the Shadows of 
Repute (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1987), p. 92. 

19 Joan Jacoby, Case weighting Systems 
for Prosecutors: Guide!ines and Proce­
dures (Washington, D.C.: Nationallnsti­
tute of Justice, 1987). 
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20 Jacoby, 1987. 

21 National and statewide expenditure 
figures come from the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics' Jllstice Expenditure and Em­
ployment in the u.s. reports, which were 
published for the years 1971 through 
1979 and for 1985. "Legal services and 
prosecution" in this national survey in­
cludes "prosecuting attorney's offices, le­
gal departments, and all attorneys provid­
ing legal services for (the) government." 
The survey covers direct, current expen­
ditures. Direct expenditures are those di­
rectly paid for in a prosecution agency's 
budget, and not those paid for "indirectly" 
by another unit of government. Current 
expenditures are operational (as op­
posed to capital) expenditures. 

22 Although the detailed workload data 
that would be needed to calculate costs 
per case are not available in Illinois, 
some estimates of the cost of prosecut­
ing different types of cases in Cook 
County are presented here. 

23 The data in FINANCE 2-9 represent di­
rect expenditures from Cook County's 
Corporate Purposes Fund for different 
types of cases prosecuted in fiscal 1988. 
These figures are calculated by taking 
the total amount expended for each divi­
sion of the state's attorney's. office (as 
published in the Cook County Annual 
Appropriations Bill for FY1989) and divid­
ing it by the number of cases handled by 
that division. 

24 Total cases filed increased 73 per­
cent, from 1978 to 1988. The specific 
data on criminal cases filed in DuPage 
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County were obtained from a special 
analysis done for the Authority by the 
state's attorney's office. Because ofa 
change in the office's computer program 
in 1988, the quality of 1988 figures could 
not be determined. Therefore, 1989 fig­
ures were used for the comparisons of 
prosecution activity for different types of 
crimes (nee page 12 for further analysis 
of these data). Note that total cases filed 
refer to defendants, while the specific 
cases filed (by type of crime) refer to 
charges. 

25 Arrests for DUI increased 299 per­
cent, total DUI charges increased 2,237 
percent, and basic DUI charges in­
creased 1,011. Beginning in 1982, 
people arrested for DUI in DuPage 
County were often charged with two 
counts: "DUI over .10" and the basic DUI 
charge. Between 1982 and 1986, total 
DUI charges increased 217 percent, with 
"DUI over .10" increasing 429 percent 
and other DUI charges increasing 152 
percent. But from 1986 to 1989, while 
"DUI over .10" charges rose slightly, the 
number of other DUI charges dropped. 

26 DuPage County Office of the Clerk of 
the Circuit Court. 

27 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 53, par. 7. 

28 Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989, pp. 281-286. 

29 Horizon's Occupational Information, 
1990 edition (Springfield, III.: Illinois Oc­
cupationallnformation Coordinating 
Committee, 1990). 

30 Justice Expenditure and Employment 
in the U.S., 1985 (Washington, D.C.: Bu­
reau of Justice Statistics, 1989). 

31 The sharp increClse in public defense 
spending in the early 1970s can be attrib­
uted in part to the impact of the U.S. Su­
preme Court's 1972 decision in Argersin­
ger v .. Hamlin, which.required that per­
sons charged with crimes punishable by 
a possible prison sentence be afforded 
counsel even if they cannot afford it. 

32 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 208-10. 
These investigative and planning activi­
ties, however, account for only a small 
portion of the total expenditures of the 
state appellate defender's office. 

33 Criminal Defense for the Poor, 1986, 
1988. 

34 Joan Jacoby, Case weighting Systems 
for the Public Defender (Wa.shington, 
D.C.: National Legal Aid and Defender 
Association, 1985). 

35 These data were obtained from a spe­
cial analysis done for the Authority by the 
DuPage County State's Attorney's Office. 
Note that "cases filed" refer to charges, 
while arrest figures are based on the 
number of people arrested (see notes 24 
and 25). 

36 The 1984-1988 figures on public de­
fense activity in DuPage County come 
from the annual reports of the 18th Judi­
cial Circuit. Comparable data are not 
available for earlier years. 
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37 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 34, par. 5605. 

38 Prior to July 1, 1986, the public de­
fender could not be paid more than 80 
percent of the salary of the state's attor­
ney in any county. Now, regardless of 
county size, the public defender can 
make an amount equal to 100 percent of 
the state's attorney's salary. 

39 In many smaller counties, the salaries 
paid to public defenders do not necessar­
ily represent their total income: many of 
these public defenders have private law 
practices, or they receive a salary from 
more than one county. However, if a 
public defender in a county with at least 
30,000 people receives at least 90 per­
cent of the state's attorney's salary, state 
law prohibits the public defender from 
maintaining a private law practice. 

40 Justice Expenditure and Employment 
in the U.S., 1985,1989. 

41 Salary information was obtained from 
the Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bills for fiscal years 1971 and 1989. 
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An Overview of Felony Processing in Illinois 
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THE COURTS 

Overview 
Under the U.S. Constitution, the courts function-alongside 
the executive and legislative branches-as an independent 
branch of government, resolving disputes, interpreting 
laws, and applying sanctions to lawbreakers. In this capac­
ity, the courts are the final arbiters of the rules by which our 
society is governed-rules created by legislators and ad­
ministered by the elected officials and staff of the executive 
branch. The court system as a whole deals with a wide 
variety of matters, ranging from tax disputes to family and 
juvenile affairs to violent crimes. 

Illinois' criminal courts are based on an adversarial 
system, in which representatives of the state (prosecution 
attorneys from the county state's attorney's office) and 
representatives of the accused (defense attorneys) contest 
the facts of the case before an impartial judge or jury. A 
criminal case is brought to trial after a state's attorney has 
analyzed the arrest information provided by law enforce­
ment officials and decided to file charges against the de­
fendant. The judge presides over the proceedings, with 
broad powers to determine what evidence may be pre­
sented by either side. The judge also enforces the rules of 
the courtroom and sets the pace for the procedures. In 
applying these rulings, the judge draws on statutory law, on 
administrative rulings of the Illinois Supreme Court, and on 
precedents established in prior cases. 

In practice, the court's function entails making a 
series of decisions: Should the defendant be granted 
bond? What bond conditions and amounts should be set? 
Is there probable cause to believe the suspect committed 
the crime? Is the evidence sufficient to support a finding of 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt? If so, what is the appro­
priate sentence? Beyond these pretrial and trial responsi­
bilities, the courts in Illinois also have certain post-trial du­
ties, including the supervision of offenders on probation. 

This chapter explores trends and issues in how 
criminal courts in Illinois carry out their broad mission. 

CHAPTER 3 

HOW ARE STATE-LEVEL COURTS 
ORGANIZED IN ILLINOIS? 
In 1964, Illinois became the first state in the nation to adopt 
a truly unified court system-that is, a system with a uni­
form structure throughout the entire state and with central­
ized, rather than local, administration and rulemaking. 
Prior to the 1964 reorganization, Illinois had a variety of 
different courts, including justice-of-the-peace courts and 
police magistrate courts. Court unification eliminated all 
courts at the trial level except the Circuit courts, thus creat­
ing a single, unified, statewide court system. 

Illinois' court system has three tiers, with trial, 
intermediate appellate, and Supreme courts (Figure 3-1). 
The vast majority of felony and misdemeanor cases are 
heard and resolved in the trial-or Circuit-courts, the first 
tier in the system. Circuit courts are responsible for review­
ing the facts of a case and rendering a disposition. The 
second tier in the system is a single, intermediate court of 
appeals, and the third tier is the Illinois Supreme Court, 
which can have either original or appellate jurisdiction, 
depending on the case.1 While all 50 states have courts of 
last resort (which Illinois calls the Supreme Court), Illinois is 
one of only 38 states that have intermediate courts of ap­
peal. The Appellate and Supreme courts in Illinois are 
responsible for seeing that the law is properly interpreted 
and applied. 

Trial courts, which are located in each of the 
state's 102 counties, are organized into 22 judicial circuits 
(Figure 3-2).2 Judicial circuits contain up to 12 counties­
based on historical precedent-and in three of Illinois' most 
populous counties-Cook, DuPage, and Will-the county 
makes up a single judicial circuit. 

Within some circuits, responsibilities may be di­
vided between "lower-level" and "higher-level" trial courts. 
Under Illinois' unified court system, however, this distinction 
is purely administrative: cases heard in both types of 
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Figure 3-1 
The courts in Illinois are organized 
into three tiers. 

Supreme Court of 
Illinois 
(7 justices) 

I I I I 
1st Appellate 2nd Appellate 3rd Appellate 4th Appellate 5th Appellate 
District District District District District 
(23 justices) (8 justices) (5 justices) (6 justices) (7 justices) 

I I I L 
Cook County 15th Circuit 9th Circuit 5th Circuit 1st Circuit 
Circuit 

16th Circuit 10th Circuit 6th Circuit 2nd Circuit 

17th Circuit 12th Circuit 7th Circuit 3rd Circuit 

18th Circuit 13th Circuit 8th Circuit 4th Circuit 

19th Circuit 14th Circuit 11 th Circuit 20th Circuit 

21 st Circuit 

Note: These numbers reflect Supreme Court and Appellate Court justices who preside over both criminal and civil cases. The 
Appellate Court numbers include not only justices elected by the voters but also Circuit Court judges assigned to the Appellate 
Court by the Illinois Supreme Court as of November 1989. 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

courts are actually heard by the same Circuit Court. 
Lower-level trial courts are primarily responsible for proc­
essing misdemeanor cases, all the way from initial court 
hearings through trial and sentencing. These courts may 
also conduct bond and preliminary hearings in felony 
cases. Higher-level courts, on the other hand, generally 
conduct felony trials. 

In practice, the difference between higher- and 
lower-level trial courts depends on the size and complexity 
of the circuit. In circuits that hear relatively few criminal 
cases, all proceedings may take place in a single court 
where both circuit and associate judges preside over their 
respective functions. In Cook County, on the other hand, 
court functions and facilities are more strictly defined.3 

Because of the tremendous volume of cases it 
handles, the Circuit Court of Cook County is divided into 
two departments: the Municipal Department and the 
County Department (Figure 3-3). The Municipal Depart­
ment consists of six geographic districts, which are further 
divided into Criminal and Civil divisions. In the 1 st Munici­
pal District, which encompasses the City of Chicago, spe­
cialized preliminary hearing courts have been established. 
Each of these courts concentrates on cases involving par­
ticular offenses, such as homicide, auto theft, and sexual 
assault. In addition, the 1 st Municipal District has a prelimi­
nary hearing court that deals exclusively with repeat of-
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fenders. Generally, the types of criminal proceedings 
heard in the Municipal Department are either misdemeanor 
cases or felony preliminary hearings. 

Felony cases bound over for trial are heard in the 
County Department's Criminal Division. These cases are 
heard in Chicago and in four suburban locations.4 The 
Criminal Division, in conjunction with the Cook County 
State's Attorney's Office, also operates the Career Criminal 
Program, which focuses on the identification and prosecu­
tion of habitual offenders. Besides the Criminal Division, 
the County Department has seven other divisions: the 
Chancery, CountY,5 Domestic Relations, Juvenile, Law, 
Probate, and Support divisions. 

HOW ARE CIRCUIT JUDGES 
SELECTED AND RETAINED? 
The Illinois Supreme Court allots each judicial circuit a cer­
tain number of elected circuit judges and appointed associ­
ate judges. The number of elected judgeships for each 
circuit is set by statute, and the number of associate judge­
ships is regulated by a formula based on population den­
sity. The Illinois General Assembly may create additional 
judgeships, which are then allocated by the Supreme 
Court, among the ranks of associate judges in response to 
needs identified in the analysis of court workloads. Circuits 
often petition the Supreme Court to increase their associ-
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Figure 3-2 
Illinois courts are organized into 22 judicial circuits and five appellate districts. 

Number Number of 
of circuit associate 

Circuit judges* judges* 

Cook 
County 177 182 
1 14 6 
2 15 4 
3 9 8 
4 12 6 
5 10 4 
6 12 11 
7 11 10 
8 11 5 
9 9 6 
10 10 11 
11 9 7 
12 6 12 
13 7 5 
14 12 9 
15 8 5 
16 11 12 
17 8 10 
18 10 19 
19 10 17 
20 12 11 
21 6 3 

* As of November 1989 

Note: These numbers reflect circuit and 
associate judges who preside over both 
criminal and civil cases. 

ate judgeships on this basis. 
As a rule, each circuit judge, elected to a six-year 

term by the voters in that judicial circuit, presides over one 
trial court. When a circuit judgeship falls vacant, for ex­
ample, because of the death of a judge, a temporary ap­
pointment to fill the position can be made by the Supreme 
Court of Illinois. Such vacancies, as well as newly created 
judgeships, are permanently filled by candidates nominated 
in partisan primary elections and elected in the next gen­
eral election. Once the term of a judge who has been pre­
viously elected expires, the judge may submit his or her 
name to the voters, without an opposing candidate, on the 
sole question of whether the judge should be retained for 
another six-year term. To be retained, sitting judges must 
receive affirmative votes from at least 60 percent of those 
voting on the matter. 

Judicial election remains controversial. Some 
critics argue that running for elected office involves judges 
in political matters that can threaten their independence. 
But others contend that appointment of judges can exclude 
women, minorities, and political independents from consid-

CHAPTER 3 

.. 1 st Appellate District 

2nd Appellate District -3rd Appellate District 

~~fy'g~ 4th Appellate District -5th Appellate District 

Source: Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts 

eration. Legislation that became effective in September 
19896 attempts to address the issue of minority representa­
tion on the bench in Cook County by creating 15 subdis­
tricts for judicial election within the county. Formerly, 
judges in Cook County were elected at large. Under the 
new law, judicial candidates may stand for election from 
each of the 15 smaller local districts. This change not only 
increases the number of elected appellate and circuit 
judges within Cook County, but offers smaller constituen­
cies an opportunity to elect judges who will be representa­
tive of their communities. 

In addition to elected judges, each circuit also has 
a certain number of appointed associate judges, who are 
usually limited to duties within the lower-level trial courts? 
In November 1989, there were 389 circuit judges and 363 
associate judges in Illinois. An additional 49 associate 
judgeships have been authorized but have not yet been 
assigned to circuits by the Supreme Court. 

Approximately 48 percent of the state's circuit and 
associate judges serve in the Cook County Circuit Court, 
which is not only the largest judicial circuit in Illinois but 
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Figure 3-3 
The Circuit Court of Cook County consists of 
County and Municipal judicial departments and 
various non.judicial offices. 

Chief Judge 

I I Judiciary I Non-judicial offices 
I 

I Adult Probation 

I I Jury Commissioners 

Municipal Department County Department Juvenile Court Services 

1 st Municipal District Chancery Division 

2nd Municipal District County Division 

3rd Municipal District Criminal Division 

4th Municipal District Domestic Relations 

5th Municipal District Division 

6th Municipal District 

Source: Circuit Court of Cook County 

also, along with Los Angeles County, one of the two largest 
general jurisdiction trial courts in ttle country.a 

In addition to statutorily allocated judges and ap­
pointed associate judges, the equivalent of approximately 
eight additional full-time judgeships are filled by sitting 
judges from other districts assigned temporarily to Cook 
County by the Supreme Court. These judges, who nor­
mally preside in other counties, are used to assist Cook 
County judges in meeting the heavy caseload demands of 
that circuit. In recent years, the collar counties around 
Cook County have also benefitted from the temporary as­
signment of judges from other circuits. However, as 
caseloads have increased in other parts of the state, such 
temporary assignments have become less frequent and of 
shorter duration. And although circuit judges in very large, 
mUlti-county districts may have a smaller volume of cases 
than judges in Cook County, they must often travel great 
distances to provide services. The 4th Circuit, for example, 
with an area of 5,359 square miles, is larger than the state 
of Connecticut. 

To help administer the courts, the circuit judges in 
each circuit select from within their ranks a chief judge who, 
subject to the authority of the Illinois Supreme Court, has 
certain administrative powers for the circuit. For example, 
the chief judge has the right to establish general or special­
ized divisions of the court for administrative purposes. 
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Psychiatric Institute 

Juvenile Division Public Defender 

Law Division Public Guardian 

Probate Division Social Service 

Support Division 

HOW ARE ILLINOIS' APPELLATE AND 
SUPREME COURTS ORGANIZED? 
The Illinois Appellate Court is the first court of appeal for all 
criminal cases except those involving the death penalty 
(which are automatically appealed directly from the Circuit 
Court to the Illinois Supreme Court) and those criminal 
appeals in which an applicable federal or state statute has 
been held invalid. Either the defense or the prosecution 
may appeal rulings of the trial court. However, because 
the law protects a defendant from being tried twice for the 
same crime, the prosecution cannot appeal a not-guilty 
judgment.9 

The main function of both the Appellate and Su­
preme courts in Illinois is to ensure that the trial court cor­
rectly interpreted the law in a given case. For example, the 
defense may argue before the Appellate Court that uncon­
stitutionally obtained evidence was admitted by the trial 
court. The Appellate Court can take one of several actions 
on such an appeal. It can deny the petition for appeal out­
right. Or, if the court decides the appeal has merit, it can 
affirm, reverse, modify, or vacate the original decision, or it 
can remand the case back to the lower court for reconsid­
eration. In the latter instance, the Appellate Court may 
order a new trial, but specify that the questionable evidence 
that had been introduced in the first trial be held inadmis­
sible in the new trial. Under certain limited circumstances, 
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decisions of the Appellate Court can be appealed to the 
Illinois Supreme Court, the highest court in the state.10 

The Illinois Appellate Court is divided into five judi­
cial districts. Except for the 1 st District, which covers only 
Cook County, each appellate district includes either five or 
six judicial circuits (see Figure 3-2). Appellate Court justices 
are elected to 1 a-year terms by the voters in their districts in 
a process similar to that used for Circuit Court judges. In 
November 1989, there were 49 justices presiding over the 
Illinois Appellate Court: 23 in the 1 st Appellate District, 8 in 
the 2nd, 5 in the 3rd, 6 in the 4th, and 7 in the 5th.11 

Seven justices sit on the Illinois Supreme Court. 
Each Supreme Court justice is elected, in a process similar 
to that used for appellate and circuit judges, to a 1 a-year 
term from one of the five appellate districts: three Supreme 
Court justices are elected from the 1 st District, and one 
justice is elected from each of the other four districts. Su­
preme Court justices preside jointly over all cases that 
come before the Court. 

In addition to its role as the state's highest court, 
the Supreme Court oversees the operations of all subordi­
nate courts in the state. Illinois' courts are administered by 
the chief justice of the Supreme Court, who is elected by 
the seven Supreme Court justices. In this administrative 
role, the chief justice is assisted by the director of the Ad­
ministrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC). Among its 
administrative duties, the Illinois Supreme Court sets forth 
rules for trial procedures and appeals, and can assign addi­
tional judges to the Appellate and Circuit courts. Although 
the lower courts have some degree of autonomy, final au­
thority for their administration and operation rests with the 
state Supreme Court. 

HOW IS JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT 
INVESTIGATED AND HANDLED? 
One reason that circuit and appellate judges are elected, 
rather than appointed, is to help promote judicial accounta­
bility to the people by providing a mechanism to remove 
judges who have failed to maintain standards of judicial 
conduct or who have become incapacitated by age or ill­
ness. A second mechanism of judicial accountability-the 
Judicial Inquiry Board-was instituted in 1971 by the new 
Illinois Constitution. The board is composed of two circuit 
judges appointed by the Supreme Court and three lawyers 
and four non-lawyer citizens appointed by the Governor. It 
is mandated to receive, investigate, and initiate complaints 
against any member of the Illinois judiciary. The board may 
then file those complaints before the Illinois Courts Commis­
sion. The commission is composed of five judges, selected 
from the Supreme, Appellate, and circuit courts. Following 
an investigation and hearing, the commission may remove, 
suspend, censure, or reprimand the accused judge. 

Between 1972 and November 1989, 44 complaints 
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were filed against members of the Illinois judiciary. Three 
judges have been removed, 11 have been suspended for 
varying periods of time, three have been censured, and 1 a 
have been reprimanded. Ten complaints have been dis­
missed outright, and seven others have been dismissed 
following resignations, completion of a term, or a failed re­
election attempt. Thus, only a small fraction of 1 percent of 
all the judges who have served in Illinois in the past 18 
years have received some form of sanction from the com­
mission.12 

Judges can also be removed from office as the 
result of a criminal conviction. As of August 1989, the 
Greylord Investigation of court corruption in Cook County, 
for example, produced convictions on criminal charges of 
17 associate and circuit judges, some of whom received 
long prison terms. As a result of these convictions, each 
judge was automatically removed from office. Vacancies 
created in this way are filled by appointment or election. 

HOW ARE THE FEDERAL COURTS 
ORGANIZED IN ILLINOIS? 
Like Illinois' state courts, the federal court system has three 
tiers. The lowest tier is made up of the 94 U.S. District 
courts nationwide, which are organized along state lines. 
These courts serve as the trial courts of original jurisdiction 
in federal matters, such as offenses that occur on federal 
property or that affect interstate commerce, interstate 
crimes such as drug trafficking, and criminal offenses re­
lated to national security. Three U.S. District courts are 
located in Illinois: the Northern District, which is administra­
tively based in Chicago; the Central District, based in 
Springfield; and the Southern District, based in East St. 
Louis. 

Judicial candidates for the District Court are nomi­
nated by the President and must be confirmed by the U.S. 
Senate. Their appointments are for life. In addition to 
these federal judges, U.S. magistrates also serve in the 
District courts. U.S. magistrates are civil officers, appointed 
by the District Court judges to eight-year terms, and are 
vested with limited judicial powers. Serving as adjuncts to 
federal judges, magistrates perform various courtroom 
duties. They preside over civil jury trials and criminal trials 
for minor offenses.13 

The 12 circuits of the U.S. Court of Appeals consti­
tute the intermediate court of appeal at the federal level. 
Illinois is located in the 7th U.S. Circuit, which also covers 
Wisconsin and Indiana. Like candidates for the District 
Court, judicial candidates for the Circuit Court of Appeals 
are nominated by the President and must be confirmed by 
the Senate. They also serve for life. Decisions of the Cir­
cuit Court of Appeals can be appealed further to the U.S. 
Supreme Court, although such appeals are rarely granted. 

The U.S. Supreme Court is the highest court in the 
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nation. It hears certain appeals from both state supreme 
courts (or state appellate courts of last resort) and the U.S. 
Circuit Court of Appeals. Relying on a set of legal and cus­
tomary requirements that have evolved over the years, the 
U.S. Supreme Court exercises wide discretion over 
whether or not to hear appeals. Historically, the Court has 
decided cases involving the most important and far-reach­
ing policy questions of the day, based on its interpretation 
of the U.S. Constitution. The Supreme Court's nine jus­
tices-eight associate justices and one chief justice-are 
nominated by the President and are confirmed by the Sen­
ate to lifetime appointments on the Court. 

WHAT ARE THE MAIN RESPONSIBILITIES 
OF TRIAL COUR'!"S IN ILLINOIS? 
At both the state and federal levels, there are important 
differences between the trial and appellate courts. Trial 
courts are concerned with making legal determinations 
based on the facts of a particular case. Appellate courts 
review the laws involved in the trial court's decision and 
how those laws were applied in reaching a decision. Be­
cause the appellate courts can review past court decisions 
and legal statutes, their decisions can have a tremendous 
impact on public policy as well. 

In Illinois, the role of the criminal trial courts ex­
tends far beyond their responsibility to conduct trials. Be­
fore charges are ever filed against a defendant, for ex­
ample, law enforcement authorities may go before a judge 
seeking an arrest warrant or a search warrant. Even after 
an offender has been convicted and sentenced, the courts 
may still be involved in the case because in Illinois the 
courts administer both probation and the supervision of 
defendants on conditional discharge. Nevertheless, the 
most visible criminal court functions-and the ones requir­
ing the most resources-are the range of events from pre­
trial procedures through sentencing. 

Figure 3-4 
More than half of all felony arrests nationwide 
result in convictions. 

Typical outcome of 100 felony arrests brought by police for 
prosecution 

100 arrests 
brought by 
police for 
prosecution 

5 diverted 
or referred 

22 rejected 
at screening 

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics 
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WHAT ARE THE COURTS' PRETRIAL 
RESPONSIBILITIES? 
Beginning with the commission of a crime, the movement 
of a case through the criminal justice system is a lengthy 
process of elimination. At each stage of the criminal justice 
process, some suspects or defendants drop out of the 
system, and an ever smaller number proceed to the next 
stage. A 1986 study of felony arrests in 28 U.S. jurisdic­
tions determined that 12 of every 100 arrests for serious 
crimes result in a defendant being sent to prison14 (Figure 
3-4). Because Illinois criminal justice agencies have not 
yet implemented an offender-based tracking system, and 
because the disposition data currently gathered are incom­
plete, comparable outcomes of arrests for felonies or other 
crimes in the state are not known. Nevertheless, the steps 
in the judicial process, and the points at which defendants 
can exit the system, are the same as in the national study. 

Three key stages of any criminal trial-the bond 
hearing, the preliminary hearing, and arraignment-occur 
early on in the judicial process. Although the three are dis­
tinct court functions, they often overlap (for example, the 
bond hearing and preliminary hearing can occur at the 
same proceeding, although a separate, formal arraignment 
is required): 

• Bond hearing. In a typical felony case, the first time 
the defendant appears in court is at a bond hearing.15 

During this hearing, the defendant is notified of the 
specific charges that have been filed. Then the judge, 
using available information about the charges, the 
defendant's criminal history, and other factors, sets a 
bond designed to ensure the defendant will appear for 
subsequent court dates. 

Bond decisions typically involve two parts: the setting 
of a bond type and an associated amount of money. A 
defendant charged with a serious felony offense usu-

52 disposed 
'-----1 by guilty plea 

18 sentenced to 
incarceration of 
1 year or less 

12 sentenced to 
incarceration of 
more than 1 year 

24 sentenced 
to probation or 
other conditions 
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ally receives a detainer bond, commonly referred to as 
a D-bond. In most cases, the defendant is required to 
post in cash 10 percent of the full bond amount set by 
the court. Otherwise, the defendant will usually be de­
tained in the county jail until the case is resolved or until 
a judge subsequently reduces the bond and it is met. 

Illinois is one of a growing number of jurisdictions that 
allow judges making bond decisions to consider the 
danger a defendant may pose to the community if re­
leased before trial. A 1986 amendment to the Illinois 
Constitution, and the legislation that followed, permit 
judges to deny bail to defendants charged with certain 
types of serious crimes if the presumption of guilt is 
great and if the defendant would pose a risk to the 
community if released.16 Previously, judges were al­
lowed to consider defendant dangerousness only in 
setting bond amounts. Bail may also be denied when 
the risk of the defendant fleeing is great, such as when 
the death sentence or life imprisonment is possible 
upon conviction. Defendants who violate the condi­
tions of their parole or mandatory supervised release, 
or who have outstanding arrest warrants, may also be 
held without bond. 

A defendant charged with either a misdemeanor or a 
less serious felony, and who is deemed likely to appear 
at future court proceedings, may be released on an in­
dividual recognizance bond, commonly called an /­
bond. A defendant released on an I-bond is not re­
quired to post any money, but may remain liable to the 
court flJr a specified bond amount if the defendant fails 
to appear at subsequent court proceedings. 

• Preliminary hearing. A state's attorney, working with 
police investigators' reports, can present a summary of 
facts pertaining to a charge directly to a judge. The 
summary is called an information. If a felony case is ini­
tiated by an information, a preliminary hearing must be 
held to establish probable causeY At this hearing, a 
judge determines if the charges the state's attorney has 
filed against the defendant warrant further action by the 
court. Probable cause is established when the judge 
determines first, that the offense occurred, and second, 
that it is reasonable to assume the defendant was re­
sponsible for the crime. If the judge finds no probable 
cause at the preliminary hearing, charges against the 
defendant are dismissed. If a case is initiated through a 
grand jury indictment, the grand jury has established 
probable cause in arriving at its decision. 

• Arraignment. If probable cause is found, the defen­
dant will then be arraigned. During arraignment, the 
defendant is formally charged with one or more of­
fenses. The defendant enters an initial plea, either 
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guilty or not guilty. If the defendant pleads guilty, the 
case proceeds directly to sentencing; otherwise, a trial 
date is set. Because the bond hearing and preliminary 
hearing are often handled together, it is not unusual for 
a defendant to plead guilty at the first court appearance. 
However, the plea becomes official only at arraignment. 

It is just prior to the arraignment that most plea bargain­
ing occurs. A plea of guilty may be exchanged for a 
dismissal of some charges in a multiple-charge indict­
ment, for a reduced sentence, or for some specialized 
dispositions, such as diversion to a treatment program 
for alcohol or drug abuse. Guilty pleas may also be en­
tered in exchange for a reduction of charge-for ex­
ample, from a Class 1 to a Class 2 felony, or, occasion­
ally, from a felony to a misdemeanor. 

Rules laid down by the Illinois Supreme Court govern 
plea bargaining procedures throughout the state. A 
plea bargaining proposal is generally initiated by the de­
fense, but may be introduced by either side. If the 
prosecutor and the defense attorney can come to an 
agreement, the substance of the case and the tentative 
bargain are put before the judge at a case conference. 
(If the defendant agrees to a case conference, he or 
she waives the right to ask for a substitution of judges if 
the conference does not produce a favorable bargain.) 
The judge must approve any agreement, and the de­
fendant may then accept it or request a trial. 

Plea bargaining can benefit both the defendant and the 
court system. The accused may enter a plea in order to 
limit the maximum potential penalty he or she is facing. 
Such agreements can benefit the system by resolving 
cases that would be difficult, time-consuming, and ex­
pensive to try. 

WHEN DOES A CASE GO TO TRIAL? 
The defendant's plea determines whether or not the case 
goes to trial. If the defendant pleads not guilty, preparations 
for a trial begin. Before the actual trial starts, however, 
there may be a series of pretrial hearings, initiated by either 
the prosecution or the defense. These hearings seek judi­
cial rulings on issues such as the admissibility of evidence, 
the legality of the arrest, or the appropriateness of the bond 
amount. Motions to dismiss the case or plea conferences 
may also take place during pretrial hearings. 

Under both the U.S. and Illinois constitutions, every 
defendant is guaranteed the right to a trial by a jury of his or 
her peers. The defendant also has the option of waiving 
this right and opting instead for a trial before a judge-a 
bench trial. 

In addition, the 6th and 14th amendments to the 
U.S. Constitution guarantee defendants the right to a 
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speedy and public trial. The U.S. Supreme Court has es­
tablished four factors for the courts to weigh in determining 
whether a defendant has been denied the right to a speedy 
trial: (1) length of the delay, (2) reason for the delay, (3) 
whether the defendant asserted a right to a speedy trial, 
and (4) whether the delay prejudiced the case against the 
defendant. 

Under Illinois law, a defendant held in pretrial de­
tention must be brought to trial within 120 days after being 
taken into custody, or within 160 days after being released 
on bond, unless delays are caused by the defense.18 If the 
court finds that a prosecution request for additional time 
before going to trial is reasonable, the court may continue 
the case for no more than 60 additional days. If the court 
ultimately finds that the defendant was denied the right to a 
speedy trial, it must discharge the defendant from custody 
or bail obligations and dismiss all charges. 

HOW ARE JURIES CHOSEN? 
In Illinois, juries traditionally have been selected from lists 
of registered voters, or from lists of voters merged with lists 
of licensed drivers, and assigned by county to a particular 
courthouse. Starting July 1 , 1990, however, all Illinois ju­
ries except those in Cook County will be selected from a list 
of both licensed drivers and voters.19 The administration of 
jury duty varies among jurisdictions. In some localities, a 
telephone call-in system is used. Under this system, pro­
spective jurors are notified by mail that they must be avail­
able for jury duty on a particular date; persons then call in 
to see whether their attendance at the courthouse is 
needed on the date they were assigned. In other jurisdic­
tions, prospective jurors must report to the courthouse 
every day during a term which varies by county, until they 
are either assigned to a trial-and then either accepted or 
rejected-or until they are relieved of service after the term 
is over. 

A jury selection system called one day-one trial is 
used in both large and small Circuit courts in 12 counties, 
including the Circuit Court of Cook County.20 The one 
day-one trial system not only eliminates many of the incon­
veniences associated with serving on a jury, but also has 
proven to be economical. Under the system, prospective 
jurors must report to the courthouse on the day they are 
assigned. If a person is selected for jury service on that 
day, he or she continues to serve through the duration of 
the trial. If the person is not selected by the end of the day, 
the prospective juror is relieved from further service for one 
year or until selected randomly again from the list of poten­
tial jurors, whichever is later. 

In most jury trials, 12 jurors and two alternates are 
chosen by the prosecuting and defense attorneys. In DUI 
and criminal misdemeanor cases, only six jurors and two 
alternates may be selected, while in very complex felony 
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cases, more than two alternates may be impaneled. Both 
the prosecutor and the defense attorney are allowed to 
challenge the acceptance of a certain number of jurors 
without stating a reason-called peremptory challenges. In 
cases in which the death penalty is possible, each side is 
allowed 14 peremptory challenges; in cases punishable by 
imprisonment, seven each; and in all other cases, five 
each.21 Each side may also challenge an unlimited number 
of jurors for cause by stating a specific reason for the chal­
lenge. This type of challenge must be decided by the 
judge. 

Once the trial is completed, the jurors are in­
structed by the court to return a verdict-either guilty or not 
guilty-on each offense ttle defendant is charged with. If 
the defendant's sanity has been at issue in the case, the 
judge may issue instructions to the jury on two additional 
possible verdicts: guilty but mentally ill and not guilty by 
reason of insanity (see page 139). All jury decisions must 
be unanimous. 

HOW ARE SENTENCES IMPOSED? 
If a defendant is found guilty of at least one charge, the 
court must then sentence the offender. In most cases, the 
judge imposes the sentence during a separate sentencing 
hearing. The death penalty can be imposed upon the mo­
tion of the prosecutor, by unanimous decision of the jury, or 
by a judge acting alone following a bench trial. 22 

Many factors influence the sentencing of defen­
dants by the court-the prevailing philosophy toward sen­
tencing aims, the type and severity of the crime committed, 
the offender's criminal and social history, the type of sen­
tencing structure being used by the state, and any legisla­
tion affecting sentencing practices. According to a 1987 
national survey, the purpose for criminal punishment the 
public favors most is "special deterrence"-sentencing to 
scare or educate the offender about the likely conse­
quences of continuing to commit crimes.23 Other common 
aims identified by the survey, in order of their popularity, 
include rehabilitation of criminals, incapacitation of crimi­
nals, and retribution. 

The type of crime committed weighs heavily in 
influencing the type of sentence that is imposed. In Illinois, 
felony and misdemeanor offenses are classified for sen­
tencing purposes by degree of severity. In decreasing 
order of severity, these classifications are first-degree mur­
der; Class X felonies; Class 1,2,3, and 4 felonies; and 
Class A, B, and C misdemeanors (see Figure 3-5 for ex­
amples of crimes within the different statutory classes). 
Petty offenses are not classified for sentencing purposes. 
All first-degree murder offenses where the death penalty is 
not imposed, almost all Class X offenses,24 and certain 
Class 1 and 2 felonies carry mandatory prison sentences. 
For other felonies, Illinois law states that a sentence of pro-
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Figure 3-5 
Illinois' criminal code defines nine classes 
of felony and misdemeanor offenses. 

Examples of the offenses in each classification (for a complete 
list, see chapter 38 of the Illinois Revised Statutes) 

First-degree murder 

Class X felony 
Attempted first-degree 

murder 
Aggravated criminal sexual 

assault 
Armed robbery 
Aggravated kidnapping (for 

ransom) 
Home invasion 
Controlled substance 

trafficking (under certain 
conditions) 

Class 1 felony 
Aggravated kidnapping 

(not for ransom) 
Second-degree murder 
Attempted armed robbery 
Residential burglary 
Robbery of elderly or handi-

capped person 

Class 2 felony 
Arson 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Manufacture/delivery of more 

than 500 grams cannabis 
Aggravated criminal sexual 

abuse 
Motor vehicle theft 
Knowing transmission of 

human immunodefi­
ciency virus 

Class 3 felony 
Aggravated battery 
Forgery 
Theft (more than $300, but 

less than $10,000) 
Involuntary manslaughter 
Reckless homicide 
Bookmaking 

Class 4 felony 
Child abduction 
Computer fraud 
Threatening public officials 
Patronizing a juvenile 

prostitute 

Class A misdemeanor 
Retail theft 
Gambling 
Criminal damage to property 

(less than $300) 
Criminal sexual abuse 
Ethnic intimidation 
Reckless conduct 
Battery 
Violation of order of 

protection 

Class B misdemeanor 
Manufacture/delivery of less 

than 2.5 grams cannabis 
Computer tampering (no data 

obtained) 
Criminal damage to fire 

hydrants 

Class C misdemeanor 
Criminal trespass to land 

bation or conditional discharge shall be imposed unless the 
offender's imprisonment is necessary for the protection of 
the public or unless, in the court's opinion, a sentence of 
probation or conditional discharge would underrate the se­
riousness of the offender's conduct.25 Sentences imposed 
on defendants convicted of misdemeanors are generally 
less severe than those imposed for felonies: the maximum 
sentence length for misdemeanors-either incarceration or 
probation-cannot exceed one year. 

Another factor influencing sentencing in Illinois is 
the state's determinate sentencing structure, which went 
into effect in February 1978. Illinois is one of only 10 states 
that use determinate sentencing.26 Determinate sentencing 
was adopted in Illinois in an effort to reduce disparity in 
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sentencing practices and to increase the certainty and de­
terrent effect of criminal penalties. 

Under the old, indeterminate sentencing system, 
each convicted felon sentenced to incarceration was given 
a prison term defined as a range of years (for example,S to 
15 years). Judges generally had substantial discretion in 
establishing the specific sentence range for each offender. 
The state's paroling authority also had discretion in deter­
mining an offender's eligibility for parole and his or her ac­
tual release date from prison. 

Under determinate sentencing, the sentencing 
options judges have, and the sentence lengths they may 
impose, are narrowly defined by statute. State law identifies 
the range of allowable prison and probation sentences for 
different statutory classes of offenses (Figure 3-6). Gener­
ally, a judge may impose a prison or probation sentence of 
a specific number of years, as long as it falls within the 
statutorily defined range for the offense in question. The 
choice of a sentence within that range is based on the pres­
ence of aggravating circumstances-for example, the of­
fender has a history of prior criminal activity, caused serious 
harm, or victimized a physically handicapped person-or 
mitigating circumstances-the offender acted under sirong 
provocation, has no prior criminal history, or did not cause 
serious harm. A judge may impose a prison sentence out­
side the normal range if an offender qualifies for an ex­
tended term. 

In addition to determinate sentencing, several other 
state laws have affected sentencing practices in Illinois in 
recent years. For instance, state law allows "habitual of­
fenders" to be sentenced to natural life imprisonment.27 

Depending on the circumstances of the crime, certain drug 
crimes can also be upgraded to more serious offenses. For 
example, the manufacture or delivery of a controlled or 
counterfeit substance can be upgraded from a Class 1 fel­
ony to a Class X felony if the offense took place on or near 
school property.28 Similarly, an offender convicted of calcu­
lated criminal cannabis conspiracy following one or more 
previous convictions under this section of the Cannabis 
Control Act can be sentenced as a Class 1 felon.29 

WHAT ARE THE SPECIFIC SENTENCING 
OPTIO~1S IN ILLINOIS'? 
Illinois law sets forth seven basic sentencing options that 
may be imposed, either alone or in combination with one 
another, on offenders cG!wicted in lIIinois:30 

• Probation. The most frequently used sentencing op­
tion in Illinois-and across the nation-is probation, 
although it is not permitted for many serious crimes in 
Illinois.31 An offender sentenced to probation is re­
leased to the community under certain court-ordered 
conditions, including the supervision by a probation 
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Figure 3-6 
Illinois law spells out specific sentence lengths for 
different statutory classes of offenses. 

Sentence term ranges as of January 1989 
Mandatory time spent 

Probation term Imprisonment term 

on Mandatory Supervised 
Release following release 
from prison 

Crime 
classification 

Without aggravating 
circumstances 

With aggravating 
circumstances 

First-degree murder Not applicable 20-60 years Death penalty' Not applicable 
Natural life imprisonment** Not applicable 
60-1 00 years 3 years 

Habitual offenders Not app!icable Natural life Natural life Not applicable 

Class X felony Not apnlicable 6-30 years 30-60 years 3 years 

Class 1 felony 4 years or less 4-15 years 15-30 years 2 years 

Class 2 felony 4 years or less 3-7 years 7-14 years 2 years 

Class 3 felony 30 months or less 2-5 years 5-10 years 1 year 

Class 4 felony 30 months or less 1-3 years 3-6 years 1 year 

Class A misdemeanor 1 year or less Less than 1 year Less than 1 year Not applicable 

Class B misdemeanor 1 year or less 6 months or less 6 months or less Not applicable 

Class C misdemeanor 1 year or less 30 days or less 30 days or less Not applicable 

* In eligible cases only, where the prosecutor seeks the death penalty and it is imposed by unanimous decision of the jury. 
** In cases where the defendant is eligible for the death penalty or cases in which the offense was accompanied by exceptionally 
brutal or heinous behavior. 

Source: Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38 

officer. In Illinois, probation officers are employees of 
the judicial branch of state government working for the 
Circuit Court in one or more counties. The Administra­
tive Office of the Illinois Courts, through its Probation 
Division, is responsible for developing probation pro­
grams throughout the state. 

Like prison sentences, sentences of probation vary 
depending on the on·ense committed, but the sen­
tences must fall within ranges established by state 
statute for different crimes (see Figure 3-6). While on 
probation, the offendpr must meet the court-ordered 
conditions of the sentence and must not commit any 
new criminal offenses. If the court determines that a 
violation of probation was committed, the court can 
revoke the defendant's probation and impose a term of 
imprisonment or any other sentence available for the 
original offense. In recent years, the use of specially 
trained probation officers has extended the option of 
probation sentences to many types of offenders with 
special needs, who would formerly have been incarcer­
ated. Officers trained to closely supervise smaller 
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caseloads of mentally ill, mentally retarded, and sub­
stance-abusing offenders now operate in several areas 
of the state. 

• Periodic imprisonment. Periodic imprisonment is a 
sentence that is more punitive than probation but less 
punitive than regular imprisonment: in fact, periodic 
imprisonment is usually ordered as a condition of pro­
bation. Periodic imprisonment can be used for the 
same crimes for which a sentence of probation is al­
lowed (although Class 1 felons can receive periodic 
imprisonment only as a condition of probation). A sen­
tence of periodic imprisonment allows the offender to 
be released from confinement during certain hours of 
the day or certain days of the week, as directed by the 
court. This type of sentence may be imposed for sev­
eral reasons-to allow an offender to seek employ­
ment, to work, attend to family needs, go to school, 
obtain medical or psychological treatment, or for any 
other purpose identified by the court. 

• Conditional discharge. With a sentence of condi­
tional discharge, like probation, the offender is released 
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to the community under certain court-ordered and 
statutory conditions.32 In Cook County, offenders sen­
tenced to conditional discharge report to caseworkers 
employed by the Circuit Court's Social SeNice Depart­
ment. Most courts in Illinois sentence offenders to 
conditional discharge when probationary supeNision is 
deemed unnecessary. 

• Incarceration. Incarceration is the confinement of a 
convicted criminal in a prison or jail to seNe a court­
imposed sentence. Under Illinois' determinate sen­
tencing law, there are ranges of prison sentences that 
may be imposed for different crimes. Within each 
range, a judge may impose a specific sentence based 
on aggravating or mitigating circumstances. If aggra­
vating factors are present, the judge may extend the 
sentence beyond the usual range, within specified 
limits. For example, offenders convicted of first-degree 
murder must be sentenced to not less than 20 years 
nor more than 60 years. But if the court finds that the 
crime was accompanied by brutal or heinous behavior, 
or that any other aggravating factors were present, the 
offender may be sentenced to an extended term of not 
less than 60 years and not more than 1 00 years.33 

• Repair of criminal damage to property. An offender 
can be ordered to clean up or repair any damage to 
property caused by his or her criminal actions. 

• Fines. Fines are often used in combination with an­
other type of sentence. The offender is ordered by the 
court to pay a fine which cannot exceed the limit estab­
lished by state law for the type of offense committed.34 

• Restitution. When restitution is ordered by the court, 
the offender is usually required to pay the victim for 
physical or monetary damage incurred as a result of 
the offender's criminal act, or to provide seN ices in lieu 
of money. Under a state law that took effect in January 
1988, courts must order restitution in all crimes against 
anyone aged 65 or older in which there is bodily injury 
or damage to their property.35 Like fines, restitution is 
often used in combination with another type of sen­
tence, such as probation. However, neither restitution 
nor a fine can be the sole disposition for a felony; these 
sentences can be imposed only in conjunction with 
another disposition. 

These are the seven basic sentencing options 
under Illinois law. One way judges can more precisely 
tailor sentences to the individual defendant and the specific 
crime committed is by ordering the defendant to comply 
with specific conditions of the sentence. For example, a 
judge can order an offender sentenced to conditional dis­
charge to attend a drug or alcohol treatment program or to 
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perform community seNice as a condition of his or her 
sentence. 

Except for sentences of natural life, every sen­
tence of imprisonment includes a post-release term in 
which the offender is rElleased to the community but is sub­
ject to the rules and regulations of the Illinois Prisoner Re­
view Board. The length of this supeNision period-called 
mandatory supeNised release for those offenders sen­
tenced after February 1, 1978-is also determined by state 
law, depending on the crime (see Figure 3-6). 

UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES IS THE 
DEATH PENAL TV A SENTENCING OPTION? 
In Illinois, the death penalty is allowed under very narrowly 
defined circumstances for the most heinous crimes. Since 
June 1977, the current version of Illinois' death penalty has 
been a sentencing option for certain defendants convicted 
of murder who were aged 18 or older at the time of the 
crime. State law allows the prosecutor to seek the death 
penalty against a defendant convicted of one or more of 
the following crimes: 

• Murder of more than one person 

• Murder of an on-duty police officer, jail guard, or fire-
fighter 

• Murder of a prison inmate 

• Murder of a person under 12 years of age 

• Murder of a witness in a pending court case 

• Murder by contract 

• Murder during the commission of a highjacking or an­
other felony such as robbery,' sexual assault, arson, 
burglary, or certain violations of the Controlled Sub­
stances AcP6 

• Murder committed in a cold, calculated, and premedi­
tated manner37 

One unique feature of Illinois' death penalty law is 
that it gives prosecutors discretion over whether or not to 
seek the death penalty in eligible cases after the defendant 
has been convicted. In most states, the prosecutor de­
cides about seeking the death penalty at the time charges 
are filed (defendants in these states are charged with capi­
tal murder or simply murder). In Illinois, if the prosecutor 
decides to seek the death penalty upon conviction, a sepa­
rate hearing is held by either the jury or the court to do the 
following:38 (1) to consider whether the defendant is indeed 
eligible for the death penalty; (2) if found eligible, to con­
sider whether there are aggravating or mitigating circum­
stances; and (3) to determine whether a sentence of death 
should be imposed. If the court or the jury (by unanimous 
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decision) determines that there are no mitigating factors 
sufficient to preclude the imposition of the death penalty, 
the court shall sentence the defendant to death. If the jury 
cannot unanimously agree on a sentence of death, the 
court must impose a sentence of imprisonment. 

Although the Illinois Supreme Court has upheld 
the constitutionality of the state's death penalty law on 75 
separate occasions, opponents of the law continue to raise 
the constitutionality issue in federal court. They claim that 
the discretion the law gives prosecutors could result in 
"arbitrary and capricious execution"-a practice declared 
unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court in its landmark 
1972 decision, Furman v. Georgia. 

Two important Illinois death penalty cases are 
scheduled for review by higher courts in 1990. Both cases 
center around limits to appeals in death penalty cases. In 
Silagy v. Lane, the 7th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals will 
rule on the right of third parties to pursue appeals to the 
death penalty on behalf of a defendant. Another Illinois 
death penalty case, People v. Walker, has been appealed 
to U.S. Supreme Court. At stake in this case is the right of 
a condemned prisoner to waive his or her rights to appeal 
the death sentence and enable the state to proceed with 
execution. The Court of Appeals has upheld that right, and 
unless the Supreme Court decides to hear the case and 
overturn it, the lower court's decision will stand, clearing 
the way for Illinois' first execution since 1963 (see Chapter 
4). 

WHAT IS THE APPEALS PROCESS 
IN DEATH PENALTY CASES? 
According to the federal Burea: of Justice Statistics, the 
11 defendants executed nation,,_ .de in 1988 spent an aver­
age of six years and eight months waiting for their sen­
tences to be carried OUt.39 The main reason for the delay 
is a lengthy appeals process designed to minimize the 
chance of executing an innocent person. From 1973 
through 1988, approximately 34 percent of the 3,697 pris­
oners sentenced to death nationwide were removed from 
death row on appeal.40 During that same period, about 3 
percent of the defendants under death sentences nation­
wide were executed. 

A typical appeals process for a defendant sen­
tenced to death in Illinois might be as follows: 

1. Every death sentence is appealed automatically to the 
Illinois Supreme Court. 

2. If the Illinois Supreme Court denies the appeal, the de­
fendant may appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court. 

3. If the U.S. Supreme Court denies the appeal, the de­
fendant may commence a second round of collateral 
review by filing a post-conviction relief petition at the 
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trial court, where new objections can be raised.41 

4. If the trial court denies the relief petition, the defendant 
may appeal the lower court's ruling to the Illinois Su­
preme Court. 

5. If the Illinois Supreme Court denies the post-conviction 
relief petition, the defendant may appeal to the U.S. 
Supreme Court. 

S. If the U.S. Supreme Court denies this appeal, the de­
fendant may file writ in U.S. District Court alleging that 
his or her rights are being denied by the impending 
execution. 

7. If the U.S. District Court denies the appeal, the 
defendant may again appeal to the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

8. If the U.S. Supreme Court denies the appeal again, the 
appeals process ends. However, the defendant can 
still apply to the Governor for commutation of the sen­
tence. 

9. The defendant can apply to the Governor for a stay of 
execution. 

HOW ARE PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 
ORGANIZED IN ILLINOIS? 
In some states, probation is managed by the state's correc­
tions department or is a free-standing agency of state gov­
ernment. In Illinois, as in many other states, all probation 
departments operate under the authority of the Circuit 
courts within the judicial branch of state government. Al­
though the Probation Division of the Administrative Office 
of the Illinois Courts oversees the overall provision of pro­
bation services throughout the state, probation is admini­
stered locally by individual probation departments. Most of 
these probation departments cover a single county, al­
though some cover a complete judicial circuit. 

The administration of each probation department 
in Illinois varies according to the needs and resources of 
each county or circuit. For adults, most counties or circuits 
maintain a single adult probation department that provides 
a variety of court services to persons sentenced to proba­
tion, to those sentenced to conditional discharge, and to 
those under court supervision.42 The Circuit Court of Cook 
County, however, has made an administrative distinction 
between probationers on the one hand, and persons sen­
tenced to conditional discharge or under court supervision 
on the other. The court also assigns them to different court 
agencies: persons sentenced to probation in Cook Cqunty 
are handled by the Cook County Adult Probation Depart­
ment; persons sentenced to conditional discharge or those 
under court supervision are handled by the Cook County 
Social Service Department. 
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IS THE BURDEN ON THE COURTS 
INCREASING? 
Changes in public attitudes toward drug and alcohol abuse 
have resulted in more aggressive enforcement and prose­
cution of these and other types of crimes.43 These 
changes have had a major impact on all criminal justice 
agencies, including the courts, producing record caseloads, 
growing court backlogs, and severe crowding in correc­
tional facilities. 

A study by the Criminal Justice Project of Cook 
County found that the number of felony defendants 
charged at preliminary hearings in Cook County Municipal 
Districts 1-6 increased significantly between 1984 and 
1988, with a 34-percent increase occurring between 1987 
and 1988. In 1988, 15,456 more defendants entered pre­
liminary hearing courtrooms than had appeared only five 
years earlier.44 

Such increases have not been limited to Cook 
County. Court administrators in the 19th Circuit (Lake and 
McHenry counties) report that the adult probation case load 
has more than doubled since 1984. There are other indica­
tors that the trend toward increased volume at each stage 
of court services may be escalating in the 19th Circuit. In 
the second quarter of 1989, the number of adult pre-sen­
tence investigations increased 23 percent over first-quarter 
levels, and the volume of juvenile cases in the first six 
months of 1989 was 27 percent higher than for the same 
period of the previous year.45 

WHAT ARE THE COURTS DOING 
TO MEET THE CHALLENGE OF THEIR 
INCREASED WORKLOAD? 
With the demand on courts and court services higher than 
ever before, the courts have initiated some new strategies 
to deal with the situation: 

• Improving caseflow management. Increased effi­
ciency in case management can permit courts to 
handle more cases without a significant addition of new 
resources. Approaches include training judges in ad­
vanced management skills and developing computer 
programs to automate filing systems and make case 
assignments based on complexity rather than simple 
rotation. In many circuits, professional court adminis­
trators have been hired to manage caseflow and fiscal 
matters, freeing chief circuit judges for additional legal 
duties. In addition, AOIC helps judges and court ad­
ministrators manage court calendars and monitor the 
levels of activity within their circuits, by maintaining and 
analyzing statewide statistics of court activities. 

• Decreasing the number of cases requiring court 
time. A number of programs have been instituted 
across the state to reduce the number of cases that 
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actually come before a judge. For example, as of No­
vember 1989, drivers who plead guilty to traffic viola­
tions and accept court supervision no longer have to 
appear in court. Fines and other supervision proce­
dures can be handled by mail. In the 17th, 18th and 
19th circuits, mandatory arbitration programs for cer­
tain types of civil suits have diverted cases from the 
courts, making room on the judges' dockets for addi­
tional criminal and other serious cases. Cook County 
will institute an arbitration program in 1990. 

• Streamlining procedures and extending existing 
resources. A variety of programs have been added to 
reduce unnecessary paperwork, manage workloads 
efficiently, and extend existing resources through the 
use of volunteers or creative scheduling. For example, 
in many circuits, volunteers from the community serve 
as additional probation officers. Without the pressure 
of large caseloads, such volunteers can provide per­
sonalized supervision for one or more probationers. In 
many circuits, sophisticated mathematical modeling is 
now used to standardize workloads. Recent changes 
in the statutory requirements for pre-sentence investi­
gations46 allow judges greater latitude in stipulating 
what kinds of information they require, thus eliminating 
time-consuming investigations in many less serious 
cases. In Cook County, night courts have been insti­
tuted for drug cases to increase the number of criminal 
trials that can be processed in existing courtroom 
space. 

WHAT ARE COURTS DOING 
TO HELP SOLVE CROWDING PROBLEMS 
IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES? 
The activities of the courts can affect crowding in correc­
tional facilities in two major ways-by their speed in proc­
essing cases and by the alternatives to incarceration they 
provide through probation programs. 

• The pace of court dispositions. If the courts are 
slow in processing cases, and especially if backlogs 
are allowed to accumulate, the number of defendants 
awaiting trial in county jails will increase, as will the 
average length of pretrial detention. On the other 
hand, if the courts speed up case processing, the Illi­
nois Department of Corrections (I DOC) may be forced 
to absorb a sudden influx of new admissions. For 
example, the new night courts for drug cases in Cook 
County may produce a flood of new inmates for state 
prisons. 

• Alternatives to incarceration for pretrial detainees. 
Various Circuit courts are experimenting with programs 
intended to reduce the number of pretrial detainees. 
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Electronically monitored home confinement has been 
in use in Illinois since 1986 for both pretrial detainees 
and sentenced offenders. Such systems use compu­
terized phone checks or other electronic signals to 
verify the whereabouts of an offender at specified inter­
vals. Electronic monitoring helps ensure the appear­
ance of defendants in court and the compliance of 
sentenced offenders with the terms of their probation. 
This technology is being used for pretrial release in 
Cook, Lake, and Marion counties. It is also used as 
one component of home confinement programs in 
seven other counties and is under consideration by 
severalothers.47 

New programs for pretrial release screening and 
supervision have been established in the 19th Circuit, 
in Rock Island County in the 14th Circuit, in Marion 
County in the 4th Circuit, and is planned for Cook 
County. Lake and Rock Island counties are also using 
pretrial bond supervision, a program that provides 
judges with more complete information for making 
bond decisions. Such programs can help reduce jail 
populations by allowing the release of defendants who 
would otherwise await trial in a county jail. 

• Alternatives to incarceration for sentenced 
offenders. The sentencing alternatives services pro­
vided by the courts' probation departments can greatly 
reduce crowding in state prisons. Courts in Illinois 
have developed specialized models of probation 
supervision. Specially trained probation officers man­
age offenders with special needs, using highly struc­
tured and individualized supervision. Such programs 
increase the number and types of offenders who can 
safely be maintained in the community. For example, 
in many circuits, probation officers have been trained 
to supervise mentally ill and mentally retarded offend­
ers. DUI offenders statewide are now receiving coun­
seling from specialized probation officers twice as often 
as is usual for other supervision cases. Additionally, 
some circuits are providing targeted educational, voca­
tional, and employment programs to probationers. 

Intensive Probation Supervision is another specialized 
probation service. IPS began as a pilot program in 
May 1984 in nine Illinois counties-Cook, Champaign, 
Kane, Lake, Macon, Madison, McLean, Peoria, and St. 
Clair. Later that year, the program expanded to three 
more counties-Jackson, Saline, and Williamson. 
These 12 counties operate 13 IPS programs: each 
has an adult program, and Cook County has a juvenile 
program as well. All probationable felons (generally 
Class 1-4 offenders) who would otherwise be commit­
ted to IDOC are eligible for IPS. Candidates are first 
screened by the county's IPS unit, which makes a rec-
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ommendation to the sentencing judge about the 
offender's suitability for IPS. The judge may accept or 
reject this recommendation. 

The IPS program, which lasts 12 months, is usually the 
first year of a three- or four-year probation sentence. 
Typically, convicted felons eligible for IPS are sen­
tenced directly to the program after a judge has re­
viewed various pre-sentence reports. Some offenders, 
however, may first serve a brief prison sentence, 
where the offender's eligibility for IPS is assessed, and 
then be offered the option of IPS. If the offender 
chooses IPS, the intensive probation term begins upon 
the sentencing judge's approval. 

All IPS probationers must abide by a curfew, must per­
form at least 130 hours of community service, and 
must undergo drug testing as part of the program. 
Offenders must also follow other strict conditions, 
which are determined by the sentencing judge and the 
three phases of the IPS program. Phase 1, which lasts 
about three months, is the strictest of the three phases, 
with daily face-to-face visits with a probation officer. 
Phase 2 is slightly less strict, and involves contact with 
a probation officer three to four times a week for ap­
proximately six months. In Phase 3, the conditions are 
again reduced. The individual must meet with the 
probation officer one or two times a week for about 
three months. 

Failure to comply with any I PS condition can lead to re­
vocation of the sentence and imprisonment in IDOC. 
Offenders who successfully complete all three phases 
of the IPS program are normally transferred to regular 
probation caseloads, usually for another two or three 
years. 

HOW ARE MENTALLY ILL OFFENDERS TRIED 
AND SENTENCED IN ILLINOIS? 
Any defendant or offender in the criminal justice system 
who is suspected of suffering a mental illness is entitled to 
evaluation and psychiatric treatment, if necessary. In addi­
tion, there are several special provisions in the law that 
regulate the prosecution and sentencing of persons who 
are mentally ill or sexually dangerous. 

• Unfit to stand trial. At any point during the court proc­
ess, either the defense counselor the prosecutor may 
request a psychiatric evaluation for a defendant. If a 
defendant's mental illness renders him or her inca­
pable of understanding the charges or participating in a 
defense, the accused may be found unfit to stand trial. 
In this case, the defendant may be committed to a psy­
chiatric hospital for treatment until the illness has been 
stabilized sufficiently for the defendant to be tried.48 
Such defendants must be re-evaluated every 90 days. 
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Their commitments may be extended but only up to a 
maximum limit, which differs with the seriousness of 
the alleged crime. For example, for murder or a Class 
X felony, the maximum limit of extensions is five years. 
Multiple extensions are rarely used; most defendants 
are able to return to trial within the allowable time limit. 
In Illinois in 1988, 285 persons were found unfit to 
stand trial. 

• Alternative verdicts. During the sentencing phase of 
the trial, in addition to the normal guilty or not guilty 
findings, two additional verdicts are possible: not guilty 
by reason of insanity or guilty but mentally ill. To be 
found not guilty by reason of insanity, a defendant 
must prove that a mental disorder at the time of the 
crime was severe enough to impair thought and judg­
ment, thereby freeing the defendant from criminal re­
sponsibility for his or her conduct. 

Guilty but mentally ill means the offender, at the time of 
the crime, possessed a substantial disorder of thought 
which impaired his or her judgment, but not to the ex­
tent that the offender was unable to appreciate the 
wrongfulness of the behavior or was unable to conform 
his or her conduct to the requirements of the law. 
When a defendant is found guilty but mentally ill, the 
court may still impose the same sentence it would give 
a defendant simply found guilty of the same offense. 
However, the manner in which the two types of offend­
ers serve their sentences is different. 

For example, if the court decides that a sentence of im­
prisonment is appropriate, a defendant found guilty but 
mentally ill is first committed to IDOC, where an inquiry 
and examination concerning the nature, extent, dura­
tion, and treatment of the defendant's mental illness is 
conducted. IDOC may provide treatment or, if neces­
sary, transfer the offender to the Illinois Department of 
Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities. The 
offender may stay under the care of this state agency 
until the sentence is completed or until hospitalization 
is no longer needed. In the latter instance, the offender 
is sent back to prison to finish the sentence. 

If a defendant found guilty but mentally ill is placed on 
probation or sentenced to a term of periodic imprison­
ment, the person is required to submit to a course of 
mental treatment prescribed by the court. Failure to 
continue the treatment, except by agreement of the 
court, can result in proceedings to revoke probation. 

The relationship of the guilty but mentally ill verdict to 
the not guilty by reason of insanity verdict is still a 
source of confusion, however. Until January 1, 1990, a 
defendant trying to obtain a verdict of not guilty by rea­
son of insanity had to prove insanity at the time of the 
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crime by a preponderance of the evidence. At the 
same time, however, the prosecution would be trying to 
obtain a guilty but mentally ill verdict, for which it had to 
prove beyond reasonable doubt that the defendant was 
not insane. A new law, passed in 1989, \"emoves the 
problem of shifting burdens of proof and differing stan­
dards of evidence.49 It allows a guilty but mentally ill 
verdict when the state has proven beyond reasonable 
doubt that the defendant is guilty of the offense 
charged, the defendant has failed to prove insanity, but 
has proven the existence of a mental illness at the time 
of the crime by a preponderance of the evidence. 

• Sexually dangerous persons. Illinois is one of only 
five jurisdictions to retain a special statute that provides 
for involuntary civil commitments of persons who are 
found to be "sexually dangerous." 50 

A sexually dangerous person is someone who is found 
to have a mental disorder, shown to have existed for a 
minimum of one year, that is "coupled with criminal 
propensities to the commission of sex offenses." The 
term can be applied to both rapists and child molesters. 
Following psychiatric evaluation, a finding of sexual 
dangerousness can be made by a judge at a special 
civil hearing. Although it is a civil proceeding, the stan­
dard of evidence applied is beyond reasonable doubt. 

In Illinois, unlike most other states which have had simi­
lar laws, it is not necessary to be found guilty of a sex­
ual offense to be declared sexually dangerous-a crimi­
nal charge is sufficient to begin a petition.51 Neverthe­
less, once such a judicial finding has been made, the 
person is committed to Menard Psychiatric, a maximum­
security IDOC facility. Once committed, a sexually 
dangerous person is confined at Menard until treat­
ment personnel at the facility declare him "recovered" 
and "no longer dangerous," and this opinion is upheld 
at a hearing that can result in a conditional release.52 

From 1949, when the Sexually Dangergous Persons 
Law was enacted, until the mid-1980s, the number of 
sexually dangerous persons confined at Menard at any 
given time averaged approximately 30. Beginning in 
1985, the yearly census began to rise, increasing in 
1989 to an all-time high of 51 inmates, a 66-percent 
increase over 1983 levels. This increase is occurring 
at the same time that efforts are being made to repeal 
the statute. The Commission to Revise the Mental 
Health Code of Illinois, a group appointed by Governor 
James R. Thompson to review all mental health laws, 
has recommended repeal.53 The commission could 
find no difference betweE)n the more than 2,500 sex 
offenders criminally committed to IDOC and those 
committed as sexually dangerous persons-and, 
therefore, no justification for retaining the statute.54 
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The Data 
Data in this chapter come from several sources: 

1. Annual Report to the Illinois Supreme Court, Adminis­
trative Office of the Illinois Courts (1977-1984 and 
1986-1987) 

2. Preliminary or unpublished AOIC figures (1985-1988) 

3. Probation Division Statistical Report, AOIC (1980-
1987) 

4. Intensive Probation Supervision: Statewide 
Summary, AOIC (1988) 

5. Circuit Court Caseload Summaries, January­
December, 1988, AOIC 

6. Circuit Court Calendar Management, January­
December, 1988, AOIC 

7. Statistical Presentation, Illinois Department of Correc­
tions (1978-1987) 

Data for this chapter were largely provided by the 
Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts. Many of the 
AOIC data characteristics that were described in "The 
Data" section in Chapter 2 apply here as well. Due to 
recent changes in AOIC reporting, some data used in 
previous editions of Trends and Issues are no longer 
available. 

Where possible, both statewide statistics and 
comparisons between Cook County and the rest of Illinois 
are presented. However, the discretion afforded county 
state's attorneys and judges in carrying out their responsi­
bilities contributes to differences in the way court data are 
reported in different regions of the state-most notably 
between Cook County and the rest of Illinois. For this rea­
son, it is usually preferable to examine statistical trends in 
criminal court activity separately for these twe regions. 

Unless otherwise stated, all data and associated 
discussion in this chapter refer to felony cases or felony 
defendants only. In addition, all statistics in the chapter 
are reported in calendar years. 

PROBLEMS IN USING ILLINOIS COURT DATA 
TO ESTIMATE COURT BACKLOGS 
Historically, Cook County criminal courts have developed 
a system of record keeping that is different from the 
systems used in the 21 other Illinois circuits. These differ­
ences make it difficult to compare the level of criminal 
court activity in Cook County with that of the rest of the 
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state. This lack of consistency also reduces the accuracy 
and reliability of statewide felony and misdemeanor case 
volume statistics. 

One of the most serious problems is that, while 
misdemeanor cases are counted outside of Cook,courts 
in Cook County record charges. Because several 
charges are often consolidated into a single case, totals 
that include Cook County misdemeanors are inflated by 
an unknown number. When such a consolidation occurs, 
the old record is not always accurately changed. Error at 
this stage can produce "ghost cases"--charges actually 
resolved by consolidation that permanently float in the 
system, artificially exaggerating the apparent pending 
workload of the court. 

The reporting category for misdemeanors in 
Cook County is also more broadly defined than it is in 
other districts. For example, ordinance and conservation 
violations are included in the category of Cook County 
misdemeanors, but elsewhere are counted separately. 
Misdemeanor tallies in Cook County are also increased 
by the inclusion of felony charges heard (and often 
disposed of) at preliminary hearings in the Municipal 
District courts. This reporting quirk can also distort felony 
totals. 

AOIC has long recognized the complexities 
caused by these reporting differences, and has encour­
aged a move toward standardization. Courts in Cook 
County are beginning to convert to a record-keeping 
system based on cases for both felony and misdemeanor 
offenses. Once the conversion is complete, new records 
will permit a far more accurate comparison of court 
activities throughout the state, but comparisons of 
changes in activity levels before and after the conversion 
will become more difficult. 

Until such record-keeping improvements are com­
plete, criminal court statistics in Illinois will remain an in­
complete source of information about backlogs. This 
difficulty increases the value of studies of actual process­
ing times within the system, such as the 1988 Cook 
County study commissioned by the Cook County Board 
and jointly conducted by the U.S. Department of Justice 
and American University. Studies such as this enable 
comparisons to processing times in urban jurisdictions in 
other state court systems, and afford the best means pres­
ently available to examine the extent of delay in Illinois 
criminal courts. Other measures of court activity cannot 
be used at present to accurately determine backlog. 
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Trends and 
Issues 

How many criminal cases-both felonies and misdemean­
ors-are handled by the courts in Illinois each year? How 
many felony cases result in convictions? How many 
convictions result in prison sentences? What is the length 
of the typical prison sentence imposed by the courts? 
What is the probation caseload in Illinois? These and 
other questions are analyzed in the rest of this chapter. 

WHAT PROPORTION OF ALL COURT CASES 
INVOLVE CRIMINAL MATTERS? 
Criminal cases constitute fewer than half of all cases 
(excluding traffic matters) decided by the trial courts in 
Illinois in a given year. In 1988, for example, criminal 
(felony and misdemeanor) and quasi-criminal (ordinance 
and conservation violation) cases accounted for approxi­
mately 39 percent of all non-traffic Circuit Court disposi­
tions outside Cook County (Figure 3-7).55 Felony cases 
represented 5 percent of the overall total, and misde­
meanor cases accounted for 18.5 percent, making them 
the second most common type of court case behind only 
small claims matters. 

Among criminal and quasi-criminal dispositions 
only, misdemeanors and conservation/ordinance viola­
tions accounted for the bulk of the cases outside Cook 
County in 1988-46 percent and 41 percent, respectively. 
Felonies accounted for approximately 13 percent of such 
dispositions. 

Figure 3-7 
In 1900, felonies and misdemeanors accounted for 
fewer than one-quarter of the non-traffic cases dis­
posed of in Circuit courts outside Cook County. 

Percentage of 
Case type all cases disposed of 

Small claims 25.1 
Misdemeanor 18.5 
Ordinance and conservation 16.3 
Domestic relations and family 13.3 
Law and law magistrate 11.7 
Chancery and probate 6.5 
Felony 5.2 
Miscellaneous civil 3.5 
Total (excluding traffic) 

Source: Administrative Office of the l!Iinois Courts 
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Number 

122,937 
90,635 
79,603 
65,152 
57,118 
31,645 
25,369 
16,936 

489,395 

HOW MANY MISDEMEANOR CASES ARE 
DISPOSED OF BY THE CRIMINAL COURTS 
EACH YEAR? 
In Illinois outside Cook County, the number of misde­
meanor cases disposed of by the Circuit courts increased 
27 percent overall between 1977 and 1988, from 71,536 
to 90,635 (Figure 3-8). There were slight declines in 
some years, but the general trend was up. 

In Cook County during the same period, the 
number of misdemeanor charge dispositions tended to 
fluctuate more dramatically (Figure 3-9).56 Misdemeanor 
dispositions increased 56 percent between 1977 and 
1982, when they reached nearly 485,500, but then 
declined 34 percent over the next three years. At least 
part of the dramatic increase from 1979 through 1982 
can be attributed to the extraordinarily large number of 
disorderly conduct arrests of gang members the Chicago 
Police Department made during this period in an attempt 
to reduce gang-related crime (for more information on 
misdemeanor arrests, see page 99). This practice, how­
ever, was curtailed by a court order in 1983, which may 
account for at least part of the decline in misdemeanor 

Figure 3-8 
More than 90,000 misdemeanor cases were dis­
posed of by the Circuit courts outside Cook County 
in 1988. 

Misdemeanor cases disposed of in Illinois 
outside Cook County (thousands) 
100.----------------------------------, -
60~--------------------------------~ 

40~--------------------------------~ 
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'77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
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Figure 3-9 
The number of misdemeanor dispositions in Cook 
County increased 13 percent from 1985 to 1988. 

Misdemeanor cases disposed of 
in Cook County (thousands) 
500 

400 I----~~----~--------I 
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2001-----------------------1 
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o ~----------------------~ 
'77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

charge dispositions countywide from 1983 through 1985. 
After 1985, misdemeanor dispositions in Cook 

County began to rise again. The number increased 13 
percent from 1985 through 1988, when there were more 
than 361,300. 

HOW MANY FELONY DEFENDANTS' CASES 
ARE DECIDED BY THE COURTS? 
Felony cases that are disposed of in court are adjudi­
cated through either the guilty plea process or at trial. 
During arraignment, each defendant can plead guilty and 
go directly to a sentencing hearing, or plead not guilty 
and proceed to a bench or jury trial. 

Statewide, the number of felony defendants 
whose cases were disposed of -either by guilty plea or 
at trial-increased 60 percent between 1977 (when there 
were 21,725) and 1988 (when there were 34,554). 
During this period, there were slight decreases between 
1983 and 1985. But in 1987, the number of felony 
defendant dispositions reached the highest annual total 
of the 12-year period, followed by a slight decline in 
1988. 

A sizeable percentage of the defendants charged 
with felonies in Illinois are never convicted of the offenses 
they are charged with. While fewer than 4 percent of de­
fendants are acquitted at trial, many cases are dropped 
during the pretrial phase-for example, with a finding of 
no probable cause. In 1988, in fact, approximately half of 
all felony defendants in Illinois outside Cook County were 
not convicted of the offenses they were charged withP 
Some of these cases may be reopened later when new 
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evidence comes to light or when a previously reluctant 
witness is persuaded to testify. Many are convicted of 
lesser offenses or have the felony charges against them 
consolidated into multiple-count or multiple-charge indict­
ments, many of which result in a later conviction. Some 
defendants are diverted during the pretrial process to 
special programs, such as those for drug and alcohol 
treatment. 

A study conducted by the Criminal Justice 
Project of Cook County found that in 1988, approximately 
53 percent of the county's almost 30,000 felony defen­
dants were convicted of felonies. Of the 23 percent 
charged but not convicted, 18 percent had their cases 
dismissed, 2 percent were convicted of a reduced mis­
demeanor charge, almost 2 percent were acquitted, and 
fewer than 1 percent were found unfit to stand trial or 
sexually dangerous. As of August 1, 1989, 24 percent of 
those felony cases filed during 1988 were still pending.58 

DOES A BACKLOG EXIST 
IN ILLINOIS COURTS? 
While it is commonly (and according to some studies, 
incorrectly) assumed that "backlogs" are a major source 
of delay in the processing of criminal cases, there is no 
consensus about how that term should be defined or how 
backlogs should be measured.59 One frequently used 
measure of court backlogs is a "backlog index."60 This 
index is determined by dividing the number of cases 
pending at the beginning of the year by the number of 
cases terminated by the end of the year, producing an 
index number. If the figure is less than one, it indicates 
what fraction of a year is required to process the average 
case. If the index is greater than one, the yearly growth 
in the number of pending cases is exceeding the rate at 
which the system terminates cases. The higher the 
index, the lengthier the processing time for the average 
case. Courts with slower processing times have been 
shown to be more backlogged.61 

In Illinois at the beginning of 1988, there were 
23,954 felony cases pending. By the end of the year, 
48,914 felony cases had been terminated, giving a 
backlog index for that year of 0.49.62 This figure also 
indicates that felony cases were moved through the 
courts from filing to termination in an average of slightly 
less than six months (0.49 years)-in other words, no 
backlog. The 1988 backlog index for Cook County alone 
was 0.51, and in the remaining 101 Illinois counties, it 
was 0.47.63 

For the first six months of 1989, the statewide 
backlog index for felonies rose to 0.51 (adjusted for a 
comparable yearly rate). The Cook County index number 
increased to 0.56, while the index for the rest of the state 
remained almost unchanged at 0.46. In other wordf:" 
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while there was still no statewide backlog of felony cases 
in the first six months of 1989, according to the backlog 
index, average processing times were increasing slightly, 
due to slower disposition rates in Cook County. 

Comparing these Cook County backlog index 
numbers with the actual processing times recorded for a 
sample of 10,000 felony cases in Cook County between 
March and August of 1988 provides some validation of 
the index's usefulness in estimating average case 
processing time. A 1988 study commissioned by the 
Cook County Board of Commissioners found that the 
6,902 defendants whose cases received a dispos.ition 
during that six-month period waited an average of 178 
days, or approximately six months, between arraignment 
and disposition. However, the average time required to 
process the felony cases varied significantly, depending 
on the seriousness of the offense charged. Murder 
defendants, for example, had an average processing 
time of 270 days, while the cases of Class 4 defendants 
required 155 days for disposition (Figure 3-10).64 

Case processing delays can originate at many 
other points in the criminal justice system besides the 
courts, such as the police department, the state's attor­
ney's office, or the crime labs. Delays can also occur in 
the courts prior to the assignment of a case to a felony 
court-the time a case spends in felony court is only a 
portion of the total time required to process a case. The 
adjudication project found that, on the average, a felony 
case in Cook County requires 50 days from the initial 
appearance until the preliminary hearing and approxi­
mately 20 more days from preliminary hearing to arraign­
ment. This means that the total processing time for a 
felony case in the county is 248 days-far longer than the 
index figure (of less than six months) would indicate. 

These comparisons point out a significant 
weakness in the index formula as a measure of backlog. 
Because it is an average, the index masks the fact that 
delays can occur with up to half of all felony cases, and 
that among the more serious felony classes the delays 
can be quite significant. The adjudication study discov­
ered that 22 percent of all felony cases were still pending 
more than a year after arraignment. The index also fails 
to take into account delays incurred in agencies outside 
the courts and in the initial stages of case processing, 
which can significantly contribute to the accumulation of 
backlogs. Speedy trial laws and voluntary guidelines 
address this problem of court delay directly, but have not 
succeeded in eliminating it. 

Statutory time limits 
The 1979 Speedy Trial Act established statutory time 
limits for the processing of felony trials in Illinois. This 
law stipulates that defendants in custody must be brought 
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Rgure 3-10 
In Cook County, murder cases took the most time 
from arraignment to disposition in 1988. 

Mean disposition times from arraignment to finding, plea, or 
verdict of felony defendants 

Felony Class 

1 st-degree murder 
Class X 
Class 1 
Class 2 
Class 3 
Class 4 
All felonies 

Mean time (days) 

270 
235 
186 
166 
160 
155 
178 

Source: Adjudication Technical Assistance Project 

Number of 
Defendants 

92 
964 
441 

2,585 
1,971 

528 
6,581 

to trial within 120 days of their arrest. Defendants 
released on bail or their own recognizance must be tried 
within 160 days of arrest. 

But if the statute sets a 160-day limit for all felony 
cases, how are average processing times of 178 days 
possible? The explanation for this apparent contradiction 
lies in the fact that continuances requested by the 
defense can stop the clock as it ticks toward the time 
limit. This option is frequently exercised-the adjudica­
tion study found almost 87,000 continuances in the 
10,000 cases studied, or an average of almost nine 
continuances per case. The report blamed court delays 
for the chronic jail crowding in Cook County and sug­
gested that a reduction of average felony processing time 
to 140 days would allow Cook County Jail to house an 
additional 1,642 prisoners for six months. 

Repeated continuances can be expensive in 
ways other than jail crowding, as well. A study of four 
metropolitan court systems conducted by the Jefferson 
Institute for Justice Studies in 1986 found that continu­
ances add between 12 percent and 24 percent more 
work to each prosecution or public defense agency 
involved. Annual additional labor costs stemming from 
such continuances ranged from $78,000 to $1.1 million, 
depending on differences among agencies and varying 
local labor markets. The study estimates that continu­
ances consumed between four and six months of agency 
resources in the jurisdictions studied.65 

Voluntary guidelines 
In addition to statutory time limits for felony cases applied 
by the Illinois General Assembly, professional organiza­
tions such as the American Bar Association have pub­
lished time standards for the processing of average 
cases, which can be compared to the actual performance 
of a court system and can serve as voluntary guidelines. 
FOI 0xample, using the ABA standard of three months for 
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Figure 3-11 
A larger proportion of felony cases are adjudicated 
at trial in Cook County than in the rest of Illinois. 

Adjudicated felony cases in Cook County, 1988 

Jury trial-3% -----:-; 

Bench trial 
18% 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

the clearance of a misdemeanor case, the Administrative 
Office of the Illinois Courts can determine a maximum 
desired number of pending cases. Any cases in excess 
of that number are then considered a backlog, which can 
be expressed as a proportion of all pending cases, or 
"percent backlog." 

Applying this standard to Illinois courts at the end 
of 1988, AOIC found that the desired maximum pending 
caseload for misdemeanors in Illinois was exceeded by 
more than 300,000 cases. This backlog represented 93 
percent of all misdemeanor cases pending at the end of 
the year.66 

By this measure, no circuit in Illinois was free of 
a backlog in misdemeanors, and the percent backlog 
ranged from a low of 77 percent of all pending cases in 
the 12th Circuit to a high of more than 95 percent in the 
20th. In Cook County, the percentage of misdemeanor 
charges that exceeded the number that could reasonably 
be processed within the ABA time standards was almost 
94 percent, only slightly higher than the statewide 
average. 

While speedy trial laws ensure that constitutional 
guarantees are being met, neither statutory nor voluntary 
time limits have eliminated case processing delays. No 
one has yet produced a definition or measurement of 
court backlog that has gained wide acceptance. Delay is 
a complex, systematic problem that will be eliminated 
only when police, prosecutors, defense attorneys, judges, 
and all the other participants in the system can agree 
which delays are acceptable and which will no longer be 
tolerated. 
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Adjudicated felony cases in Illinois outside Cook County, 1988 

WHAT PROPORTION OF 
FELONY DEFENDANTS PLEAD GUILTY? 
Of the three methods of adjudicating felony cases­
guilty plea, jury trial, and bench trial-guilty pleas are by 
far the most common in Illinois, just as they are nation­
wide (Figure 3-11). 

In Illinois outside Cook County, almost 13,500 of 
the more than 14,000 felony defendants convicted in 
1988 pleaded guilty. In these counties, the percentage of 
guilty pleas has steadily risen over a 12-year period­
from 82 percent of all felony adjudications in 1977 to 92 
percent in 1988, while the percentages of both bench 
trials and jury trials have declined (Figure 3-12). In 1977, 
bench trials accounted for 10 percent of all adjudications 
outside Cook County. By 1988, that proportion had 
declined to only 3 percent. The relative decline in the 
number of jury trials was smaller: from 8 percent in 1977 
to 5 percent in 1988. 

In 1977, the percentage of guilty pleas relative to 
other types of adjudications in Cook County was close to 
that in the rest of the state-83 percent of all adjudica­
tions in Cook County and 82 percent elsewhere. But 
during the mid-1980s the popularity of bench trials in 
Cook County increased significantly-nearly doubling 
from a 12-year low of 12 percent in 1978 to 23 percent in 
the peak years of 1982 and 1984 (Figure 3-13). Each 
year since 1984, fewer defendants have elected to be 
tried before a judge in Cook County, but the percentage 
of those tried before the bench in 1988-18 percent­
was still six times higher than elsewhere in Illinois. The 
percentage of jury trials has scarcely changed in Cook 
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County over the 12-year period-remaining between 2 
percent and 4 percent a year. 

While no empirical study has been conducted, 
some senior prosecutors in Cook County have supplied 
two possible explanations for the increases since 1980 in 
the popularity of bench trials.67 The introduction of Class 
X and tougher determinate sentencing laws in 1978 left 
far less flexibility for plea bargaining arrangements, and 
more defendants may have decided to take their chances 
before a judge who might be more likely to consider 
mitigating factors, such as youth or the absence of an 
extensive criminal record. A second factor has been the 
large influx of drug prosecutions into the courts, which 
began to dramatically escalate in 1981 (see the drugs 
update section). Since prosecutors in Cook County 
report they are reluctant to negotiate on either controlled 
substance or drug distribution charges (the majority of 
the new volume of drug cases), more defendants may be 
opting for bench trials rather than accepting the stiff 
automatic penalties that result from a guilty plea. Given 
the higher volume of drug cases in Cook County than in 
the rest of the state, this second theory would also 
account for the fact that the relative number of bench 
trials has not increased elsewhere and has even declined 
slightly since 1980. 

These figures have important implications for the 
allocation of court resources throughout the state. Both 
jury trials and bench trials place far greater demands on 
court resources than do guilty pleas. And with a greater 
proportion of felony defendants awaiting trial in Cook 
County, proportionally more jail resources are also 
required for those who cannot post bond. 

In Cook County, therefore, it is not only the 

Figure 3-12 
The number of guilty pleas in Illinois outside Cook 
County increased 85 percent from 1977 to 1988. 
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greater volume of felony adjudications (19,977 in 1988, 
compared to 14,577 in the rest of the state), but also the 
far greater proportion of trial adjudications there that 
strain the resources of the county's courts. In Cook 
County, more than one out of every five felony adjudica­
tions requires a fully equipped and staffed courtroom for 
its disposition, significantly lengthening the process of 
adjudication and reducing the total number of cases that 
can be handled in a given time. In the rest of the state, 
fewer than one adjudication out of every 12 comes to 
trial. 

This difference remains significant even though 
the number of felony adjudications outside of Cook 
County is increasing faster than in the county. Since 
1977, the number of adjudications outside Cook County 
has increased 64 percent, while in Cook County, adjudi­
cations t!ave risen 57 percent. 

In past years, the Illinois Supreme Court has 
been able to equalize some of the demands for judicial 
resources by temporarily assigning judges from else­
where in the state to Cook County. As the volume of 
cases elsewhere has increased, such assignments have 
become less frequent and have been made for shorter 
periods. TtJe court system statewide is experiencing 
greater claims on its resources, decreasing the amount of 
available reserves. All parts of the state have been 
affected by this trend. 

HOW MANY FELONY DEFENDANTS WHO GO 
TO TRIAL ARE CONVICTED? 
Statewide, the number of felony defendants adjudicated 
at trial-including both convictions and acquittals­
increased 73 percent between 1977 and 1984, from 

Figure 3-13 
The number of bench trrials in Cook County more 
than doubled between 1977 and 1988. 
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nearly 3,900 to 6,760.68 The number then declined 18 
percent over the next four years, to 5,558 in 1988 (Figure 
3-14). This pattern was driven largely by the number of 
felony defendants whose cases were adjudicated at 
bench trials, especially in Cook County. Overall, Cook 
County accounted for the majority of felony defendants 
adjudicated at trial in every year between 1977 and 1988. 

During that period, the number of felony defen­
dants who were convicted at trial consistently exceeded 
the number who were acquitted, in both Cook County 

Figure 3-14 
Cook County accounts for the majority of felony 
defendants adjudicated at trial in Illinois. 
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Figure 3-15 
Approximately six in 10 felony defendants who go 
to trial in Cook County are convicted. 
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and in the remainder of Illinois. However, the ratio of 
convictions to acquittals varied, not just over time but 
also between Cook County and the rest of the state. 

In Cook County, an average of 58 percent of all 
felony defendants who went to trial between 1977 and 
1988 were convicted (Figure 3-15). The annual percent­
age of trial convictions during this period ranged from a 
low of 53 percent in both 1977 and 1984 to a high of 65 
percent in 1987. The percentage of convictions was 
relatively high between 1979 and 1983, when it ranged 
from 58 percent to 61 percent, and was lower from 1984 
through 1986. The percentage then soared to 65 percent 
in 1987 and 66 percent in 1988-8 percent higher than 
the average for the 12-year period. 

In the state's other 101 counties, 59 percent of 
the felony defendants adjudicated at trial between 1977 
and 1988 were convicted, with the yearly percentage 
ranging from 50 percent in 1988 to 69 percent in 1977 
(Figure 3-16). During this 12-year period, these counties 
as a whole had a higher percentage of trial convictions 
than Cook County in most years; since 1986, however, 
Cook County has had higher conviction percentages. 

Statewide, then, 59 percent of all felony defen­
dants adjudicated at trial between 1977 and 1988 were 
convicted. The yearly percentage ranged from 55 
percent in 1984 and 1986 to 62 percent in 1980. In 1988, 
57 percent of felons were convicted at trial, 2 percent 
lower than the average for the period. Because the 
statewide pattern was driven largely by patterns in Cook 
County, the statewide percentages, like those in Cook 
County, were relatively high between 1979 and 1983, 

Figure 3-16 
In 1988, about half of all felony trial defendants 
outside Cook County were convicted. 
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and highest in 1980. In 1988, more than 3,200 defen­
dants were convicted of felonies by trial courts in Illinois. 

ARE CONVICTIONS BY GUILTY PLEA MORE 
COMMON FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF CRIMES? 
Because the vast majority of felony defendant adjudica­
tions in Illinois result from guilty pleas, it is not surprising 
that guilty pleas also account for the overwhelming 
majority of convictions of felony defendants in the state. 
From 1977 through 1988, an average of 88 percent of the 
felony defendants convicted statewide pleaded guilty. 
On the average, 8 percent were convicted at bench trials 
and 4 percent at jury trials during this period. 

These overall percentages, however, mask 
differences in how convictions are achieved-whether by 
guilty plea, bench trial, or jury trial-for different classes 
of felonies. In general, as the seriousness of the charge 
increases, the likelihood that a conviction will result from 
a guilty plea diminishes. This trend is revealed in recent 
patterns in both Cook County and the remainder of the 
state.69 

In Cook County, for example, only 38 percent of 
the offenders convicted of first-degree murder in 1988 
pleaded guilty (Figure 3-17). The percentage of guilty 
pleas for Class X offenders was far higher-70 percent. 
Some prosecutors have suggested that the wide range of 
possible sentences for Class X offenses (ranging from a 
minimum of 6 to a maximum of 60 years) may provide an 
incentive to plea bargain for a lower sentence, producing 
more guilty pleas. The percentage of plea bargains in 
murder cases is lower, these prosecutors suggest, 
because a guilty plea in a murder case is likely to result 
in more than the 20-year minimum sentence. For the 

Figure 3-17 
In Cook County, the vast majority of convicted fel· 
ons, except convicted murderers, plead guilty. 
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less-serious felonies, the percentages of offenders 
pleading guilty were much higher-86 percent for Class 1 
offenders, 89 percent for Class 2, 91 percent for Class 3, 
and 92 percent for Class 4. 

Conversely, as the seriousness of the offense 
increases, the percentage of convictions by bench and 
jury trials also increases in Cook County. In 1988,26 
percent of the Cook County defendants convicted of first­
degree murder and 23 percent of those convicted of 
Class X crimes had bench trials. By contrast, only 7 
percent of the defendants convicted of Class 4 felonies 
had bench trials. Likewise, fewer than 1 percent each of 
the defendants convicted of Class 1-4 felonies in Cook 
County in 1988 had jury trials, compared with 6 percent 
of those convicted of Class X crimes and 36 percent of 
those convicted of first-degree murder. 

In Illinois outside Cook County, the 1988 trends 
were similar: the percentage of convictions resulting from 
trials was higher for the more serious offenses, while 
guilty pleas were more common for less serious crimes 
(Figure 3-18). Outside Cook County, however, higher 
percentages of felony defendants in all offense classes 
pleaded guilty than was the case in Cook County. For 
example, 46 percent of the murder defendants convicted 
in the counties outside Cook pleaded guilty in 1988, 
compared with 38 percent in Cook County. 

In addition, the percentage of offenders con­
victed at bench trials was much lower in the counties 
outside Cook than it was in Cook County, while the 
percentage convicted at jury trials was higher outside 
Cook County. Among Class X offenders convicted in 
1988, for example, 23 percent in Cook County had bench 
trials and 6 percent had jury trials. In the state's other 

Figure 3-18 
In Illinois outside Cook County, an even larger major· 
ity of felony convictions result from guilty pleas. 
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101 counties, the percentages were almost the reverse: 
23 percent of the Class X offenders were convicted at 
jury trials and 8 percent at bench trials. 

HOW MANY CONVICTED FELONS ARE 
SENTENCED TO IMPRISONMENT IN ILLINOIS? 
The number of felony prison sentences imposed by the 
Illinois courts increased more than 70 percent between 
1977 and 1988, from 7,784 to 13,265. Most of this 
increase, however, occurred between 1977 and 1983, 
when prison sentences rose 63 percent statewide. After 
remaining fairly stable over the next four years, the 
number of prison sentences imposed shot up another 6 
percent in 1988 (Figure 3-19).70 

The 1977-1983 increase occurred in all parts of 
the state. In Cook County, the number of sentences of 
imprisonment increased 58 percent during this period; 
outside Cook County, the number increased 72 percent. 
After 1983, however, trends in the two regions diverged. 
In Cook County, the number of prison sentences in­
creased overall between 1983 and 1985, but then 
declined in 1986. After increasing slightly in 1987, the 
number of prison sentences rose 4.5 percent in 1-988, 
reaching a near-record of 8,420. Outside Cook County, 
prison sentences declined between 1983 and 1985, but 
then increased almost 16 percent over the next three 
years, reaching a record high of 4,845 in 1988. 

Clearly, the increase in the total number of 
convictions between 1977 and 1988 was partially respon­
sible for the large increase in the number of prison 
sentences imposed during this period. Statewide, the 
number of felony convictions rose from 20,178 in 1977 to 
31,790 in 1988, a 58-percent increase. 

Figure 3-19 
The number of felony prison sentences increased in 
1988, in both Cook County and the rest of Illinois. 
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But legislative actions probably contributed as 
well to increases in the number of felons sentenced to 
prison. In 1978, the Illinois General Assembly enacted 
the state's Class X law, which imposes mandatory prison 
sentences for certain serious crimes. Over the years, 
lawmakers have added to the list of Class X crimes-and 
therefore to the number of offenses carrying mandatory 
prison sentences. Recently, for example, aggravated 
criminal sexual assault (1984), delivery of a controlled 
substance in or around a school (1985), and controlled 
substance trafficking (1988)11 have been added to the list 
of Class X crimes. In addition, the General Assembly 
enacted the Habitual Criminals Act in 1978, which man­
dates a sentence of natural life imprisonment for offend­
ers convicted of three Class X offenses within 20 years.72 

HOW MANY CONVICTED FELONS ARE 
SENTENCED TO PROBATION? 
Between 1977 and 1988, the number of probation 
sentences imposed by the courts increased 57 percent 
statewide, a trend that generally paralleled the increase 
in felony dispositions overall (Figure 3-20).73 In 1988, 
however, the number of felony probation sentences 
declined both in and outside Cook County, after steadily 
increasing since 1985 in Cook County and since 1982 
elsewhere in tile state. In 1988 in Cook County, the 
proportion of felony convictions resulting in a sentence of 
probation was slightly more than one out of every two 
sentences, while elsewhere the ratio was closer to two 
out of every three (see next question). 

Between 1977 and 1988, there was a 66-percent 
increase in the number of felony probation sentences 
imposed outside Cook County, with a 48-percent in-

Figure 3-20 
The number of felony probation sentences declined 
statewide in 1988. 
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crease between 1978 and 1981 alone. The number of 
probation sentences declined 10 percent from 1981 to 
1982, but then increased again over the next five years, 
before declining in 1988. 

In Cook County, the overall increase in felony 
probation sentences was not as pronounced, but still 
amounted to a 50-percent rise between 1977 and 1988. 
Felony probation sentences in Cook County increased 57 
percent between 1977 and 1983, but then declined 10 
percent between 1983 and 1985. This decrease, how­
ever, was offset by a similar increase in 1986 and then a 
leveling off in 1987, followed by a slight decline in 1988. 

Overall increases in the number of felons sen­
tenced to probation-in both Cook County and the 
remainder of the state-occurred despite the growth 
during this period in the number of non-probationable 
offenses that carry mandatory prison sentences (see 
previous question). 

WHAT PROPORTION OF FELONS ARE 
SENTENCED TO IMPRISONMENT 
VERSUS PROBATION? 
There are a variety of sentences that Illinois courts may 
impose, depending on the class of the offense and the 
circumstances surrounding both the crime and the 
offender (see pages 133-135). For statistical purposes, 
sentences for felony convictions are divided into three 
categories: imprisonment, probation, and other sen­
tences (such as periodic imprisonmenfin a local correc­
tional institution or a judicial finding that the defendant is 
mentally unfit to be sentenced),14 From 1977 through 
1988, more convicted felons in Illinois were sentenced to 
probation than to imprisonment and other sentences 
combined. 

Statewide, the proportion of felons receiving 
each of the three types of sentences did not change 
much between 1977 and 1988. The annual percentage 
of felons sentenced to probation ranged from a low of 58 
percent in 1985 to a high of 62 percent in 1980 and 1981. 
Imprisonment, on the other hand, accounted for an 
average of 39 percent of all sentences between 1977 and 
1988. Other sentences never accounted for more than 2 
percent of felony sentences in any year between 1977 
and 1988. 

Perhaps more significant than these changes 
over time in statewide figures are the differences 
between Cook County and the remainder of the state in 
the proportion of convicted felons sentenced to imprison­
ment versus probation. Between 1977 and 1988, consis­
tently higher percentages of convicted felons were 
sentenced to imprisonment from Cook County than from 
the rest of the state (Figure 3-21). In 1988, for example, 
46 percent of convicted felons in Cook County w.are 
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sentenced to prison, compared with 34 percent in the rest 
of the state. 

Conversely, the counties outside Cook consis­
tently had higher percentages of felony probation sen­
tences than Cook County throughout this period. In Cook 
County, the annual percentage of felony sentences 
involving probation ranged from 52 percent to 57 percent; 
in the rest of the state, the range was between 60 per­
cent and 67 percent. 

HOW OFTEN IS PROBATION USED WHEN 
BOTH IMPRISONMENT AND PROBATION ARE 
SENTENCING OPTIONS? 
Analyzing sentences of probation as a proportion of a/l 
felony sentences does not account for the fact that 
probation is not a sentencing option for certain felony 
offenses, such as first-degree murder and Class X 
crimes, which carry mandatory prison sentences. A 
clearer picture of the use of probation as a sentencing 
option emerges when these non-probationable offenses 
are excluded and only sentences for Class 1-4 felonies, 
which generally allow the court to impose either probation 
or imprisonment, are analyzed.75 

As expected, probation is used in sentencing a 
higher proportion of Class 1-4 felons than of convicted 
felons as a whole. In 1988, for example, 62 percent of 
Class 1-4 felons in Cook County were sentenced to 
probation, compared with 53 percent of all convicted 
felons in the county. The probation usage rates for all 
felons and for only Class 1-4 felons I,Ivas consistently 
lower in Cook County than in the rest of the state be­
tween 1979 and 1988. 

Compared with Cook County, the remainder of 
the state consistently had higher probation usage rates 
among Class 1-4 felons between 1979 and 1988, 
although the gap was not as large as when probation is 
examined as a percentage of all felony sentences (Figure 
3-22). Likewise, the use of imprisonment for Class 1-4 
felons was greater in Cook County than in the rest of the 
state during this period. From 1985 through 1987, 
imprisonment rates among CI6.sS 1-4 felons in Cook 
County dropped slightly from 38 percent to 36 percent, 
with a corresponding shift toward the use of probation. In 
1988, the imprisonment rate returned to 38 percent. 

This contrast suggests that, compared with the 
rest of the state, a larger proportion of the felons sen­
tenced to prison in Cook County from 1979 to 1988 were 
serious offenders who were either statutorily ineligible for 
probation or denied probation, due to aggravating factors 
associated with their offense. This variance may also be 
attributable to differences in sentencing policies in differ­
ent parts of the state, as well as to other unidentified 
factors. 
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Figure 3-21 
Larger percentages of convicted felons are sen· 
tenced to imprisonment from Cook County than 
from the rest of Illinois. 
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In Illinois, anyone convicted of either first-degree murder 
(who is not sentenced to death) or a Class X offense, or 
anyone adjudged a habitual criminal, receives a manda­
tory prison sentence. Among other offenders who are 
eligible for either imprisonment or probation, the likeli­
hood of receiving a prison sentence generally increases 
as the seriousness of the offense escalates. Regardless 
of the seriousness of the felony, however, an offender 
convicted of any Class 1-4 felony was more likely to go 
to prison in 1988 than in 1979, especially for Class 3 and 
4 crimes. 

In 1988, 38 percent of Class 1-4 felons received 
prison sentences in Cook County, while elsewhere in the 
state, 32 percent of such felons were sent to prison. In 
Cook County, the chances of a probationable felon 
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receiving a prison sentence was approximately 15 
percentage points higher in 1988 than in 1979. In the 
rest of the state, the likelihood of prison for such offend­
ers had increased by 10 percentage points. 

HOW LONG ARE THE PRISON SENTENCES 
IMPOSED FOR DIFFERENT CRIMES? 
Sentencing practices in Illinois changed dramatically in 
1978, when a system known as indeterminate sentencing 
was replaced with a determinate, or flat-time, structure.76 

Because of this basic change in policy, sentences im­
posed under the determinate structure cannot be com­
pared with indeterminate sentences imposed before 
1978. However, determinate sentences imposed for 
individual crimes since 1978 can be compared from year 
to year. 

Between 1978 and 1988, the average sentences 
imposed by Illinois courts for three less serious felonies 
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Figure 3-22 
Probation is by far the most common sentence 
imposed for Class 1-4 felons in ~ook County and 
the rest of lIIi~ois. 
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increased only slightly: simple robbery from 4 to 4.2 
years, burglary from 3.9 to 4 years, and felony theft from 
2.7 to 2.9 years (Figure 3-23). However, the average 
sentences imposed for the more serious felonies of first­
and second-degree murder and armed robbery have 
generally increased since 1978 (Figure 3-24). The 
average sentence imposed for second-degree murder 
(formerly voluntary manslaughter) rose from 5 years in 
1978 to 8.3 years in 1988, with a large increase occurring 
after 1982, when the crime was reclassified from a Class 
2 to a Class 1 felony. For first-degree murder, the 
average sentence imposed rose from 27.2 years in 1978 
to 29.4 years in 1986, although it decreased to 28.6 
years in 1988. The average sentence imposed for armed 
robbery increased from 8.8 years in 1978 to 11 .4 years in 
1987, and then rose sharply to 13 years in 1988. 

For serious sexual assault offenses, changes in 
sentences imposed are difficult to measure because lIIi-
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nois' sexual assault laws have been substantially revised 
in recent years. The average sentence imposed for 
Class X rape offenses increased from 11 years in 1978 to 
15.6 years in 1985, but dropped to 12.2 years in 1986. 
(There were no sentences imposed for rape in 1987 
because in 1984 the crime of rape was repealed, and the 
comparable offense of aggravated criminal sexual 
assault was created. But because of natural delays in 
apprehending and prosecuting some offenders who 
committed rape under the old law, there were still some 
sentences for rape in 1985 and 1986.) Average penalties 
for aggravated criminal sexual assault have fluctuated 
slightly since the offense was created in 1984. In the first 
year of prosecutions under this offense category, the 
average sentence was 12.1 years. In the following year, 
the average sentence length declined to 11.6 years and 
hovered around that figure for two more years, before 
climbing in 1988 to an average of 12.4 years. 
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Figure 3-23 
The average prison sentences imposed by Illinois 
courts for three less serious felonies have 
remained steady during the 1980s. 
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WHAT ARE THE CASE LOADS OF PROBATION 
DEPARTMENTS IN ILLINOIS? 
The total year-end adult case loads of Illinois' probation 
departments-including felony, misdemeanor, driving 
under the influence (DUI), supervised pretrial release, 
and administrative (non-reporting) cases, as well as 
probationers sentenced in other states but supervised in 
IIlinois-grew by 3 percent over the-total adult caseload 
at the end of 1987 (Figure 3-25). This growth was equal 
to the average rate of increase in caseload size since 
1985. This small statewide increase occurred despite a 
i-percent decline in adult probation caseload totals in 
Cook County. Elsewhere in the state, adult caseloads 
increased by 6 percent in 1988. 

Even with only a small increase in 1988, the 
statewide probation case load of almost 84,000 cases 
was still 24 percent higher than it had been in 1981. 
Once again, this statewide increase masks a significant 
difference in trends between Cook County and the rest of 
the state. In 1988, adult probation caseloads in Cook 
County were 11 percent lower than in 1981, while in the 
other 101 counties they were 75 percent higher?? The 
probation caseload outside Cook County increased 
almost steadily during this period, from 27,614 in 1981 to 
48,238 in 1988. 

Despite the reduction in the number of 
probationable offenses in Illinois, probation caseloads 
statewide began increasing steadily after 1983. From 
1984 through 1988, probation caseloads as a whole in 
the counties outside Cook were larger than those in Cook 
County, if both active and non-reported cases are 

152 

Figure 3-24 
The average prisolil sentences imposed for more 
serious felonies have generally increased. 
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counted. In 1988, the adult probation caseload 
elsewhere in the state was almost 36 percent larger than 
the total caseload in Cook County. However, when only 
active cases are included, Cook County continues to 
have larger probation caseloads, even after 1984, than in 
all of the other 101 counties in the state combined. In 
1988, for example, Cook County's year-end active adult 
probation caseload (including traffic cases) was 32,049, 
compared with 31,410 in the rest of Illinois. 

WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS 
OF ILLINOIS PROBATIONERS? 
There are no available statewide data on the demo­
graphic and criminal history characteristics of probation­
ers in Illinois. However, some statistics are available 
from Cook County, where offenders normally under the 
supervision of a single probation department in other 
counties are instead supervised by two separate court 
agencies-the Adult Probation Department, which 
handles probationers, and the Social Service Depart­
ment, which handles persons sentenced to conditional 
discharge and those under court supervision (see page 
136 for more information). 

The Cook County Adult Probation Department's 
case load consists largely of adults sentenced to proba­
tion for felony offenses-88 percent of the total caseload 
at the end of 1988 (Figure 3-26). That year, 11 percent 
of the department's caseload were convicted of misde­
meanors, and less than 1 percent each were convicted of 
traffic offenses and DUI.?S The Cook County Social 
Service Department's caseload, on the other hand, 
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Figure 3-25 
The adult case loads of Illinois' probation 
departments have increased steadily since 1983. 
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included the following types of cases at the end of 1988: 
50 percent DUI, 28 percent misdemeanor, 21 percent 
traffic-related, and 1 percent felony. 

Fifty-nine percent of the probationers supervised 
by the Cook County Adult Probation Department at the 
end of 1988 were black, 30 percent were white, 10 
percent were Hispanic, and 1 percent were of other 
races. Forty-four percent were between 21 and 30 years 
old, and approximately one-fifth each were between 18 
and 20, and between 31 and 40. Five percent were aged 
17 and younger, and 9 percent were 41 or older. 79 

HOW MANY PROBATIONERS IN ILLINOIS 
ARE DUI OFFENDERS? 
Offenders convicted of driving under the influence (DUI) 
make up a large proportion of the adult probation 
caseload in Illinois, although the number of DUI offenders 
admitted to probation has fallen in recent years. In 
Illinois, 8,3'11 DUI offenders were admitted to probation 
statewide in 1988. This total is down 7 percent from the 
1987 figure (8,914), and down 12 percent from the peak 
year of 1985 (9,463). Despite this decline in the number 
of DUI probationers, this type of offender makes up a 
growing percentage of all active probation cases, in­
creasing from about 13 percent of the adult caseload in 
1984 to 22 percent at the end of 1988. However, be­
cause some counties also handle non-conviction supervi­
sion cases in their probation departments, it is unclear 
how many of the state's DUI probation cases were 
convictions and how many were unconvicted supervi­
sions or conditional discharges. 
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Figure 3-26 
Felony cases make up the majority of the Cook 
County Adult Probation Department's caseload, 
while DUI cases constitute the largest portion of 
the Social Service Department's caseload. 

Cook County case loads at the end of 1988 

Adult Probation Social Service 

Offense Percentage Number Percentage Number 

Felony 88 16,592 1 131 
Misdemeanor 11 2,094 28 3,345 
DUI 0.6 123 50 6,060 
Traffic 0.7 135 21 2,569 

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100 due to rounding. 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (Probation Division) 

Part of the reason for the decline in DUI admis­
sions to probation statewide may be the trend in Cook 
County toward assigning DUI offenders to supervision or 
conditional discharge rather than sentencing them to 
probation. Supervision and conditional discharge dispo­
sitions take advantage of the highly structured interven­
tion program that has been incorporated into the basic 
operations of the Circuit Court's Social Service Depart­
ment, which monitors all supervision and conditional 
discharge cases in Cook County. During 1988, the 
department's caseworkers handled 6,060 DUI cases. 

HOW MANY PROBATIONERS PARTICIPATE 
IN INTENSIVE PROBATION SUPERVISION? 
Although most offenders sentenced to probation in Illinois 
receive "regular" probation, some offenders are instead 
sentenced to Intensive Probation Supervision (IPS).BO 

One goal of IPS is to relieve prison crowding by 
diverting offenders from correctional facilities to commu­
nity supervision. A screening process selects candidates 
for IPS who are deemed to pose no serious threat to the 
community. 

IPS involves a much higher level of supervision 
than regular probation-in the beginning of the IPS term it 
amounts to house arrest-and the conditions are stricter 
than with regular probation (for example, IPS probationers 
are ordered by the court to comply with curfew hours, and 
home visits by probation officers are frequent). 

Diversionary programs, such as IPS, relieve 
prison crowding by offering a community-based alterna­
tive for offenders who would otherwise be imprisoned. 
This results in a substantial cost savings. While the 
average cost of maintaining a prisoner in a state correc­
tional facility is almost $16,500 a year, an offender can 
be maintained for a year on IPS at a cost of $3,400 (state 
and county contribution). When secondary benefits-
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Figure 3-27 
White offenders make up a majority of IPS proba. 
tioners. but one third of the state's prison popula. 
tion that would be eligible for IPS. 

Percentage of Intensive Probation Supervision 
population in June 1989, by race 

Hispanic -----= 
,--------Other-O.4% 

3.4% 

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100 due to rounding. 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (Probation Division) 

such as community service employment, fines, and taxes 
withheld from employed probationers-are added to 
these direct savings, it is estimated that the annual IPS 
savings and benefits to the state from the program's 
inception in June 1984 to June 1989 exceed $10 
million.81 

Most of the secondary benefits of the program 
stem from the fact that a large percentage of IPS proba­
tioners remain productive members of society-almost 45 
percent are employed-allowing them to pay restitution 
to victims, fines, and other fees, as well as taxes. IPS 
probationers tend to be young-27 percent are aged 20 
or younger, and 74 percent are under 30. Only 8 percent 
of the participants in IPS have been convicted of a Class 
1 felony; the rest have been convicted of lesser offenses. 

The racial profile of IPS participants differs from 
that of IDOC inmates who could be eligible for IPS. While 
white offenders constitute slightly more than 35 percent of 
the state prison population, they make up more than 53 
percent of probationers on IPS (Figure 3-27). Black 
offenders make up more than 57 percent of the IDOC 
population, but only 43 percent of the IPS participants. 
The percentage of Hispanics in the program is 4 percent­
age points lower than in the prison population. 

Between June 1984, when IPS be,gan as a pilot 
program in Illinois, and June 1989, 2,493 adult offenders 
were admitted to IPS statewide. A total of 695 adults 
were stHI active participants in the program as of June 
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1989, and more than 1,000 (or 57 percent of the remain­
ing 1,798 offenders who were no longer active in IPS) 
had completed the program successfully-that is, they 
were not terminated from IPS because of an arrest or a 
technical violation of either program rules or any condi­
tion of their sentence (Figure 3-28). Another 36 percent 
tlad their IPS sentences revoked-21 percent for techni­
cal violations of program rules, 15 percent for arrests for 
new crimes. Four percent had absconded from the 
program, and 2 percent had other outcomes (such as 
death or a petition for resentencing to prison). 

WHAT ARE THE OUTCOMES 
OF CRIMINAL APPEALS IN ILLINOIS? 
A total of 3,225 criminal appeals were decided by the 
Illinois Appellate Court during 1988. In 79 percent of 
these appeals, the decisions of the trial court were 
allowed to stand: 46 percent were affirmed by Appellate 
Court order, and 33 percent were disposed of without 
order or opinion (Figure 3-29). (The latter occurs, for 
example, when the case is decided through stipulation 
of the facts by the parties or when one of the parties 
successfully motions to dismiss the appeal. Dispositions 
without order or opinion do not set any legal precedent.) 

In the other 21 percent of the appeals decided 
in 1988, the Appellate Court modified the trial court deci­
sions in some way: 2 percent were reversed, 9 percent 
were reversed and remanded to the Circuit Court tor 
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Figure 3-28 
By June 1989, about 57 percent of the offenders 
who had completed the IPS program had done so 
successfully. 

Outcomes for I PS probationers between 1984 and 1989 

IPS outcome Percentage Number 

Successful 57 1,028 
Sentence revoked 

(technical) 21 384 
Sentence revoked 

(new crime) 15 268 
Absconded 4 78 
Other 2 40 
Total 1,798 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (Probation 
Division) 

further proceedings, 8 percent were affirmed in part or 
reversed in part, 1 percent were dismissed, and 1 per­
cent were vacated. Any case in which the sentence that 
was originally imposed is vacated is remanded to the 
trial court. Another sentencing hearing is then held, and 
the trial court may hand down any sentence which could 
have been imposed originally.B2 

Notes 
1 The Illinois Supreme Court exercises original jurisdic­
tion in habeas corpus matters. Also, any conviction in 
which a sentence of death is imposed is appealed 
directly and automatically from the Circuit Court to the 
Illinois Supreme Court. 

2 Twenty-one of Illinois' 22 judicial circuits are num­
bered; the other circuit, which covers Cook County, is 
simply called the Circuit Court of Cook County. 

3 For more information on the Cook County Circuit 
Court, see Christine A. Devitt and John D. Markovic, The 
Pretrial Process in Cook County: An Analysis of Bond 
Decisions Made in Felony Cases During 1982-83 (Chi­
cago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 
1987). 

4 Felony cases are heard in the County Department's 
Criminal Division in Markham, Skokie, Maywood, and 
Bridgeview. 
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Figure 3-29 ....... 
In 79 percent of the criminal appeals decided by 
the Illinois Appellate Court during 1988, the original 
court decision was allowed to stand. 

Appellate Court decisions in 1988 

How disposed Percentage 

Decision affirmed 46 
Decided without order or opinion 33 
Reversed and remanded 9 
Affirmed/reversed in part 8 
Dismissed 1 
Vacated 1 
Reversed 2 
Total 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

Number 

1,479 
1,057 

295 
266 

31 
38 
59 

3,225 

The dramatic increases in criminal cases in the 
Circuit courts in Illinois are not found at the appellate 
level, however. The number of criminal cases decided by 
the Illinois Appellate Court was less than 1 percent higher 
in 1988 than in 1987, although there were 8.5 percent 
more criminal cases pending in the Appellate Court at the 
end of 1988 than at the end of 1987. 

5 The County Division handles mental health, adoption, 
inheritance tax, and election supervision cases, as well 
as real estate tax objections, special assessments, 
condemnations of municipal property, annexations, and 
marriage petitions by minors. 

6 Public Act 86-786 (1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, para. 25-1b). 

7 When granted permission by the chief judge of the 
circuit, associate judges may preside over certain felony 
case functions. 

B According to the National Center for State Courts, 
either Cook County or Los Angeles County could be 
considered the largest general jurisdiction trial court in 
the United states, depending on the unit of measure 
selected. Los Angeles has more judges and a larger 
total number of cases filed when traffic cases are in­
cluded, while Cook County has a higher volume of 
criminal case filings. 
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9 Prior to a not-guilty verdict, the prosecution can file an 
interlocutory (non-final) appeal on certain pretrial rulings 
that affect the state's ability to proceed with the case. 
For example, the prosecution may appeal a court ruling 
that the defendant's confession be suppressed. 

10 Decisions of the Illinois Supreme Court can be ap­
pealed to the federal appellate system and ultimately to 
the U.S. Supreme Court. In some instances, such as 
habeas corpus proceedings, an appeal may proceed 
directly from the state Supreme Court to the U.S. Su­
preme Court. 

11 These totals include not only those Appellate Court 
justices who are elected by the voters, but also any 
Circuit Court judges assigned by the Illinois Supreme 
Court to serve on the Appellate Court as the business of 
the court requires, including those recalled from retire­
ment from the Circuit Court for temporary assignment. 
State law sets the number of Appellate Cou,rt justices 
who are elected from each judicial district: currently, 18 
justices are elected from the 1 st District, 6 from the 2nd, 
4 from the 3rd, 4 from the 4th, and 6 from the 5th. As of 
November 1989, one vacancy existed in the 1 st District. 
There were seven assigned judges statewide, and five 
judges recalled to temporary service, making up a total of 
49 appellate judges. 

12 1989 Report (Springfield, III.: State of Illinois Judicial 
Inquiry Board, 1989), pp 46-58. 

13 In 1989, the U.S. Supreme Court in Gomez v. U.S. 
(No. 88-5014) limited the expanding role of U.S. magis­
trates by barring them from presiding over jury selection 
in felony cases without the consent of the defendant. 

14 The Prosecution of Felony Arrests, 1986 (Washington, 
D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1989), p. 2. 

15 In misdemeanor cases, initial bond decisions may be 
made at the police station, in which case the defendants 
are usually released on their own recognizance. If the 
case is not disposed of at the time of the initial court 
appearance, the judge may then make a separate bond 
decision. 

16 A hearing must be held to determine whether bail 
should be denied to a defendant charged with a non­
probationable offense when it is alleged that the 
defendant's release on bail would pose a real and 
present threat to the physical safety of any person 
(Illinois Constitution, Article 1, Section 9; IILRev.Stat., ch. 
38, par. 110-6.1). 

17 Defendants may waive their right to a preliminary 
hearing. If a defendant waives this right, the case goes 
directly to arraignment. 
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18 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 103-5. 

19 Several counties, including Lake, Stephenson, Menard, 
Winnebago, and Kane, already obtain names of potential 
jurors pulled at random from combined lists of registered 
voters and licensed drivers. Using a merged list for jury 
selection increases the total pool of available jurors and 
improves the racial, educational, age, and socio-economic 
diversity of juries. In Winnebago County, the juror pool 
was increased by approximately 40,000 names by using 
this method. Amendments to IILRev. Stat., ch. 78, par. 
1 b, effective July 1,1990, will make this method the 
uniform practice throughout the state, except in Cook 
County, which was exempted from the act. 

20 Counties using the one-day-one-trial selection system 
are Alexander, Clark, Cook, DuPage, JoDaviess, John­
son, Kane, LaSalle, Ogle, Richmond, Scott, and 
Stephenson. 

21 In trials with more than one defendant, each defendant 
is allowed eight peremptory challenges in capital cases, 
five in cases punishable by imprisonment, and three in all 
other cases. If several charges have been consolidated 
against one defendant, the number of challenges is 
determined by the most serious charge. 

22 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 9-1(g,h). See page 135 for 
more information about the death penalty in Illinois. 

23 The National Survey on Punishment for Criminal 
Offenses (1987), conducted by Joseph Jacoby and 
Christopher Dunn under a grant from the U.S. Bureau of 
Justice Statistics. 

24 Under certain circumstances, a defendant who has 
been convicted of criminal sexual assault for a second or 
subsequent time (a Class X crime) but who is a family 
member of the victim may be sentenced to probation 
(IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-5-3(e)). 

25 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-6-1. Also see pages 
133-135 for more information on the specific types of 
sentences that may be imposed in Illinois. 

26 The other nine states that use determinate sentencing 
are California, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Maine, 
Minnesota, New Mexico, North Carolina, and Washington 
state. The federal court system also uses a determinate 
sentencing structure. Report to the Nation on Crime and 
Justice, 2nd. ed. (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, 1988), p. 91. 

27 A habitual offender is anyone who has been convicted 
twice of murder or a Class X felony and is subsequently 
convicted of a third murder or Class X offense 
(IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 33B-1). 
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28 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 1407. 

29 IILRev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 709. 

30 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-5-3. 

31 A sentence of probation cannot be imposed for convic­
tions of first-degree murder, attempted first-degree 
murder, Class X felonies (see note 24), some serious 
violations of the Controlled Substances and Cannabis 
Control acts, a Class 2 or greater felony it the offender 
has been convicted of a Class 2 or greater felony within 
the past 10 years, and certain other felonies. In addition, 
probation cannot be imposed for those judged to be 
habitual offenders (see note 27), or when the offender is 
older than 21 and is convicted of a Class 1 or 2 felony 
after having been convicted of a Class 2 or greater felony 
two or more times on separate occasions (IiLRev.Stat., 
ch. 38, par. 1005-5-3). 

32 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, pars. 1005-6-3, 1005-5-3.2, and 
1005-8-2. 

33 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-8-2 lists limits to ex­
tended terms for each felony class. 

34 Fines in Illinois are set as follows: for felony offenses, 
$10,000 or the amount specified for the offense, which­
ever is greater; for Class A misdemeanors, $1,000 or the 
amount specified for the offense, whichever is greater; for 
Class B or C misdemeanors, $500; and for petty offenses, 
$500 or the amount specified for the offense, whichever is 
less (11I.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-9-1. See pages 161-
163 for information about collection of fines by the court. 

35 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-5-6. 

36 Public Act 86-806 (IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 9-9). 

37 Public Act 86-834 (11I.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 9-9). 

38 When consideration of the death penalty is requested 
by the prosecutor, the sentencing hearing is conducted 
before the jury that determined the defendant's guilt. If 
the defendant pleaded guilty to first-degree murder or was 
convicted at a bench trial, or if the court for good cause 
discharges the jury that determined the defendant's guilt, 
the sentencing hearing is conducted before a jury impan­
eled specifically for the sentencing proceeding. If the 
defendant waives a jury for the sentencing hearing, it is 
conducted before the judge alone (IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, 
par. 9-1). 

39 Capital Punishment 1988 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau 
of Justice Statistics, 1989), p. 1. 

40 From 1973 through 1988, appeals courts nationwide 
overturned the convictions of 290 death row inmates and 
overturned the sentences of 520 other death row inmates. 
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Additionally, 456 prisoners under sentence of death were 
returned to the general prison population when the death 
penalty was struck down in their states. Sentences for . 
105 others were commuted (reduced to a lesser penalty 
by executive order). As a general rule, all such actions 
result in a new trial, a new sentencing hearing, or a 
reduced sentenced. It is extremely rare for a death row 
inmate to be freed outright by any of these means. 
Capital Punishment 1988, 1989, p. 11. 

41 New legislation (Public Act 86-318; IILRev.Stat., ch. 
38, par. 121-13d), effective January 1, 1990, provides 
free post-conviction legal counsel for indigent defendants 
in cases in which the death sentence was imposed and 
direct appeals of the sentence have been exhausted. 

42 "Supervision" is a disposition of conditional and revo­
cable release without probationary supervision, but under 
such conditions and reporting requirements as imposed 
by the court. Upon successful completion of the supervi­
sion period, the defendant is discharged and a judgment 
dismissing the charge is entered (IiLRev.Stat., ch. 38, 
par. 1005-1-21). 

43 Trends and Issues 89: Criminal and Juvenile Justice 
in Illinois (Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority, 1989), pp. 2-3. 

44 Crime and Criminal Justice in Cook County: An Over­
view (Chicago: Criminal Justice Project of Cook County, 
1989), p. 61. 

45 Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority field 
study, July 1989. 

46 Public Act 86-392 (IiLrev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 115-4j). 

47 Under Illinois law, home confinement with or without 
electronic monitoring is an optional condition of both pro­
bation and periodic imprisonment. It can also be used to 
help monitor defendants released on bond pending trial. 

48 In some cases in which the disability preventing fitness 
to stand trial is physical rather than psychiatric, a defen­
dant may be referred to a rehabilitation program. One 
example of this fairly rare circumstance would be a hear­
ing-impaired person, unable to communicate by speech 
or sign language. Referrals may also be for outpatient 
treatment. 

49 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 6-2. A finding of guilty but men­
tally ill is different from an acquittal by reason of insanity. 
Persons not guilty by reason of insanity are not criminally 
responsible for their conduct because, at the time of the 
crime, they lacked the substantial capacity to appreciate 
the criminality of their conduct or of the need to conform 
to the law, due to mental illness or a mental defect. 
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50 The other four jurisdictions with laws similar to Illinois' 
Sexually Dangerous Persons Law are Colorado, Massa­
chusetts, Minnesota, and the District of Columbia. At 
present, these laws are actively used outside of Illinois 
only in Massachusetts, with 276 committed persons in 
1988, and Minnesota, with 16. Fourteen other states 
have repealed such laws since 1968. 

51 Of the jurisdictions retaining such laws, only Illinois 
and the District of Colombia, where the statute has been 
applied to only one person in the past 18 years, routinely 
require no criminal conviction. In Minnesota, while the 
Psychopathic Personality Law does not stipulate a 
criminal conviction, in practice most persons confined 
under this statute have both civil and criminal commit­
ments. In most of the 19 states that have had such laws, 
the statute could be invoked only after a criminal convic­
tion for a sexual offense. 

52 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 105-9. 

53 The Report of the Governor's Commission to Revise 
the Mental Health Code of Illinois, 1989, p. 99. 

54 The figure of 2,538 IDOC prisoners with a commitment 
charge of a sex offense constituted 11 percent of the 
IDOC population as of June 30, 1989. This number 
significantly understates the actual number of IDOC 
prisoners who have committed a sex offense. For some, 
a more serious charge, such as murder may be listed as 
the holding offense. Some may have been charged with 
a sex offense that was later dropped in favor of a differ­
ent felony conviction, while still others may have served 
time for such an offense in the past. An unknown number 
may have committed a sexual crime without ever being 
apprehended or charged. 

55 Because of counting anomalies in Cook County that 
may artificially inflate the percentage of cases that are 
criminal matters, only the breakdown of case types in 
Illinois outside Cook County is examined. 

56 Because of differences in counting procedures be­
tween Cook County and the remainder of the state, 
trends in misdemeanor case disposition.s in these two 
regions cannot be compared. Cook County, for example, 
counts conservation and ordinance violations and some 
felony preliminary hearings along with misdemeanors in 
the misdemeanor disposition category. Also, in Cook 
County charges are tabulated, while cases are counted in 
the rest of the state. 

57 Disposition of Defendants Charged with Felonies and 
Sentences Imposed, 1988, Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts, unpublished report. 
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58 Crime and Criminal Justice in Cook County: An 
Overview, 1988, p. 96. 

59 Thomas Church Jr., Alan Carlson, Jo-Lynne Lee, 
Theresa Tan, Justice Delayed: The Pace of Litigation in 
Urban Trial Courts (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center 
for State Courts, 1978) and Barry Mahoney, Changing 
Times in State Trial Courts (Williamsburg, Va.: National 
Center for State Courts, 1988). The 1978 study con­
cluded that delay was not a function of court size, judicial 
caseload, the seriousness of cases, nor of the rate of jury 
trials within a jurisdiction. Rather, both the speed of 
disposition and the amount of backlog are determined by 
the expectations, practices, and informal rules of behav­
ior of the attorneys and judges working within a system. 
The study found that it was these elements of "local leg"al 
culture" and not structural and caseload variables that set 
the speed of dispositions and therefore determined the 
the amount of backlog that was allowed to exist. 

60 Some guidance in defining "backlog" has been pro­
vided by the studies on caseflow management and delay 
reduction in urban trial courts (see note 59). These two 
seminal reports, as well as numerous scholarly articles 
on the subject, (see Ernest C. Friesan, et aI., "Justice in 
Felony Courts, 2" Whittier Law Review, vol. 2, pp. 7, 14-
18) have concluded that the number of cases pending 
before a court, or even the growth in the number of 
pending cases from one year to the next, should not be 
considered equivalent to a backlog. They also found that 
the causes of delay in the courts should be studied 
separately, and are largely unrelated to the size of the 
pending caseload. 

61 Church, et aI., 1978. 

62 1987 Annual Report to the Supreme Court of Illinois, 
(Springfield, III.: Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts, 1987); Circuit Court Caseload Summaries, 
January-December, 1988 (Springfield, III.: Administrative 
Office of the Illinois Courts, 1989). 

63 See "The Data" section of this chapter for a discussion 
of problems in using Illinois court data to estimate 
backlog. 

64 An Assessment of the Felony Case Process in Cook 
County, Illinois, and Its Impact on Jail Crowding (Wash­
ington, D.C.: The Adjudication Technical Assistance 
Project, 1989). 

65 Joan E. Jacoby, Charles R. Link, and Edward C. 
Ratledge, Some Costs of Continuances: A Multi-Jurisdic­
tional Study (Washington, D.C.: Jefferson Institute for 
Justice Studies, 1986). Courts were studied in the 
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following cities: Alexandria, Va., Charlotte, N.C., Ventura, 
Calif., and Pittsburgh, Penn. 

66 This 300,000 total includes both charges filed in Cook 
County and cases filed elsewhere in the state. Circuit 
Court Calendar Management, An Illinois Court Manage­
ment Publication, January- December, 1988 (Springfield, 
III.: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, 1989). 

Since felonies must be processed within 160 days, such 
a backlog is a legal impossibility for felonies and this 
formula is not used to calculate felony backlogs in Illinois. 

67 Cook County State's Attorney's Office (telephone 
interviews, July-August 1989). 

68 These figures also include adjudications of defendants 
charged with felony and misdemeanor offenses, but 
convicted of only the misdemeanor offense. Breakdowns 
of such convictions on an included misdemeanor by jury 
trial and bench trial are unavailable from AOIC and, 
therefore, were not included in the previous discussion of 
trends in bench and jury trials. 

69 Because of differences in reporting the manner of 
conviction in Cook County and the rest of the state, it is 
necessary to examine the percentages of convictions by 
guilty plea, bench trial, and jury trial-by class of of­
fense-separately for the two regions. AOIC records for 
Cook County do not include the number or guilty pleas 
accepted at preliminary hearings by class of offense; 
therefore, this number is not included in the breakdown of 
convictions by offense class. In 1988, 706 guilty pleas 
were accepted in Cook County's First MunicipalDistrict 
for which no felony classes are recorded. This figure 
represents 5 percent of all guilty pleas accepted in Cook 
County in 1988. Cook County's relativ/3 percentages 
might be different if felony classes were available for 
these cases. 

70 Note that trends in the actual number of prison sen­
tences do not reflect the imprisonment rate, or the 
proportion of felony offenders who are sentenced to 
prison. This iate is discussed later in this chapter. 

71 Controlled substance trafficking ;,s a Class X offense 
under certain circumstances (1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 
1401.1 ). 

72 This law applies only when the three offenses oc­
curred in separate incidents and the third crime took 
place after February 1, 1978, the effective date of th9 
law. 

73 For statistical purposes only, "probation" in this ques­
tion and the next one includes any sentence involving 
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probation or conditional discharge. While a sl9ntence of 
probation requires offenders to be supervised by a 
probation officer, a sentence of conditional discharge is 
without probationary supervision but requires the of­
fender to follow certain conditions imposed by the courts. 
Also, either of these sentences mayor may not be in 
combination with other sentences, such as fines or 
periodic imprisonment. 

74 Sentences of probation mayor may not be in combina­
tion with other sentences, such as fines or periodic 
imprisonment. Sentences of imprisonment mayor may 
not be combined with fines. 

75 There are a few Class 1-4 felonies in which a sen­
tence of probation is not allowed, but they were not 
excluded from the data set used in this analysis. Also, 
keep in mind that the number of probationable offenses 
has decreased over the years; thus, an apparent 
leveling off in the number of probation sentences in 
recent years may actually mask a slight increase in 
probation usage. 

76 See page133 for a more thorough discussion of deter­
minate sentencing. 

77 The decrease in Cook County probation cases be­
tween 1981 and 1984 is partially attributable to improved 
record-keeping procedures-for example, the practice 
begun in 1983 of purging warrants 10 years and aider 
and the new statewide probation caseload classification 
system that AOIC instituted in 1984. The 1985-1987 
probation figures are probably more reliable than those 
from the early 1980s because of record-keeping improve­
ments and the installation in Cook County of an auto­
mated records system in late 1985. 

78 Probation Division Statistical Report (Springfield, III.: 
Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, 1988). The 
percentage of traffic and DUI offenders supervised by the 
Cook County Adult Probation Department is relatively low 
because these cases are handled by the county's Social 
Service Department, a separate agency. 

79 Statistical Report (Chicago: Adult Probation Depart­
ment, Circuit Court of Cook County, 1988), p. 7. 

80 IPS programs operate in 12 counties: Champaign, 
Cook, Jackson, Kane, Lake, Macon, Madison, McLean, 
Peoria, Saline, St. Clair, and Williamson. 

81 See page 175 for an analysis of the costs of IPS 
compared to regular probation. 

82 III.Rev.Stat, ch. 38, par. 1005-5-3. 
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Courts Financing 
Ir! 1964, Illinois adopted a unified court 
system in which the Illinois Supreme 
Court (assisted by its administrative of­
fice) is ultimately responsible for the ad­
ministration, operations, and rulemaking 
of all trial and appellate courts in the 
state. Even with this unified structure, 
however, the state's 102 counties con­
tinue to playa major role in running-and 
financing-court activities in Illinois, in­
cluding probation. 

This section analyzes how much it costs 
to operate Illinois' .courts and probation 
systems, and how the state and the 
counties share financial responsibility for 
these activities. 

HOW ARE THE COURTS 
FINANCED IN ILLINOIS? 
In general, the courts in Illinois are fi­
nanced through a combination of state 
and county general revenue funds. The 
expenses of Illinois' Supreme and Appel­
late courts are paid for largely from the 
state's General Revenue Fund, which is 
made up primarily of income and sales 
taxes, but which also includes fee and 
fine revenue assessed by the Supreme 
and Appellate courts themselves. Ex­
penses of the Circuit courts, on the other 
hand, are paid for through a combination 
of state and county funds, although spe­
cial fees are increasingly being used to 
finance specific court activities. 

Exactly what proportion each level of 
government contributes to the Circuit 
courts depends on what is included in to­
tal '1rial court expenses." If all court ac­
tivities are included-juries, prosecution 
and defense attorneys, bailiffs, judges, 
police officers needed to testify, admini­
stration, upkeep, and the like-the pro­
portion paid by the state is relatively low. 
A 1986 study by the National Center for 
State Courts (NCSC), which took a broad 
view of total court expenses, found that in 
state fiscal year 1986, the state paid for 
approximately 24 percent of all trial court 
expenditures in lIIinois-$96.8 million of 
the $396.3 million spent that year. 1 The 
counties contributed the remaining 76 
percent, or $299.5 million (FINANCE 3-1). 
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The state's contribution to court-related 
expenses varies widely among Illinois' 22 
judicial circuits. In general, the state con­
tributes a smaller proportion in more 
populous circuits than it does in relatively 
small ones. In fiscal year 1986, for ex­
ample, the state paid 19 percent of the 
trial court expenditures in Cook County 
and 20 percent in the 18th JUdicial Circuit 
(DuPage County). But the state paid 42 
percent in the 8th Circuit in west central 
Illinois and a high of 49 percent in the 
2nd Circuit in the southeastern part of the 
state (see page 127 for a map of Illinois' 
judicial circuits).2 

The state's contribution :s proportionally 
higher in all circuits if the expenses of the 
sheriff or bailiff and the public defender 
are not included in the expenditure total. 
Statewide, these expenses (neither of 
which is substantially supported by the 
state) accounted for more than 19 per­
cent of all trial court expenditures esti­
mated in the NCSC study. The total cost 
of the remaining trial court activities, in­
cluding court services, the judiciary, the 
court clerk, juries, law libraries, and other 
court expenses, was about $319.5 million 
in fiscal 1986, of which 30 percent ($96.8 
million) was supported by the state (see 
FINANCE 3-1). 

The state's largest percentage contribu-

FINANCE 3-1 

tion in 1986-38 percent-was in the 
category of the judiciary (including salary 
payments for circuit and associate 
judges, admiliistrative assistants for the 
chief judge of each circuit, court report­
ers, and court reporter management per­
sonnel). Counties are reqUired to pay 
each judge $500 per year as the county's 
share of his or her salary, with the state 
paying the rest. The state also reim­
burses counties for a portion of the salary 
of the elected state's attorney and vari­
ous probation officers in each county.3 

In addition to paying the costs of proc­
essing criminal and civil cases, the courts 
in l:linois are responsible for support,ing 
other court services, including juvenile 
detention, child care for wards of the 
court, and probation. The amount of 
these expenditures, and the proportion of 
total court spending they represent, vary 
widely from county to county, In fiscal 
1986, such court services accounted for 
213 percent of all trial court expenditures 
in Cook County, 39 percent in 17 other 
populous illinois counties, and 25 percent 
in all counties outside Cook.4 

Probation and court services costs are 
defrayed in part by reimbursements­
grants-in-aid and salary subsidies, for 
example-from the state to county juve" 
nile detention centers and probation of-

County government pays for approximately three·quarters of all 
trial court expenditures in Illinois. 

Estimated trial court expenditures in fiscal year 1986 

Paid by Paid by 
Function county govt. state govt. Total 

Sheriff/bailiff $43,127,700 $0 $43,127,700 
Public defender 33,663,566 0 33,663,566 
Court services 90,807,769 17,411,354 108,219,122 

(probation, child care, 
juvenile detention) 

Judiciary (inc!. clerk, 131,898,889 79,426,232 211,325,121 
juries, law library) 

Total $299,497,924 $96,837,586 $396,335,510 

Note: Figures include direct expenditures only. Unallocated travel is included in state total. 
Fringe benefits for personnel are also included. 

Source: National Center for State Courts 
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fices. The extent to which the court sys­
tem, and not other branches of county 
government, incurs these court services 
expenditures varies widely from county to 
county. In fiscal 1986, the NCSC esti­
mated that the state paid for about 30 
percent of the court services costs in the 
18 most populous Illinois counties com­
bined (FINANCE 3-2). This percentage 
ranged from 17 percent in Cook County 
to 41 percent in Kankakee, LaSalle, 
Madison, and Tazewell counties com­
bined. In the state as a whole, state gov­
ernment covers an average of less than 2 
out of every 10 dollars in court services 
expenses (see FINANCE 3-1). 

HOW MUCH REVENUE DO THE 
CIRCUIT COURTS GENERATE? 
The courts are by far the biggest reve­
nue-generating component of the crimi­
nal justice system in Illinois. And the total 
amount of revenue generated by the 
courts has increased since the mid-
1970s. 

Statewide, collections by the offices of 
the clerks of the Circuit courts for all 
clerks' fees-including those used for 
general government financing as well as 
specialized funds collected for specific 
programs-increased almost 15 percent 
(in constant dollars) between fiscal years 
1974 and 1986. Outside Cook County, 
the increases were much greater: 63 
percent in the five collar counties of 
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will; 
28 percent in other counties with large 
cities; and 17 percent in the remainder of 
the state (FINANCE 3-3). In Cook County, 
on the other hand, court revenues in­
creased only one-half 01 1 percent (in 
constant dollars) between fiscal years 
1974 and 1986, although they did in­
crease by 14 percent over the next two 
years. Meanwhile, the expenditures of 
the circuit clerk's office in Cook County 
increased almost 7 percent beh .... een 
1974 and 1988. 

The exact reason for the increase in col­
lections by the circuit clerks' offices is dif­
ficult to determine. However, because 
the amount of most fees has not 
changed since the early 1970s, the in­
crease in court-generated revenue is 
probably the result of more court activity 
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FINANCE 3-2 
State government reimburseGr'ents cover about 30 pell'cent of the 
probation-and court services .. osts in lUinois' 18 largest counties. 

Expenditures for probation and court services in fiscal year 1986 (thousands) 

Juvenile State Percent 
County Probation detention Child care contribution reimbursed 

Cook $36,266 $13,332 $95 $49,693 17% 
Collar 9,457 3,159 1,483 14,099 26% 
8 largest (outside 7,252 3,595 1,343 12,190 22% 

Chicago area) 
4 other large 2,690 1,299 151 4,140 41% 

Note: The collar counties are DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will. The eight largest 
counties outside the Chicago area are Champaign, Macon, McLean, Peoria, Rock Island, 
Sangamon, St. Clair, and Winnebago. The four other large counties are Kankakee, LaSalle, 
Madison, and Tazewell. 

Source: National Center for State Courts 

FINANCE 3-3 
After genera~ly incre~sing in the late 19705, revenues collected by 
circuit clerks' offices in Illinois did not grow in the early 198f,)s. 

Collections by circuit clerks' offices, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

50 r-----------------------------------~ 

40 
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Collar counties 

I 

10 

I 
Other large counties 

o 
'74 '75 '76 '77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

Note: Figures exclude fees and fines collected for other government levels or for individuals. 
Other large counties have either one city with more than 50,000 people or two cities with 
more than 25,000 people each. Data outside Cook County are available only through 1986. 

Source; Office of the Cook County Comptroller; Office of the Illinois Comptroller 

resulting in the imposition of more 
charges, improved collection of the fees 
that are imposed, or increased use of 
specialized fees. 

In addition to these revenues, circuit 
clerks also collect many fees and fines 
for other levels of government (such as 
the overweight vehicle fines collected for 
the state police or fines to support crime 
victim programs) and for individuals. 

Fees and fines collected for the counties 
do provide a large amount of revenue to 
support the administration of justice. 
DuPage County courts, for example, 
generated $24.16 per county resident 
through clerks' fees, fines, forfeitures, in­
terest, and other fees in fiscal 1986. 5 

That was the highest per-capita amount 
generated by any of the state's 18 largest 
counties that year. The next highest per­
capita total was generated by McHenry 

161 



FINANCE 3-4 
Court-generated revenue equaled 38 percent of all trial-court expenditures in Cook County" and 63 
percent in the rest of the state, in fiscal year 1986. 

Court-generated revenue and expenditures in fiscal year 1986 

Revenue as Revenue as 
percentage Total expenditures percentage 

Total revenue Court expenditures of county (counties and of total 
generated paid by counties expenditures state) exp'enditures 

Cook County $88,046,152 $189,122,472 47% $234,428,965 38% 
Rest of Illinois 161,906,545 63% 

Collar counties 38,147,895 40,739,513 94% 
Other urban counties 22,537,747 26,863,927 84% 
Other counties 40,925,628 42,772,012 96% 

Note: Total revenue generated includes circuit clerks' fees and interest, fines, forfeitures, and other fees. The other urban counties are 
Champaign, Macon, McLean, Peoria, Sangamon, Rock Island, St. Clair, and Winnebago. 

Source: National Center for State Courts 

County ($23.08). In Cook County, the 
figure was $16.76 per person. 

While courts in the most populous coun­
ties generate the largest amounts of 
revenue from fees, fines, and forfeitures, 
courts in the less populous counties tend 
to generate a higher proportion of reve­
nue relative to their expenditures. For in­
stance, total revenue collected by the 
courts in Cook County in fiscal 1986 rep­
resented 38 percent of all trial court ex­
penses, and 47 percent of the expenses 
paid for specifically by the county that 
year (FINANCE 3-4). But in the state's 
other 101 counties combined, revenues 
represented 63 percent of all trial court 
expenses and 80 percent or more of the 
expenses paid for specifically by the 
counties. In fiscal 1986, court-generated 
revenues represented 94 percent of the 
county-paid court expenses in the collar 
counties, 84 percent in the state's other 
counties with large cities, and 96 percent 
in the rest of Illinois' counties. 

WHAT HAPPENS TO REVENUE 
GENERATED BY THE COURTS? 
The courts in Illinois generate two basic 
types of revenue: (1) fines imposed on 
convicted offenders, and (2) fees 
charged to persons involved in both 
criminal and civil cases. For the most 
part, the amounts of these fees are set 
by state statute, and may differ between 
counties with more than and less than 1 
million people.6 
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Most court fees are imposed by the court 
and collected by the office of the clerk of 
the Circuit Court in that county. The cir­
cuit clerk's office then transfers most of 
this fee money into the county's general 
revenue fund, although in most counties 
there are also several special funds set 
up for fee and fine money that is col­
lected and designated for specific pur­
poses. In addition, some fees and fines 
are collected by the Circuit courts for dis­
tribution to the state, municipalities, or 
private individuals (in the case of child 
support payments). In fiscal year 1986, 
56 percent of the fees collected by circuit 
clerks' offices statewide were transferred 
into county general revenue funds, 34 
percent were distributed to local govern­
ments, and 10 percent went to the state.? 

Some of the fees used to finance specific 
justice activities include the following: 

• A circuit clerk automation fee, which 
can be assessed on all cases filed in illi­
nois, helps counties pay for the automa­
tion of their court records.B Although the 
total revenue generated by these fees 
has been relatively small-about $12.5 
million statewide between fiscal years 
1985 and 198B-they can have a big im­
pact on counties' abilities to computerize 
their court records. 

• A law library fee, a $2 to $10 charge 
that is collected in each civil case filed 
with the circuit clerks' office, supports 
county law libraries across the state. In 

fiscal 1986, these fees totaled nearly 
$2.4 million in Cook County alone, or al­
most 99 percent of the expenditures for 
the county's law library that year. And in 
17 other populous counties, the fees rep­
resented 82 percent of the expenditures 
for their law libraries.9 In 1988, Cook 
County collected more than $2 million 
from the law library fee, and other coun­
ties collected $1.4 million. 

• A $10 marriage fee may be imposed 
by the chief judge in any judicial circuit for 
each marriage performed by the courtS.l0 
Money from this special marriage fund 
may be spent "in furtherance of the ad­
ministration of justice." In 1988, however, 
the marriage fee generated only $48,531 
in counties outside Cook. No fee is 
charged in Cook County. 

• A court security services fee of lIP to 
$15, assessed on each party in a civil suit 
and on convicted offenders in criminal 
cases, helps defray the expenses in­
curred by sheriffs' departments in provid­
ing court security.ll This fee became ef­
fective in December 1988. 

• An additional $5 fee can be imposed 
by the counties for all violations of the illi­
nois Vehicle Code (or similar county or 
municipal ordinances), and an additional 
$30 fee can be imposed for driving under 
the influence violations.12 The proceeds 
from these fees are placE;ld in the cO\Jnty 
general revenue fund and are used to fi­
nance the court system in the county. 
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Between fiscal years 1984 and 1988, 
these fees generated more than $22.3 
million for the Circuit courts in Illinois, or 
an average of more than $4.4 million a 
year.13 

Circuit clerks' offices are also responsiple 
for collecting fees and fines for other 
agencies within municipal, township, and 
state government, as well as child sup­
port and maintenance fees for individu­
als, and for distributing this money to the 
appropriate entities. In fiscal year 1988, 
circuit clerks' offices statewide distributed 
more than $349.4 million to these agen­
cies and individuals (FINANCE 3-5).14 

WHAT CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
AGENCIES SPEND MONEY ON 
COURT ACTIVITIES? 
Operating the Circuit courts in Illinois' 102 
counties involves the participation of­
and, consequently, the allocation of re­
sources by-many different criminal jus­
tice agencies, not just the courts. Prose­
cutors' offices, sheriffs' departments, 
other law enforcement agencies, and of­
ten public defenders' offices all take part 
in the court process-and all spend 
money in doing so. 

In fact, a 1987 study in Santa Clara 
County, California, found that the courts 
themselves incurred only about one-third 
of the cost of processing a criminal case 
through the lower courtS.15 A slightly 
larger share of court-related expenses 
(34 percent) was borne by law enforce­
ment agencies (primarily through the cost 
of having officers testify in court). The 
public defender incurred 14 percent of 
the total cost; the prosecutor, 11 percent; 
and the sheriff's department, an addi­
tional 8 percent for detention, transporta­
tion, and court services. Although com­
parable spending data for all of Illinois 
are unavailable, it is clear that a substan­
tial proportion of trial court expenditures 
in the state are also incurred by law en­
forcement agencies, especially county 
sheriffs' departments. 

Sheriffs' offices spend money on court 
operations in two ways. First, like other 
law enforcement Officers, sheriffs' police 
attend court in order to testify in specific 
cases.16 Second, sheriffs' offices are re-
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FINANCE 3-5 
In fiscal 1988, circuit clerks' offices in Illinois distributed more 
than $349 million in fee and fine revenue to other agencies and 
individuals. 

Circuit clerks' distributions in fiscal year 1988 

Distributions to state government 
Conservation fines 
State police fines 
Toll Highway Authority fines 
Juvenile Drug Abuse Fund 
Drug Traffic Prevention Fund 
Violent Crime Victim Assistance Fund 
Traffic fines and surcharges 
Driver education 
Total state distributions 

Distributions to municipalities 

Cook County municipalities 
Rest of Illinois municipalities 
Total municipal distributions 

Distributions to townships 
Cook County townships 
Rest of Illinois townships 
Total township distributions 

$291,250 
4,525,184 

28,421 
391,628 
509,833 

2,649,001 
5,547,721 
3,474,908 

$17,417,946 

$32,973,780 
27,355,694 

$60,329,474 

$0 
693,831 

$693,831 

Distributions for maintenance and child support 
Cook County $65,456,765 
Rest of Illinois 205,560,799 
Total maintenance and child support $271,017,564 

Total of all distributions $349,458,815 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

sponsible for detaining and transporting 
defendants to and from court, and for 
providing bailiffs, serving warrants and 
summonses, and supplying other court 
services. In the 17 most populous coun­
ties of Illinois (outside Cook), bailiffs' ex­
penses alone accounted for 5.5 percent 
of all trial court costs in fiscal year 1986,17 

In DuPage County, the salaries of bailiffs 
and court matrons totaled $765,000 in 
fiscal 1987, oran average of $17,000 a 
year for the 415 full-time employees.18 Es­
timating an additional 30 percent for ': 
fringe benefits, training, uniforms, and 
other costs, pailiff services cost the 
DuPage County Sheriff's Department 
$944!500 in ffscal1987, or 28 percent of 
the department's total expenditures that 
year. This tota.!is almost 50 percent 
higher than the $672,091 (in constant 

dollars) that DuPage County spent on 
bailiff services in fiscal 1980, when there 
were 34 employees.19 

In Cook County, the Court Services Divi­
sion of the sheriff's department ac­
counted for more than 20 percent of all 
trial court expenditures in fiscal 1986. 20 

Expenditures for this division, which is 
responsible not only for courtroom secu­
rity but also for processing court orders, 
increased almost 39 percent (in constant 
1988 dollars) between fiscal years 1973 
and 1988. The $31.7 million spent in fis" 
cal 1988· represented almost one-quarter 
of the sheriff's department's total expen­
ditures from the county's Corporate Pur­
poses Fund that year. The total also 
translated into an estimated expenditure 
per defendant of $13.05 at the main 
Criminal Courts Building in Chicago and 
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$17.53 at the South Michigan Avenue 
courtfacility.21 

Furthermore, these Cook County figures 
don't take into account two other sheriff's 
department units that support the courts 
in Cook County: (1) the Custodian Divi­
sion, which is responsible for security and 
maintenance at the County Building, the 
criminal courts buildings in Chicago, and 
the suburban courts buildings; and (2) 
the Prosecutive Support Division, which 
assists the state's attorney's office with 
investigations. In fiscal 1988, the Custo­
dian Division spent almost $9 million, or 
more than twice the amount spent during 
the early 1970s (in constant dollars). 
That same year, the Prosecutive Support 
Division participated in 75,687 investiga­
tions at a total cost of more than $3.5 mil­
lion (an average cost of $46.30 per inves­
tigation).22 

Another costly court service provided by 
sheriffs' departments is the serving of ar­
rest warrants and summonses. In 
DuPage County, the number of warrants 
served by the sheriff's department in­
creased from approximately 2,500 in 
fiscal 1981 to 5,484 in fiscal 1986. But 
the size of the warrant service work force 
in the sheriff's department-and, there­
fore, the overall spending on this func­
tion-did not increase during this period. 
DuPage County officials have warned 
that this situation threatens to slow down 
'1he entire judicial process."23 

In addition to expenses related to these 
court services, sheriffs' offices, as well as 
municipal police departments, incur the 
often substantial costs of sending police 
officers to court to testify in criminal 
cases. In DuPage County, sheriffs' po­
lice deputies spent 2,692 hours at court 
and inquest appearances in fiscal 1987.24 

This was 87 percent more than the 1,443 
hours spent in fiscal 1977, and 159 per­
cent more than the 1 ,039 hours in fiscal 
1971. Furthermore, only 7 percent of the 
hours that DuPageCounty sheriffs police 
spent "It court in fiscal 1987 were during 
the officers' regular shifts. The vast ma­
jority were overtime hours, which cost the 
sheriff's department $43,670 in overtime 
salaries, or more than three times the 
overtime cost in fiscal 1971 (in nominal 
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FINANCE 3-6 
Combined county and state government spending on courts and the 
judiciary in Illinois increased more than 50 percent between fiscal 
years 1974 and 1988. 

Expenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

500 

Total 

400 I 

300 ~--------------------~C~o-u-n~tie-s----------~ 
I 

200 "'-:'~--------------:=in"".u:::=¥ 

I 
State government 

100 ~~------------~~~~~~--------~ 

o 
'74 '75 '76 '77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

Note: State reimbursements to the counties for the salaries of state's attorneys and probation 
personnel are included in the state government total and not in the counties total. 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; Office of the !IIinois Comptroller 

dollars not adjusted for inflation). The 
number of overtime hours at court in­
creased 86 percent between fiscal years 
1977 and 1987. 

Chicago Police Department officers usu­
ally attend court during their off hours too, 
because many officers are assigned to 
shifts that do not coincide with regular 
court hours. These officers can receive 
either overtime payor compensatory time 
for the extra hours of work. Between 
1983 and 1988, the amount of overtime 
wages paid to Chicago police officers for 
court appearances increased 37 percent 
(in constant dollars), to $257,717. The 
number of compensatory hours taken by 
pOlice officers also rose, from 97,133 in 
1983 to 104,053 in 1988, a 7 -percent 
jump.25 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS SPENT 
ON THE COURTS IN ILLINOIS? 
The cost of staffing and operating the trial 
and appellate courts of Illinois is shared 
by both the state government and the 
state~s 102 counties. In fiscal year 1988, 
these two levels of government spent a 

combined total of nearly $446 million on 
courts and the judiciary statewide.26 The 
1988 figure was more than 50 percent 
higher than the $296.8 million (in con­
stant 1988 dollars) spent in fiscal 1974 
(FINANCE 3-6). In fact, other than a rela­
tively stable period from 1978 through 
1982, statewide spending on the courts 
has increased steadily since the mid-
1970s. 

Throughout this period, county govern­
ment accounted for the majority of 
spending on the courts and the judiciary 
in Illinois. However, the counties' share 
of total expenditures has declined in re­
cent years as county government spend­
ing on the courts stabilized and state 
government spending increased. In fis­
cal 1974, county government accounted 
for more than 65 percent of total state­
wide spending on the courts; the state 
made up the remaining 35 percent. By 
fiscal 1988, however, the counties' share 
of spending on the courts had fallen to 
less than 53 percent, while the state 
government's share had increased to 
more than 47 percent. 
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FINANCE 3-7 
State government expenditures for the !!Iinois Appellate Court 
and the Illinois Supreme Court have changed-very little since the 
mid·1970s. 

Expenditures, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

15 
Illinois Appellate Court 
1 ____ 

~ ........ ~ 

~ 
~ -u 

~ 
12 

9 

6 
Illinois Supreme Court --~ I .--- ,.- - - ---.- --r .. 

3 

o 
'72'73'74'75'76'77'78'79'80'81 '82'83'84'85'86'87'88 
State fiscal years 

Source: Office ofthe Illinois Comptroller 

WH~T COURT·RELATED 
ACTIVITIES DOES THE STATE 
GOVERNMENT PAY FOR? 
The State of Illinois pays for a variety of 
court-related expenses, the largest of 
which is the salaries paid to Circuit Court 
judges and various court staff. During 
state fiscal year 1988, salaries paid to 
both circuit and associate judges totaled 
more than $57 million, or nearly 28 per­
cent of all state government expenditures 
for "judicial agencies" that yearP In addi­
tion, the state spent more than $22 mil­
lion in fiscal 1988 for the salaries of court 
reporters and administrative assistants in 
the Circuit courts. 

State government expenditures for Cir­
cuit Court judges have generally in­
creased since the 1970s, mostly because 
the number of circuit and associate 
judges employed by the state has also 
grown. Between fiscal years 1974 and 
1988, expenditures by the state for the 
salaries of these judges increased 18.5 
percent (in constant dollars), while the 
number of judges rose 14 percent. Ex­
penditures specifically for associate 
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judges grew by almost 80 percent during 
this period, as the number of associate 
judges in Illinois increased by more than 
36 percent. 28 

But despite the overall increase in state 
spending on the salaries of Circuit Court 
judges (even in inflation-adjusted dollars), 
this expense accounts for a declining 
percentage of all state government 
spending on the courts. From more than 
40 percent in the 1973 and 1974, this 
percentage fell to about 28 percent in fis­
cal 1988. This percentage decline has 
been offset by a more than fivefold in­
crease in state spending on probation 
services, mostly the result of increased 
salary reimbursements for county proba­
tion officers and other grants and awards 
(see pages 172-173). Probation support 
for the Circuit courts represented just 2 
percent of state government spending on 
judicial agencies in fiscal 1979, but more 
than 13 percent in fiscal 1988. 

The State of Illinois also pays for tran­
scripts of trial court proceedings in certain 
cases involving indigent persons.29 In fis­
cal 1989, state expenditures for tran-

scripts furnished to indigent persons to­
taled more than $2 million (in constant 
1988 dollars), up from $1.5 million in 
1986. These costs increased even 
though the per-page rate paid to court 
reporters for preparing transcripts re­
mained the same ($1 .80 per page for an 
original, 50 cents for a copy). 

At the appellate level, state spending on 
the courts has changed very little since 
the mid-1970s. Although combined ex­
penditures for the Illinois Appellate 
Court's five districts incre~~'fl\j 24 percent 
(in constant dollars) betwee., state fiscal 
years 1972 and 1988, almost all of this 
increase occurred between 1972 and 
1976 (FINANCE 3-7).30 From 1976 
through 1980, Appellate Court expendi­
tures actually declined 9 percent (in con­
stant dollars). And while these expendi­
tures rose 11 percent between fiscal 
years 1980 and 1988, this increase 
merely brought the 1988 total back to the 
1976 level. The salaries of Appellate 
Court justices accounted for 23 percent 
of all Appellate Court expenditures in fis­
cal 1988, down from 29 percent in fiscal 
1972.31 

Expenditures for the Illinois Supreme 
Court have been relatively flat since the 
early 1970s, rising just 3 percent (in con­
stant dollars) between state fiscal years 
1972 and 1988 (see FINANCE 3-7).32 Su­
preme Court expenditures declined 11 
percent from 1972 to 1975, but increased 
15 percent between 1975 and 1979. Af­
ter declining 14 percent between 1979 
and 1984, these expenditures rose 16 
percent over the next four years. From 
1972 through 1988, state spending on 
the Supreme Court averaged $4.25 mil­
lion a year (in constant 1988 dollars). 

HOW MUCH MONEY 
DO ILLINOIS COUNTIES 
SPEND ON THE COURTS? 
Outside Cook County, expenditures for 
the broad category of "courts and the ju­
diciary" made up, on the average, 8 per­
cent of a/l county spending in fiscal year 
1988.33 That percentage, in fact, has re­
mained steady between 8 percent and 1 0 
percent a year since fiscal 1974. But al­
though court expenditures as a percent­
age of a/l county spending have not 
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FINANCE 3-8 FINANCE 3-9 
County government spending on courts and the 
judiciary has generally increased since 1974 in all 
parts of the state outside Cook County. 

Cook County expenditures on courts and the 
judiciary rose 34 percent between fiscal years 
1974 and 1988. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

40 
Rest of Illinois 

(outside Cook County) 
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Note: State government salary reimbursements are included. Other Note: State government salary reimbursements are included. 
large counties have either one city with more than 50,000 people or 
two cities with more than 25,000 people each. Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

Source: Office of the Illinois Comptroller 

changed much since the mid-1970s, ac­
tual expenditures for the courts have in­
creased throughout the state. 

Outside Cook County, spending on 
courts and the judiciary rose 39 percent 
(in constant dollars) between fiscal years 
1974 and 1988.34 The biggest increase 
during this period occurred in the five col­
lar counties of DuPage, Kane, Lake, 
McHenry, and Will, where spending was 
up 67 percent (FINANCE 3-8). In other 
counties with a large city, court expendi­
tures rose 43 percent between 1974 and 
1988, although all of this increase oc­
curred during the 1970s. In the remain­
ing Illinois counties, courts and judiciary 
spending was up 15 percent. When 
population changes are taken into ac­
count, the increase in per-capita expendi­
tures in the collar counties was lower (34 
percent), while the increases in the other 
counties were virtually unchanged. 

In Cook County, constant-dollar spending 
on courts and the judiciary rose 34 per­
cent between fiscal 1974 and fiscal 1988 
(FINANC~3-9).35 As in many other parts 
of the state, there was an increase in the 
mid-1970s in Cook County, followed by a 
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relatively steady period, and then a slight 
rise in recent years. Much of the overall 
jump in spending on courts and the judi­
ciary in Cook County is the result of in­
creased expenditures, not for strictly judi­
cial offices, but for the state's attorney's, 
public defender's, and adult probation of­
fices instead. Between fiscal years 1974 
and 1988, spending for these three of­
fices combined increased 128 percent (in 
constant dollars), while combined spend­
ing for the chief judge's office, the circuit 
clerk's office, and the Juvenile Court rose 
by less than 3 percent (FINANCE 3-10). 

HOW MUCH MONEY DO CIRCUIT 
CLERKS' OFFICES SPEND ON 
CRIMINAL TRIALS? 
The office of the clerk of the Circuit Court, 
located .in each county of Illinois, repre­
sents one of the largest county expendi­
tures for the operation of the trial courts, 
both criminal and civil. In fiscal year 
1988, Illinois counties spent more than 
$76 million for the operation of circuit 
clerks' offices.36 More than 77 percent of 
this total was spent by the circuit clerks' 
offices in Cook County and the five collar 
counties (FINANCE 3-11 j. These counties 

accounted for a similar percentage-73 
percent-of all criminal cases filed in the 
Circuit courts that year. 

Exactly what percentage of circuit clerks' 
spending is dedicated to the criminal 
courts is often difficult to measure, espe­
cially in smaller counties where the circuit 
clerk's office may not have separate units 
to serve the different divisions of the Cir­
cuit Court. In Cook County, however, 
where a separate Criminal Division of the 
circuit clerk's office serves the county's 
criminal courts, that information is avail­
ableY 

Since the late 1970s, spending for the 
Criminal Division of the Cook County cir­
cuit clerk's office has decreased slightly 
(in constant dollars), but this division still 
accounts for about the same percentage 
of all office expenditures as it did a dec­
ade ago. Between fiscal years 1977 and 
1988, expenditures for the office's Crimi­
nal Division decreased 2 percent overall 
(in constant dollars). In the 1 st Municipal 
District (which services the City of Chi­
cago), spending for the Criminal Division 
decreased almost 7 percent (and in­
creased only 2 percent for the Civil Divi-
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FINANCE 3-10 FINANCE 3-11 
Non·judicial agencies have accounted for much 
of the increase in Cook County spending on 
courts and the judiciary. 

Cook and the collar counties accounted for 77 
percent of the $76 million spent by circuit clerks' 
offices statewide in fiscal year 1988. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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Percentage of circuit clerks' expenditures 
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Note: Non-judicial agencies are the state's attorney's office, the 
public defender's office, and the adult probation department. 

Note: The collar counties are DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and 
Will. 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

sion) between 1977 and 1988. In con­
trast, total spending for the clerks' office 
in the five suburban Municipal districts 
(both criminal and civil divisions) rose 98 
percent during this same period, as the 
number of courtrooms in the suburban 
districts increased. In fiscal 1988, the 
Criminal Division accounted for 7.9 per­
cent of all spending by the circuit clerk's 
office in Cook County, up slightly from 7.6 
percent in fiscal 1977. 

Overall expenditures for circuit clerks' of­
fices in Illinois seem to have increased in 
the 1970s and 1980s, especially in the 
more populous counties. In Cook 
County, total spending by the circuit 
clerk's office increased more than 23 per­
cent (in constant dollars) between fiscal 
years 1970 and 1988. In DuPage 
County, the increase was much larger-
138 percent. Statewide, expenditures for 
circuit clerks' offices were 7 percent 
higher in 1988 than in 1981 (in constant 
dollars). 

As with other judicial agencies, a large 
percentage of the spending for the circuit 
clerks' offices in Illinois goes for person­
nel. State law sets minimum salaries for 

THE COURTS 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

the clerk of the Circuit Court in each 
county, who is e-,Iected to a four-year term 
by the voters in that county.38 Circuit 
clerks' minimum salaries range from 
$13,500 a year in counties with 14,000 or 
fewer people to $20,000 a year in coun­
ties with 300,001 to 1 million people. In 
counties with more than 1 million people, 
the circuit clerk's annual salary cannot 
exceed $55,000. The State of Illinois 
also provides each county with 1 million 
or fewer people an annual award of 
$3,500 for additional duties imposed on 
the circuit clerks' offices by various state 
laws.39 The 101 counties that qualified 
for this award in fiscal 1988 received a 
combined total of $353,500 from the 
state. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST 
TO OPEN A COURTROOM 
IN ILLINOIS? 
Building new courtrooms can be an ex­
pensive undertaking in many areas. 
Cook County, for example, spent 
$710,000 on court construction in 1988, 
ranking it fifth nationally in construction 
costs among the counties.40 But opening 
a new courtroom, or expanding an exist-

ing facility, involves much more than the 
original costs of construction: the facility 
has to be staffed as well. And while it is 
sometimes difficult to estimate the overall 
cost of opening a new courtroom in Illi­
nois-these costs can vary widely ac­
cording to location, cost of materials, and 
what will be included in the facility (cham­
bers, lockup, and the like)-the staffing 
requirements every year the court is in 
operation and the associated personnel 
costs can be more easily predicted. 

The DuPage County Board, for example, 
has estimated that, in addition to a judge, 
1 0 employees are needed to staff one 
new courtroom: three assistant state's 
attorneys, one court clerk, one bailiff, one 
public defender, one court reporter, two 
secretaries, and a public defender's clerk. 
Excluding construction costs, it is esti­
mated that staffing and equipping a new 
courtroom in DuPage County would cost 
almost $450,000 in the first year, includ­
ing more than $421 ,000 for salaries and 
fringe benefits (FINANCE 3-12).41 

Support staff are of primary importance 
to the efficiency of the courts. In 1973, 
DuPage County had 15 court reporters, 

167 



FINANCE 3-12 
Staffing anti equipping a new criminal courtroom in. DuPage County 
would cos(inearly $450,000 in the first year, excluding 
construction expenses. 

Estimated first-year courtroom costs 
in DuPage County 

Staff 
Associate judge 
Circuit clerk 
Bailiff 
Assistant state's attorneys (3) 
State's attorney's secretary 
Senior public defender 
Court reporter 
Judge's secretary 
Public defender clerk 

Salary + 
$75,112 

18,000 
18,000 
96,000 
18,500 
32,000 
32,000 
18,500 
16,000 

Fringe benefits 
$22,534 

5,400 
5,400 

28,800 
5,550 
9,600 
9,600 
5,550 
4,800 

Total for staff $324,112 $97,234 

Judge's chambers 

Office furniture 
Books 
Training 
Robe 
Personal computer for secretary 
Total for judge's chambers 

State's aHorney's office 

Office furniture 
Personal computer and software 
Total state's attorney's office 

$3,700 
725 

4,000 
200 

5,500 
$14,125 

$6,400 
7,000 

$13,400 

Note: Fringe benefits were calculated at 30 percent of the employee's salary. The salaries 
and fringe benefits of associate judges and court reporters are paid for largely by the state 
government (counties contribute $500 to judges' salaries). 

Source: DuPage County Board 

or fewer than one court reporter (0.7) for 
each of the 21 circuit and associate 
judges in the county. By 1986, the num­
ber of court reporters had doubled to 30, 
while the number of judges had in­
creased to 32, which brought the ratio of 
court. reporters to judges closer to 1-to-1. 
These staffing increases have coincided 
with improved effiGiency in the DuPage 
County courts. For even though the 
number of felony defendants whose 
cases were disposed of has increased 
over the years (rising 159 percent be­
tween 1973 and 1988), the number of 
pending felony cases has declined. At 
the end of 1978, there were 2,142 felony 
cases pending in DuPage County, but by 
the end of 1988, the number of pending 
cases had fallen 60 percent to just 846. 
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HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
CONDUCT A JURY TRIAL? 
Every person charged with a criminal of­
fense has the right to a trial by ,either a 
jury or a judge. There are several costs 
associated with jury trials that usually 
make them more expensive than bench 
trials. Some of these costs-for ex­
ample, the time needed to select and 
seat the jury, and any delays associated 
with juries-are difficult to measure. But 
some of the costs of jury trials can be 
more easily measured. For example, 
each potential juror (including people 
who report for jury duty but aren't se­
lected to serve as jurors in a trial) is paid 
a per diem rate by the county for his or 
her service, plus some compensation for 
travel. 

In 1987, Illinois counties spent more than 
$7.2 million in juror fees and mileage re­
imbursements.42 That year, the fees paid 
to jurors ranged from $5 to $20 a day, 
with 46 percent of the counties paying 
$10 or less, 16 percent paying between 
$12 and $13, and nearly 38 percent pay­
ing more than $15. For travel reimburse­
ment, approximately 45 percent of Illinois 
counties paid jurors 10 cents a mile in 
1987. All but two counties paid 20 cents 
a mile or less. Cook County paid jurors a 
flat travel fee of $2.20, regardless of mile­
age or mode of transportation. 

In addition to juror fees and mileage re­
imbursements, there are other adminis­
trative costs associated with conducting 
jury trials in Illinois, such as sequestered 
juries, automation costs, and administra­
tive personnel. However, fee and mile­
age expenses make up the largest por­
tion of these administrative costs. For 
example, Cook County paid out more 
than $3.8 million for juror fees and mile­
age reimbursements during fiscal year 
1988. That total represented 85 percent 
of the jury commission's expenditures for 
the fiscal year. 

WHAT IS THE WORKLOAD OF 
JUDGES IN ILLINOIS? 
Estimating judicial workloads-the aver­
age number of cases disposed of per 
judge-is difficult in Illinois, and cornpar­
ing workload figures across jurisdictions 
is unreliable, for several reasons. First, 
the number of case dispositions can vary 
greatly according to the type of case (fel­
ony, misdemeanor, juvenile, traffic, civil, 
and the like) that a particular courtroom 
deals with. Second, the number of 
judges actively hearing cases is not the 
same as the total number of judges. To 
accurately calculate judicial workload, 
judges not assigned to a courtroom (for 
example, the chief judge, judges with 
other purely administrative functions, and 
judges on vacation, on leave, or tempo­
rarily reassigned to other circuits) have to 
be subtracted from the total number of 
judges. By the same token, any judges 
loaned from another circuit on a tempo­
rary I;>asis have to be added to the total. 
And any mid-year changes must be pro­
rated. as well. 
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Although estimating judicial workloads is 
difficult, it is often a necessary part of 
predicting the resources-judges, sup­
port staff, and courtrooms-that a juris­
diction will need in the future. In the 18th 
JUdicial Circuit (DuPage County), the 
court administrator analyzed specific data 
for the number of cases in various types 
of courtrooms, and the number of judges 
hearing those cases, to derive judicial 
workload estimates for 1984 and 1985.43 
Over those two years, the average work­
load per judge was 777 cases a year in 
felony courtrooms, and 4,573 cases a 
year in DUI (driving under the influence) 
and misdemeanor courtrooms. 

Both 1984 and 1985 were high-volume 
years for the courts in DuPage County. 
Because the number of available judges 
was constant during this period, the judi­
cial workloads from 1984 and 1985 rep­
resent "maximum judge capability" to 
handle both types of cases in any year. 
In 1987, each of the four felony division 
(Criminal Division I) judges handled an 
average of 775 felony defendants, or 
slightly less than the "maximum capabil­
ity" of 777. In 1988, however, the aver­
age number of felony defendants per 
judge rose to 826, or 6 percent higher 
than the maximum number. 

FINANCE 3-13 

HOW DOES SPENDING ON THE 
COURTS COMPARE WITH COURT 
ACTIVITY IN ILLINOIS? 
Two meastlres of trial court ac­
tivity help illustrate the relationship be­
tween spending and activity in the crimi­
nal courts of lIIinois.44 One measure, the 
number of felony cases filed with the 
courts, indicates whether trends in 
spending reflect trends in the number of 
new cases coming into the court system. 
The second measure, the number of fel­
ony cases disposed of, illustrates 
whether the system, given the trends in 
new cases and spending, is able to keep 
up with the demands placed on it. 

In Cook County, the number of felony 
cases filed with the courts increased 88 
percent between 1978 and 1988. During 
this same period, county spending on the 
courts and the judiciary was relatively flat 
(in constant dollars), increasing by about 
6 percent overall (FINANCE 3-13). Even 
when the increase in state government 
spending on the Circuit courts is consid­
ered-an increase statewide of 18.5 per­
cent between 1974 and 1988-the 
growth in spending on the courts in Cook 
County has not kept pace with the dra­
matic increase in new felony cases filed 
in the Cook County Circuit Court. How-

FINANCE 3-14 

ever, the number of felony cases adjudi­
cated in Cook County-through guilty 
pleas, bench trials, and jury trials-did in­
crease 48 percent between 1978 and 
1988. So while this percentage increase 
was still less than the percentage in­
crease in new felony cases filed, it was 
greater than the percentage rise in 
spending on the courts in Cook County. 

In the state's other 101 counties, con­
stant-dollar spending on the courts and 
the judiciary was essentially the same 
(less than 1 percent higher) in 1988 as it 
was in 1978. During this same period, 
however, the number of felony cases 
filed in these counties rose by more than 
40 percent (FINANCE 3-14). (As in Cook 
County, the increase in state government 
spending on the Circuit courts outside 
Cook County still does not make up the 
percentage difference between spending 
and new felony case filings.) Even with 
the relatively flat spending, the Circuit 
courts outside Cook County disposed of 
almost 65 percent more felony cases in 
1988 than in 1978. However, all of this 
increase involved defendants pleading 
guilty: the number of jury and bench trial 
adjudications (which are far more costly 
and time-consuming) increased only 
about 1 percent outside Cook County, a 

While felony cases increased 88 percent between 
1978 and 1988, Cook County spending on courts 
and the judiciary rose just 6.5 percent. 

Outside Cook County, felony cases rose 40 
percent between 1978 and 1988, while county 
spending on the courts was essentially flat. 

Felony cases filed Expenditures, constant Felony cases filed Expenditures, constant 
(thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) (thousands) 1988 dollars (millions) 
28 ~--------------------------~350 35 ~----------------------------r150 

24 300 30 Felony cases filed 
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Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts; Office of the 
Cook County Comptroller 
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rise more in line with the change in 
coUnty spending on the courts. 

In DuPage County, the number of felony 
dispositions increased more than 67 pElr­
cent between 1979 (when there were 
1,976) and 1988 (3,305). Felony cases 
filed increased 26 percent, and total 
cases filed increased more than 72 per­
cent, during this period.45 At the same 
time, total expenditures for the courts and 
the judiciary from the county's General 
Fund rose only 4 percent (in constant 
dollars) between fiscal years 1978 and 
1988. However, the number of felony 
cases pending decreased61 percent, 
from 2,142 at the end of 1978 to 846 at 
the end of 1988. So while the increase in 
court activity in DuPage County far out­
paced the increase in expenditures, the 
number of pending felony cases still de­
clined. These trends may indicate that 
increased expenditures are not the only 
key to decreasing the number of pending 
court cases or to increasing the number 
of court dispositions. 

At the appellate level, changes in spend­
ing on the courts in Illinois has generally 
not kept up with changes in criminal case 
activity. Between 1978 and 1988, the 
number of criminal appeals filed in the illi­
nois Appellate Court increased 49 per­
cent. Expenditures for the court's five 
districts combined, however, increased 
only about 6 percent (in constant dollars) 
during this period. 

HOW MANY JUDGES ARE THERE 
IN ILLINOIS, AND HOW MUCH 
ARE THEY PAID? 
As with other parts of the criminal justice 
system, the primary expense of the court 
system is personnel, the cost of which in­
volves much more than just judges. For 
each judge or courtroom, several other 
staff are required-bailiffs, court report­
ers, a court clerk, one or more state's at­
torneys and public defenders, and (in 
some instances) secretaries. These em­
ployees come from several different 
agencies, and their salaries are paid by 
different levels of government. 

The state pays the salaries of all mem­
bers of the Supreme, Appellate, and Cir­
cuit courts in Illinois, as well as the sala~ 
ries of various other judicial employees. 
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The highest-paid members of the judici­
ary in IlIinQis are state Supreme Court 
justices, who in state fiscal year 1988 
earned $93,264 a year (FINANCE 3-15). 
Illinois Appellate' Court justices made 
$87,780 a year in fiscal 1988, while cir­
cuit judges made up to $80,604, and as­
sociate judges earned up to $75,108. 

Judicial salaries in Illinois are generally 
higher than comparable salaries in most 
other states, but lower than salaries in 
certain large .states such as New York, 
Michigan, and California. In November 
1987, salaries of trial court judges in the 
50 states averaged $66,283 a year; sala­
ries of appellate court judges averaged 
$73,261, and salaries of justices in the 
highest state courts averaged $73,961.46 

In Illinois, judicial salaries averaged 
$75,113 to $80,599 for trial court judges, 
$87,780 for Appellate Court justices, and 

FINANCE 3-15 

$93,266 for Supreme Court justices, 
ranking Illinois fourth, eighth, and 11 th 
among the states in the three categories. 

Adjusting judicial salaries for inflation, 
however, reveals that they have actually 
declined in Illinois since the early 1970s 
(FINANCE 3-16). BetWeen fiscal years 
1972 and 1988, the average inflation­
adjusted salaries of Illinois judges fell 
anywhere from 2 percent (for circuit 
judges outside Cook County) to more 
than 23 percent (for circuit judges in 
Cook County). The salaries of Supreme 
and Appellate court justices decreased 
by almost 22 percent each. 

But while the earning power of judges in 
Illinois declined overall in the 1970s and 
1980s, the total number of trial court 
judges in the state has increased.47 Be­
tween fiscal years 1972 and 1988, the 
number of Circuit Court judges (both full 

Illinois Supreme Court j ... :stices are the highest paid judic~al 
employees in the state. 

Fiscal year 1988 salaries of judges 
and other judicial employees 

Illinois Supreme Court justice 
Illinois Appellate Court justice 
Illinois attorney general 
Assistant attorney general 
State appellate defender 
Assistant appellate defender 
Circuit judge 
Associate judge 
Court reporter 

Salary ranges 

$88,824-$93,264 
83,604-87,780 

20,004-53,004 
57,804-65,004 
21,996-49,356 
76,778-80,604 
71,556-75,108 
33,252-36,636 

Source: Illinois Personnel Detail, Office of the Governor 
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Average 

$93,264 
87,780 
82,294 
32,058 
65,000 
29,679 
80,349 
74,832 
36,633 

The inflation-adjusted salaries of Illinois judges have declined 
since the early 1970s. 

Average judicial salaries, constant 1988 dollars 

Illinois Supreme Court justice 
Illinois Appellate Court justice 
Circuit judge (Cook County) 
Circuit jt,ldge (rest of Illinois) 
Associate judge 

Fiscal 
1972 

$119,404 
111,942 
104,479 
82,090 
76,867 

Fiscal 
1988 

$93,266 
87,780 
80,294 
80,393 
74,832 

Percent 
difference 

-21.9% 
-21.6% 
-23.2% 
-2.1% 
-2.6% 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (1972); Illinois Personnel Detail, Office of 
the Governor (198.(3) 
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circuit and associate judges) rose 33.5 
percent statewide, to 797 (FINANCE 3-17). 
increases were generally larger in Cook 
County than in the state's other judicial 
circuits combined: between 1972 and 
1988, the number of Circuit Court judges 
increased 48 percent in Cook County, 
and 23 percent in the rest of the state. 

Throughout the state, there has been a 
dramatic shift toward the use of associ­
ate, rather than full circuit, judges. The 
number of associate judges statewide 
rose from 260 in fiscal 1972 to 408 in fis­
cal 1988, a 57-percent increase, while 
the number of circuit judges rose just 15 
percent during this same period. By fis­
cal 1988, in fact, more than half of all 
judges serving in the Circuit courts of illi­
nois were associate judges, compared 
with less than 44 percent in 1972. 

This trend is evident in both Cook and 
DuPage counties. In Cook County, asso­
ciate judges made up less than 48 per­
cent of all Circuit Court judges in 1972, 
but nearly 54 percent in 1988. In 
DuPage County, the number of circuit 
judges increased from seven in 1973 to 
10 in 1978, and remained at that level 
through 1989. In contrast, there were 14 
associate judges in DuPage County in 
1973 and 13 in 1978, but 26 in 1989. 

What effect, if any, this shift toward asso-

FINANCE 3-17 

ciate judges has had on the criminal 
courts in Illinois is difficult to measure. 
Because associate judges are generally 
limited to hearing misdemeanor cases 
and conducting bond and preliminary 
hearings in felony cases, it can be as­
sumed that Illinois' Circuit courts are bet­
ter equipped to deal with these matters, 
given the increased number of associate 
judges. But for the more costly and time­
consuming activity of conducting felony 
trials, it appears that increases in judicial 
personnel are lagging behind increases 
in workloads. Between 1978 and 1988, 
when the number of felony trials in­
creased more than 57 percent in Illinois, 
the number of full circuit judges increased 
by only 16 percent. 

HOW IS PROBATION FINANCED 
IN ILLINOIS? 
Probation in Illinois is a court function that 
is organized and carried out at the Circuit 
Court level. A large amount of the fund­
ing for Illinois' probation and court serv­
ices departments comes from the state in 
the form of salary reimbursements for 
probation officers and grants for various 
probation and court services programs, 
paid for through the budget of the Illinois 
Supreme Court. These state funds are 
transferred to county treasuries, and are 
then spent by the counties for their pro­
bation activities. 

Associate judges now account for more than half of all judges 
serving in the Circuit courts of Illinois. 

Number of Circuit Court judges 
1,000 

Total ./' 800 

I '-' -- -600 ...... 
Circuit judges 

400 I 
~ - -oJ"\. 

~-r 
~ I 

-v- ~ ..-
Associate judges 200 

o 
'72'73'74'75'76'77'78'79'80'81 '82'83'84'85'86'87'88 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
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In 1988, 43 Illinois counties were part of a 
"district of circuit" system in which each 
county contributes to a common proba­
tion department an amount that reflects 
the county's share of the costs incurred 
by the department. In this case, the state 
government reimburses the treasurer's 
office in the most populous county, which 
then divides the money among the coun­
ties to reflect each one's share of the to­
tal expenses of the common probation 
department. 48 

In addition to receiving county and state 
funds, probation departments are now 
eligible to receive funds from the proba­
tioners themselves. Beginning January 
1, 1989, every offender sentenced to pro­
bation by the court can be charged a fee 
of up to $25 for every month of supervi­
sion, contingent upon the offender's abil­
ity to pay.49 Receipts from this fee are 
collected by the office of the Circuit Court 
clerk in each county and placed in a spe­
cial revenue fund called the Probation 
Services Fund.50 This fund is used to 
supplement the regular appropriation for 
the county's probation department-for 
example, to purchase services for proba­
tioners with special needs or equipment 
for the probation department. Because 
the fee has been in effect only since the 
beginning of 1989, the amount of reve­
nue generated by it has not been thor­
oughly analyzed. 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS SPENT 
ON PROBATION IN ILLINOIS? 
Overall expenditures for probation in illi­
nois-including both county and state 
spending-increased 55 percent (in con­
stant 1988 dollars) between fiscal years 
1981 and 1988, when it reached nearly 
$63.4 million. Excluding Cook County, 
the percentage increase in probation 
spending was even greater-80 percent 
between 1981 and 1988. 

Spending patterns on probation varied 
widely by cQunty and judicial circuit, how­
ever (FINANCE 3-18). Between fiscal 
years 1981 and 1988, for example, pro­
bation spending (in constant dollars) 
more than tripled in the 1 st and 4th cir­
cuits in southern Illinois, and increased 
186 percent in the neighboring 2nd Cir­
cuit. In the 16th Circuit (DeKalb, Kane, 
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FINANCE 3-18 
Spending p .. ttQrns on probation In Illinois varied widely by county 
a~d judicial circuit. . 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars 

Percent 
Circuit 1981 1988 change 

1 $356,190 $1,124,047 +216% 
2 193,897 554,105 +186% 
3 558,259 1,295,045 +132"/0 
4 253,640 825,404 +225% 
5 446,337 896,588 +101% 
6 791,841 1,783,919 +125% 
7 831,110 1,388,'144 +67% 
8 310,314 760,045 +145% 
9 471,688 776,717 +65% 

10 1,116,309 1,698,454 +52% 
11 568,279 1,409,433 +148% 
12 311,902 596,448 +91% 
13 236,713 433,130 +83% 
14 938,645 2,099,455 +124% 
15 602,505 1,117,894 +86% 
16 1,769,919 1,585,539 -10% 
17 1,132,447 2,024,022 +79% 
18 2,442,501 3,104,526 +27% 
19 1,723,161 3,908,171 +127% 
20 663,122 1,0'19,220 +54% 
21 195,280 259,932 +33% 

Cook 25,092,780 34,'736,974 +38% 
Total $41,006,838 $63,397,212 +55% 

Note: In 1986, Iroquois and Kankakee counties were moved from the 12th Circuit into a new, 
21st Circuit, The 1981 expenditures for the 12th (Will County) and 21st circuits were 
recalculated to reflect their makeup in 1988, 

Source: Administrative Office of the lI!inois Courts 

and Kendall counties), however, 
constant-dollar spending on probation ac­
tually decreased 10 percent during this 
period. The large increase in probation 
spending in many of the state's rural 
areas is the result of an increase in the 
number of probation officers funded by 
the state government in the 1980s. 

In DuPage County (18th Circuit), spend­
ing on probation has not increased as 
fast as the statewide average, rising 27 
percent (in constant dollars) between fis­
cal years 1981 and 1988. In Cook 
County, where probation responsibilities 
are handled by both the Adult Probation 
Department and the Social Service De­
partment, spending in the 1980s has 
generally lagged behind the statewide 
average as well. Expenditures for the 
Adult Probation Department increased 38 
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percent (in constant dollars) between 
1981 and 1988. (In the 1970s, however, 
spending on adult probation in Cook 
County did increase sharply; as a result, 
expenditures more than tripled overall 
between fiscal years 1970 and; 988.) 
Expenditures for the Social Service De­
partment, on the other hand, were ·rela­
tively flat between 1970 and 1983, rising 
jllst 17 percent in constant dollars. But 
spending for this department jumped 60 
percent between 1986 and 1988, primar­
ily as a result of an increase in the num­
ber of DUI cases the depaiiment 
handles. 

At the county level, spending on proba­
tion (including the state's contribution for 
salaries) represents a relatively small 
portion of overall county spending, al­
though the percentage seems to be 

higher in smaller counties. In the 60 Illi­
nois counties for which data were avail­
able, probation spending accounts for 
about 5 percent of all county general 
revenue expenditures, with the percent­
age slightly higher in small counties and 
slightly lower in large counties. In Cook 
County, for example,adult probation ac­
counted for 3 percent of all expenditures 
from the county's Corporate Purposes 
Fund in fiscal 1988. Similarly, probation 
expenditures in DuPage County ac­
counted for less than 5 percent of total 
General Fund expenditures in fiscal 
1988. But in Cass County, nearly 8.5 
percent of county general revenue _ 
spending went for the probation depart­
ment tllat year. 

WHAT PROBATION ACTIVITIES 
DOES THE STATE PAY FOR? 
Since state fiscal year 1979, the State of 
Illinois, through the Administrative Office 
of the Illinois Courts, has contributed to 
the overall costs of providing probation in 
Illinois. Today, AOIC provides county 
probation departments with state funds 
for three purposes: (1) salary reimburse­
ments for probation officers, (2) grants-in­
aid to support various other probation of­
ficers and programs, and (3) grants spe­
cifically for programs designed for proba­
tioners convicted of driving under the in­
fluence (DUI).51 In addition, AOIC pro­
vides mandatory training for probation 
departments through both the Cook 
County Adult Probation Department and 
Sangamon State University-an expendi­
ture of more than $120,000 in fiscal 
1987. 

Total state transfers to the counties for 
probation services increased 446 percent 
between fiscal years 1979 and 1988, 
even after adjusting for inflation (FINANCE 

3-19). Most of this inorease, however, 
occurred between 1984 and 1988. That 
is because after April 1, 1984, AOIC be~ 
gan paying not only a portion of the sala­
ries of almost all probation officers in the 
state, but also 100 percent of the salaries 
paid to any additional probation officers 
needed for expanded or new programs 
approved by AOIC. Today, the state 
pays three types of salary reimburse­
ments:52 

THE COURTS 



• 1 00 percent of the salaries of all 
chief managing probatiol'] officers, who 
are designated by the chief judge in their 
respective circuits (as of Df3cember 1, 
1989, there were 165 chief managing 
probation officers in Illinois) 

• 1 00 percent of the salaries of all pro­
bation officers and supervisors needed to 
meet AOIC's minimum workload stan­
dards and to implement Intensive Proba­
tion Supervision programs53 

• $1,000 a month for the salaries of 
the remaining probation officers engaged 
in basic services and new or expanded 
services 

In state fiscal year 1988, 82 of Illinois' 
102 counties received money from the 
state in the form of a grant-in-aid, 54 re­
ceived traditional salary subsidies, and 
19 received grants for DUI programs. 
Overall, the state provided 83 counties 
with more than $27.5 million for probation 
salaries and grants in fiscal 1988. More 
than $11.9 million (or 43 percent of the 
total) went to Cook County, and another 
$4 million (15 percent) went to the five 
collar counties (DuPage, Kane, Lake, 
McHenry, and Will). 

On a per-capita basis, state probation as­
sistance in the 83 counties that received 

FINANCE 3--19 

money in fiscal 1988 averaged $2.23 a 
person. This amount ranged from more 
than $4 per capita in five counties to less 
than $1 in six others. In Cook County, 
per-capita probation assistance from the 
state equaled the statewide average. In 
other large counties outside the Chicago 
area, per-capita state assistance for pro­
bation was above the state average 
($2.46 a person), while in the collar coun­
ties ($1.96) and the rest of the state 
($2.09), it was below the average. 

In many Illinois counties, particularly less 
populous ones, state assistance ac­
counts for most of the money spent on 
probation services. In Cass County, for 
example, the state contributed 73 percent 
of the nearly $80,000 spent by the Cass 
County Probation Department in fiscal 
1988. The state's share in Cass County 
is relatively high because one of the 
county's three probation officers is the 
chief probation officer, whose entire sal­
ary is reimbursed by the state. Also, the 
number of probation officers in Cass 
County grew from one in 1979 to three in 
1980 to meet state workload standards, 
and has remained at that level. These 
new officers, and the reimbursements 
Cass County receives for their salaries, 
have pushed up the state's contribution. 

State government transfers to the counties for probation services 
have increased sharply in recent years. 

Amount transferred, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

30 

20 

10 

o .11111 
'79 '80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 
State fiscal years 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 
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Even in Illinois' largest counties, the state 
contributes a sizeable percentage of the 
money spent on probation (FINANCE 3-
20). In DuPage County, slightly more 
than half of the probation department's 
direct expenditures in fiscal 1988 (a total 
of more than $2.4 million) were paid for 
by the state in the form of salary reim­
bursements. Similarly, the state contrib­
uted almost 34 percent of the $13.5 mil­
lion spent by the Cook County Adult Pro­
bation Department in fiscal 1988. 

HOW DOES SPENDING ON 
PROBATION COMPARE WITH 
PROBATION ACTIVITY 
IN ILLINOIS? 
Although constant-dollar spending on 
probation has increased at both the state 
and county levels in recent years, the in­
craCl,ses have not always kept pace with 
increases in probation activity, especially 
in Cook County. Between fiscal years 
1984 and 1988, expenditures from the 
Corporate Purposes Fund for the Cook 
County Adult Probation Department in­
creased 19 percent, while the 
department's case load grew by 30 per­
cent. However, supervision of probation­
ers is not the only activity that probation 
departments in Illinois are involved in. 
They also must conduct pre-sentence in­
vestigations, which are estimated to cost 
about three times more than cases under 
supervision 

Outside Cook County, probation work­
loads have outpaced probation expendi­
tures as well. Between 1981 and 1988, 
the probation caseloads of the 101 coun­
ties outside Cook increased almost 75 
percent, compared to a 41-percent in­
crease in constant-dollar expenditures 
(FINANCE 3-21). 

HOW MANY PROBATION 
OFFICt:RS ARE THERE IN 
ILLINOIS? 
As with most other components of the 
criminal justice system, the main ex­
pense of probation departments is per­
sonnel. Probation officers perform a 
wide range of duties: they prepare pre­
trial and presentence investigative re­
ports; they monitor the activities of proba­
~ioners; and they see that probationers 
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FINANCE 3-20 
State government in Illinois contributes a la"ge percentage of thld money spent on probation 
in counties of all sizes. . 

1988 probation spending by level of government 

Cook County DuPage County Cass County 

. Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; DuPage County Finance Department; Cass County Finance Department 

receive whatever treatment or special 
counseling they need.54 A staff of 
trained, experienced personnel is neces­
sary to effectively carry out these respon­
sibilities. However, an analysis of proba­
tion officers hired in Cook, DuPage, and 
Kane counties from August 1984 through 
.July 1985 found that 46 percent (80 per­
cent in Cook County) had no prior experi­
ence and only 17 percent held advanced 
degrees.55 

The experiences of these three Illinois 
counties may reflect a national problem. 
In a 1987 survey, probation departments 
nationwide cited "staff shortages" as their 
No.1 problem, and 47 percent of the de­
partments rated "burnout" as a serious 
problem in retaining probation staff.56 
These complaints have been voiced 
even though the most currently available 
data indicate that the number of full-time 
probation, parole, and pardon emplo}'ees 
in state and local governments nation­
wide increased 11 percent between 1979 
and 1985, and that spending 011 proba­
tion, parole, and pardon increased 14 
percent during this period, after adjusting 
for inflation. 

In Illinois, the number of probation offi" 
cers has increased since 1979 as well. 
The number of professional line staff in 
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the Cook County Probation Department 
grew by almost 38 percent between fiscal 
years 1979 and 1987, to 887.57 In the 
state's other 101 cOLmties, the number of 
professional line staff rose almost 32 per­
cent in the same period. Most of the in­
crease: in probation staff occurred imme­
diately after the Administrative Office of 
the Illinois Courts implemented workload 
standards for probation departments in 
1984. Between 1983 and 1984 alone, 
the number of professional line staff in 
probation departments statewide rose 
almost 31 percent, with an even larger 
increase of 44 percent in the counties 
outside Cook. 

HOW MUCH DO PROBATION 
OFFICERS IN ILLINOIS EARN? 
The amount of money paid to probation 
officers in Illinois is determined by the in­
dividual counties they serve, although 
since 1979, the state has set a minimum 
salary for probation officers in counties 
that want to receive salary reimburse­
ments from the state government. ' Be­
tween 1979 and 1986, the minimum 
amount a probation officer could make, if 
the county wanted to receive the salary 
reimbursement, was $11,000 a year. In 
1987, this minimum was raised to its cur­
rent level of $17,000 a year. If a county 

FINANCE 3-21 
Outside Cook Co .... nty, U.e 
growth in probation case loads 
has exceeded the growth in 
spending on probation. 

Expenditures Year-end 
(constallt probation 
1988 dollars) caseload 

1981 $42,777,629 27,614 

1988 $60,519,051 48,238 

Percent 
change +41.5% +74.7% 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts 

pays its probation officers at least the 
$17,000 minimum, it will receive $1,000 a 
month, or $12,000 a year, from the state 
in the form of a salary reimbursement. 
Thus, a probation officer making the mini­
mum salary of $17,000 would be funded 
by both AOIC (71 percent) and the 
county (29 percent), not including fringe 
benefits, which are paid by the county. 

In large counties such as Cook and 
DuPage, the salaries of adult probation 
officers are somewhat higher than the 
state minimum. In Cook County, proba­
tion officer salaries ranged from $20,844 
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to $26,712 in fiscal 1989, with an aver­
age salary of $24,373. For all probation 
staff-probation officers, supervisory per­
sonnel, and support staff-the average 
salary in fiscal 1989 was $21,745. Cook 
County's chief probation officer made 
$61,500 that year, while deputy chief pro­
bation officers and supervising probation 
officers in each section of the Adult Pro­
bation Department earned $40,921 and 
$31,538, respectively.58 In DuPage 
County, the salary range for an adult pro­
bation officer in fiscal 1990 was $21,566 
to $32,350, while the salary range for the 
chief probation officer was $39,983 to 
$59,975.59 

In smaller counties such as Cass, the 
salaries of probation staff are, predicta­
bly, much lower than in larger counties.60 

The average salary of an adult probation 
officer in Cass County in fiscal 1989 was 
$17,850, or 27 percent lower than the 
average salary in Cook County, and only 
$850 more than the state minimum. The 
$27,622 salary of Cass County's chief 
probation officer was 55 percent lower 
than the salary of the chief probation offi­
cer in Cook County. 

In Cook County, at least, it appears that 
the salaries of probation officers have 
kept pace with inflation since 1975. that 
year, the average salary of an adult pro­
bation officer in Cook County was 8.p­
proximately $21 ,700 (in constant 1988 
dollars). In fiscal 1989, the average sal­
ary (after adjusting for inflation) was 12 
percent higher at $24,373. However, the 
increase in the earning power of adult 
probation officers in Cook County (and 
throughout the state) may be the result of 
the implementation of state minimum sal­
ary requirements for probation officers. 

HOW MUCH DOES PROBATION 
COST COMPARED TO OTHER 
PUmTIVE SANCTIONS? 
Perhaps the best way to measure the 
cost of probation is to see how it com­
pares with other criminal sanctions. One 
argument for the use of probation in gen­
eral-and particularly the use of Intensive 
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Probation Supervision (IPS) for offenders 
who would otherwise be sentenced to 
prison-is that probation is less expen­
sive than incarcerating an offender in a 
state or county correctional facility. 

In Arizona, a detailed analysis of the di­
rect costs of intensive probation, com­
pared with other sanctions, found that 
IPS was cheaper than prison but more 
expensive than ordinary probation.51 The 
daily cost in 1987 for an offender sen­
tenced to IPS ranged from $9.22 to 
$24.50, with a statewide average of 
$13.72 a day (or $5,007 a year). By 
comparison, the average daily cost for an 
offender in prison was $42 ($15,330 a 
year), $47.15 for an offender in jail 
($17,199 a year), and $2.27 for an of­
fender sentenced to ordinary probation 
($828 a year). In a 1988 New Jersey 
study, cost estimates were found to be 
quite similar: $15 a day for IPS and $59 
a day for incarceration.52 

The Arizona analysis also indicated that 
IPS generated additional cost savings 
and benefits not found in many other 
sanctions. These included higher fines 
and probation fees, more community 
service work performed, greater tax with­
holdings for employment, and greater 
amounts of victim restitution. 

In Illinois, a more recent cost comparison 
by AOIC's Probation Division produced 
similar results.o3 According to AOIC, it 
cost the state government 7.5 times more 
to incarcerate an offender in the Illinois 
Department of Corrections for a year 
than to place the offender on IPS. As of 
June 1989, the yearly cost to the state of 
incarceration was $16,485 (or $45.16 a 
day), compared to $2,232 (or $6.11 a 
day) for IPS.54 If costs paid by the coun­
ties are factored in, the yearly per-person 
cost for IPS rises to $3,434 ($9.40 a day), 
which is still almost five times less than 
the cost of incarceration.55 

In the five years the IPS program has ex­
isted in Illinois, the savings in direct costs 

have been substantial. Between June 
1984, when IPS was begun, and June 
1989, a total of 2,493 offenders in Illinois 
had been admitted to the program, which 
usually lasts 12 months. At $3,434 per 
person per year, the total cost of IPS in 
Illinois has been more than $8.5 million. 
Of the 2,493 caS~$, 695 probationers (or 
28 percent) were still under supervision 
as of June 30, 1989, and 57 percent of 
the 1 ,798 closed cases had been suc­
cessfully completed. If these 1,028 of­
fenders had been sentenced to state 
prison instead of being put on IPS, it 
would have cost the state at least $16.9 
million (assuming each inmate was incar­
cerated for only one year). By a very 
conservative estimate, then, the IPS pro­
gram has saved the state at least $8 mil­
lion so far. 

Besides these direct cost savings, AOIC 
estimates that IPS generated more than 
$2.4 million in other benefits and savings 
during the program's first five years. 
These include taxes withheld ($996,944), 
community service employment 
($733,692), fines paid ($265,290), victim 
restitution collected ($261,619), court 
costs collected ($171,534), and drug­
testing fees ($2,568). 

In addition to cost savings and other 
benefits, however, there are also indirect 
costs, some of which are difficult to quan­
tify, that must be considered in measur­
ing the total cost of IPS. Between June 
1984 and June 1989, for example, 268 
probationers (or 15 percent of the nearly 
1,800 released from the program) were 
discharged from IPS because they had 
committed at least one new offense.55 

Although it is difficult to quantify the costs 
of these new offenses-in terms of 
losses to victims, costs of additional court 
time, and the like-they must be consid­
ered in any comprehensive comparison 
of the costs of IPS and other criminal 
sanctions. 
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The Data 
There are several limitations to the data 
available in Illinois to measure spending 
fo(the criminal courts. For one thing, Illi­
nois' courts handle more than just crimi­
nal cases (in f.~ct, criminal and quasi­
criminal matters account for fewer than 
40 percent of all Circuit Court cases out­
side Cook County), and separating out 
spending specifically for criminal court 
matters is impossible in almost all 
jurisdictions. 

Second, the courts are "staffed" not just 
by judges and other personnel employed 
by the courts, but by a variety of criminal 
justice officials (prosecutors. public de­
fenders, bailiffs, and the. like) from a vari­
ety of criminal justice agencies. While in­
formation on the salaries paid to judges 
and other court officials provide some in­
dication of court spending, it is not the 
complete picture. And yet, including 
functions such as prosecution, public de­
fense, and court security (a responsibility 
of county sheriffs) in the spending total 
for the courts double-counts some of the 
criminal justice spending analyzedsepa­
rately in other parts of this report, and 
distorts to a certain extent the amount of 
money spent specifically for the courts 
themselves. 

This section uses a variety of data 
sources. Overall spending data for Illi­
nois counties outside Cook came from 
the Office of the Illinois Comptroller, us­
ing its category of "courts and the judici­
ary," which includes expenditures for the 
chief judge's office, the Circuit and Juve­
nile courts, the office of the clerk of the 
Circuit Court, the jury commission, the 
adult and juvenile probation departments, 
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the state's attorney office, and the public 
defender's office. The data include ex­
penditures from all funds, including gen­
eral revenue, special revenue, and 
capital funds. 

Expenditure data for Cook County came 
from the annual reports of the Office of 
the Cook County Comptroller. To make 
these data comparable with the data re­
ported by the Illinois comptroller's office 
for the state's other counties, expendi­
tures were taken from the following Cook 
County agencies: the office of the chief 
judge, the Circuit and Juvenile courts, the 
office of the clerk of the Circuit Court, the 
Court Services Division of the sheriff's 
department, the adult and juvenile proba­
tion departments, the state's attorney's 
office, the public defender's office, the 
medical examiner's office, and the judicial 
advisory council, as well as other miscel­
laneous court expenditures. Unlike ex­
penditures in the state's other counties, 
courts and judiciary totals for Cook 
County do not include expenditures from 
special revenue or capital funds. 

Information specifically on probation ex­
penditures came from the Annual Statisti­
cal Reports of the Probation Division of 
the Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts. These data, however, are avail­
able only for county fiscal years 1975 
(which came from AOIC's annual report 
that year), 1981-1984, and 1988. 

Judicial salary information came from the 
Illinois Personnel Detail, published by the 
office of the Governor. Receipts by the. 
Circuit COIJrt. clerks' Offices were obtained 
from AOIC's Annual Reports to the Illi­
nois Supreme Court. 
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Notes 
1 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report (North Andover, Mass.: National 
Center for State Courts, 1988}, Part III, p. 
14, table 11. Note that ''trial court" ex­
penditures refer to those of the Circuit 
courts only, and do not include expenses 
of the Supreme and Appellate courts. In 
addition, these figures represent direct 
expenditures only. In its court expendi­
ture totals, the NCSC includes the judici­
ary, court clerks, court services, bailiffs, 
public defenders, juries, and law libraries, 
but not the costs of prosecution or police 
testimony. 

2 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988 (Part III, p.14, table 11). 

3 Because judges, administrative assis­
tants, and court reporters are paid di­
rectly from the state treasury, the pay­
ments are technically not transfers to 
counties. In contrast, salary reimburse­
ments for probation officers and prosecu­
tors are paid from the state to the coun­
ties, which then pay the appropriate per­
sonnel. Probation officer salary reim­
bursements are included under court 
services in FINANCE 3-1. 

4 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988 (Part II, pp. 23-24; Part III, 
p. 15, table 13). For a list of the ~ 7 coun­
ties, see the note on FINANCE 3-2. 

5 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988 (Part II, p. 48). 

6 County boards have authority to set 
some fee amounts, such as court secu­
rity fees and child support collection fees. 

7 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988 (Part III .. p. 19, table 18). 

8 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 25, par. 27.3a. Cook 
County was excluded from collecting the 
circuit clerk automation fee until 1989. 

9 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988 (Part II, pp. 31-32, table 
36; p. 51). 

10 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 25, par. 27.1. 

11 !!I.Rev.Stat., ch. 34, par. 429.31. 

12 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 34, par. 429.29. 

13 Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts. 
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14 Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts. 

15 News Update (Washington, D.C.: Na­
tional Association of Criminal Justice 
Planners, June 16, 1987). 

16 These expenses are not normally in­
cluded in analyses of court expenditures. 

17 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988 (Part II, p. 24, figure 2). 

18 Annual Report (Wheaton, III.: DuPage 
County Sheriff's Department, 1987). Ad­
ditional calculations of the cost of bailiff 
services were provided by the sheriff's 
department. 

19 Fiscal 1980 is the earliest comparable 
year because it is the first year that in­
cluded the Retirement Fund. 

20 Illinois Courts Finance Study, Final 
Report, 1988, (Part II, p. 23, figure 1). 

21 Cook County Annua, Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989. 

22 Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989. 

23 Optimum Resource Management 
Plan (Wheaton, III.: DuPage County 
Sheriff's Department, 1987), p. 11. 

24 DuPage County Sheriff's Department 
Annual Report, 1987. 

25 Chicago Police Department, Research 
and Development Division. To help off­
set the cost of having officers appear in 
court, the police department recently be­
gan charging criminal defendants a "wit­
ness fee" for responding to defense sub­
poenas for officers to testify in court or to 
turn over certain police records. Accord­
ing to the police department, the fees­
$20 for cases in state court and $30 for 
federal cases, plus $1.80 for mileage­
are authorized under state law (see 
III.Rev.Stat., ch. 53, par. 65), but they 
have been challenged by defense attor­
neys in at least two lawsuits. In April 
1990, a Cook County Criminal Court 
judge, ruling on one of the legal chal­
lenges, entered an injunction barring the 
police department from requiring pay­
ment in advance before responding to 
subpoenas. William Grady, "Judge halts 

new police fee policy," Chicago Tribune 
(April 24, 1990), sec. 2, p. 6. 

26 State and county government spend­
ing on the courts and the judiciary in Illi­
nois includes expenditures for a variety of 
different agencies and functions, includ­
ing not only the courts and courts person­
nel, but also certain prosecution, public 
defrmse, and other related judicial agen­
cies (see notes 27, 33, and 35 for details 
on what expenditures are included in the 
courts spending totals for both state and 
county government). The state govern­
ment total includes salary reimburse­
ments for county state's attorneys and 
probation personnel. Because these re­
imbursements are actually transfers from 
the state to the counties, they could be 
included in the expenditures for both lev­
els of government. To avoid counting 
these expenditures twice, the reimburse­
ments were subtracted from the county 
totals in the graph, FINANCE 3-6. 

27 State government spending on "judi­
cial agencies" includes expenditures for 
the Supreme Court of Illinois, the Illinois 
Appellate Court, the Administrative Office 
of the Illinois Courts (including probation 
programs and salary reimbursements), 
the Circuit courts (salary payments for 
judges, administrative assistants, and 
court reporters), the Illinois Attorney 
General's Office, the Office of the State's 
Attorneys Appellate Prosecutor, the Of­
fice of the State Appellate Defender, the 
Illinois Courts Commission, the JUdicial 
Inquiry Board, the Judges Retirement 
System, and salary reimbursements for 
county state's attorneys. 

28 Illinois Annual Report 1988 (Spring­
field, III.: Office of the Illinois Comptroller, 
1988); Annual Report to the Supreme 
Court of Illinois (Springfield, III.: Adminis­
trative Office of the Illinois Courts, 1988). 

29 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 661-665; 
Supreme Court Rule 607 (1II.Rev.Stat., 
ch. 11 OA, par. 607). 

30 These expenditures include salaries 
and expenses of Appellate Court justices, 
salaries and expenses of the clerks in the 
five Appellate Court districts, and ex­
penses of the appellate law clerks. 
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31 These salaries are for elected Appel­
late Court justices and circuit judges ap­
pointed to the Appellate Court by the illi­
nois Supreme Court. Fringe benefits and 
contributions made by the state for Social 
Security and other deductions are not in­
cluded. 

32 Supreme Court expenditures include 
the ordinary operation of the Court, the 
salaries of Supreme Court justices, and 
expenditures for the clerk of the Supreme 
Court. 

33 Outside Cook County, expenditures 
under the category "courts and the judici­
ary" include a broad range of court func­
tions, including the offices of the chief 
judge, the circuit clerk, the jury commis­
sion, the state's attorney, and the public 
defender, as well as the Circuit and Juve­
nile courts and the adult and juvenile pro­
bation departments. In addition, these 
totals include expenditures not only from 
county general revenue funds but also 
from special revenue and capital funds 
as well. (See note 35 for differences in 
counting these expenditures in Cook 
County.) Data that separate out county 
spending specifically for the courts (ex­
cluding such functions as prosecution 
and public defense) are not available on 
a statewide basis in Illinois. 

34 The expenditure totals for counties in 
different regions of .llIinois include reim­
bursements from the state government 
for the salaries of state's attorneys and 
certain probation personnel. In FINANCE 
3-6, these transfers were subtracted from 

, the spending totals for county govern­
ment because the statewide amount of 
these reimbursements was known. How­
ever, because the amount of salary reim­
bursements to counties in different re­
gions of the state could not be easily de­
termined, these state transfers are in­
cluded in the county figures used in this 
question. 

35 In Cook County, the "courts and the 
judiciary" category was calculated by the 
Authority to include spending from the 
following agencies: the office of the chief 
judge, the Circuit and juvenile courts, the 
office of the clerk of the Circuit Court, the 
Court Services Division of the sheriff's 
department, the adult and juvenile proba-
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tion departments, the state's attomey's 
office, the public defender'S office, the 
medical examiner's office, and the judicial 
advisory council, as well as other miscel­
laneous court expenditures. Unlike ex­
penditures in the state's other counties, 
courts and judiciary totals for Cook 
County do not include expenditures from 
special revenue or capital funds. 

:J6 Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts. 

37 See pages 126 and 128 for informa­
tion on how the Circuit Court of Cook 
County is organized. The circuit clerk's 
office in Cook County follows a similar or­
ganization. 

38 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 27, par. 27.3. 

39 III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 27, par. 27.3. 

40 "Currents," City & State (October 23, 
1989), p. 31. 

41 Information on the salaries, fringe 
benefits, and basic supplies needed for 
new courtroom staff was provided by the 
DuPage County Board. 

42 Findings, Jury Operations, vol. 2, no. 
2 (Springfield, III.: Administrative Office 
of the Illinois Courts, 1989). 

43 Carl E. Lind, Cases-Courtrooms­
Judges. Projected to Year 2020 (Whea­
ton, III.: 18th Judicial Circuit Court, 
1986). 

44 Because expenditures specifically for 
the criminal courts cannot be separated 
from spending for the civil courts and 
other court functions, this section 
compares overall expenditures for the 
courts with various measures of criminal 
court activity. Comparisons for the trial 
courts include spending on "courts and 
the judiciary" (see notes 33 and 35). 

45 18th Judicial Circuit annual reports 
(1979-1988); Lind, 1986. 

46 Survey of JUdicial Salaries, vol. 13, 
no.2 (North Andover, Mass.: National 
Center for State Courts, 1987). 

47 Thes:e judicial employment figures re­
flect circuit and associate judges who 
preside over both criminal and civil 
cases. The numbers are actual counts 
as of December 31 of each year. 

48 ULRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 204-7. 

49 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-6-3. 

50 ULRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 204-7.1. 

51 The state distributions for "salary reim­
bursements" cover those probation offi­
cer positions in place before 1984 and 
which meet the minimum qualifications 
established by AOIC. "Grants-in-aid" are 
salary reimbursements for all probation 
positions for which the counties receive 
100-percent reimbursement; they include 
management positions, Intensive Proba­
tion Supervision officers, and those staff 
hired after 1984 to bring counties in com­
pliance with AOIC workload standards. 
DUI grants are for counties that have a 
large number of high-risk DUI offenders 
in need of maximum supervision. 

52 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 204-7 (4). 

53 AOIC has developed standards for the 
minimum number of probation officers 
needed for each county, and it reim­
burses counties for only that number. 
Probation officers are required to have a 
bachelor's degree in order to be eligible 
for reimbursement. Also, see page 138 
for a description of Intensive Probation 
Supervision in Illinois. 

54 A Report on the Adult Probation De­
partment (Chicago: Special Commission 
on the Administration of Justice in Cook 
County, 1986), p. 6. 

55 A Report on the Adult Probation De­
partment, 1986, pp. 11, 13. 

56 Randall Guynes, "Difficult clients, 
large caseloads plague probation, parole 
agencies," J·.lesearch in Action (Washing­
ton, D.C.: National Institute of Justice, 
1988). 

57 Professional line staff include proba­
tion administrators and supervisors, adult 
line staff, juvenile line staff, combined 
adult and juvenile line staff, and other 
professional or administrative line per­
sonnel. 

58 Probation salary data for Cook County 
come from the Cook County Annual Ap­
propriations Bill for FY1989. 

59 DuPage County Probation Depart­
ment (personal communication, April 4, 
1990). 
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60 Cass County salary data come from 
the Cass County Probation Department's 
budget request for fiscal year 1989. 

61 Peter Haynes, Adult. Intensive Proba­
tion Supervision Program: Evaluation Re­
port (Phoenix, Ariz.: Arizona Criminal 
Justice Commission, 1987). 

62 Frank S. Pearson, "Evaluation of New 
Jersey's Intensive Supervision Program .... 
Journal of Crime and Delinquency, vol. 
34, no.4 (October 1988). 

63 Illinois Intensive Probation Supervi­
sion: Statewide Summary Quarterly Sta­
tistical Report (Springfield, III.: Adminis­
trative Office of the Illinois Courts, Sep­
tember 1989). Updated figures were pro­
vided by the field services supervisor of 
AOIC's Division of Probation Services. 

64 The cost of incarcerating a prison in­
mate was obtained from the Illinois De­
partment of Corrections' Bureau of Ad­
ministration and Planning. 

65 IPS costs paid by the counties include 
such expenses as fringe benefits for pro­
bation officers whose salaries are paid by 
the state and various overhead costs re­
lated to administration and operation of 
the program. AOIC estimates these to 
be 25 percent to 35 percent above the 
state cost. Assuming the 35-percent esti­
mate, the counties' yearly cost per IPS 
probationer is $1 ,202, which brings the 
total cost (state and county) to $3,434 a 
year. 

THE COURTS 

66 Of the 1,798 probationers discharged . 
from IPS as of June 1989, 57 percent 
completed the program successfully, 21 
percent were revoked for a technical vio­
lation, 15 percent were revoked for com~ 
mitting a new offense, 4 percent ab­
sconded, and the rest were taken off IPS 
for other reasons (such as their death). 
lfIinois Intensive Probation Supervision: 
Statewide Summary, Quarterly Statistical 
Report, July 1989. 'Because of record­
keeping practices in some counties, re­
ported percentages of violators are 
probably higher than the actual propor­
tion of violations among IPS probation­
ers. In Lake County, for example, IPS 
probationers are commonly assigned first 
to the county's work-release program and 
then to IPS. It is not possible to separate 
the work-release violators from the IPS 
violators for most years. In 1988, how­
ever, 16 of the 38 "IPS violators" in Lake 
County actually violated their sentences 
while on work release, not IPS. 
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An Overview of Felony Processing in Illinois 
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CORRECTIONS 

Overview 
Corrections in Illinois is not one unified system, but rather a 
group of independently operating systems-jails, prisons, 
probation, and parole. Local, state, and federal jurisdic­
tions overlap one another, but their correctional systems 
are distinct. Each has problems and priorities of its own. 
Nevertheless, all correctional systems, to a certain extent, 
share four goals: retribution, deterrence, incapacitation, 
and rehabilitation. 

In recent years, addressing the problem of inmate 
crowding has been one of the most pressing issues facing 
correctional administrators in Illinois (and elsewhere). In 
addition to providing a general description of corrections in 
Illinois, this chapter describes some of the techniques used 
in Illinois, and in other states, to help reduce crowding 
within correctional facilities. 

HOW ARE JAILS ORGANIZED IN ILLINOIS? 
In Illinois, as in most of the United States, local and county 
jails serve two purposes: (1) housing people who have 
been arrested for a crime and are awaiting trial and (2) 
housing offenders who have been convicted of relatively 
minor offenses. Illinois state prisons, on the other hand, 
house only offenders sentenced to a year or more of 
incarceration. 

Illinois' jails are organized on both municipal and 
county levels. As of August 1988, 93 of the state's 102 
counties operated county jails.1 During state fiscal year 
1988, 286,532 people spent time in these county facilities. 2 

Counties with no jails typically have contractual 
arrangements with nearby counties to house their inmates. 

In Illinois, as in much of the nation, county jails are 
administered by county sheriffs, elected to four-year terms. 
Although there are no statewide standards for jail person­
nel, Illinois law requires all officers working in jails through­
out the state to receive five weeks of correctional officer 
training within the first six months of their employment. 

CHAPTER 4 

While two out of three jails in the United States 
were built to hold fewer than 50 inmates, closer to three out 
of four county jails in Illinois were built that small (Figure 4-
1 ).3 During fiscal year 1988, Illinois county jails ranged in 
capacity from just 4 prisoners (Putnam County Jail)4 to 
5,907 prisoners, the capacity of Cook County Jail, which is 
the largest single-site detention facility in the United 
States.5 Eighteen county jails in Illinois have the capacity 
to hold more than 100 inmates. These counties house 79 
percent of the state's jail inmates. In Illinois, seven 
currently operating jails were built before 1900, and two of 
those date back to 1839. The majority of county jails in 
Illinois were built or renovated during the 1960s and 1970s. 
Since 1980, more than 30 county jail facilities have been 
newly built or renovated. 

There were also 286 municipal detention facilities 
operating in Illinois at the end of fiscal 1988. Municipal 
facilities-which are operated by a city, town, or village 
rather than a county-are used to hold persons pending 
trial or other criminal proceedings. Unlike jails, they are not 
used to hold any sentenced offenders. During that fiscal 
1988, 347,104 individuals were processed through Illinois 
municipal jails and lockups, a 4-percent increase over fiscal 
1987.6 

Illinois is also home to one federal jail, the 
Metropolitan Correctional Center (MCC), a 26-story facility 
located in downtown Chicago. The MCC's inmate 
population of approximately 580 includes male and female 
prisoners at all security levels, as well as pretrial and 
immigration detainees, sentenced and unsentenced 
individuals en route to federal courts and prisons, and a 
work detail of sentenced offenders.7 

WHAT ARE THE STANDARDS 
FOR ILLINOIS JAILS? 
Among the responsibilities of the Illinois Department of 
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Figure 4-1 
Almost three out of four county jails in Illinois were 
built to hold fewer than 50 inmates. 

County jail capacity* 

l1li No jail in operation 

Fewer than 50 spaces 

_ 50-99 spaces 

~~&~ 100-400 spaces 

_ Cook County 

*As of August 1988 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections (Detention Standards and 
Services Unit) 
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Corrections (IDOC) is the establishment and enforcement 
of state standards for the treatment of jail inmates and the 
physical conditions of county and local jails. There are 
more than 100 state standards for county jails and 25 state 
standards for municipal lockups. IDOC's Detention 
Standards and Services Unit is required by law to inspect 
all county jails and municipal lockups at least once a year 
to determine if they meet these state standards. If, for 
example, a jail fails to separate males from females, juve­
niles from adults, pretrial detainees from convicted crimi­
nals, or convicted misdemeanants from convicted felons, 
IDOC notifies the county officials that they must comply 
with state standards within six months. If standards are still 
being violated at the end of this period, IDOC may then 
take legal action.s 

IDOC classifies nonsompliances as administrative 
(operations and support services) and physical (building 
and equipment). In fiscal year 1988, the number of each 
type of noncompliance declined from fiscal 1987. IDOC 
recorded 211 administrative noncompliances in Illinois 
county jails, down 2.3 percent from the previous year, and 
193 physical noncompliances, down 29 percent from the 
previous year. At the end of fiscal year 1988, 38 of the 94 
county jails and one of the three work release centers were 
in full compliance with state standards.9 

Some Illinois standards deal with the provision of 
educational and recreational programs for inmates. Most 
county jails offer detainees many programs and activities, 
including work release, counseling services (focusing on 
employment, religious, and/or family issues), substance 
abuse treatment, library facilities, religious services, and 
out-ot-cell recreational activities.10 

WHO IS IN .JAIL IN ILLINOIS? 
In Illinois, county jails house both pretrial detainees­
persons accused but not convicted of crimes-and 
misdemeanants--convicted offenders serving sentences of 
less than a year. Jails also temporarily house felons­
convicted criminals awaiting transfer to prison or appearing 
in court on new charges. In addition, felons may serve 
time in jail as part of periodic imprisonment sentences. 

In fiscal year 1988, 286,532 inmates had been 
held in county jails in Illinois, more than 50 percent of 
whom were held in Cook County Jail. As in the rest of the 
country, the inmates were largely male, pretrial detainees 
who spent approximately two weeks or less in the facility. 
Nine times as many men as women were held in Illinois 
county jails. In Cook County, 13 percent of the jail inmates 
were sentenced offenders and 87 percent were pretrial 
detainees. In the rest of the state, however, 31 percent of 
the inmates were sentenced offenders and 69 percent 
were pretrial detainees. No convicted felons have served 
their sentences in Illinois county jails (to relieve state prison 
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crowding) since 1986. Inmates in Cook County jail served 
an average of 15 days in fiscal 1988; in the rest of the 
state, the average length of stay was about half as long­
eightdays.11 

HOW ARE INDIVIDUALS RELEASED 
FROM ILLINOIS .JAILS? 
Inmates leave jail when they are released, placed on 
probation, or transferred to another facnty. Generally, an 
inmate is released when, after being detained for trial, he or 
she is not convicted by the court or when, as a sentenced 
offender, his or her jail sentence is completed. An offender 
who is sentenced to a jail term combined with probation 
reports to a probation officer when released from jail. An 
offender who has been sentenced to a prison term may 
spend time in the county jail while waiting for placement at 
a state correctional facility. In this case, the inmate is 
transferred directly to the state prison. 

In addition, defendants who are in jail awaiting trial 
may be released upon posting the cash bond set by the 
court, unless bond has been denied outright or a detainer 
has been filed by another criminal justice agency. Under 
certain circumstances, defendants awaiting trial may be 
released on their own recognizance by the sheriff to relieve 
jail crowding. 

In 1989, 35,237 pretrial detainees were released 
from Cook County Jail on individual recognizance bonds (1-
bonds), a 49 percent increase over the number of I-bond 
releases in 1988. More than 84,000 Cook County Jail 
inmates have been released on I-bonds since 1983, when 
a federal court order first required the jail to reduce 
crowding .12 

Credit for pretrial days spent in jail may be applied 
by the judge toward an incarceration sentence imposed 
upon conviction. In misdemeanor cases, where the 
sentence cannot exceed a year's incarceration in the 
county jail, 13 the judge may determine that the pretrial time 
spent in jail by a person unable to post bond satisfies the 
jail term set upon conviction. Defendants held before trial 
on bailable offenses may also be allowed a credit of $5 for 
each day of incarceration toward any fine levied upon 
conviction, not to exceed the amount of fine.14 

Inmates serving sentences in a county jail are 
eligible for good-behavior time credits applied against their 
sentences. Offenders can reduce their sentences by one 
day for each day they serve in jail, with certain excep­
tions.15 The jail administrator may also revoke some or all 
of the time credit allowance earned if an inmate violates the 
jail's rules of behavior. 

HOW ARE STATE PRISONS ORGANIZED 
IN ILLINOIS? 
The Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC) is respon-

CHAPTER 4 

sible for providing for the care, custody, and treatment of all 
persons sent to state prison, including both newly 
sentenced offenders and offenders returned to prison for 
violating the conditions of their release. IDOC's mission is 
to protect the public "from criminal offenders through 
incarceration, supervision, and programs and services 
designed to return appropriate offenders to the community 
with skills and attitudes that will help them become useful 
and productive citizens."16 The department's job is really 
twofold: to ensure public safety through the incarceration 
and supervision of offenders, and to meet the basic needs 
of inmates in its custody. 

IDOC is led by the state director of corrections, a 
cabinet officer appointed by the Governor with the approval 
of the Illinois Senate. The department is organized into 
three divisions, three support bureaus, and three advisory 
boards: 

• Division of Adult Institutions. Provides custody for, 
meets the basic needs of, and offers program oppor­
tunities to all adults sentenced to prison by the courts 
and to all violators of release conditions who are 
returned to prison. 

• Community Services Division. Monitors those 
offenders conditionally released from state correctional 
facilities to ensure the safety of the community and to 
help former inmates become productive citizens. 

• Juvenile Division. Provides care, custody, rehabilita­
tive programs, and after-care services for all juveniles 
committed to IDOC by the courts. 

• Bureau of Administration and Planning. Oversees 
the administration, planning, and financial manage­
ment of the department. 

• Bureau of Inspections and Audits. Audits fiscal and 
operational standards, conducts criminal 
investigations, conducts municipal and county jail 
inspections, and operates an apprehension unit. 

• Bureau of Employee and Inmate Services. Handles 
personnel matters, labor relations, affirmative action 
issues, inmate and employee grievances, legal 
services, employee training, and department policies 
and directives. 

• Adult, Juvenile, and School advisory boards. 
Advise the department on a variety of specialized 
policies and programs. 

As of December 31, 1989, IDOC operated four 
maximum-, 10 medium- (including two coed facilities), and 
five minimum-security institutions; one all-security prison 
for women;17 one psychiat~ic facility; 11 community 
correctional centers; and six work camps (Figure 4-2). Two 
new medium-security institutions opened in 1989: Western 
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Figure 4-2 
At the end of 1989, Illinois had 21 adult 
institutions, with three more planned. 

4 community 
correctional 
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Note: Dwight Correctional Center serves as an all-security facility for 
women. The Dixon and Logan correctional centers currently house 
both men and women. 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections 
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Illinois in Mt. Sterling in October and Illinois River in Canton 
in April. 

Two additional minimum- and one medium­
security prisons are planned. The minimum-security 
facilites-in Christian and Crawford counties-are 
scheduled for completion in 1990. Each will house 500 to 
600 prisoners and cost $23 million apiece to build. The 
medium-security facility is scheduled to open in 1991 in 
Jefferson County. It will house 728 prisoners and cost $51 
million.18 

As of June 30, 1989, IDOC had an inmate 
population of 793 at its community correctional centers and 
557 in work camps. Community correctional centers, some 
of which are operated by IDOC and some of which are 
operated under contract by other organizations, are 
designed to ease the transition from institutional life to 
community life for a selected group of low-risk inmates. 
Work camps, at which only minimum-security inmates may 
reside, provide a number of cleanup and maintenance 
services for state and municipal agencies, such as highway 
cleanup projects, as well as for other non-profit 
organizations. There is no charge for the work camps' 
services, but the organization requesting the service 
provides all equipment. 

HOW DOES IDOC PROCESS PRISONERS? 
After they have been sentenced to prison by the courts, 
newly convicted offenders (or former inmates who have 
violated the conditions of their release) are transferred from 
a county jail to one of four IDOC reception and classi­
fication centers. Approximately 65 percent of all IDOC 
prisoners are processed at the reception and classification 
center of the Joliet Correctional Center. The remaining 
male inmates are processed at the Graham or Menard 
correctional centers, and all female prisoners are 
processed at the Dwight Correctional· Center. 

The reception and classification process usually 
takes from 1 to 10 days. During this time, inmates' iden­
tities are verified; their money and other personal property 
are surrendered and inventoried; their medical, psycho­
logical, educational, and vocational backgrounds are 
evaluated; and they are given physical examinations. 
IDOC then uses a classification system it developed to 
match the characteristics and needs of inmates with appro­
priate security levels, supervision, and available programs. 
On this basis, IDOC determines the institution to which 
each offender will be assigned. Assignments may also be 
influenced by other factors, such as crowding at specific 
institutions. 

At least once a year, each prisoner is given a re­
classification review to evaluate the suitability of the in­
mate's security classification. Inmates who are reclassified 
may be assigned to a different institution, have their 
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security grade within the same institution changed, or 
receive new program assignments. This reclassification 
process is also needed to allocate space at recently 
constructed medium- and minimum-security institutions.19 

WHAT PROGRAMS AND EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES ARE AVAILABLE 
TO STATE PRISONERS? 
Once housed in prison, many inmates are given work 
assignments, the majority of which involve jobs within their 
institutions. Prisoners may also participate in academic and 
vocational training. In addition, Illinois Correctional 
Industries, a self-supporting division of IDOC, operates 
manufacturing, service, and agricultural work programs in 
several correctional centers. It employs approximately 
1,150 inmates in more than 48 industrial operations, ranging 
from horticulture to advanced electronics. The operation 
made more than $23 million in sales in fiscal year 1989, an 
85-percent increase over sales in fiscal 1986. Most of this 
increase has been from the division's agriculture 
operations.20 

School District 428, a division of IDOC, provides 
academic and vocational programs to IDOC inmates. 
During fiscal year 1989, 38 percent of IDOC's population 
participated in the district's programs. That year, the district 
awarded 1 ,202 general education diplomas, 2,019 
vocational certificates, 385 associate's degrees, and 13 
bachelor's degrees to adult inmates. The district's college 
curriculum is developed and provided in cooperation with 
public and private colleges and universities.21 

All inmates committed to IDOC's Adult Division are 
required to have 90 days of instruction in an Adult Basic 
Education (ABE) program if their composite Test of Adult 
Basic Education (TABE) scores are below the sixth-grade 
level in reading and math. From July 1987 through June 
30, 1989, 3,219 inmates had been tested after completing 
the 90-day program, of whom 1,961 scored at the sixth­
grade level or higher. Of the inmates who did not pass the 
test, 54 percent volunteered to remain in the educational 
program. Fifty-five percent of the inmates wllo successfully 
completed the program went on to pursue further 
education.22 

HOW ARE INDIVIDUALS RELEASED 
FROM STATE PRISONS? 
Until 1978, Illinois had an indeterminate sentencing system. 
Under this system, the prison sentence imposed on each 
inmate was for a range of time, such as from 5 to 10 years. 
Within limits set by state law or the sentencing judge, 
however, the exact date of release from prison for each 
inmate was determined by the state's old Parole and 
Pardon Board. In other words, an offender sentenced to 5 
to 10 years in prison may have become eligible for-and 
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subsequently released on-parole after serving only a year 
or two of the original sentence. 

In February 1978, Illinois adopted a determinate 
sentencing plan. Under this system, a specific term of im­
prisonment, such as 10 years, is now set for each inmate. 
At the same time, parole has been largely phased out and 
replaced by a system called mandatory supervised release 
(MSR). Under determinate sentencing and MSR, each 
inmate is required to serve the full sentence imposed, 
minus one day of good-conduct credit for each day spent in 
prison. Inmates are also eligible for a one-time credit of 90 
days for meritorious service. In other words an offender 
sentenced to 10 years in prison will, if all good-conduct 
credits are earned, serve approximately four years and 
nine months in prison. 

After completing the prison sentence, minus any 
good-conduct credits, the offender's release becomes 
mandatory. The person is still subject to community super­
vision while under MSR for a period of time specified by 
law for the particular sentence served. While living in the 
community, he or she must obey certain rules or face 
return to prison. 

WHAT IS THE ILLINOIS PRISONER 
REVIEW BOARD? 
The Illinois Prisoner Review Board is a 12-member panel 
appointed by the Governor with the advice and consent of 
the Illinois Senate. Created in 1978, the board is primarily 
responsible for establishing the conditions under which 
state prisoners are released, deciding whether those 
conditions have been violated, and hearing petitions for 
executive clemency. 

In addition, the board hears petitions for parole for 
those offenders sentenced prior to 1978. In 1988, the 
board heard 813 petitions for parole. Of these, the board 
approved parole for 14 petitioners, the lowest percentage 
ever granted. This reflects the seriousness of the offenses 
committed by most of the petitioners, because the only 
inmates still eligible for parole are those serving long 
indeterminate sentences. 

WHAT IS THE FEDERAL PRISON IN ILLINOIS? 
The Federal Bureau of Prisons ranks its institutions in se­
curity levels from 1 to 6; the higher the number, the greater 
the security. Located 300 miles south of Chicago in Wil­
liamson County, the U.S. penitentiary in Marion is the only 
level 6 of the 47 penal institutions operated by the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons, and the only federal prison in Illinois. 
Marion's rated capacity is 370 inmates, although its 
population as of November 1989 was 426 inmates. 

Marion houses those prisoners considered to be 
the most violent, dangerous, and escape-prone in the 
federal prison system. On a contractual basis, Marion also 
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holds state prisoners too violent or escape-prone for state 
systems to handle. 

Since 1983, Marion has severely restricted inmate 
movement within the facility. The restrictions were 
imposed following a period, from February 1980 to October 
1983, when there were 14 escape attempts, 1 0 group dis­
turbances, 58 serious assaults on inmates, 33 attacks on 
staff, 9 inmate murders, and 2 murders of correctional 
officers. 23 

There is some evidence that Marion's strict control 
measures have had their intended effect. As a general 

The Data 
Most of the information in this chapter was provided by 
the Illinois Department of Corrections' Planning and 
Research Unit. Data pertaining to IDOC's budget, inmate 
demographics, holding offenses, death row population, 
parole caseloads,. inmate population, and inmate 
population projections were obtained through personal 
communication with IDOC staff. Additk>nallDOC data. 
sources used include the following: 

1. Adult Correctional Center Capacity Survey /I (1989) 

2. Fiscal Years 1981-1988 Jail and Detention Statistics 
and Information 

3. Human Services Plan: Fiscal Years 1988-1990 

4. Quarterly Report on Adult and Juvenile Facilities 
(July 1, 1989) 

5. FY '88 Annual Program Review School District 428 
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rule, inmates are allowed to transfer to a federal 
penitentiary with a lower security level only after they have 
demonstrated acceptable conduct at Marion for a minimum 
of two years. 

By putting all of its most violent and dangerous 
inmates in one location, the federal prison system has 
made some progress in reducing violence throughout the 
system. Correctional officials across the nation-as well as 
in Canada, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union-have 
taken note of this. At least three states-Indiana, Michi­
gan, and Minnesota-have adopted the "Marion ModeL" 

The Corrections Yearbook, published by the 
Criminal Justice Institute in New York state, was used to 
provide national data for comparison with Illinois 
statistics. 

Information about Cook County J.ail and the U.S. 
Penitentiary in Marion, Illinois, was obtained directly from 
those agencies. Information about parole, the revocation 
of offenders' release, and executive clemency was 
gathered from the annual reports of the Illinois Prisoner 
Review Board. 
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Trends and 
Issues 

A growing inmate population is the main problem facing 
correctional managers at both the local and state levels 
in Illinois. In recent years, jails and prisons alike have 
experienced significant increases in the number of 
inmates they must house and manage. For example, 
county jails in Illinois processed 72,657 more inmates in 
state fiscal year 1988 than in fiscal 1981. Similarly, 
Illinois' adult prison population doubled between fiscal 
1978 and fiscal 1989, when it exceeded 22,500 inmates. 

What factors have contributed to the growth in 
jail and -prison populations? What are the consequences 
of correctional crowding? How have counties and the 
state responded? What are the characteristics of today's 
prisoners? Will the state's prison population continue to 
expand through the 1990s? 

HOW DOES ILLINOIS' INCARCERATION RATE 
COMPARE TO OTHER STATES'? 
Comparing the incarceration rate of Illinois prisons with 
that of other states, regionally and nationally, is one way 
to measure Illinois' relative punitiveness. At the end of 
June 1989, Illinois ranked 29th among the 50 states and 
the District of Columbia in state prison incarceration rate, 
with 194 persons incarcerated for every 100,000 citizens. 

In the Midwest as a whole, the rate was 215 per 100,000. 
Nationwide, there were 242 inmates in state prisons for 
every 100,000 citizens.24 

HOW HAS ILLINOIS' JAIL POPULATION 
CHANGED IN RECENT YEARS? 
Illinois' jail population increased dramatically during the 
1980s. Between state fiscal years 1981 and 1988, the 
yearly population-the total number of inmates occupying 
jail space during the year-of Illinois' jails outside Cook 
County increased 29 percent, to 140,081 (Figure 4-3).25 
In Cook County, annual jail bookings were 16 percent 
higher in 1988 than in 1981. 

The average daily population of the Cook County 
Jail in fiscal 1988 was 5,890,86 percent higher than the 
average daily population of the rest of Illinois' county jails 
combined (3,164) (Figure 4-4). Thirteen percent of Cook 
County Jail's average daily population consisted of sen­
tenced offenders. The remaining 87 percent was made 
up of defendants awaiting trial. Of those counties with-jail 
capacities of greater than 100 inmates, only St. Clair 
County, with a jail capacity of 244, held a smaller 
proportion-2 percent-of sentenced offenders in its 
average daily population. Thirty-one percent of the 

Figure 4-3 
The yearly inmate population of 
Illinois' jails has increased 
steadily in recent years. 

Yearly Cook County Jail bookings 
(thousands) 

Total yearly jail population for Illinois 
counties outside Cook (thousands) 

150 

100 

50 

o 1111 III 
'81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

Calendar years 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections; Cook County Department of Corrections 

CHAPTER 4 

150 

100 

50 

o 
'81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 

State fiscal years 

187 

11111 , 



average daily population of all Illinois county jails, except 
for Cook County, was made up of sentenced offenders.26 

Total statewide jail capacity and average daily 
jail population in Illinois both increased from 1981 to 
1988, and capacity remained 'greater than population 
throughout that period (Figure 4-5). But the actual 
changes that took place in population and capacity in 
Cook County were very different from those in the rest of 

Figure 4-4 
Throughout the 19805, the average daily population 
of the Cook County .Jail exceeded the average daily 
population of all county jails in Illinois combined. 
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Figure 4-5 
In the 19805, Illinois expanded its jail capacity to 
accommodate a growing jail population. 
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the state. Cook County Jail's average daily population 
increased 53 percent from fiscal year 1981 (3,861) to 
fiscal year 1988. Its capacity, however, increased only 
13 percent in the same period, from 5,237 to 5,907. At 
the same time, the average daily population of all county 
jails except for Cook County increased 22 percent, while 
capacity increased 24 percent. The state's largest 
county jails outside Cook County, with capacities of more 
than 100 inmates, increased 22 percent in average daily 
population, but increased 32 percent in capacity.27 

WHY HAVE JAIL POPULATIONS INCREASED? 
Many factors probably contributed to recent increases in 
the population of Illinois county jails. One of these was a 
1983 change in state law that required all convicted 
misdemeanants to serve their sentences locally rather 
than in state prison. This change in policy was largely 
designed to help control Illinois' growing prison 
population. The percentage of Illinois' jail population 
made up of sentenced offenders has increased between 
1981 and 1988 outside of Cook County (Figure 4-6). In 
counties with jail capacities of more than 100 inmates, 
the percentage of sentenced offenders more than 
doubled, from 13 percent to 29 percent, and in counties 
with smaller jails it increased from 28 percent to 34 
percent. The percentage of Cook County Jail's 
population that is made up of sentenced offenders has 
remained roughly the same, about 13 percent. 

Another factor has been the passage of a 
number of laws increasing the time served for certain 
crimes and mandating prison terms for certain offenses. 
These changes have affected jail populations in two 
ways. Mandatory prison sentences have resulted in 
fewer people pleading guilty in Cook County. More 
cases are therefore going to trial, resulting in court 
backlogs and longer pretrial stays in jail. At Cook County 
Jail, the average length of stay for inmates who are not 
released on individual recognizance bonds (also called 1-
bonds) increased from 38 days in 1986 to nearly 60 days 
in 1988.28 In addition, the larger number of people 
sentenced to prison has led to an increased number of 
people in jail waiting for transfer to state prison. 

Finally, increased emphasis on arresting drug 
offenders ill recent years has greatly increased the 
number of people being held in jail for those offenses. 

HOW HAS CROWDING AFFECTED 
COOK COUNTY JAIL? 
As the largest jail in Illinois, Cook County Jail was 
particularly affected by the growth in inmate population. 
Between state fiscal years 1981 and 1983, the average 
daily population of Cook County Jail increased by more 
than 1,250 inmates, to 5,123. After fiscal 1983, the pace 

CHAPTER 4 



in average daily population growth slowed, but has still 
increased to 5,890 inmates in fiscal 1988. The average 
length of stay has increased from 13 days in 1981 to 15 
days in 1988. 

Increases in Cook County Jail's population 
prompted the U.S. District Court in Chicago to issue an 
order in 1983 to reduce crowding at the jail. In response, 
jail officials instituted an Administrative Mandatory 
Furlough program, allowing some misdemeanants with 
bonds of less than $10,000 to be released on their own 
recognizance, rather than posting cash bonds. In addi­
tion, more than 500 beds were added to the jail in 1985. 

Despite these efforts, crowding continued to be a 
problem, and in April, 1988, a federal judge threatened to 
fine the county $1,000 per day for each day the inmate 
population exceeds the number of beds in the facility. 
County officials responded by increasing the capacity of 
the facility, and again began releasing certain defendants 
on their own recognizance-a practice which had been 
suspended in June 1985. Jail authorities gradually 
increased the bond amount that limited eligiblity for 
release on individual recognizance bonds, and also 
began releasing some accused felons. In July 1988, jail 
authorities started releasing on their own recognizance 
defendants with bonds of up to $50,000. 

Through these efforts, the county jail managed to 
avoid any fines until February 1989, when the judge 
again found conditions too crowded, and imposed the 
$1,000 per day fine, retroactive to mid-December 1988. 
As of September 1989, the county had paid more than 
$200,000 in fines, which have been placed in an "inmate 
fund" and are used to purchaes recreation equipment 
and other items for the inmates of the jail. Acknowledg­
ing the efforts the county has made to reduce crowding, 
the federal judge lifted the fines in December 1989. 

Among these efforts are increases in the jail's 
capacity. Two new additions to the jail are planned: a 
750-bed facility to open in late 1990 and an 1,080-bed 
facility to open in 1992. In May 1989, the jail imple­
mented an electronically monitored home confinement 
program for property crime defendants with bonds over 
$50,000. As of November 1989, more than 1,300 
defendants had been placed in the electronic monitoring 
program. In the meantime, I-bond releases continue. 
Between August 1983 and mid-September 1989, 
approximately 94,000 defendants were released from the 
jail on their own recognizance. Nearly half of those 
releases occurred after January 1988. 

HOW HAS ILLINOIS' STATE PRISON 
POPULATION CHANGED DURING 
THE LAST FIVE DECADES? 
After increasing from the mid-1940s to the early 1960s, 

CHAPTER 4 

Figure 4-6 
The percentage of the jail population made up of 
sentenced offenders has increased in counties 
outside Cook. 
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and then decreasing steadily from the mid-1960s to the 
mid-1970s, Illinois' adult prison population has grown at 
an unprecedented pace over the last 15 years. Today, 
more prisoners are housed in adult institutions than at 
any time in the state's history. 

Illinois has more than twice as many state 
prisoners today as it did in 1942, when there were nearly 
11,000 (Figure 4-7). During World War II, the number of 
prisoners declined sharply for two reasons: a decrease 
in prison admissions (mostly the result of more men 
entering the military) and a surge in the number of people 
released from prison (largely because of a special parole 
program that allowed 3,300 male inmates to leave prison 
and join the armed forces). 

After the war, the state's prison population began 
to increase slowly until, in 1961, it reached the 1942 level 
once again. The IDOC population then decreased over 
the next 12 years, reaching a low of 6,100 inmates in 
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1973. This decline was largely a product of the times, as 
correctional officials nationwide began to emphasize pro­
grams that diverted offenders away from prison and 
toward community-based alternatives.29 During this 
period, imprisonment was viewed largely as a last resort 
for many offenders, and alternatives to traditional 
incarceration were encouraged. 

The 1980s, by contrast, could be termed the "get 
tough" decade, with rising crime rates and tougher 
legislation-mandating longer prison terms. From fiscal 
year 1980 to fiscal year 1989 the state's prison 
population grew by 80 percent, from 12,539 inmates to 
22,576. Illinois has the seventh-largest state prison 
population in the United States.3D 

WHY THE DRAMATIC INCREASE 
IN ILLINOIS' PRISON POPULATION? 
Three elements affect any prison population: current 
number of inmates, number of offenders entering prison, 
and number leaving prison. The recent surge in Illinois' 
prison population is related to many factors, including 
legislative, administrative, and judicial changes. Two 
changes in particular spurred this population explosion: 

1. Determinate sentencing. In February 1978, Illinois 
instituted a determinate, or flat-time, sentencing 
structure (see page 133 for more information about 
determinate sentencing). Under determinate sen­
tencing, inmates convicted of more serious offenses 
spend more time in prison than did offenders for 
comparable crimes under the old indeterminate 
sentencing system. 

Figure 4-7 
Illinois' prison population grew by 80 percent in the 
1980s. 
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2. Class X crimes. Also in 1978, Illinois lawmakers 
created a new class of felony offenses-Class X. 
Class X offenses include such serious crimes as at­
tempted murder, armed robbery, and aggravated 
criminal sexual assault. Class X offenders are not 
eligible for alternative sentences such as probation or 
conditional discharge. Instead, all Class X criminals 
must serve time in prison.31 

When these policies were implemented in 1978, 
there were fewer than 11,000 adult prisoners in Illinois. 
8y the end of fiscal year 1989, the prison population had 
more than doubled, to more than 22,500 inmates. 

Recidivism also contributes to prison crowding. 
IDOC reports that 42 percent of its releasees in 1983 and 
1984 were returned to prison within three years of their 
release. The federal Bureau of Justice Statistics reports 
that, nationwide, 41 percent of state prisoners are 
reincarcerated within three years after release.32 

HOW HAVE PRISON ADMISSIONS AND 
RELEASES CHANGED IN RECENT YEARS? 
During the past 25 years, admissions to Illinois prisons 
averaged 7,580 inmates per year. Admissions were at 
their lowest from fiscal 1971 to fiscal 1974, when they 
averaged fewer than 4,290 a year. Since then, however, 
admissions have increased dramatically, fueled in part by 
enactment of the state's Class X law, which mandates a 
prison sentence for certain serious crimes (Figure 4-8). 
From fiscal 1978-the year that Class X took effect-to 
fiscal 1989, admissions to Illinois prisons increased 56 
percent. 

Figure 4-8 
Since 1974, admissions to Illinois prisons have 
consistently exceeded releases. 
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In fiscal 1983, Illinois lawmakers, in response to 
rising prison admissions, enacted a law mandating that 
all misdemeanants sentenced to incarceration serve their 
time in county jails instead of state prisons. This law had 
the effect of reducing admissions temporarily in fiscal 
1984 through 1986. In 1987, however, admissions had 
surpassed their 1983 level. In fiscal 1989, there were a 
record 12,025 admissions to state prison. 

The number of inmates released from Illinois 
prisons has generally followed the pattern of admis­
sions-increasing in the 1950s, declining in the 1960s 
and 1970s, then sharply increasing since then (see Fig­
ure 4-8). Over the past 25 years, releases have aver­
aged 6,470 inmates per year. In fiscal year 1978, IDOC 
released 6,908 inmates, the first time that more than 
6,000 inmates had been released in one year. The num­
ber of releases fell below the fiscal 1978 figure in fiscal 
1979, 1980, and 1984; otherwise it remained at or above 
that level, reaching more than 10,000 in 1983 and 1987. 

Part of the increase in releases in the early 
1980s was the result of the state's forced-release 
program, which was a plan to control crowding in state 
prisons. Under this program, which began in June 1980, 
the director of corrections reduced certain inmates' 
sentences by awarding multiple 90-day increments of 
meritorious good time to be applied to the inmates' 
sentences. This time was given in addition to the regular, 
day-for-day good-conduct credits that all inmates can 

Figure 4-9 
The proportion of older inmates in prison in Illinois 
has increased in recent years. 
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earn. In July 1983, however, the Illinois Supreme Court 
ruled that state law allows the corrections director to 
award only one 90-day increment of meritorious good 
time to each inmate, thereby ending the forced-release 
program. 

HAS THE DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 
OF ILLINOIS PRISON INMATES CHANGED? 
Although Illinois is now incarcerating more offenders than 
ever before, the demographic makeup of the inmate 
population has not changed substantially since 1980. 
For example, the age distribution of prisoners has 
remained fairly consistent, although the proportion of 
younger inmates has decreased steadily in recent years 
(Figure 4-9). During fiscal year 1980, approximately 28 
percent of IDOC's inmates were aged 21 to 24. By the 
end of fiscal year 1989, less than 20 percent of inmates 
were in this age group. On the other hand, during the 
same period, the proportion of older inmates increased. 
At the end of fiscal 1980, 24 percent of IDOC inmates 
were aged 31 to 40. At the end of fiscal 1989, nearly 30 
percent were in that age group. This aging trend is likely 
to continue for the next several years, as prisoners 
currently serving determinate sentences for serious 
crimes remain in custody later into their lives than they 
would have under indeterminate sentencing. 

The racial makeup of Illinois' prisons remained 
stable through the 1980s (Figure 4-10). Blacks, who 

Figure 4-10 
Blacks, who make up 13 percent of the Illinois popu­
lation, account for about 60 percent of all state 
prisoners. 
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make up approximately 13 percent of the general 
population in Illinois, constituted about 60 percent of the 
prison population-fluctuating by no more than 2.5 per­
centage points over the course of the decade. The 
percentage of Hispanic inmates increased by 7 percent­
age points over the course of the decade, reaching 9 
percent of all inmates at the end of fiscal 1989. His­
panics constitute roughly 5 percent of the general 
population in Illinois. The percentage of white inmates 
decreased by slightly more than 8 percentage points over 
the same period, to 31 percent in 1989. 

HOW MANY WOMEN ARE IN ILLINOIS 
PRISONS? 
Female inmates make up only about 4 percent of IDOC's 
total inmate population, and only 5 percent of the inmate 
population in state prisons nationwide.33 Still, since 1978, 
the number of female inmates in Illinois state prisons has 
tripled (by comparison, the total inmate population 
doubled during this period), reaching 982 in fiscal 1989. 

Since 1978, IDOC has worked to meet the needs 
of its growing female inmate population in a number of 
ways: 

• Four housing units, totaling 196 beds, have been 
built over the past decade at the Dwight Correctional 
Center, the state's women-only facility. 

• Double-ceiling-more than two-thirds of Dwight's 
inmates share with another inmate a cell originally 
designed for one person, further increasing capacity 
to 496. 

• Conversion of Logan Correctional Center (1987) and 
the Dixon Correctional Center (1989) to co-ed 
facilities, making approximately 240 beds available 
for female inmates. 

• Expansion of community placement opportunities for 
female inmates. 

Despite these efforts, IDOC still lacks space for 
female inmates. At the end of fiscal year 1989, IDOC 
housed a total of more than 300 female inmates over 
capacity.34 

IS ILLINOIS INCARCERATING THE MOST 
SERIOUS OFFENDERS? 
Between 1978, when Illinois' determinate sentencing and 
Class X laws first went into effect, and 1989, the 
percentage of Illinois' inmate population made up of 
convicted murderers increased from 6.4 percent to 16 
percent. The percentage of inmates convicted of Class X 
offenses increased to 35 percent in the same period.35 

Between fiscal 1982 and fiscal 1989, the 
percentage of Illinois prison inmates convicted of the two 
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most serious felony classes-first-degree murder and 
Class X-has remained relatively stable, slightly more 
than half of the total inmate population. Inmates 
convicted of murder have made up from 16 percent to 18 
percent of the inmate population, and inmates sentenced 
for Class X offenses have remained constant at about 36 
percent of the inmate population (Figure 4-11). The 
percentage of inmates convicted of Class 1 and 2 
felonies gradually increased over the eight-year period, 
from lesst than 33 percent to 38 percent, while the 
percentage of inmates convicted of Class 3 and 4 
felonies decreased, from 11 percent to 9 percent. 

ARE MORE OFFENDERS IN ILLINOIS SERVING 
LONGER PRISON SENTENCES? 
Illinois' determinate sentencing law was designed, among 
other things, to increase prison sentences for offenders 
convicted of the most serious crimes. It is still somewhat 
difficult to measure this effect because inmates released 
from prison since the law took effect in 1978 include both 
inmates who completed relatively short determinate 
sentences and some who served relatively long 
indeterminate sentences. 

To measure the effect determinate sentencing is 
having on Illinois' prison population, IDOC has compared 
the average length of stay of offenders released in 1978 
to the expected length of stay of offenders sentenced in 
1988. Offenders convicted of first-degree murder and 

Figure 4-11 
First·degree murderers and Class X felons make up 
more than half of tne prison population in Illinois. 
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Class X crimes are expected to serve longer sentences, 
while Class 1-4 offenders are expected to serve shorter 
sentences (Figure 4-12). 

HOW MANY PRISONERS ARE ON DEATH ROW 
IN ILLINOIS? 
In 1972, the U.S. Supreme Court, in the case of Furman 
v. Georgia, ruled that the arbitrary or capricious 
application of the death penalty constituted cruel and 
unusual punishment. This ruling invalidated the death 
sentences of more than 600 prisoners across the 
country, including 35 in Illinois.36 Over the next several 
years, many states revised their capital punishment 
statutes to meet the standards established by the Court 
in its 1972 decision. Illinois reinstated its death penalty in 
1977. 

As of July 1989, there were 2,210 inmates on 
death row in 34 states. Illinois had 120 condemned 
prisoners (Figure 4-13), ranking fourth after Florida (with 
294), Texas (283), and California (247). IDOC currently 
houses its death row inmates at two facilities: the 
Menard and Pontiac correctional centers.37 

Since 1930, Illinois has executed 90 inmates. 
The last execution of a state prisoner took place in 1962 
in the Cook County jail, which at that time had its own 
electric chair. 

There is a nine-step appeals process for capital 
punishment cases in Illinois (see page 136). Since the 

Figure 4-12 
Offenders convicted of first-degree murder in 1988 
can expect to serve 3.6 more years in prison than 
convicted murderers released in 1978. 
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death penalty was reinstated in 1977, no inmate has yet 
exhausted the appeals process and been executed. 
When an execution does take place, it will be by lethal 
injection, unless the inmate has specifically been 
sentenced to die by electrocution. 

WHAT IS PRISON CAPACITY? 
Ideally, the number of prison inmates should never 
exceed the capacity of the institutions designed to house 
them. Over the years, as Illinois' inmate population has 
fluctuated, so has the capacity of the state's prison 
system. But because there are different definitions of 
capacity, confusion exists about exactly when a prison is 
full and should not house additional inmates. 

One common definition is design capacity, the 
number of inmates who can be housed and served in a 
facility, based on the original architectural design and any 
subsequent modifications. The design capacity of an 
institution cannot change without new construction. 

Increasing prison design capacity is an 
expensive proposition. Nationally, the average cost per 
bed for constructing a minimum-security facility is 
$28,055; for a medium-security facility, it is $52,431; and 
for a maximum-security facility, $77,945.38 The type of 
construction is a major cost factor. Building new institu­
tions almost always costs more than renovating existing 
facilities, but new facilities provide the opportunity to 
design for maximum operating efficiency. In 1986, IDOC 
estimated that it cost $17,562 per year to house an 
inmate in a newly constructed facility, compared to 
$27,675 a year in a renovated facility.39 

Figure 4-13 
On June 30, 1989, there were 120 prisoners on death 
row in Illinois. 
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Creating additional design capacity is also time­
consuming. The entire process-from the decision to 
build to the opening of a new facility-can take from four 
to seven years, or more.40 

In addition to design capacity, prison capacity is 
also defined in terms of rated capacity-an administrative 
determination of the maximum number of inmates who 
can be housed and provided with basic services.41 

Several factors are involved in rated capacity judgments, 
including the physical size and classification of an institu­
tion, the size and classification of the inmate population, 
the support facilities required to operate the institution, 
other services needed to meet inmates' basic needs, and 
the security and safety of both prison staff and inmates. 

Rated capacity can be revised, both upward and 
downward, without the construction of new prison space. 
For example, a change from singie- to double-ceiling of 
some inmates can increase an institution's rated 
capacity. Several different events have prompted 
revisions in rated capacity, both in Illinois and throughout 
the country, over the years. These include a surge in the 
offender population, changes in correctional policies, and 
special designations of facilities for various purposes, 
such as housing mentally ill offenders. 

WHAT IS THE RATED CAPACIl'Y 
OF ILLINOIS PRISONS? 
Although rated capacity figures do not necessarily reflect 
the desirable operational capacity of an institution, prison 
capacity in Illinois has historically been measured in 
those terms. The total rated capacity of Illinois' adult 
prison system (including farms and work camps) grew 

Figure 4-14 

from 7,003 bed spaces in June 1974 to 19,993 at the end 
of June 1988, a 186-percent increase (Figure 4-14). 
More than half of this increase occurred in medium­
security facilities, where rated capacity grew by 6,616 
spaces. As a result, a substantially greater proportion of 
the state's inmate population is now housed in medium­
security prisons than ever before. 

Rated capacity also increased substantially in 
both maximum- and minimum-security facilities between 
fiscal years 1974 and 1988-the former by 64 percent 
and the latter by 321 percent. During this same period, 
the rated capacity of IDOC's community correctional cen­
ters increased by 194 percent. Much of the increase in 
rated capacity of maximum-security prisons between 
1987 and 1988, however, is the result of counting bed 
space that had previously been under repair. The rated 
capacity of the department's work camps grew by 
approximately 250 beds since the program began in 
1981 with a rated capacity of 150. From fiscal year 1981 
through fiscal 1988, the rated capacity of IDOC farms has 
decreased from 290 to 268.42 

At the end of fiscal year 1989, Illinois prisons had 
a rated capacity of 20,967 and a total inmate population 
of 22,576--8 percent above capacity.43 IDOC projects a 
shortfall of 4,500 beds by the end of the 1990s.44 

WHAT IS THE MOST ACCURATE MEASURE 
OF PRISON CAPACITY? 
Many corrections officials believe that in addition to 
design capacity and rated capacity, a third measure of 
capacity is needed, because rated capacity often reflects 
housing decisions based on need rather than optimal 

The rated capacity of Illinois' prison system almost tripled between 1974 and 1988. 
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housing conditions. IDOC has developed one such 
measure: ideal capacity. 

According to IDOC, "the ideal capacity reflects 
the number of housing units designated for a distinct 
class of inmates and selected housing configurations of 
single, double, multiple, or dorm settings, with allowances 
for special utilization. The facility must have adequate 
support facilities and program services that meet basic 
needs and staffing to ensure the safe and orderly 
operation of the facility."45 

Ideal capacity, according to IDOC, honors the 
facility's original design limitations while reflecting current 
differing security requirements. At the end of fiscal year 
1989, the ideal capacity of Illinois prisons was 17,284 
inmates, 18 percent less than the fiscal year 1989 rated 
capacity, and 23 percent less than the prison population. 

WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES 
OF PRISON CROWDING? 
Prison crowding taxes all aspects of prison operations, 
from medical services to laundry. And, research has 
shown, as crowding increases, assaults tend to go Up.46 
From 1985 to 1988, the average daily population in 
Illinois prisons increased by 19 percent, while assaults on 
guards increased 92 percent.47 In 1988, there were 119 
serious assaults within Illinois' adult prisons, approx­
imately 30 percent of which were against staff. Inmates 

Figure 4-15 
The number of prisoners re~eased into state supervi. 
sion is greater than that removed from supervision. 
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have killed one correctional officer in each of the last 
eight fiscal years.48 The number of serious assaults in 
Illinois prisons was lower, however, than in any of the 
other nine states with the largest prison populations. 
Texas had the largest number of serious assaults, with 
nearly 5,000.49 

Because of the inherent danger involved in 
crowding the most serious offenders into institutions that, 
on the average, are about 100 years old, IDOC in recent 
years has attempted to limit double-ceiling in maximum­
security prisons, and to avoid it altogether in the newer 
medium- and minimum-security institutions. Even so, 10 
of the state's 14 medium- and maximum-security prisons 
in fiscal 1989 had double-ceiling for 28 percent or more 
of their populations. Three maximum-security prisons 
double-celled 70 percent or more of their populations­
Joliet with 84 percent, Dwight with 75 percent, and 
Menard with 70 percent. 50 

HOW MANY PRISONERS ARE RELEASED INTO 
SUPERVISION? 
The number of prisoners released into state supervision 
in Illinois reached a record 10,007 in fiscal 1988 (Figure 
4-15). At the same time, IDOC was forced by statewide 
budget cuts to layoff many parole agents during fiscal 
1987 and 1988. The combination of events drastically 
increased parole agents' caseloads. In fiscal 1973, the 
average caseload for parole agents across the state was 
41 ; in fiscal 1988, after the layoffs, it was 261. About 700 
fewer inmates entered community supervision in fiscal 
year 1989, and many of the agents were rehired during 
that year, which helped relieve parole agents' caseloads. 
At the end of fiscal 1989 the average caseload was 
reduced to a somewhat more manageable level of 113. 
The American Correctional Association's standards call 
for a caseload of no more than 45 per parole agent.51 

HOW MANY OFFEtlDERS VIOLATE 
THE CONDITIONS OF THEIR RELEASE? 
Offenders who allegedly violate the conditions of either 
parole (if they served indeterminate sentences) or MSR (if 
they served determinate sentences) are brought before 
the Illinois Prisoner Review Board for a revocation 
hearing. If the review board finds that a former inmate did 
indeed violate the conditions of release, it can order the 
offender back to prison or it may reinstate the release 
status. Since determinate sentencing and MSR took ef­
fect in 1978, the number of revocation hearings-and the 
number of releases revoked-increased steadily through 
1987 (Figure 4-16). In 1988, however, the number of re­
vocation hearings, which had exceeded 3,000 since 1982, 
dropped to its lowest level in nearly a decade-2,447. 

From 1973 through 1977, authorities revoked 
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Figure 4-16 
The number of former prison inmates found to be 
violating their terms of release dropped in 1988. 
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nearly nine out of every 10 cases they heard. After 
determinate sentencing took effect, the increase in 
revocations continued, reaching a high of 2,808 in 1986. 
But revocations increased at a slower rate than hearings 
did, and the percentage of cases that were revoked 
declined dramatically, reaching a low of 68 percent in 
1984. The percentage of cases revoked began to 
increase again in 1985. In 1988, althciugh the number of 
revocations, like the number of hearings, declined, the 
percentage of cases revoked increased dramatically to 
90 percent, the highest since 1976 when 92 percent of 
the hearings resulted in revocation.52 

HOW MANY REQUESTS ARE THERE 
FOR EXECUTIVE CLEMENCY? 
In addition to handling revocation proce~dings, the 
Prisoner Review Board hears two types of executive 
clemency cases: commutations, in which offenders 
request reductions in their prison sentences, and 
pardons, in which offenders ask to be released from 
further punishment for their crimes. 

More than 1,750 executive clemency petitions 
were filed with the review board between 1979 and 1988. 
The board rarely recommends clemency; since 1979, it 
has recommended against clemency in 90 percent of the 
cases brought before it (Figure 4-17).53 All clemency 
petitions recommended by the Prisoner Review Board 
must ultimately be approved by the Governor. Most of 
the successful petitions involve former inmates who have 
been in the community long enough to demonstrate that 
they are unlikely to commit new crimes. 
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HOW WILL ILLINOIS' PRISON POPULATION 
CHANGE IN THE FUTURE? 
Using a variety of historical and demographic data, IC'OC 
has calculated how it expects the state's prison 
population to change in the next several years.54 Three 
different trends were projected through fiscal i 999: the 
number of admissions, the number of exits, and the 
overall population. The results indicate that Illinois' 
prison population is expected to continue to reach record 
levels throughout the 1990s (Figure 4-18). 

The number of inmates admitted to prison 
(including both new admissions and felony defaulters) is 
expected to gradually increase over the next several 
years, rising to 22,325 admissions by fiscal 1999. Re­
leases, too, are expected to generally increase, reaching 
21,598 by fiscal 1999. The end-of-fiscal-year prison 
population is expected to continue to increase, sur­
passing 26,300 in fiscal 1990, and 35,653 in fiscal 1994. 
By fiscal 1999, according to IDOC projections, there will 
be approximately 40,778 inmates in Illinois prisons. 

WHAT ARE SOME ALTERNATIVES TO 
INCARCERATION· THAT ADDRESS 
CROWDING? 
Faced with an ever-growing prison population, Illinois has 
committed $500 million since fiscal 1979 to building new 
prisons and increasing the capacity of old ones. 
Nationwide, 42 new prisons were built in 1988, at an 
average per-institution cost of $28.6 million.55 

Faced with rising correctional costs, Illinois and 
other states have been looking more and more to 
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Figure 4-17 
Ve~ few petition3 for executive 
clemency result in commutations 
or pardons. 
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alternatives to incarceration in order to ease prison 
crowding. By moving certain inmates-generally first-time 
and nonviolent offenders-out of the prisons, institutional 
space is made available for more serious offenders. 

Supporters of alternatives say that such 
programs have at least four advantages over traditional 
incarceration: 

1. They better promote proportional punishment in 
cases where imprisonment would be unduly harsh. 

2. They are less costly to operate and reduce 
recidivism.56 

3. They permit offenders to make restitution to their 
victims. 

4. They better integrate offenders back into society. 

In Illinois, the "traditional" alternatives to 
incarceration include fines, probation, work release, 
halfway houses, and community service, among other 
things. Generally, these programs are reserved for first­
time and nonviolent offenders. 

More recently, new types of alternatives have 
been developed, known as intermediate sanctions, which 
are used with more serious offenders. These alternatives 
are less punitive than jail or prison, but harsher than the 
traditional alternatives. Offenders participate in these 
programs voluntarily, and are generally required to pay a 
certain amount to participate in the program. Here o.re 
some of the intermediate sanctions practiced in Illinois: 

• Intensive Probation Supervision (IPS). Offenders 
(adults and juveniles) participating in this program 
are subject to more frequent contacts by probation 
personnel-to verify the offender's whereabouts­
than are regular probationers. As of December 1988, 
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Figure 4-18 
By 1999, the Illinois Department of Corrections 
projects there will be nearly 41,000 inmates in 
Illinois prisons. 
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lilinois had 563 persons participating in its IPS 
program, which has a capacity of 650. (For more 
information abotlt IPS, see Chapter 3.)57 

• House arrest. An offender under house arrest may 
leave his or her residence for work or to seek 
employment, to perform services, for health-related 
reasons, and for other court-approved activities. 
Legislation permitting this alternative in Illinois 
became effective January 1, 1989.58 

• House arrest with electronic monitoring. Persons 
under house arrest are more and more frequently 

197 

1III1 
I 



being monitored electronically, typically using signal­
transmitting ankle or wrist bracelets, to ensure that 
they are complying with their curfews. This tech­
nology allows relatively high-risk inmates to be 
released from jails or prisons. As of August 1989, 12 
county jails, including Cook County, had elec­
tronically monitored home confinement programs. 
IDOC began experimenting with electronic montoring 
in June 1989. At the end of 1989, 186 offendE.~r~ on 
house arrest were being electronically monitored by 
IDOC. IDOC projects that by June 1990, 500 of its 
inmates will be in its electronically monitored home 
confinement program.59 

Another alternative that has been considered, 
but not yet instituted in Illinois, is boot camps (ot'shock 
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Corrections Financing 
Corrections in Illinois involves two pri­
mary systems: prisons (along with com­
munity correctional centers and work 
camps) at the state level, and jails at the 
local level. For the most part, the level of 
government that operates these different 
correctional facilities is responsible for fi­
nancing them as well. Unlike many other 
states, the State of Illinois provides little 
direct financial support for county and 
municipal jails. However, many other 
states have locally operated and financed 
"community correctional" programs that 
house felons.1 In Illinois, such programs 
are operated and financed at the state 
level by the Illinois Department of Correc­
tions (IDOC). 

This section examines state prisons and 
county jails in Illinois: how they are fi­
nanced, how correctional expenditures 
have changed over the years, and how 
these trends have been affected by the 
dramatic growth in jail and prison popula­
tions in the 1980s. This section covers 
only adult corrections; juvenile correc­
tions financing is covered in a separate 
section following Chapter 5. 

HOW ARE STATE 
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 
FINANCED IN ILLINOIS? 
There are two basic types of costs 
associated with any correctional facility: 
construction costs and operating ex­
penses. For prisons and other state cor­
rectional facilities in Illinois, these two 
types of costs are financed in very differ­
entways. 

Construction of new IDOC facilities and 
renovation of existing structures are fi­
nanced almost entirely from the state's 
Capital Development Fund. The Illinois 
Capital Development Board raises 
money for the Capital Development Fund 
through the sale of government bonds.2 

A bond provides the large sum of money 
needed up front to pay for construction, 
while spreading payments out over a 
long period of time. Eventually, however, 
the state must pay back these capital de­
velopment bonds using General Reve­
nue funds. 

CORRECTIONS 

IDOC operational costs, on the other 
hand, are paid for almost entirely from 
the General Revenue Fund. In fiscal 
1972, the General Revenue Fund sup­
ported almost 94 percent of IDOC's oper­
ating expenditures; in fiscal 1988, it sup­
ported approximately 95 percent 
(FINANCE 4-1). That year, federal funds 
provided less than 1 percent of IDOC's 
operating funds, and revenue from the 
department's Correctional Industries pro­
gram supported another 4 percent. How­
ever, even though sources other than 
general revenue make up a small per­
centage of totallDOC revenue sources, 
they do support a substantial portion of 
specific correctional programs, such as 
offender education and prison industries. 

The Correctional School District Educa­
tion Fund was established in 1975 to re­
ceive federal money allocated for correc­
tional education programs. That year, 
federal funds accounted for two-thirds of 
the money spent on the correctional 
school district. The following year, how­
ever, the amount of federal money de­
clined, and has changed little since then. 
At the same time, total spending on the 
school district (from state General Reve­
nue funds) has increased dramatically. 
As a result, federal money accounted for 
only 16 percent of the operations I)f the 
Correctional School District in fiscal year 
1988. 

The Working Capital Revolving Fund re­
ceives money from IDOC's Correctional 
Industries program, and is used in turn to 
support the operations of the program. 
Products and services generated by 
IDOC inmates-eyeglasses, clothing, fur­
niture, vehicle maintenance, laundry, and 
data entry, to name a few-are allocated 
first to IDOC, with any surplus sold to 
other state agencies and non-profit or­
ganizatipns in lllinois.3 In fiscal year 
1989, 45 percent of the sales made by 
the Industrial Division of Correctionalln­
dustries went to state agencies other 
than IDOC. By comparison, 93 percent 
of sales from the Farm Division were to 
IDOC facilities.4 As a percentage of total 
IDOC expenditures, the revenue gener-

ated by Correctional Industries is rela­
tively small (slightly less than 4 percent in 
most years). But over the years, the 
amount of revenue generated by the pro­
gram has increased dramatically, rising 
almost 250 percd)nt (in constant dollars) 
between fiscal years 1974 and 1988 
(FINANCE 4-2). In fiscal 1988, Correc­
tional Industries generated almost $18 
million in revenues, which exceeded the 
entire cost of the program that year by 
almost $1 million. And the amount of 
revenues could increase even more un­
der new legislation that allows for the 
sale of prison-made goods in more 
markets.s 

In addition to these more traditional reve­
nue sources, IDOC in recent years has 
increasingly looked to the inmates them­
selves for money to support correctional 
operations. Although state law allows the 
department to seek reimbursement from 
inmates for the costs of their imprison­
ment, '~o the extent of their ability to 
pay,"6 IDOC does not routinely charge 
offenders incarcerated in adult prisons. 
However, adults serving sentences in 
IDOC's community correctional centers 
are required, if they are employed, to re­
imburse the state for a portion of the 
costs of their confinement. In fiscal 1988, 
these reimbursements totaled more than 
$500,000, or 161 perc~nt more than in 
fiscal 1984 (in constant dollars). 

HOW ARE COUNTY 
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 
FINANCED IN ILLINOIS? 
Like state, correctional facilities, county 
jails in Illinois are funded primarily from 
two sources: general revenue funds for 
operating expenses, and bond issues for 
construction and renovation. To assist 
counties with their often-large capital ex­
penditures, the state established the 
County Jail Revolving Loan Fund in 1987 
to provide loans to counties for the con­
struction, remodeling, or renovation of 
their jails. No money has ever been de­
posited in this fund, however, so counties 
have never been able to take advantage 
of any state loans. 
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FINANCE 4-1 
The largest source of funds for 
the state cQrrectional system in 
Illinois is the General Revenue 
Fund. 

Fiscal 1988 funding sources 

Correctional i 
Industries I 

r----Federal 
I . and other 

f':lnding 

Source: Office of the Illinois Comptroller 

In addition to using traditional sources of 
revenue, many counties supplement their 
operating budgets for corrections with 
other money, including inmate fees. 
Convicted offenders who are sentenced 
to jail or to periodic imprisonment and 
who are gainfully employed can be 
charged up to $12 a day (or 50 percent of 
their daily earnings, whichever is less) to 
cover the costs of their incarceration.7 In 
fiscal year 1988, 30 counties collected a 
combined total of $606,752 from work­
release inmates; almost one-third of this 
total was collected in DuPage County.s 

Although small in relation to total county 
receipts, revenue generated from work­
release inmates did cUer 6 percent of all 
direct expenditures for the DuPage 
County Jail in fiscal 1988. And it made 
up an even larger proportion of the ex­
penses specifically for the work-release 
program. In fiscal 1988, DuPage County 
collected $230,409 from work-release 
inmates, or 48 percent of the total cost of 
the work-release program. Still, because 
the maximum amount the county can 
charge each work-release prisoner is $12 
a day, and the daily cost of maintaining 
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FINANCE 4-2 
1988 receipts from IDOC's Correctional Industries 
program were two and one·half tim.es 1974's receipts. 

Receipts, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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Source: Office of the Illinois Comptroller 

an inmate at the DuPage County work­
release facility in fiscal 1988 was $20.49 
a day, the current fee does not come 
close to covering the entire cost of the 
program in DuPage County.9 

In addition, counties have been paid, 
since the late 1960s, 35 cents a mile by 
the state to cover the cost of transporting 
prisoners from county jails to Illinois De­
partment of Corrections facilities.10 While 
more of a reimbursement than actual 
revenue; this money did provide counties 
with a combined total of nearly $126,000 
in state fiscal year 1988. Although this 
amount was almost 120 higher than the 
comparable 1974 figure (in nominal dol­
lars not adjusted for inflation), the reim­
bursements actually decreased about 12 
percent between fiscal years 1974 and 
1988when inflation is accounted for. 

HOW MANY COUNTIES 
GENERATE REVENUE BY 
LEASING EXTRA JAIL BEDS? 
Most counties in Illinois operate their own 
jails, which for the most part, house only 
prisoners from their own counties. But 
with the demand for county jail space in­
creasing in Illinois, and with some coun­
ties finding it financially prohibitive to 

build and maintain their own jails, several 
counties in the state have begun to lease 
surplus jail space from neighboring juris­
dictions at a rate ranging from $20 to $50 
a day per prisoner.l1 For example, the 
jails in Fulton, Greene, Morgan, Pike, and 
Schuyler counties house prisoners from 
the nearby counties of Brown, Calhoun; 
Cass, and Scott. Three of these coun­
ties-Brown, Cass, and Scott-have no 
jail (Cass County's was closed by the Illi­
nois Department of Corrections in 1985), 
and Calhoun County has a one-cell facil­
ity that is 100 years old. 

This type of leasing arrangement can 
benefit counties on both ends of the 
transaction. For counties faced with se­
vere jail crowding (and possible lawsuits 
or court orders as a result), plus the pros­
pect of waiting up to two years to build 
new (and potentially expensive) jails and 
jail additions, the housing of inmates in 
other counties provides temporary relief. 
For other counties; particularly the small­
est ones where it may not be cost-effec­
tive to build and maintain a jail that is not 
fully used at all times, out-of-county hous­
ing may be the only feasible way to con­
fine their prisoners.12 And for counties 
that have the extra space, the practice of 
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FINANCE 4-3 
DuPage County collected 
$773~594 for housing out·of· 
county jail inmates from 1984 
through 1988. 

Receipts, 
constant 1988 dollars (thousands) 
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Note: No federal prisoners were held 
in the DuPage County Jail in 1984, and no 
Lake County prisoners were held there in 
1988. 

Source: DuPage County Finance 
Department 

leasing jail space can generate substan­
tial amounts of revenue from jail beds 
that would otherwise be unoccupied. 

In fiscal year 1985, for example, DuPage 
County received almost $340,000 from 
Lake County and more than $18,000 
from the federal government to house 
their prisoners in the DuPage County Jail 
(FINANCE 4-3). These receipts repre­
sented more than 12 percent of the total 
expenditures for the county jail that year. 
However, the actual operating cost of 
housing a prisoner in DuPage County in 
1988 has been calculated to be $50.84, 
or 27 percent higher than the $40 a day 
charged to other counties and the federal 
government.13 Because the DuPage 
County Jail is now at capacity with pris­
oners from within DuPage County, the 
practice of housing out-of-county prison­
ers has all but ceased. Only a few fed­
eral prisoners were housed in fiscal 
1988, which generated only $31,000 for 
the county. 
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In other counties, both small and large, 
income from housing out-of-county pris­
oners can represent a substantial part of 
the revenue for the sheriff's department. 
Among the less populous counties, 
Greene County, which houses most of 
the prisoners from neighboring Calhoun 
County, derives approximately two-thirds 
of its annual sheriff's revenue from hold­
ing out-of-county prisoners (the rest 
comes from fees, fines, and the like). 
And Schuyler County earned $71 ,849 in 
fiscal year 1988 by boarding prisoners 
from Brown, Cass, and Sang am on coun­
ties. This total accounted for 88 percent 
of the expenditures for the jail that year.14 

Two of the state's larger counties, 
Sangamon and Peoria, also have housed 
prisoners for other counties and for the 
federal government. During fiscal year 
1988, the Sangamon County Jail held a 
total of 2,762 prisoners from other juris­
dictions for varying lengths of time. 
These inmates generated $338,150 for 
the county, or almost half of the county 
sheriff's revenue. That same year, Peo­
ria County held 445 prisoners from other 
counties and 499 federal prisoners, tak­
ing in about $718,000 as a result. Wil­
liamson County, which contains the U.S. 
penitentiary in Marion (see page 185), 
also houses federal prisoners. During 
fiscal 1988, the county earned more than 
$153,000, for holding prisoners awaiting 
trial in federal courts and convicted in­
mates from the Marion facility. 

Leasing of correctional bed space occurs 
at the state level as well. Between 1979 
and 1988, IDOC paid the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons almost $1.5 million (in constant 
1988 dollars) in fees for housing Illinois 
state prisoners in federal institutions. In 
1980, this expenditure reached almost 
$300,000 (in constant 1988 dollars), al­
though in more recent years it has aver­
aged between $100,000 and $150,000 a 
year. IDOC also contracted with the State 
of Missouri for a brief time in 1989 and 
1990 to house some Illinois prisoners. 

HOW ARE CORRECTIONAL 
COSTS MEASURED? 
The total cost of corrections, in Illinois or 
any other state, includes not only direct 
government costs related to the construc-

tion and operation of a correctional 
facility, but also several indirect govern­
ment and social costs as well (FINANCE 
4-4).15 Many of these indirect costs are 
difficult to quantify, which in turn makes it 
difficult to measure the total cost of cor­
rections. Even measuring just the costs 
to government agencies can be compli­
cated by exactly what is included in the 
calculation. 

Spending on corrections is often meas­
ured in terms of expenditures per inmate. 
For example, when the Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections began housing some 
state prisoners in Missouri in 1989, the 
rate was set at $65 a day, or $23,725 per 
inmate-year.16 The most common 
method for calculating per-inmate expen­
ditures is to divide the total amount of 
money spent to operate a correctional fa­
cility in a year by the average daily popu­
lation of that facility. This method, how­
ever, does not account for the capital 
costs of acquiring and developing the 
land for the facility, of actually construct­
ing the building, and of financing the debt 
that is incurred as a result of construc­
tion. It also fails to account for the re­
sources dedicated to correctional pur­
poses by government agencies other 
than the correctional department itself. 

Depending on what is included in the cal­
culation, per-inmate expenditures can 
vary widely, and comparing expenditures 
between states or even between institu­
tions within the same state should be ap­
proached cautiously. In fact, lower per­
inmate expenditures do not necessarily 
indicate more efficiency. For example, 
large prisons with large inmate popula­
tions might realize economies of scale, 
meaning that the larger an institution is, 
the less expensive it becomes, per in­
mate, to serve its population. Several 
other factors affect per-inmate correctional 
expenditures as well, and give rise to dif­
ferences between institutions. These in­
clude the location of the institution, the 
price of commodities used in the facility, 
its architectural design, the ratio of in­
mates to staff, and the number and types 
of programs the facility offers.17 The ratio 
of inmates to staff, in turn, is affected by 
the physical layout of the facility, the op­
erational philosophy, the size of the in-
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mate pdpulation, and inmates' length of 
stay.18 A comprehensive 1O~yearstudy of 
Illinois jails found that "use patterns" (high 
versus low booking rate and high versus 
low average d.::Iily population) have a sig~ 
nificant effect on local jail expenditures.19 

An additional factor that has fueled recent 
increases in correctional expenditures is 
the growing number of requirements for 

FINANCE 4-4 

jails and prisons to provide certain basic 
inmate services and to meet various 
physical and program standards. 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS SPENT 
ON CORRECTIONS EACH YEAR 
IN ILLINOIS? 
In fiscal year 1988, state and county gov­
ernment in Illinois spent more than $540 

million on adult and juvenile corrections.20 

The Illinois Department of Corrections 
accounted for more than 80 percent of 
these expenditures. In fact, the state's 
share of spending on corrections in illi­
nois increased six percentage points be­
tween fiscal years 1974 (when it was 75 
percent) and 1988 (when it was 81 per­
cent). The counties' share of statewide 
correctional spending declined from 25 
percent to 19 percent during this period.21 

Many indirect costs of corrections are difficult to quantify. 
But although the state governmentac­
counts for the majority of money spent on 
corrections in Illinois, the state and the 
counties each devote almost the same 
proportion of their overall government 
expenditures to corrections. In fiscal 
1988, spending on co~rections made up 
about 3.7 percent of the total expendi­
tures of all Illinois counties combined. 
Approximately 3 percent of the state's 
expenditures that year went for correc­
tions as well. 

Agency expenditure for 
a correctional purpose 

Expenditures by other 
agencies for correctional 
purposes 

Expenditures by other 
governmental accounts 
for correctional purposes 

Repair and maintenance 

Financing costs (interest 
portion of debt service) 

Cost of constructing/ 
renovating the physical 
plant, including replace­
ment of equipment 

Cost of services dedi­
cated to correctional 
purposes by overhead 
governmental organiza­
tions 

Cost of public assistance 
to families of persons 
jailed or otherwise pre· 
vented from supporting 
them 

Cost of not being able to 
use correctional re­
sources for other pur­
poses ("opportunity 
costs") 

Losses/injuries due to 
particular correctional 
practice 

Impact on environment 

Operating costs 

Capital costs 

} 
Source: Doug/as C. McDonald, "The Cost of Corrections" 
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HOW HAVE STATE CORREC· 
TIONAL EXPENDITURES 
CHANGED OVER THE YEARS? 
Even after adjusting for inflation, total 
spending for the Illinois Department of 
Corrections, including Capital Develop­
ment Board expenditures for renovation 
and construction of correctional facilities, 
increased more than 120 percent be­
tween state fiscal years 1972 and 1988. 
In fiscal 1988, the state spent $37.88 per 

Total costs Illinois resident to operate IDOC, or al­
most double the $19.20 (in constant 1988 
dollars) spent in fiscal 1972. The in­
crease in Illinois has coincided with a 
huge jump in state correctional expendi~ 
tures nationwide-130 percent (in con­
stant dollars) between 1971 and 1985 for 
capital and operational expenses.22 

Much of the increase in state correctional 
spending in Illinois can be attributed to 
the expansion of IDOC's adult facilities. 
Twelve new adult prisons have opened in 
Illinois since 1975. The correctional work 
force nearly doubled between fiscal years 
1979 and 1988, while the adult inmate 
population grew by almost 80 percent. 
As a result, operating expenditures for 
adult facilities more than tripled (in con­
stant dollars) between fiscal years 1975 
and 1988 (FINANCE 4-5). In contrast, op-
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eratingexpenditures for IDOC's Juvenile 
Division (see ,luvenile Justice Financing 
section) decreased 30 percent (in con­
stant dollars), and operational spending 
on community corrections increased only 
slightly (18 percent), between 1975 and 
1988. Administrative expenses also in­
creased sharply during this period, rising 
130 percent from 1979 to 1988. In addi­
tion to increased prison population, an­
other reason for the increase in adminis­
trative expenses was the transfer of a 
number of functions formerly performed 
by individual institutions to the IDOC's 
administrative branch. 

In fiscal year 1988, 76 percent of IDOC's 
operational expenditures from the state 
General Revenue Fund went for adult in­
stitutions, up from 55 percent of these 
expenditures in fiscal 1975 (FINANCE 4-
6). During this same period, the percent­
age of operational spending devoted to 
the Juvenile Division dropped from 28 
percent to 9 percent, while the percent­
ages spent on community corrections 
and administration were nearly the same 
in both years.23 

Construction of new correctional facilities, 
and expansion and renovation of existing 
ones, have also contributed to increases 
in total state spending on corrections. In 
Illinois, as well as nationally, there was a 
dramatic jump in capital expenditures for 
corrections in the late 1970s, both for 
construction of new facilities and for addi­
tions to existing ones. In fiscal 1976, for 
example, capital expenditures repre­
sented only about 4 percent of all state 
correctional spending in Illinois (operating 
and capital costs). But by fiscal 1980, 
these capital expenditures had risen to 
22 percent of alilDOC spending. 

In the 1980s, as overall spending on cor­
rections in Illinois rose sharply, capital 
expenditures continued to be high, al­
though they varied from year to year ac­
cording to construction schedules. Capi­
tal expenditures accounted for 28 percent 
of all state correctional spending in fiscal 
1985, but only 8 percent in fiscal 1988. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
BUILD A PRISON IN ILLINOIS? 
The construction of correctional facilities 
represents one of the largest single out-
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FINANCE 4-5 
Operating expenditures for IDOC adult institutions more than 
doubled from 1975 to 1988. 

Operating costs, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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FINANCE 4-6 
More than three·fourths of IDOC operating expenditures in fiscal 
year 1988 went to adult institutions. 
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laY$ of financial resources in the entire 
criminal justice system. The repair and 
renovation of existing facilities also re­
quire large sums of money. In fiscal year 
1988, the State of Illinois spent more than 
$41.5 million to construct, renovate, and 
repair both planned arid existing facilities 
operated by the Illinois Department of 
Corrections. 

Most of the capital outlays for corrections 
involve actual construction, although land 
acquisition and equipment also contribute 
to the total. In fiscal 1985, when 28 per­
cent of all state-level correctional spend­
ing in Illinois was capital outlay, 25 per­
cent went for construction and 3 percent 
for equipment (with none for land). Na­
tionally that year, 15 percent of the direct 
correctional expenditures by the 50 
states involved capital outlays: 13 per­
cent for construction, 2 percent for equip­
ment, and less than 1 percent for land. 

The cost of building a state prison varies 
according to the type of facility. In gen­
eral, it costs more to build a maximum­
security prison than a medium- or mini­
mum-security institution, because maxi­
mum-security facilities usually require 
more elaborate and more expensive se­
curity systems and designs. In fiscal 
1988, it cost $78,297 per bed space to 
build a maximum-security prison in Illi­
nois, compared to $65,934 for a medium­
security and $40,000 for a minimum~se­
curity facility. The national average that 
year, for all security levels of prisons, was 
$50,241 per bed space.24 

Even within the same type of facility, the 
costs of construction often vary from one 
institution to another, depending on the 
location of the facility and the cost of la­
bor and materials in that area. Architects 
often cite high labor costs as onG reason 
for the relatively high cost of prison con­
struction in Illinois:25 Some states have 
reduced their labor costs for prison con­
struction by using inmate labor, although 
inmate labor traditionally has not been 
used on prison construction projects in 
Illinois. In addition, states havereduced 
construction costs by using mUltiple-oc­
cupancy cells or dormitory designs, pre­
fabricated building components, less 
costly materials and security hardware 
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(for example, raZor wire fences instead of 
massive concrete walls), and inmate 
management concepts. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
INCARCERATE AN OFFENDER IN 
AN ILLINOIS PRISON FOR ONE 
YEAR? 
It cost approximately $16,000 to house 
an inmate in an adult prison in Illinois dur­
ing fiscal year 1988.26 In constant dol­
lars, this 1.988 per-inmate figure was al­
most 20 percent higher than the per-in­
mate cost in fiscal 1975. 

Annual per-inmate costs vary widely from 
prison to prison in Illinois (FINANCE 4-7). 
At the maximum~security Menard 
Correctional Center, the annual per­
inmate cost in fiscal 1988 was $12,890, 
the lowest of any adult institution in the 
state. The highest per-inmate costs oc­
curred at the minimum-security Lincoln 
Correctional Center ($21 ,669) and the 
medium-security Dixon Correctional Cen-

FINANCE 4-7 

ter ($19,573).27 Lincoln's expenses in­
clude buying food for the Logan Correc­
tional Center and for the Training Acad­
emy. At Dixon, there are 106 acres in­
side the fence, and more buildings within 
this area than at other institutions, requir­
ing more physical plant maintenance 
staff. 

Because these per-inmate costs repre­
sent only operating expenses, they are 
driven largely by the number of staff in 
each prison and how that number com­
pares with the number of inmates in the 
institution. As might be expected, the 
prisons with the lowest annual per-inmate 
costs tend to have the highest inmate-to­
staff ratios. At the Menard Correctional 
Center, for example, there were more 
than three inmates for every prison staff 
member in fiscal 1988, and nearly five 
inmates for every security staff person­
both highs for the state's prison system. 
At both Lincoln and Dixon, on the other 
hand, the inmate-to-staff ratios were ap-

Prisons with the lowest per-inmate costs have the highest inmate­
to-staff ratios. 

Inmates per staff 

Security Total Security Cost per inmate 
Facility level staff staff per year 

Centralia Med 2.4 3.2 $16,020 
Danville Med 2.9 4.1 13,584 
Dixon Med 1.9 2.5 19,573 
Dwight All 2.3 3.5 16,662 
East Moline Min 2.5 3.7 16,611 
Graham Med 2.3 3.2 16,461 
Hill (Galesburg) Med 2.9 4.0 13,440 
Jacksonville Min 1.8 2.6 19,010 
Joliet Max 2.6 4.0 16,728 
Lincoln Min 1.9 2.5 21,669 
Logan Med 2.0 2.8 16,934 
Menard Max 3.1 4.6 12,890 
Menard Psych All 2.2 4.0 17,281 
Pontiac Max 2.1 3.0 17,794 
Shawnee Med 2.4 3.2 15,061 
Sheridan Med 2.5 3.4 14,258 
Stateville Max 2.4 3.6 17,240 
Vandalia Min 2.7 4.3 14,779 
Vienna Min 2.2 3.3 17,151 

Note: The Lincoln Correctional Center provides food for the Logan Correctional Center, and 
the IDOC TrainingAcademy. Thus, the per-inmate expenditures for the Lincoln and Logan 
facilities do not necessarily represent their true operating costs. See notes 26 and 27. 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections 
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proximately 2-to-1 (all staff) and 5-to-2 
(security staff only).28 

HOW MUCH DOES IDOC SPEND 
ON INMATE MEDICAL CARE AND 
EDUCATION? 
Increases in overall prison spending in Il­
linois have been fueled, in part, by a 
sharp rise in the amount of money spent 
on medical care for inmates and, to a 
lesser extent, by increases in spending 
on correctional education. Between fis­
cal years 1975 and 1988, Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections expenditures for 
medical services increased by more than 
418 percent (in constant 1988 dollars), to 
$32.4 million (FINANCE 4-8). Medical ser­
vices, which made up less than 4 percent 
of alilDOC operating expenditures in fis­
cal 1975, accounted for almost 9 percent 
of those expenditures in fiscal 1988. 

but throughout the country, are required 
to provide extensive medical and mental 
health care to meet the serious medical 
needs of prisoners.29 In the future, IDOC 
will likely have to spend even more 
money on inmate medical care, as the 
number of prisoners continues to grow 
and the overall inmate population ages. 

Spending for IDOC's School District 428 
has also increased substantially since the 
late 1970s-95 percent (in constant dol­
lars) from fiscal year 1978 to 1988, when 
it reached almost $20 million. This over­
all increase was the result of a 95-per­
cent jump in state General Revenue 
spending on correctional education and a 
93-percent increase in federal spending. 
From fiscal 1978 through fiscal 1988, fed­
eral funds accounted for 16 percent of all 
spending on IDOC inmate education. 

Several trends have contributed to the rise HOW MUCH DOES THE STATE 
in medical costs. First, dramatic growth in SPEND ON COMMUNITY 
the prison population means that there are CORRECTIONS? 
more inmates who need medical care. Nationally, according to a survey con-
And, with the imposition of tougher, man- ducted by the National Association of 
datory sentences, many of these offend- Counties, "cost savings and relieving 
ers, particularly the most serious ones, are pressure on overcrowded prisons are 
staying in prison longer. The medical strong incentives" for states to develop 
needs of these inmates increase as they community correctional programs.30 In 
get older. Finally, as a result of different Illinois, community correctional programs 
lawsuits, prison officials, not just in Illinois are operated by the state, and are meant 

FINANCE 4-8 FINANCE 4-9 

for felons (not misdemeanants) who are 
nearing the end of their prison sentences. 
Illinois' 11 community correctional cen­
ters are located throughout the state (see 
page 184). Although each one generally 
serves a regional population, the assign­
ment of prisoners to a facility is the re­
sponsibilityof IDOC. 

An IDOC inmate is eligible for placement 
in a community correctional program 
when the inmate is within two years of his 
or her release date. Offenders with a his­
tory of violence, sex offenses, involve­
ment in organized crime, or serious drug 
offenses are excluded from considera­
tion. Only about 4 percent of the state 
inmate population are placed in commu­
nity correctional centers, which currently 
have about 800 beds. In fiscal year 
1988, about 95 percent of the community 
correctional population in Illinois were 
employed or attending school. Gainfully 
employed residents are required to pay 
20 percent of their income as rent, and to 
save at least another 15 percent. In ad­
dition, they receive an individualized pro­
gram of mental health or drug abuse 
counseling, job training, and GED or col­
lege-level classes.31 

IDOC spending on community correc­
tions--community correctional centers, 

IDOC expenditures for medical carp.! increassed 
418 percent from 1975 to 1988. 

After peaking in 1981, IDOC spending on 
community corrections has generally declined. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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community services administration, and 
community supervision-has increased 
only slightly since the mid-1970s, espe­
cially when compared with the huge jump 
in spending on state prisons. Overall 
spending on community corrections by 
IDOC increased about 18 percent (in con­
stant dollars) between state fiscal years 
1975 and 1988 (FINANCE 4-9). Spending 
on community correctional centers in­
creased 25 percent from 1979 to 1988, 
with an 80-percent jump between 1979 
and 1981 alone. This was consistent with 
the 79-percent increase in the population 
of community correctional centers from 
June 1979 to June 1981.32 In more recent 
years, however, expenditures for commu­
nity correctional centers have actually 
fallen (in constant dollars). Between fiscal 
years 1984 and 1988, when the commu­
nity correctional cente; population was 
stable, state General Revenue funds for 
community correctional centers decreased 
7 percent (in constant dollars). 

In fiscal 1988, the state spent $13,797 for 
each resident of a community correc­
tional center, or about 14 percent less 
than the amount spent per inmate in an 
adult prison. Furthermore, residents in 
IDOC community correctional centers 
paid back to the state a total of $573,407 
for room and board during fiscal 1988.33 

In fiscal 1989, the state's cost to house 
an inmate in an adult institution was 
$16,462 per year, compared to $12,761 
for each community correctional center 
resident (not including inmate-paid room 
and board), and an average cost of 
$4,200 per year to supervise an offender 
on parole or mandatory supervised 
release.34 

WHAT ARE THE MAIN 
EXPENDITURES FOR COUNTY 
CORRECTIONS? 
Most county jail expenditures in Illinois 
fall into one of five main cost areas-per­
sonnel, food and beverages, medical 
supplies and services, utilities, and build­
ing depreciation-with personnel ac­
counting for the majority of all expendi­
tures. In fiscal 1988, for example, 57 per­
cent of the expenditures for the DuPage 
County Jail went for personnel, with de­
preciation (16 percent), medical care (7 
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percent), food (6 percent), and utilities (5 
percent) making up the bulk of the rest.3S 

Other cost areas, such as maintenance 
and care of jail buildings, are small by 
comparison. The 2 percent of expendi­
tures devoted to building maintenance 
and care in DuPage County in 1988 was 
relatively low, however, because the jail 
had been recently opened and therefore 
did not require any large and costly main­
tenance projects that year. 

Another way of looking at county correc­
tional expenditures is to distinguish 
between fixed costs-such as the cost of 
the building and, in the short run, the cost 
of personnel-and variable costs-food, 
laundry, and medical care. Distinguish­
ing fixed costs from variable costs is im­
portant when comparing the relative cost 
of alternative jail programs-work release 
versus regular incarceration, or maintain­
ing a county jail versus contracting for 
inmates to be housed in other counties. 

In DuPage County, for example, the fixed 
costs per day in fiscal 1988 were $18.34 
for a work-release prisoner, compared to 
$38.05 for other jail inmates, while the 
per-day variable costs were $2.15 and 
$12.79, respectively.36 In other words, 
the ratio of fixed costs to variable costs 
was more than 8-to-1 for work-release in­
mates, but only about 3-to-1 for jail 
inmates. 

Some Illinois counties have found they 
cannot afford the high fixed costs of 
building and maintaining a jail, the 
enormous cost of financing construction, 
and the high overhead costs of operating 
a jail. Instead, these counties have found 
it more economical to pay other counties 
to house their jail inmates. For example, 
prior to closing its jail in 1985, Cass 
County spent up to $110,000 a year just 
to operate the facility (not including con­
struction or renovation costS).37 In fiscal 
year 1988, the county spent $86,964 to 
house its prisoners in nearby Morgan and 
Schuyler counties, at a cost ranging from 
$20 to $25.50 per day for each inmate. 
In addition, the county had to pay the di­
rect costs of transporting the prisoners 
and the indirect cost of not having one of 
its five full-time sheriff's deputies avail­
able for patrol during those trips. 

HOW MUCH DO ILLINOIS 
COUNTIES SPEND ON 
CORRECTIONS? 
In Illinois counties that operate their own 
jails, spending on corrections has in­
creased substantially since the mid-
1970s. County correctional expenditures 
increased almost 65 percent (in constant 

. dollars)· between fiscal years 1974 and 
1988 (FINANCE 4-10).38 Much of the in­
crease occurred between 1974 and 1979, 
when correctional expenditures for all illi­
nois counties combined increased 43 per­
cent. (By comparison, IDOC spending on 
corrections increased 89 percent during 
this period.) Between fiscal years 1980 
and 1988, county expenditures for correC~ 
tions leveled off somewhat, increasing 
only about 15 percent in Illinois as a 
whole. In Cook County, the increase dur­
ing this period (19 percent) was slightly 
higher than the increase (about 10 per­
cent) in the rest of the state. 

Much of the increase in county spending 
on corrections has been the result of the 
expansion and renovation of many 
county jails. Between 1981 and 1988, 
the total capacity of county jails in Illinois 
increased almost 16 percent. During this 
period, 41 counties increased their jail 
capacity, 28 decreased it, and there was 
no change in 23 other counties. Six 
counties eliminated existing jails, and four 
counties did not operate a jail throughout 
this period. 

DuPage County's experience with open­
ing a new county jail in 1982 illustrates 
how the costs of jail construction continue 
to be felt several years after a facility is 
built. One of the county's largest criminal 
justice expenditures during the 1980s 
was paying back the debt incurred when 
the county issued bonds to finance con­
struction of the jail. Between fiscal years 
1982 and 1988, the county spent more 
than $22.9 million (in constant 1988 dol­
lars) serviCing the debt incurred from the 
county jail bonds. Although this $23 mil­
lion does not show up as an operational 
expenditure for the DuPage County 
Sheriff's Department in any of those 
years, it was nonetheless a major expen­
diture for the county's criminal justice 
system.39 
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. "In addition to spending more on jail con­
struction and renovation, counties have 
also spent more on jail operations in re­
cent years. Illinois' two largest counties, 
for example, experienced huge increases 
in their operational expenditures for cor­
rections during the 1970s and 1980s. 
Between fiscal years 1970 and 1988, op­
erating expenditures for the Cook County 
Jail from the county's Corporate Pur­
poses Fund almost doubled (in constant 
dollars). In DuPage County, total operat~ 
ing expenditures for the sheriff's depart­
ment-including the sheriff's police, the 
county jail, the Sheriff's Merit Commis­
sion, and administration of the sheriff's 
office-increased almost 156 percent. be­
tween fiscal years 1970 and 1988. Much 
of the increase in DuPage County was 
fueled by higher operating costs that re­
sulted from the new, larger jail that 
opened in 1982. 

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF 
SHERIFFS' DEPARTMENT 
SPENDING GOES FOR THE 
OPERATION OF COUNTY JAILS? 
Expenditures for county corrections make 
up a relatively large percentage of the to­
tal spending by sheriffs' departments of 
all sizes in Illinois. In fiscal year 1988, for 
example, more than 47 percent of the 
$120.8 million spent on the operations of 
the Cook County Sheriff's Department 
went for the county jail (FINANCE 4-11). 
The $56.9 million in operating expendi­
tures for the jail translated into more than 
$11 spent on the jail for each resident of 
Cook County, or more than twice the 
$5.54 (in constant 1988 dollars) spent 
per county resident in fiscal 1970. 

In DuPage County, both the percentage 
of sheriff's department expenditures 
devoted to the jail and per-capita jail 
spending in fiscal 1988 were lower than 
in Cook County. Still, jail operations ac­
counted for more than 30 percei,lt of 
sheriff's department spending in 1988, up 
from less than 20 percent in fiscal 1970. 

Even in Cass County, which closed its jail 
in 1985 and has been housing inmates in 
other counties since then, expenditures 
for housing jail inmates were similar, pro­
portionally, to the two larger counties. 
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FINANCE 4-10 
After increasing 46 percent from 1974 to 1979, county spending on 
corrections in Illinois rose only 12.5 percent from 1979 to 1988. 

County correctional expenditures 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
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Note: Data on spending outside Cook County include both operational and capital expe.ndi­
itures (as reported to the Office of the Illinois Comptroller), while data for Cook County include 
operational expenditures only. Expenditures for county corrections outside Cook County for 
1980-1984 were estimated from Bureau of Justice Statistics and Illinois Comptroller data. 

Source: Office of the Illinois Comptroller; Office of the Cook County Comptroller; Bureau of 
Justice Statistics 

FINANCE 4-11 
Cook County devotes a higher percentage of sheriff's department 
operating expenditures to jail operations than DuPage and·Cass 
counties do. 

Total sheriff Jail Percent 
expenditlJres expenditures of total Per·caplta 

County (operating) (operating) for jail jail expenditures 

Cook $120,832,203 $56,939,926 47.1% $11.18 
DuPage 11,447,668 3,480,580 30.4% 4.60 
Cass 232,986 89,006 38.2% 6.38 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller; DuPage County Finance Department,' Cass 
County Finance Department; Illinois Bureau of the Budget (population data) 

The $89,000 in expenses related to the 
confinement of jail inmates in fiscal 1988 
represented more than 38 percent of the 
total operational expenditures for the 
county sheriff's department. 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO 
INCARCERATE SOMEONE IN A 
COUNTY JAIL? 
In 1988, it cost an average of $10,628 in 
Illinois, and $10,639 nationwide, to house 
a prisoner in a county jail for one year.40 

However, this statewide figure masks . 
sharp differences in costs from county to 
county and region to region. Even in 
Cook County, where per-inmate cost 
data are available, the cost of incarcera­
tion differs for different types of jail 
inmates. 

In fiscal year 1988, Cook County spent 
$11,333 to house a male inmate in Divi­
sion I (the general division) of the county 
jail for one year. The per-inmate expen­
ditures were lower in both Division IV, the 
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men's dormitory ($6,345 ayear), and Di­
vision VII, which houses problem prison" 
ers ($8,559 a year).41 In thejail's facility 
for women (Division 111), the annual per­
inmate costwas $6,997 in fi5ca11988. 

In DuPage County, housing an inmate in • 
the county jail in fiscal year 1988 cost 
$50.84 a day (or $18,557 a year). This 
total included $38.D5 in fixed costs and 
$12.79 in variable costS.42 By contrast, it 
costthecounty $20.49 a day ($7,479 a 
year) to keep an inmate in the county's 
work-release program. 

The overall costs for work-release in­
mates are lower for several reasons. 
First, the fixed costs are lower: the lower 
security of work-release facilities makes 
them less costly to build and maintain 
than regular jails, and personnel costs 
(which are fixed in the short run) are 
lowerforwork-release inmates, who 
need less sUpervision; For example,it 
cost DuPage County $8;70 a day in per­
sonnel to supervise a work-release in- . 
mate, compared to $28.83 a day in per-· 
sonnel fora regular jail inmate~ The sav~ 
ings are even greater in the area of vari­
able costs. Because work-release in-
. mates seldom eat all of their meals at the 
facility, and because mailYpayfor their 
ownmeqical care, overall variable costs 
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were only $2.15 a day per work-release 
prisoner in DuPage County in fiscal 1988, 
compared to $12.79. a day for each jail 
inmate. 

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF 
CORRECTIONAL EXPENDITURES 
GOES FOR IIERSONNEL? 
Spending on personnel represents the. 
single' largest expenditure for bothstate 
and county correctional agencies in illi­
nois,. although it.is a smaller proportion 
than in other criminal justice agencies. A 
large portion of corrections expenditures 
also goes for food, clothing, and medical 
care for inmates. 

In state fiscal year 1988,total expendi­
tures for personnel-including salaries, 
retirement benefits, and Social Security-

. made up nearly 72 percent of all expendi­

. tures fromthe state'sGeneral Revenue 
Fund for the Illinois Department of Cor" 
rections' Adult Division. 

In CookCounty,expenditutes for salaries 
and wages in the county jail made up 73 
percent of total jail expenditures from the 
Corpqrate Purposes Fund in fi9ca11988. 
When benefits are included, this propor- '\ 
tion reaches more than 80 percent. . 

In DuPage County, the majority of all jail 
expenditures.infiscaI198~57 per-

cent~Went for personnel aswell. How­
ever, in smaller counties such as Cass 
which donot operate ajail, personnel . 
expenditures are practically non-existent; 
except for the salary of the deputY 
needed to transport prisoner's to and from 
the jails of neighboring counties. 

HOW MANY CORRECTIONAL 
EMPLOYEES ARE THERE IN 
ILLINOIS?' 
As the number of state prisons and state 
prisoners increased in Illinois in the 
1980s; so did the number of employees 
in the adult institutions ofthe Illinois De~ 
partment of Cotrectioris. The average to­
tal number of AdultDivision employees­
both security staffand administrative 
employee!r-more than doubled between 
state fiscal years 1979 and 1988, when 
there were 8,041 .. Among security staff 
only, the percentage rise in employment 
was even greater-from 2,717 in fiscal 
1979to 5,590 in fiscal 1988, an increase 
of 1 06 percent (FINANCE 4-12). Through­
out the 1980s, security staff made up 
approximately the same percentage of all 
adult institution personnel-about 70 
percent 

,Compared with the nation as a whole, 
state correctional employment in Illinois 
increased slower in the 1970s but faster 
in the first half of the 1980s. Between 
197,1 and 1978, the number of full-time 
employees in state correctional in~ 
stitutions increased 41 percent nation­
wide, but only 17 percent in Illinois. From 
1978 through 1985, however, state cor­
rectional employment increased 65 per­
cerit nationwide, but 84 percent in 
Illinols.43 

';' 
\. 

At thec.'Ounty level too,correctional em-
ployment has increased in Illinois, though 
not as sharply as in the nation as a 
whole. Between 1979 and 1985; the 
number of full-time employees in county 
correctional facilitie:; nationwide in­
creased more than 49 percent. In all lIIi~ 

nois counties combined, the increase 
was about half the national rise-24 per­
cent.44 Increases in employment were 
somewhat higher in both Cook (29 per~ 
cent) and DUPage (59.5 percent) coun­
tie,s between 1979 and 1985. But in all 
other Ulinois counties combined, correc-
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tional employment grew by only 7.5 per­
cent during this period. 

As correctional employment in Illinois has 
increased in recent years, the rate of staff 
turnover seems to have fallen. More 
than one-quarter of the staff in IOOC 
adult facilities left their jobs during fiscal 
year 1979. This percentage has been 
declining ever since, reaching 13 percent 
in 1988 and less than 9 percent in 1989. 
This trend can be attributed to many fac­
tors, including salary. Although correc­
tional officer salaries are generally low 
compared with other criminal justice pay, 
in many parts of the state where correc­
tional facilities are located there are few 
opportunities to earn as much money as 
working in a prison. 

HOW MUCH ARE CORRECTIONAL 
OFFICERS IN ILLINOIS PAID? 
Salaries of correctional officers in the 
United States-at both the state and 
county levels-are among the lowest of 
any professional criminal justice staff. 
And correctional salaries, adjusted for in­
flation, have actually declined nationwide 
since the early 1970s. In 1971, the aver­
age salary for all state-level correctional 
employees in the country (including ad­
ministrative staff) was $27,349 (in con­
stant 1988 dollars). By 1985, the average 
had fallen 9 percent to $24,998 (in con­
stant 1988 dollars).4s 

Correctional salaries at the county level, 
in addition to being lower than state-level 
salaries in the United States, have also 
declined (in constant dollars) since the 
early 1970s. Nationwide, the average 
salary for all county correctional staff fell 
by almost 13 percent (in constant 1988 
dollars) between 1971 ($26,944) and 
1985 ($23,500). 

In Illinois, there are no data on long-term 
trends in correctional salaries. Salaries 
have, however, generally been higher 

. than in the nation as a whole. Nation­
wide, the average annual salary for an 
entry-level state correctional officer in an 
adult institution was $14,985 in 1986 
(dollars not adjusted for inflation). The 
starting salary for the same position in Illi­
nois that year was almost 15 percent 
higher, $17,220. The average maximum 
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salary for state correctional officers na­
tionwide in 1986 was $16,472 a year, 
compared with a maximum of $21 ,636 in 
Illinois. 

In state fiscal year 1990, the starting sal­
ary for correctional officers in adult pris­
ons in Illinois was $20,328, and the maxi­
mum was $26,064. Using constant dol­
lars, the starting salary in Illinois has in­
creased more than 9 percent since 1986, 
while the maximum has grown almost 12 
percent. 

In Illinois, there are no complete state­
wide data on the salaries of county cor­
rectional officers. However, a 1986 sur­
vey by the American Correctional Asso­
ciation found that the starting salaries of 
correctional officers were fairly consistent 
in similarly sized counties.46 That year, 
the starting salaries in the larger, more 
populous counties in Illinois ranged from 
$15,000 to $18,000 a year (in nominal 
dollars). Starting salaries in less popu­
lous counties were usually between 
$10,000 and $15,000 a year (in nominal 
dollars). In Cook County, the annual sal­
ary for a correctional officer in fiscal year 
1986 ranged from $15,000 to $18,000. 
In 1989, it ranged from $19,524 to 
$25,968.47 

HOW MUCH DOES INCARCERA· 
TION COST RELATIVE TO OTHER 
CRIMINAL SANCTIONS? 
Considering only the cost to government 
of the sanction itself, sentencing an of­
fender to jail or prison is clearly more ex­
pensive than alternatives such as proba­
tion, electronically monitored home con­
finement, work release, or other forms of 
community corrections. In fiscal year 
1988, for example, the average work-re­
lease prisoner cost OuPage County 
$20.49 a day, compared to $50.84 a day 
for an inmate in the county jail. In addi­
tion to higher explicit costs, the 
opportunity costs are also greater for 
non-work release prisoners, because 
they are not earning an income and, con­
sequently, are not paying income taxes. 

On the other hand, most offenders who 
receive alternative sentences are in the 
community, and therefore able to commit 
new crimes. Incarceration in a prison or 

jail may carry lower social costs than 
other sanctions by preventing further 
criminal victimizations during the period 
of the sentence. 

Finally, the characteristics of an offender 
can affect not only the cost of incarcera­
tion but its appropriateness as a sen­
tence. One of these characteristics is 
mental illness. In a 1988 study, the Na­
tional Association of Counties (NACo) 
found that the resources needed to jail a 
person with a mental illness who has 
committed a minor crime are great, and 
that the potential costs related to such 
things as suicide or injury are high.4B Ac­
cording to one national study, there were 
26 jail suicides in Illinois in 1985 and 25 
in 1986, ranking the state fourth in the 
nation in jail suicides.49 While the study 
did not specifically examine how many of 
these suicide victims had a history of 
mental illness, the authors did note that 
almost all of the jail suicides could have 
been prevented. In its 1988 report, 
NACo recommended that diversion of 
mentally ill offenders from jail is not only 
a more appropriate but also a more eco­
nomical sanctio(l. 

HOW DOES CORRECTIONAL 
SPENDING COMPARE WITH 
CORRECTIONAL ACTIVITY 'N 
ILLINOIS? 
Since the mid-1970s, spending on cor­
rections in Illinois has increased at a 
faster rate than spending on any other 
component of the criminal justice system. 
But while spending has gone up dramati­
cally, so has the number of inmates in 
both jails and prisons. At both the state 
level and among Illinois counties outside 
Cook, growth in spending on corrections 
has generally kept pace with the growing 
inmate population. But in Cook County, 
where spending on correctio~s has not 
increased as sharply in the 1980s as it 
did in the 1970s, the growth in the aver­
age daily jail population has outpaced 
correctional spending in recent years. 

Outside Cook County, combined spend­
ing on county corrections rose 22 percent 
(in constant dollars) between fiscal years 
1981 and 1988. The average daily popu­
lation of these jails rose by the same per-
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FINANCE 4-'13 FINANCE 4-14 , 
Increases in the Cook County dail pl)pulation have 
outpaced increases in jail spending 

Growth in IDOC spel,ding has paralleled g!"owth in 
the adult inmate population. 
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centage (22 percent) during this period. 
In Cook County, on the other hand, con­
stant-dollar spending on corrections in­
creased just 12 percent between fiscal 
years 1981 and 1988, but the average 
daily population of the Cook County Jail 
grew by 53 percent (FINANCE 4-13).50 

At the state level, growth in spending has 
closely paralleled the growth in the adult 
inmate population, with increases in 
spending even exceeding increases in 
activity in the 1980s (FINANCE 4-14). Be­
tween fiscal years 1975 and 1988, the 
average daily population of Illinois' adult 
prisons increased 156 percent. During 
this same period, however, operational 
expenditures for the Illinois Department 
of Corrections' Adult Division grew by 
slightly more than 200 percent. Given 
the fact that spending on corrections is so 
closely tied to the number of prisoners 
being served, this parity between opera­
tional spending and activity is not 
surprising. 
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Looking at correctional resources in an­
other way-the ratio of inmates to staff­
reveals a different picture, however. For 
even though increases in operational 
spending have generally kept up with in­
creases in the state's prison population, 
prison crowding persists-and continues 
to worsen-at !DOC's adult institutions, 
This crowding, in turn, has caused sharp 
changes in recent years in the ratio of 
inmates to prison staff. 

In fiscal 1986, there were approximately 
45 prison staff for every 100 adult in­
mates. ,By fiscal years 1988 and 1989, 
this number had fallen to about 41 staff 
per 100 inmates. And IDOC is projecting 
the number will fall further still, to 38 staff 
per 100 inmates, in fiscal 1990. IDOC of­
ficials have warned that this trend could 
have serious ramifications for the safety 
of both prison staff and inmates in the 
next few years. ,-, 

The Dafa 
County expenditlJre data for corrections 
were obtained from the 1974 to 1979 and 
the 1985 editions of the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics publication JUstice Expenditl./re 
and Employment in the U.S., and for 
1'986 through 1988, from the Office of the 
Illinois Comptroller. Although the comp­
troller's office collects data One county e>l,­
penditures, it is impossible to separate 
spending for corrections from spending 
for public safety in general during the 
1970s and much of the ,1980s. Figures 
for 1980 through 1984 (FINl)NCE 4~ 10), 
for which no data were available, were in­
terpolated from BJS's 1979 and 1985 
fiQures. 

Financial and staffing data for the Illinois 
Department of Corrections were obtained 
from two sources: IDOC and the Illinois 
comptroller's pffice. 

CORRECTIONS 



Notes 
1 State-by-state comparisons of the 
amount of "state aid" to local corrections 
can be misleading when they involve Illi­
nois. Corrections is more centralized in 
Illinois than in many other states. The 
State of Illinois does not provide financial 
support for county jails. Community cor­
rectional centers, supported completely 
by the state, are not "local," and support 
for them cannot be considered as state 
aid to local programs. The report, State 
Aid to Local Governments for Corrections 
Programs (Denver: National Conference 
of State Legislatures, 1989), mistakenly 
ranks Illinois as 17th in per-capita "state 
aid" for local corrections, when in reality, 
such state aid is negligible in Illinois. This 
is because the report includes probation 
(which is managed by the courts in Illi­
nois), as well as community correctional 
centers and work camps (both of which 
are operated by the state), in the cate­
gory of local corrections. 

2 A bond is a written commitment by a 
government body (in this case, the state) 
to pay to the purchaser of the bond a 
scheduled series of interest payments, 
plus the face value (principal) of the 
bond, at a specified date. Paul Wonna­
cott and Ronald Wonnacott, An Introduc­
tion to Macroeconomics, second edition 
(New York: McGraw Hill, 1982), p. 419. 

3 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1003-12-7. 
These "state use" laws are intended to 
limit competition between prison-con­
structed goods and those created in the 
private sector. 

4 Illinois Correctional Industries, State of 
Illinois Department of Corrections, An­
nual Report 1989 (Springfield, III.: Illinois 
Department of Corrections, 1989). 

5 Public Act 86-450. IILRev.Stat., ch. 
38, pars. 1 003-12-3a, 1003-12-7. 

6 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1003-7-6. 

7 IILRev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-7-6. 

8 Annual Report to the Supreme Court 
of Illinois (Springfield, III.: Administrative 
Office of the Illinois Courts, 1988). These 
statewide figures come from an AOIC 
survey of the offices of the clerks of the 
Circuit courts. The survey's figure for 
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DuPage County ($231,590) differs 
slightly from the amount of work-release 
fees reported in the county's Annual Fi­
nancial Report ($230,409). 

9 Jail and Work Release per Prisoner 
Day Cost Study (Wheaten, III.: DuPage 
County Finance Department, January 
1989). 

10 IILRev.Stat., ch. 53, par. 37. 

11 Much of the information in this ques­
tion is based on an Authority survey of 24 
large and small Illinois counties during 
June and July of 1989. The purpose of 
the survey was to see how different sized 
counties handled inmates and inmate 
expenditures. 

12 While housing all of their prisoners in 
other counties may appear to be cost-ef­
fective in the short term for certain coun­
ties, some officials have argued that in 
the long run it may actually cost more 
than building a new jail. Considering all 
the costs of housing prisoners in other 
counties-not just the per diem rate but 
also the salary of the deputy needed to 
transport inmates, vehicle expenses, and 
the opportunity cost of the time needed 
for transit-construction of a new jail may 
be more economical in the long run. For 
example, when Saline County officials 
were considering closing the county's jail 
in early 1989 and contracting for space 
with other counties, the sheriff projected 
the county would spend an average of 
$283,200 a year to house its prisoners 
elsewhere. "Over 20 years, this will 
amount to $5,664,000, which is more 
than enough to build a new jail," he said.' 
"Saline sheriff critical of option to close 
jail," The Southern Illinoisan (Carbondale, 
III., February 27, 1989). 

13 Jail and Work Release per Prisoner 
Day Cost Study, 1989. 

14 John L. Tribbey, Schuyler County, illi­
nois, Financial Statements with 
Accountant's Report, November 30, 1988 
(Rushville, III.: Schuyler County Trea­
surer, 1988). 

15 Douglas C. McDonald, ''The Cost of 
Corrections: In Search of the Bottom 
Line," Research in Corrections, vol. 2, is-

sue 1 (Boulder, Colo.: National Institute 
of Corrections, 1989). 

16 Because the Missouri prison system is 
now at capacity, this practice of housing 
Illinois prisoners was discontinued in 
early 1990. 

17 McDonald, 1989, p. 19. 

18 Barbara Krauth, Staff/Inmate Ratios: 
Why It's So Hard to Get to the Bottom 
Line (Boulder, Colo.: National Institute of 
Corrections, 1988). 

19 John Klofas, "Patterns of Jail Use," 
Journal of Criminal Justice, vol. 15 
(1987), pp. 403-411; John Klofas, "Dis­
aggregating Jail Use: Variety and 
Change in Local Corrections over a Ten 
Year Period" in G.L. Mays and J. Th­
ompson, eds., American Jails: Public Pol­
icy Issues (forthcoming). 

20 IDOC expenditures were taken from 
the Illinois Annual Report, published by 
the Office of the Illinois Comptroller. The 
statewide total includes both operational 
and capital expenditures reported to the 
Illinois comptroller's office by all counties 
except Cook. Cook County expendi­
tures, which were taken from the Cook 
County comptroller's annual report, in­
clude only operational spending. Total 
expenditures for the state would probably 
be higher if capit?1 expenditures for Cook 
County were included. 

21 Expenditures for muniCipal lockups 
are not included in corrections expendi­
tures because it is impossible to separate 
lockup expenditures from other police 
department expenditures statewide. 

22 McDonald, 1989, p. 12. . 
23 Because these figures are based on 
expenditures from the state General 
Revenue Fund, they do not include ex­
penditures from the Correctional School 
District Education Fund or the Working 
Capital Revolving Fund. Together, these 
two funds supported about 5 percent of 
IDOC operational expenditures in fiscal 
1988. 

24 The Corrections Yearbook (South Sa­
lem, N.Y.: Criminal Justice Institute, 
1988), p. 29. There are several factors 
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that influence how per-bed space con­
struction costs are measured: the cost of 
acquiring and improving the land; the 
construction costs of the entire facility; 
the construction costs of the housing 
area, as opposed to educational, voca­
tional, or other special facilities; and the 
costs per celi versus per bed space. 

25 National Directory of Corrections Con­
struction, second edition (College Park, 
Md.: American Correctional Association, 
1988). 

26 The average per-inmate costs pre­
sented here are based on the state fiscal 
year 1988 operating expenditures for 
IDOC adult institutions, divided by the 
average daily populations of those institu­
tions during that year. The calculation 
does not include an amortization of the 
costs of prison construction, costs for 
generallDOC administration, expendi­
tures for educational or vocational pro­
grams, or expenditures for the Correc­
tionallndustries program. If these ex­
penditures were included, annual per-in­
mate costs would be somewhat higher. 
See pages 203-204 for a discussion of 
how correctional costs are measured. 

27 The Lincoln Correctional Center pro­
vides food for the Logan Correctional 
Center and the IDOC Training Academy. 
Thus, the per-inmate expenditures for the 
Lincoln and Logan facilities do not neces­
sarily represent their true operating costs. 

28 These inmate-to-staff ratios are aver­
ages of the number of prison staff work­
ing throughout the day. During peak pe­
riods of activity (that is, during the day), 
the number of staff may be greater, while 
at night, the number would probably be 
lower. 
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29 See, for example, Estelle v. Gamble, 
429 U.S. 97 (1976). 

30 Kelly Orrick, "Community Corrections," 
County News, vol. 20, no. 17 (September 
12,1989), p. 1. In most states, the term 
community corrections refers to correc­
tional or diversionary programs operated 
by the county. 

31 For more information, see Anthony M. 
Scillia, 'Winning the 'Not-in-My-Neighbor­
hood' Game," Corrections Today, vol. 51, 
no. 4 (July 1989). 

32 Between calendar years 1979 and 
1981, the overall number of inmates re­
leased from IDOC increased 19 percent, 
from 5,963 to 7,090, and the community 
correctional center population increased 
48 percent, from 529 to 781. See page 
191 for more information about the for­
mer forced-release program in Illinois. 

33 1988 Annual Report (Springfield, III.: 
Illinois Department of Corrections, 1989), 
p.41. 

34 The total expenditures and appropria­
tionsfor parole and MSR were 
$4,463,500 in fiscal year 1989. There 
were 22,819 different people supervised 
during the year, and the average end-of­
month population was 12,737 
($4,463,500/12,737=$350 cost per pa­
roleelreleasee per month, or $4,200 per 
year). 

35 Jail and Work Release per Prisoner 
Day Cost Study, 1989. 

36 Jail and Work Release per Prisoner 
Day Cost Study, 1989, p. 16. 

37 Cass County Sheriff's Department 
(telephone interview, July 11,1989). 

36 Data on county correctional spending 
in Illinois include both operational and 
capital expenditures (as reported to the 
Office of the Illinois Comptroller) for coun­
ties outside Cook, but only operational 
expenditures for Cook County. 

39 It is difficult to amortize debt-servicing 
costs into yearly expenditures for the 
sheriff's department. 

40 Census of Local Jails, 1988 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, 1990), p. 9. 

41 Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989, p. 249. Note that these 
per-inmate costs reflect operating expen­
ditures only, and do not include capital 
improvements or repairs. 

42 Jail and Work Release per Prisoner 
Day Cost Study, 1989. The DuPage 
County figures are based on the total 
costs to the county for jail operations 
(including expenditures by county agen­
cies not directly involved in jail opera­
tions, but which expend money for its ac­
tivities). Depreciation of jail facilities is 
also included. 

43 Justice Expenditure and Employment 
in the U.S., 1985 (Washington, D.C.: Bu­
reau of Justice Statistics, 1989). 
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44 Justice Expenditure and Employment 
in the U.S., 1985,1989. This national 
study contains the latest comprehensive 
data on county correctional employment 
in Illinois. 

45 Justice Expenditure and Employment 
in the U.S., 1985,1989. 

46 National Jail and Adult Detention Di­
rectory (College Park, Md.: American 
Correctional Association, 1986). 

47 Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989. 

46 Regina D. Adams, "Diverting People 
with Mental Illness who Commit Minor 
Offenses from Jails," Fact Sheet (Wash­
ington, D.C.: National Association of 
Counties, 1988). 

49 Lindsay M. Hayes and Joseph R. 
Rowan, National Study of Jail Suicides: 
Seven Years Later (Alexandria, Va.: Na­
tional Center on Institutions and Alterna­
tives, 1988). 

50 Keep in mind that data on county cor­
rectional spending include both opera­
tional and capital expenditures (as re­
ported to the Office of the Illinois Comp­
troller) for counties outside Cook, but only 
operational expenditures for Cook 
County. 
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An Overview of Juvenile Processing in Illinois 
(For a juvenile charged with an offense 
that would be criminal if committed by an adult) 
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JUVENILE 
JUSTICE 

Overview 
In 1899, Illinois created the first juvenile court in the United 
States. This move was more than simply a management 
decision: it was a formal recognition that young offenders 
have special problems and needs that can be best met 
through a system distinct from the one used for adult of­
fenders. Throughout this century, the legal mandates of 
juvenile justice in Illinois have undergone many changes, 
·but juvenile justice has remained largely separate from the 
adult criminal justice system. 

Juvenile courts, not just in Illinois but throughout 
the country, were established under the doctrine of parens 
patrie, whereby the state acts as the guardian or respon­
sible authority for a minor in order to protect the youth from 
dangerous conduct or harmful environments. The goal of 
the juvenile justice system is not to punish young people, 
but rather to provide individualized treatment and guidance. 
The juvenile justice system has developed different court­
room procedures and services for minors who have differ­
ent kinds of problems, such as delinquent, runaway, or 
addictive behavior, or who need a new or safer home envi­
ronment either temporarily or through permanent adoption. 

This approach is based on two ideas: first, that 
juveniles are developmentally incapable of forming the 
necessary criminal intent to be held responsible for their 
actions, and second, that juveniles are still impressionable 
enough to be diverted from further criminal behavior. In the 
juvenile justice system, then, the offender is generally more 
important than the offense. 

Under this concept, the "procedures of the court 
have been intentionally non-adversarial, the terminology 
intentionally non-criminal, and its powers intentionally 
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vast."1 Some of the differences in the terminology used by 
the adult and juvenile justice systems include the following: 

• Juveniles are "taken into custody," not "arrested."2 

• Juvenile courts accept "petitions of delinquency" rather 
than complaints. 

• Courts "adjudicate" juveniles to be "delinquent," rather 
than finding them to be "guilty" of "crimes." 

• Courts order a "disposition" when a juvenile is adjudi-
cated delinquent, rather than "sentencing."3 

The juvenile courts' overall philosophy and goals are to 
help youth be responsible for their behavior-especially 
delinquents aged 13 and older. 

Although the juvenile justice system differs from 
the adult criminal justice system, juveniles are protected by 
most of the due process safeguards associated with adult 
criminal trials. These include having the prosecuting and 
defense attorneys present at hearings, placing the burden 
of proof on the state, and guaranteeing the right to appeal 
court decisions.4 However, it was not until the mid-1960s 
that the U.S. Supreme Court first recognized the due proc­
ess rights of minors.5 

In recent years, public policymakers have come to 
recognize that a small group of juvenile offenders do in­
deed commit serious, habitual crimes that require a more 
punitive response. As a result, Illinois' juvenile justice sys­
tem is now pursuing a dichotomous set of goals-providing 
treatment for the majority of juveniles who are involved in 
relatively minor incidents, as well as incapacitating those 
young offenders who are truly dangerous. This chapter 
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examines how the state's juvenile justice system has re­
sponded to this challenge. 

WHAT IS THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM? 
To meet the dual goals of individually treating young 
people who are in relatively minor trouble and incapacitat­
ing those who are dangerous offenders, the network of 
agencies serving juveniles has grown substantially over the 
years. 

At several stages in the process of handling young 
people, juvenile justice professionals must make decisions 
regarding the various dispositions that minors are eligible 
for. These decisions must balance the best interests of the 
youth with a concern for public safety. While this chapter 
focuses primarily on those young people who enter the 
juvenile justice system because of behavior that violates 
the law, juvenile justice professionals recognize that many 
young offenders have additional problems that affect such 
decisions as whethsi to file a formal petition or to divert the 
youth from court, whether to allow the juvenile to remain at 
home or to place the youth in an alternative setting, and 
whether to refer the juvenile to counseling or other inter­
vention services. 

The term juvenile justice system may really be a 
misnomer in Illinois. Instead of functioning as a unified 
system, the different agencies that deal with young offend­
ers operate largely as a loose confederation or network. 
These agencies include the following: 

• Law enforcement agencies, such as local police de­
partments, county sheriffs, and the Illinois State Police 

• The courts (both juvenile and criminal) and court serv­
ices agencies, such as juvenile probation departments 

• State's attorneys, public defenders, and private 
attorneys 

• The Juvenile Division of the Illinois Department of Cor­
rections (I DOC) 

• The Illinois Department of Children and Family Ser­
vices and the child welfare services it licenses 

• The Illinois Department of Mental Health and Develop­
mental Disabilities 

• The Illinois Department of Alcoholism and Substance 
Abuse 

• Private social service organizations that provide crisis 
intervention, foster care, other residential placement, 
treatment for substance abuse, family counseling, and 
other services 

• Schools 

Each of these agencies has different responsibili­
ties involving different types of juveniles. Some agencies, 
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such as law enforcement departments, may get involved in 
almost every type of juvenile case. Others, such as social 
service organizations, may come into contact with only 
those juveniles who are referred to them and who meet the 
organization's eligibility criteria. For adjudicated delin­
quents, the primary service agency is the juvenile court 
services agency in each Illinois judicial circuit. 

WHAT IS THE JUVENILE COURT'S 
JURISDICTION? 
In addition to handling minors who are delinquenfS-those 
who commit offenses that would be criminal if committed 
by an adult-Illinois juvenile courts have jurisdiction over 
five other classes of minors (delinquent minors are dis­
cussed in depth later in this chapter): 

1. Neglected or abused minors. Neglected minors are 
juveniles under age 18 who do not receive necessary 
support or education, who are abandoned by their pa­
rents or guardians, or whose environments are harmful 
to their welfare; abused minors are those under age 18 
who have been physically or sexually abused. 

2. Dependent minors. These are juveniles under age 
18 whose parents or guardians are deceased or dis­
abled or who are without proper care (though not 
through the fault of the parent or guardian), or whose 
parents or guardians wish to relinquish all parental 
rights. 

3. Minors requiring authoritative intervention (MRAI). 
These are youths under age 18 who have run away or 
who are so far beyond the control of their parents or 
guardians that their physical safety is in immediate 
danger. These juveniles have refused to return home 
and cannot agree with their parents or guardians on 
alternative, voluntary residential placement. 

4. Truants in need of supervision. Any minor who is 
reported by a regional superintendent of schools (in a 
county of fewer than 2 million people) to be a chronic 
truant, for whom all other preventive and remedial 
school and community resources have failed or who 
refused such services, may be adjudged a truant minor 
in need of supervision.? 

Because of its large population, Cook County is ex­
empted by the Juvenile Court Act from applying the 
category of '1ruant minor in need of supervision" to 
chronic truants.s The Juvenile Court of Cook County 
thus does not hear cases of truant minors.9 Instead, 
parents of a truant minor may be taken to Circuit Court 
if a truant officer believes that the parents are at fault 
for the minor's truancy. If the parents are not deter­
mined to be at fault and the minor is not controllable, 
then the truant officer may suggest that the parents 
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request an MRAI ruling from the Juvenile Court or may 
refer the parents to Cook County youth services to find 
out what services are available in their area.10 The 
Cook County Superintendent of Schools' Office has 
one truant officer, and school districts and high schools 
throughout the county also hire truant officers. There 
are a total of 103 truant officers in 47 of the 147 school 
districts in Cook County. 

5. Addicted minors. These are minors who are addicted 
to alcohol or drugs, as defined under Illinois' Alcohol­
ism and Other Drug Dependency Act.11 

Non-delinquency proceedings are patterned after 
civil proceedings. The burden of proof is preponderance of 
evidence, not the "beyond a reasonable doubt" standard 
used in delinquency proceedings, and hearsay is more 
admissible than in delinquency proceedings. For non­
delinquency adjudications, except for truants, several dis­
positions are possible: 

• Allowing the minor to remain in the custody of parents 
or guardians 

• Placing the minor (and in some cases the parents) 
under the supervision of the court 

• Committing the minor to the Illinois Department of Chil­
dren and Family Services (DCFS) 

• Partially or completely emancipating the minor12 

Specific provisions may alscrapply to these dispo­
sitions, for example, a minor who is found to be abused or 
neglected by his or her parents or guardians may not be 
returned to them until a hearing is held to determine their 
fitness. In the meantime, the minor may be placed in the 
custody of DCFS or placed with another relative. In addi­
tion, addicted minors may be ordered to attend approved 
treatment programs. And truants in need of supervision 
may be committed to the regional superintendent Of 
schools, be required to comply with individualized educa­
tional plans, and may be subject to the payment of fines or 
other restrictions. 

Although the juvenile justice system must handle 
juveniles in many situations, the remainder of this chapter 
will focus on delinquent minors, juveniles who are involved 
in offenses that would be criminal if they were committed 
by an adult. 

HOW DO JUVENILES ENTER THE SYSTEM? 
When a person under the age of 17 breaks the law in illi­
nois and the police become involved, the manner in which 
the youth is generally handled is immediately-and signifi­
cantly-different from the way the criminal justice system 
processes an adult suspect. The juvenile system is gener­
ally more informal than the adult system, and beginning 
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with the police, juvenile authorities have many more op­
tions available to them. 

Many police and sheriffs' departments in Illinois 
have specially trained juvenile officers. When a juvenile is 
taken into custody, a juvenile officer (or a regular officer if 
the department doesn't have a juvenile officer) has several 
options for handling the youth. One of the most common 
options is the station adjustment, an informal disposition 
that officers may give in lieu of proceeding with formal court 
action. Station adjustments can be as simple as requiring 
a juvenile to cooperate more closely with parents or guardi­
ans, or as detailed as referring a juvenile to a structured re­
habilitation or counseling program. 

When police decide a station adjustment is inap­
propriate, juveniles in most parts of the state are referred to 
a court process known as intake screening. The intake 
screening process determines whether a petition should be 
filed, and if so, whether or not the juvenile should be de­
tained pending a court appearance. Intake screening is 
administered jointly by the juvenile probation office and the 
state's attorney's office in the county. In each case, intake 
screening personnel have four options: 

1. Make an informal adjustment similar to the station 
adjustment issued by law enforcement agencies. 

2. Place the juvenile under informal supervision for up to 
six months. 

3. Recommend that the case be filed in Juvenile Court. 
Juveniles who are suspected of having committed an 
offense are referred to the Juvenile Court through a 
delinquency petition. A delinquency petition is a re­
quest that the Juvenile Court, in the person of the 
judge, declare a minor to be a ward of the court be­
cause the minor is delinquent. A juvenile who has 
multiple problems-for example, a delinquent minor 
who is a runaway-may require more than one peti­
tion. Each petition is counted as a separate case. 
Declaring a minor to be a ward of the court means that 
the Juvenile Court has authority, or jurisdiction, over 
the minor in a similar way that a ''wise and just parent" 
has authority over his or her child. 

4. Move to have the juvenile transferred to adult court. 

If a juvenile at intake screening receives an infor­
mal adjustment or is placed under informal supervision, the 
youth remains under the jurisdiction of intake screening 
personne,l. If either action proves unsuccessful, a petition 
may be filed in Juvenile Court. 

WHEN ARE JUVENILES TRIED 
IN ADULT COURT? 
Although most young offenders in Illinois are handled by 
the Juvenile Court, some juveniles suspected of serious 
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crimes can be tried in adult court instead. Illinois' Juvenile 
Court Act permits state's attorneys to ask Juvenile Court 
judges to transfer certain suspected juvenile offenders to 
adult court. In addition, juveniles themselves, with the 
consent of counsel, may request a transfer to adult court. 

In order to be tried in adult court, the juvenile must 
be 13 years old or older, and the youth must be accused of 
an offense that would be criminal if committed by an adult. 
The request for transfer is reviewed by a Juvenile Court 
judge in what was formerly known as a 702 hearing.13 If 
the judge determines it is in the best interests of the minor 
and the public not to proceed in Juvenile Court, the judge 
may order the juvenile tried in adult court. Under a law that 
went into effect January 1, 1990, the judge, in deciding 
whether or not to grant a petition to try a juvenile as an 
adult, shall consider whether the minor possessed a deadly 
weapon when committing the offense.14 

In addition, Illinois law since 1982 has required that 
some juvenile suspects be automatically transferred to adult 
court. Any juvenile charged with first-degree murder, aggra­
vated criminal sexual assault, or armed robbery with a fire­
arm who was at least 15 years old at the time of offense 
must be tried in adult court. In 1986, certain drug crimes 
and weapon violations committed in or near a school were 
added to the list of offenses carrying an automatic transfer. 
And as of January 1, 1990, juveniles who are suspected of 
committing drug offenses on public housing property are 
also automatically transferred to adult court. 15 

WHEN ARE JUVENILES 
PLACED IN DETENTION? 
After a juvenile is taken into custody, a decision regarding 
temporary detention must be made. In all counties except 
Cook, written authorization of the probation officer grants 
authority to the superintendent of any juvenile detention 
home to detain and keep a minor for up to 36 hours.16 A 
minor 10 years old or older may be detained in an author­
ized detention facility for any of the following reasons: 

• There is reasonable cause to believe that the minor is 
delinquent, and secure custody is of immediate, urgent 
necessity for the protection of the minor or the protec­
tion of another person or his or her property. 

• The minor is likely to flee the jurisdiction of the court. 

• The minor was taken into custody under a warrantY 

As of January 1989, there were 14 county juvenile 
detention centers throughout Illinois (Figure 5-1), with a 
total rated capacity of 702. 

As a result of increased concern about the safety 
of juveniles detained in adult facilities, as well as potential 
liability issues, Illinois lawmakers have made it illegal, as of 
July 1, 1989, to detain juveniles in a county jail for more 
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Figure 5--1 
Fourteen countios operate juvenile detention centers 
with a total capacity of 702. 

Capacity of county juvenile detention facilities 

As of January 1989 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

than six hours. After six hours, they must be transported to 
an approved community detention center or released.18 

Juveniles detained in a county or municipal lockup cannot 
be permitted to come into or remain in contact with adults 
in custody in that building.19 

Any minor who does not require secure detention 
may be detained in the home of his or her parent or guard­
ian, under conditions imposed by the court.20 As of Janu­
ary 1, 1990, the juvenile may also be required to use an 
electronic monitoring device.21 
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Larger counties typically have a designated tem­
porary juvenile detention facility, while smaller counties 
may contract with larger counties to house their juveniles. 
The Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detention Center, 
located in the county's Juvenile Court building, has a rated 
capacity of 432. During calendar year 1988, it had an aver­
age daily population of 355 detained juveniles.22 Detention 
centers in the remainder of the state, with an average ca­
pacity of 21 detainees each, had a total average daily 
population of nearly 14 in fiscal year 1988.23 

County detention facilities may be used for juve­
niles who have been accused of committing delinquent 
acts and for those who have been adjudicated delinquent. 
However, juvenile detention facilities are used only for short 
periods of dispositional detention time. Adjudicated juve­
niles who receive longer dispositions of incarceration are 
committed to IDOC juvenile facilities. 

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER A 
DELINQUENCY PETITION IS FILED? 
Several types of Juvenile Court hearings may occur after a 
delinquency petition is filed: 

• The juvenile may be brought to court for informational 
matters that must be handled before the case may 
proceed. 

• If the juvenile is in custody, a detention or shelter care 
hearing must be held within 36 hours to determine 
whether there is probable cause that the minor is delin­
quent and if detention should continue.24 

• The adjudicatory hearing, comparable to an adult trial, 
must take place within 10 judicial days (10 working 
days) of the detention hearing, or within 120 days if the 
juvenile has not been detained.25 Under certain 
circumstances, these time limits can be extended. If 
there is a finding of delinquency, a date is set for a 
dispositional hearing. 

• In certain circumstances, if all parties agree, the minor 
may be placed under the supervision of the Juvenile 
Court for up to 24 months (formerly called 4-7 supervi­
sion and now called 8-19 supervision) without an adju­
dicatory hearing. The court may set conditions of su­
pervision, for example, school attendance, community 
service, and victim restitution.26 

• The dispositional hearing takes into consideration all 
information available, including written or oral reports, 
which will help the court select a disposition that 
serves the best interest of the juvenile and public 
safety. Testimony from other involved parties and 
professionals may be taken into consideration at this 
hearing. 
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• Unlike adult proceedings, the Juvenile Court retains 
wardship of the minor and may order the legal custo­
dian or guardian to report to the court at any time. All 
juvenile proceedings dealing with wardship of the juve­
nile are automatically discharged when the juvenile 
reaches the age of 21 , but may be terminated earlier if 
the court finds it is in the best interest of the minor and 
the public.27 

Delinquency proceedings in juvenile justice are 
patterned after criminal proceedings in the adult system. 
Most cases, however, do not go to trial. In the pre-adjudi­
cation stage, plea bargaining is common, and most youth 
enter an admission to one or more offenses on the petition. 

WHAT DISPOSITIONS MAY 
.JUVENILE COURTS ORDER? 
A juvenile found delinquent in Illinois may receive one or 
more of the 1 0 types of dispositions specified in the Juve­
nile Court Act:28 

1. Probation 

2. Conditional discharge 

3. Placement other than in the juvenile's home 

4. Drug or alcohol treatment 

5. Commitment to the Illinois Department of Children and 
Family Services 

6. Partial or complete emancipation 

7. Restitution (if damage occurs) 

8. Order of protection (if required) 

9. Detention for up to 30 days in a county facility, if 10 
years of age or older 

10. Commitment to the Illinois Department of Corrections 
Juvenile Division, if 13 years of age or 0lder29 

Probation is the most common disposition for juve­
niles who are adjudicated delinquent. The court may im­
pose a variety of conditions on probation,30 such as the 
following: 

• Work, or educational or vocational training 

• Medical, psychiatric, psychological, or substance 
abuse treatment 

• Intermittent meetings with a probation officer 

• Residence with parents or in a foster home 

• Restitution 

• Public or community service 

• Other conditions, as ordered by the court 
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WHAT IS THE ROLE OF .JUVENILE 
PROBATION OFFICERS? 
All Circuit courts in Illinois provide juvenile probation serv­
ices, which are the primary services for both alleged and 
adjudicated delinquents. In some jurisdictions, juvenile 
probation departments provide pre-court intake screening 
services, which include a variety of intervention strategies 
designed to divert offenders from the formal court process. 

For adjudicated delinquents, the primary function 
of juvenile probation is to provide the court with investiga­
tive and case supervision services. In addition to monitor­
ing compliance with court-imposed conditions, probation 
departments typically operate both direct and referral serv­
ices. Direct services range from general counseling to 
specific treatment and supervision strategies for special­
ized caseloads. Referral services range from referrals for 
professional assessment and psychological services to 
placements for residential treatment services. 

In 1988, 581 officers were involved in juvenile 
probation statewide.31 Of these, 203 were full-time juvenile 
probation officers outside Cook County. An additional 128 
probation officers outside Cook County divided their time 
between juveniles and adults.32 Cook County had 250 
juvenile probation officers in 1988.33 Nearly 3,240 
dispositional orders for probation were issued in Cook 
County in 1988.34 

The Data 
This chapter includes statistical data about three compo­
nents of Illinois' juvenile justice system: law enforcement, 
the courts, and corrections. Most of the data sources in 
this chapter are the same as those used in earlier chap­
ters that cover the corresponding components of the 
adult criminal justice system. For the most part, the 
same data quality issues outlined in those chapters apply 
here as well. 

There are special concerns associated with 
interpreting juvenile justice data, however. The juvenile 
justice system is more informal than the adult system, 
and authorities, including the police, have more options in 
the treatment of juveniles than adults. In addition, 
juveniles technically are not arrested; they are taken into 
custody. In this chapter, the events leading to a juvenile 
either receiving a station adjustment, being referred to 
Juvenile Court, or being transferred to adult court will be 
termed being "taken into custody." When the report dis-
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WHAT SPECIAL SERVICES ARE PROVIDED TO 
.JUVENILES BY THE ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS? 
IDOC has its own school district, School District 428, which 
serves adult and juvenile offenders (see page 185). Ap­
proximately 1,200 minors, aged 13 to 20, participate in the 
program. Juvenile offenders are taught a core curriculum 
consisting of communication skills, mathematics, social 
studies, science, health, physical education, and pre-voca­
tional skills. Each area is taught at four different levels: 
kindergarten to fifth grade, fifth grade to eighth grade, GED 
preparation, and high school. In addition to the academic 
curriculum, each juvenile institution offers vocational 
courses in a variety of areas.35 

Additional services are provided to offenders un­
der age 21 who have not received a high-school diploma or 
GED certificate. Classes have been offered since 1968 to 
delinquent offenders, concentrating in basic reading and 
math skills for juveniles who are below grade level. During 
fiscal year 1988, 18 teachers in seven youth centers pro­
vided these special instructional services to 931 youths. 
The IDOC school district requires that AIDS education 
(causes and prevention) be part of the curriculum. IDOC 
has reported no AIDS cases among the inmates held in its 
youth centers. However, two AIDS-related complex cases 
were diagnosed during 1989. 

cusses a combined total of adults arrested and juveniles 
taken into custody, the term "arrest" will be used for both. 

The sources of statistics on juveniles taken into 
custody used here are the Illinois Uniform Crime Reports 
(I-UCR) and the Chicago Police Department's Research 
and Development Division, Crime Analysis Unit, and 
Youth Division. As explained in Chapter 1, tabulating 
statewide crime statistics is complicated by inconsisten­
cies over time in the way arrest and offense information 
is reported to the Illinois State Police (ISP) by certain 
jurisdictions. One difference in particular has a major 
effect on how data on juveniles taken into custody are 
calculated: Chicago Police Department data on juveniles 
taken into custody are reported to the I-UCR in an 
aggregate format; therefore, totals for specific age groups 
are, in certain cases, estimated by ISP. 

To ensure that data on juveniles taken into 
custody are as accurate as possible in this report, the 
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age-specific totals for Chicago index crimes were ob­
tained directly from the police department's Research 
and Development Division for the years 1977 through 
1988. Data for earlier years are unavailable; therefore, 
ISP figures are used. Further detail on the age ranges of 
juveniles taken into custody on murder charges was 
provided by the Chicago Police Department's Crime 
Analysis Unit. Due to some unresolved data issues, data 
on juveniles taken into custody on criminal sexual assault 
and aggravated assault charges are not analyzed in this 
report. (See pages 45-48 for a more detailed explana­
tion of arrest and offense data quality issues involving the 
eight index crimes.) 

The Chicago Police Department's Youth Division 
also provided aggregate totals for specific offenses for 
the years 1980 through 1988. Although the Youth 
Division's data are in a different format, and thus cannot 
be compared with data from the Research and Develop­
ment Division and the Crime Analysis Unit, the Youth 
Division data do contain more detailed information on 
station adjustments and court referrals. 

I-UCR statistics for juveniles taken into custody 
may not accurately reflect the actual number of juveniles 
who come into contact with police. This is because law 
enforcement agencies issue station adjustments in many 
cases involving juveniles. Since agencies have different 

Trends and 
Issues 
In response to growing public concern over juvenile 
crime-particularly gang-related crime and violent 
offenses-Illinois lawmakers enacted several measures 
in the early 1980s aimed at serious juvenile offenders. 
Under one of these laws, juveniles who repeatedly 
commit serious crimes are no longer eligible for alterna­
tive treatment programs; instead, they must be commit­
ted to the Illinois Department of Corrections Juvenile 
Division.3s Another law requires young people accused of 
certain very serious crimes to be tried in adult court.39 

What prompted this legislative concern over 
serious young offenders? How much juvenile crime is 
there in Illinois, and what types of offenses do young 
people commit? How many juveniles are adjudicated 
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procedures for reporting station adjustments to ISP, no 
comprehensive statewide statistics about them exist.36 

However, station adjustments are included in Chicago 
figures of juveniles taken into custody.37 

Courts information in this chapter comes largely 
from the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, which 
collects statistics from all juvenile and criminal courts in 
the state. However, these data may also undercount the 
actual number of juveniles going through Juvenile Court. 
This is because intake screening personnel and judges, 
like law enforcement officers, can refer juveniles to 
informal treatment programs. And although data on the 
number of juveniles referred to intake screening are 
available, there are no statewide statistics on the types of 
referrals these intake screening units make. 

Additional CQurts information was obtained from 
the Juvenile Court of Cook County. This information 
deals exclusively with juveniles in Cook County, who 
account for approximately two-thirds of all juvenile 
delinquency cases in Illinois. 

Finally, data about juveniles in institutional 
custody or under institutional supervision come from the 
Illinois Department of Corrections. These IDOC figures 
are based on state fiscal years, which run from July 1 
through June 30 (for example, fiscal 1988 began July 1, 
1987, and ended June 30, 1988). 

and convicted each year? What sanctions do they typic­
ally receive? The rest of this chapter examines these 
and other issues about juvenile justice in Illinois. The 
traditional justice functions-law enforcement, adjudica­
tion, and corrections-are explored in detail. The serv­
ices performed by other agencies, such as schools ano 
mental health and social service organizations, though 
extremely important, are not covered in this report. 

FOR VIOLENT CRIMES, HOW DO ADULT AR· 
REST RATES COMPARE TO RATES OF JUVE· 
NILES TAKEN INTO CUSTODY? 
One way to measure juvenile involvement in crime is to 
compare rates of juveniles taken into custody with adult 
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arrest rates. For these comparisons, juveniles are 
defined as persons aged 5 to 16 and adults are defined 
as persons aged 17 to 59. Station adjustments are not 
reflected in the Chicago figures, but are included in 
figures from outside Chicago.4o Chicago station adjust­
ments are treated in detail on pages 226-227 below. 

For the two violent crimes analyzed-murder and 
robbery-the comparison of the rate of juveniles taken 
into custody and adult arrest rates revealed different 
trends.41 The murder arrest rate for adults in both 
Chicago and the rest of the state is much higher than the 
rate of juveniles taken into custody for murder (Figure 5-
2). In contrast, rates of juveniles taken into custody for 
robbery are somewhat similar to adult arrest rates, and, 
in the case of Chicago in the 1980s, juvenile rates are 
higher than the adult rates (Figure 5-3). 

In both Chicago and the rest of the state, rates of 
juveniles taken into custody for murder were lower than 
respective adult arrest rates between 1977 and 1988, 
although rates for juveniles in Chicago were higher than 
adult rates in the rest of Illinois. In Chicago, the rate of 
juveniles taken into custody for murder ranged from 
about 10 to 18 juveniles per 100,000 population between 
1977 and 1988, while the adult arrest rate ranged from 
40 to 57. In the rest of the state, the rate of juveniles 
taken into custody for murder never exceeded 1.5 per 
100,000 in any year between 1977 and 1988; arrest rates 
for adults ranged from 3 to 6 over the same period. 

Like murder, robbery rates for both juveniles and 
adults were higher in Chicago than in the rest of the state 
from 1977 through 1988. Until 1980, rates of juveniles 

Figure 5-2 
Adult arrest rates for murder are higher than the 
rates of juveniles taken into c~stody for the same 
crime. 
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taken into custody for robbery in Chicago were lower 
than adult rates in Chicago. Adult robbery arrest rates 
dropped steadily from 1980 on, however, and rates of 
juveniles taken into custody for robbery were higher than 
rates for adults after 1979. 

HOW DO RATES OF JUVENILES TAKEN INTO 
CUSTODY FOR PROPERTY CRIMES COMPARE 
TO ADULT PROPERTY CRIME ARREST RATES? 
For two o~ the four property crimes analyzed-Iarceny/ 
theft and motor vehicle theft-the rates of juveniles taken 
into custody in Chicago have been consistently lower 
than arrest rates for Chicago adults. This may be par­
tially because many juveniles may have received station 
adjustments for larceny/theft and motor vehicle theft, 
which are not reflected in the Chicago figures. In the 
remainder of the state, where station adjustments have 
not been separated from figures for juveniles taken into 
custody, rates of juveniles taken into custody for all four 
property offenses were consistently higher than adult 
arrest rates for most years between 1977 and 1988. 

In Chicago, the larceny/theft rate of juveniles 
taken into custody generally increased until 1983, al­
though it remained substantially lower than the adult 
arrest rate (Figure 5-4). In 1988, the rate of Chicago 
juveniles taken into custody for larceny/theft declined 
while the adult arrest rate increased sharply. In the rest 
of the state, the rate of juveniles taken into custody for 
larceny/theft remained relatively stable from 1984 
through 1988, while the adult rate rose steadily. In 1988, 
the juvGnile rate (891 per 100,000) was still higher than 

Figure 5-3 
The rate of juveniles taken into custody for robbery 
in Chicago surpassed the adult robbery arrest rate in 
1980. 
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the adult rate (620 per 100,000). 
For motor vehicle theft, rates of juveniles taken 

into custody fluctuated greatly between 1977 and 1988, 
especially in Chicago. Adult arrest rates in Chicago 
stayed somewhat stable from 1977 to 1987, although 
they increased dramatically in 1988, from 167 to 328 
(Figure 5-5). Throughout this period, rates of juveniles 
taken into custody for motor vehicle theft in Chicago were 
lower than Chicago adult arrest rates. In 1988, the rate 

Figure 5-4 
The rate of juveniles taken into custody for larcenyl 
theft in Chicago has declined since 1986. 
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Figure 5-5 
The rates of adults arrested and juveniles taken into 
custody for motor vehicle theft in Chicago jumped 
dramaticall, in 1988. 
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of juveniles taken into custody in Chicago, like the adult 
arrest rate, made a dramatic leap, from 136 to 214. The 
juvenile rates in the rest of Illinois were higher than the 
adult rates, although the juvenile rates are lower now 
than they were in the late 1970s. 

In both Chicago and the rest of Illinois, rates of 
juveniles taken into custody for burglary have been 
higher than respective adult arrest rates in each region 
(Figure 5-6). The patterns between 1977 and 1988 for 
the two age groups were also similar in both regions. For 
example, in Chicago, both age groups had increases in 
rates in 1980 and 1983. In Chicago and the rest of 
Illinois, rates of juveniles taken into custody for burglary 
have generally declined during the 1980s. 

As with burglary, rates of juveniles taken into 
custody for arson were higher than adult arson arrest 
rates throughout the state between 1980 and 1988. 
Rates for juveniles taken into custody and adult arrest 
rates in both regions fluctuated slightly, but for the most 
part remained stable during those years (Figure 5-7). 

HOW MANY UNDER-AGE DRINKERS ARE 
TAKEN INTO CUSTODY FOR DRIVING UNDER 
THE INFLUENCE IN ILLINOIS? 
Drivers under the age of 21 (the age at which alcoholic 
beverages may be legally bought in Illinois) are involved 
in 17 percent of the alcohol-related fatal traffic accidents 
in Illinois, although they make up only 10 percent of li­
censed drivers in the state. Eight percent of drivers 
taken into custody under the influence of alcohol or drugs 
in Illinois in 1988 were under 21. 

Figure 5-6 
The rate of juveniles taken into custody for burglary 
is far larger than the adult arrest rate for the same 
crime. 
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Figure 5-7 
Proportionally more juveniles are taken into custody 
for arson than adults are arrested for !he crime. 
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Between 1986 and 1988, however, the number 
of people under 21 who were taken into custody for DUI 
declined 22 percent, from 5,190 in 1986 to 4,065 in 1988. 
DUI arrests of persons aged 21 and older also dropped, 
but only by 11 percent. 

HOW DO STATION ADJUSTMENTS 
IN CHICAGO COMPARE TO 
REFERRALS YO JUVENILE COURT 
FOR PROPERTY OFFENSES? 
Although station adjustments are one of the most com­
mon dispositions for juveniles taken into custody in 
Illinois, statewide statistics on station adjustments are not 
available. The Chicago Police Department, however, 
does maintain statistics on how many juveniles receive 
station adjustments-informal dispositions from the 
police that divert juveniles from court-and how many are 
referred to Juvenile Court. 

For the four property index crimes-burglary, 
larceny/theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson-the number 
of station adjustments and Juvenile Court referrals in 
Chicago have both decreased since 1980 (Figure 5-8). 
After generally increasing slightly in the early 1980s to a 
high of 9,871 in 1983, station adjustments fell steadily 
over the next five years to 6,133 in 1988. The number of 
station adjustments remained higher than the number of 
referrals to Juvenile Court throughout the period, how­
ever. In 1980, 6,387 minors were referred to Juvenile 
Court for property offenses. In 1987, Juvenile Court re­
ferrals reached a low of 4,587, but the number rose 
again, reaching 5,135 in 1988. 
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Figure 5-8 
The number of station adjustments for property of­
fenses in Chicago has declined dramaticany since 
1983. 
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But while the overall number of station adjust­
ments for property crimes has been higher than the 
overall number of court referrals, court referrals are more 
common for three of the four property index crimes. In 
1988, for example, court referrals outnumbered station 
adjustments for burglary (1,675 to 495), motor vehicle 
theft (1,998 to 130), and arson (91 to 29). Only for 
larceny/theft did station adjustments (5,479) outnumber 
Juvenile Court referrals (1,371) in 1988. 

Larceny/theft accounted for 86 percent of the 
station adjustments in Chicago from 1980 through 1988 
(Figure 5-9). Ten percent were minors taken into custody 
for burglary, 4.5 percent involved motor vehicle theft, and 
less than 1 percent involved arson. By contrast, 42 
percent of the Juvenile Court referrals from 1980 through 
1988 were for burglary. Thirty-five percent were for 
larceny/theft; 21 percent for motor vehicle theft, and 1.7 
percent for arson. 

HOW DO STATION ADJUSTMENTS IN 
CHICAGO COMPARE TO JUVENILE COURT 
REFERRALS FOR VIOLENT OFFENSES? 
From 1980 through 1988, a much larger number of 
juveniles taken into custody in Chicago for the violent 
index offenses of murder, criminal sexual assault, rob­
bery, and aggravated assault were referred to Juvenile 
Court than received station adjustments. Juvenile Court 
referrals for these offenses increased from 1980 to 1982, 
reaching a peak of 3,377, then declined to 2,400 in 1985 
(Figure 5-10). Court referrals began to increase again in 
1986, reaching 2,844 in 1988. Station adjustments for 
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Figure 5-9 
Larcenyltheft accounted for 86 percent of the station adjustments and 35 percent of the Juvenile Court 
referrals for property crimes in Chicago from 1980 through 1988. 
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these violent offenses declined from 841 in 1980 to 487 
in 1982, then fluctuated around an average of 490 from 
1982 through 1988, reaching 574 in that year. 

In 1988, Juvenile Court referrals outnumbered 
station adjustments for all violent index offenses in 
Chicago. Sixteen juveniles received court referrals for 
murder, and no juveniles received station adjustments. 
There were 1,062 Juvenile Court referrals for robbery, 
and 171 station adjustments; 1,531 court referrals for 
aggravated assault, and 333 station adjustments; and 
235 court referrals for criminal sexual assault, compared 
to 70 station adjustments. 

From 1980 through 1988, aggravated assault 
and robbery each made up 48 percent of station adjust­
ments for violent crimes in Chicago, while 4 percent were 
for criminal sexual assault (Figure 5-11). From 1980 
through 1988, only four minors received station adjust­
ments for murder.42 The proportions for referrals to 
Juvenile Court were similar both overall from 1980 
through 1988 and in 1988. Fifty percent of the referrals 
over the nine years were for robbery, while 45 percent 
were for aggravated assault and 4 percent were for 
criminal sexual assault. Fewer than 1 percent of the 
court referrals from 1980 through 1988 involved murder. 

WHAT TYPES OF CASES ARE FILED 
IN JUVENILE COURT IN ILLINOIS? 
More than 400,000 petitions-delinquency, minor requir­
ing authoritative intervention (MRAI), addicted minor, 
dependency, and neglect and abuse-were filed in 
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Figure 5-10 
Juvenile Court referrals for violeni: offenses in 
Chicago have increased steadily since 1985. 
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Illinois' Jl1venile courts between 1975 and 1988 (Figure 
5-12). A petition may include one or more offenses that 
occurred in a single incident, and a juvenile who has 
more than one problem may require more than one type 
of petition. In Juvenile Court, each petition is counted as 
a separate case. Ciose to two-thirds of the cases were 
filed in Cook County, where the yearly number of juvenile 
cases ranged from a low of about 14,200 in 1978 to a 
high of more than 22,400 in 1988. In the rest of the state, 
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Figure 5-11 
From 1980 through 1988, the vast majority of the station adjustments and Juvenile Court referrals for violent 
crimes in Chicago involved aggravated assault and robbery. 
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Figure 5-12 
The number of juvenile petitions filed in Cook County 
increased sharply from 1986 to 1988. 
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the number of juvenile cases filed each year remained 
close to 10,000 through 1988, when it was 10,540. 

Nearly 70 percent of the juvenile cases filed in 
Illinois in 1988 involved alleged delinquent minors (Figure 
5-13). Cases of neglected or abused minors accounted 
for most of the remaining cases, while petitions for de­
pendent minors and for minors requiring authoritative 
inteNention/addicted minors made up only about to 1 
percent each.43 
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Before 1983, status offenders and addicted 
minors were both handled under one type of petition-the 
minor otherwise in need of supervision petition. When 
Illinois' Juvenile Court Act was amended in 1983, two 
new types of petitions were created: minors requiring 
authoritative inteNention and addicted minors. Now, a 
runaway or incorrigible youth is classified as an MRAI 
and, as such, cannot be adjudicated unless three condi­
tions are met: 

1. Alternatives recommended by police and social 
seNice agencies prove unsuccessful. 

2. The minor has been taken into limited non-secure 
custody for a specified number of days. 

3. The minor and the minor's parents are unable to 
agree to a plan for voluntary residential placement of 
the minor or the continuation of this type of 
placement. 

Given these requirements for MRAI cases, 
relatively few juveniles fit the MRAI definition precisely­
hence the relatively low number of MRAI petitions filed. 
In 1988, for example, 217 MRAI petitions were filed, or 
less than 1 percent of all juvenile petitions filed statewide 
that year. Of these petitions, 60 were filed in Cook 
County. Some cases referred to the Juvenile courts as 
possible MRAI petitions are diverted and may end up 
being filed under another type of petition, such as a 
delinquency or neglect petition; others may be referred to 
social seNice agencies. 
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Figure 5-13 

Most juvenile petitions filed in Illinois involve delin· 
quent or neglected minors. 

Percentage of juvenile petitions-1988 

Dependent minor -----, ,-------Minor requiring 
1.5% authoritative 

intervention/ 
addicted minor 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100 because of rounding. 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

HOW MANY DELINQUENCY PETITIONS 
ARE FILED EACH YEAR IN ILLINOIS? 
Nearly 187,000 delinquency petitions were filed in Illinois 
between 1980 and 1988, or an average of more than 
20,700 a year (Figure 5-14).44 The number of petitions 
ranged from a high of 23,085 in 1988 to a low of 19,305 
in 1984. Since 1984, petitions filed have been increasing 
steadily in Illinois, largely because of increases in Cook 
County. Approximately two-thirds of the 23,085 petitions 
in 1988 were filed in Cook County. The increase in 
delinquency petitions and a decrease in the number of 
petitions diverted from the court have been cited as 
evidence of the growing burden on the Cook County 
Juvenile Court.4S 

Attorneys in the Cook County Public Defender's 
Office also face an increased juvenile caseload. In 1988, 
the office handled 573 cases per public defense attorney, 
nearly three times the 200 juvenile cases per attorney 
recommended by the American Bar Association.46 

WHAT TYPES OF OFFENSES 
ARE JUVENILES CHARGED WITH? 
More than 25,100 offenses were included in the 15,352 
delinquency petitions filed in Cool<.. County in 1988. Sixty­
three percent of these offenses involved property crimes, 
while 26 percent were for violent crimes against persons 
(Figure 5-15).47 Another 12 percent involved other 
crimes, including weapon (3 percent) and drug (5 per­
cent) violations. 

More than 20 percent of the property offenses 
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Figure 5-14 
The number of delinquency petitions filed in Illinois 
has increased steadily since 1984. 
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Figure 5-15 
In 1988, almost two-thirds of the delinquency peti­
tions filed in Cook County involved property offenses. 

Property offenses 
Burglary 
Theft over $300, auto theft, and arson 
Lesser theft offenses 
Lesser property offGnses 
Subtotal 

Violent offenses 
Homicide/manslaughter 
Aggravated battery/assault 
Armed robbery 
Robbery 
Sex offenses 
Battery/assault 
Subtotal 

Other offenses 
Weapons charges 
Drug charges 
Miscellaneous charges 
Subtotal 

Total charges filed 

3,210 
2,521 
3,098 
6,883 
15,712 

74 
2,217 

258 
1,107 

633 
2,170 
6,459 

775 
1,279 

895 
2,949 

25,120 

Note: See note 47 for definitions of some crime categories. 

Source: Juvenile Court of Cook County 

(63%) 

(26%) 

(12%) 

named in the delinquency petitions were for burglary or 
attempted burglary. Almost 34 percent of the violent 
offenses involved simple assault and battery (and related 
offenses). The more serious aggravated battery and 
aggravated assault offenses (and related crimes) ac­
counted for another 34 percent of the violent offenses. 
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WHAT PERCENTAGE OF .JUVENILE SUSPECTS 
ARE FOUND DELINQUENT? 
About 36 percent of the delinquency petitions filed in 
Illinois between 1980 and 1988 resulted in findings of 
delinquency (see Figure 5-14).48 In 1980, juveniles were 
found delinquent in about 25 percent of the petitions 
disposed of statewide. In 1981, when the number of 
delinquency petitions filed in the state had increased 9 
percent, approximately one-third of the petitions disposed 
of that year resulted in findings of delinquency. 

Over the next few years, the number of delin­
quency petition filings declined slightly, but the 
percentage of petitions resulting in findings of delin­
quency generally increased, to 35 percent in 1982 and 42 
percent in 1983. Although there was a slight decrease to 
38 percent in 1984, more than 40 percent of the delin­
quency petitions filed in 1985 resulted in findings of 
delinquency. In 1986, the percentage of delinquency 
findings remained at about that level, but declined to 34 
percent in 1988. 

HOW MANY .JUVENILES ARE TRIED AS 
ADULTS IN ILLINOIS? 
A juvenile in Illinois may be transferred to adult court and 
prosecuted under the state's criminal laws in one of three 
ways. The first involves a discretionary transfer initiated 
by a state's attorney and ordered by a Juvenile Court 
judge following a transfer hearing. The second type of 
transfer is automatic under state law for juveniles ac­
cused of certain serious crimes. The third is on the 
request of the juvenile, with the consent of counsel. (See 
pages 119-220 for more information about how juveniles 
are transferred to adult court.) 

Reliable statewide statistics on the number of 
transfer hearings and the number of juveniles tried as 
adults in Illinois are unavailable. However, data from 
Cook County (where, presumably, a large percentage of 
the transfers in the state occur) indicate that nearly 
950 juveniles were tried as adults between 1984 and 
1988, with most of these resulting from automatic 
transfers. 

Immediately after the automatic transfer law took 
effect in 1982, the number of discretionary transfers in 
Cook County began to decline as more cases that 
previously would have gone through transfer hearings 
were instead automatically transferred to adult court. 
From 1984 through 1987, there were 145 or fewer auto­
matic transfers per year; in 1988, however, the number 
rose sharply to 220. Discretionary transfers, meanwhile, 
have risen from seven in 1984 to 129 in 1988 (Figure 5-
16). Still, between 1984 and 1988, there were nearly 
three times as many automatic transfers as discretionary 

transfers in Cook County. 
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Figure 5-16 
The number of juveniles transferred to adult court in 
Cook County nearly doubled from 1987 to 1988. 
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HOW MANY .JUVENILES ARE HELD 
IN DETENTION IN ILLINOIS? 
Illinois' detention centers admitted a total of 10,431 
juveniles in 1988. The Cook County Juvenile Temporary 
Detention Center in Chicago admitted 4,744 juveniles 
that year, 88 percent of whom were male. In the rest of 
the state, males accounted for approximately 70 percent 
of the detained youths. 

Unlike Illinois Department of Corrections facili­
ties, which handle only sentenced youth, the detention 
facilities house juveniles for a variety of reasons, both 
before and after adjudication: 

• When the juvenile is being held in detention while 
waiting for a hearing 

• When probable cause has been found and the 
juvenile is waiting for an adjudicatory hearing 

• When the juvenile has been adjudicated delinquent 
and is waiting for a disposition 

• When the detention is part of the disposition for up to 
30 days or part of a disposition of probation 

• When the juvenile is being held for extradition to 
another jurisdiction 

• When the juvenile is being held at the request of 
immigration officials 

• When the juvenile is being held for prosecution as an 
adult 

• When the juvenile is being held in contempt of court 
(up to six months) 
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WHAT TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS 
DO JUVENILE OFFENDERS RECEIVE? 
Probation is by far the most common disposition for all 
adjudicated delinquents. Statewide, approximately 85 
percent of all adjudicated delinquents are placed on 
probation.49 Courts often order juveniles to participate 
concurrently in additional programs as part of the disposi­
tion, the two most common being restitution to victims 
and community service. In 1988, juveniles on probation 
in Illinois paid a total of more than $630,000 in restitution 
to victims, and 2,949 juvenile offenders were ordered to 
provide more than 83,000 hours of community service.50 

Only juveniles aged 13 or older who have been 
adjudicated delinquent or who have been convicted and 
sentenced as an adult, may be committed to the Illinois 
Department of Corrections (IDOC) Juvenile Division. Ju­
veniles may be either institutionalized in a youth center or 
assigned to a program of community-based supervision. 

IDOC operates seven youth centers, which 
provide institutional programs and services for juvenile 
offenders (Figure 5-17). In addition, IDOC's six field 
services offices provide a variety of programs for young 
offenders who are back in the community. Field services 
are delivered either directly through IDOC staff or through 
other agencies the department contracts with. These 
services include parole, supervision of juveniles on ex­
tended or authorized absence from IDOC youth centers, 
alternative placements for youth unable to return home, 
and support services such as counseling and educa­
tional, vocational, and on-the-job training. Delinquents 
remain under Juvenile Court jurisdiction until they turn 21 
or are discharged by the court, or until they are dis­
charged by the Illinois Prisoner Review Board, which 
periodically reviews juvenile cases. 

HOW MANY JUVENILES ARE IN STATE 
INSTITUTIONAL CUSTODY? 
Juveniles in institutional custody in Illinois include three 
different groups of young people: 

1. Those housed in IDOC youth centers 

2. Those on extended or authorized absence from 
IDOC youth centers51 

3. Those under administrative placement (that is, under 
the custody of a youth center but housed in a mental 
health center, residential treatment center, or other 
specialized facility) or in administrative custody (that 
is, detained in a local jail or other detention facility 
after being taken into custody for another crime while 
on parole or specialized absence). 

Juveniles committed to IDOC typically progress 
from institutional custody to field services supervision, 
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Figure 5-17 
Illinois has seven youth centers for juvenile 
offenders. 

... Youth centers 

• Field services district offices 

Source: Illinois Department of Correction3 

although they may be returned to a juvenile facility if their 
parole is revoked or if they are adjudicated delinquent for 
a new crime. While a large portion of the juvenile popula 
tion is always in transition between institutional custody 
and field services supervision, slightly more juveniles are 
usually in institutional custody at any given time. During 
state fiscal year 1988,52 the average daily population of 
juveniles in institutional custody was 1,180, while the 
average daily population under field services supervision 
was 1 ,174 (Figure 5-18) .53 
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Figure 5-18 
On any given day, a majority of juveniles in IDOe 
custody are in institutional custody. 

Average daily juvenile population 
in looe custody 
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Source: lIfinois Department of Corrections 

Between fiscal years 1981 and 1988, a total of 
9,996 juveniles, or an average of 1,250 a year, were 
admitted to IDOC institutional custody. Since· fiscal 1982, 
the number of juvenile admissions has generally de­
clined, reaching 1,116 in 1988 (Figure 5-19). 

Meanwhile, the number of juveniles released from 
institutional custody averaged 1,193 a year between fiscal 
1981 and fiscal 1988, or 57 less than the average number 
of admissions per year. Releases have exceeded admis­
sions three times in the past eight years. In fiscal 1985, 
107 more juveniles were released than were admitted; in 
fiscal 1987, 42 more were released than admitted; and in 
fiscal 1988, 146 more were released than admitted. 

Most of the juveniles in institutional custody are 
housed in IDOC's seven youth centers. During fiscal 
1988, for example, juveniles in IDOC youth centers 
accounted for 95 percent of the average daily institutional 
custody population (Figure 5-20). 

Juveniles in institutional custody who are not 
housed in IDOC youth centers are instead on some sort 
of specialized leave program. These programs are 
designed both to integrate young offenders back into the 
community and to administratively control the youth 
center population. Juveniles on extended or authorized 
absence represented anywhere from 4 percent-in fiscal 
1988-to 13 percent of the average daily institutional 
custody population in each year from fiscal 1982 through 
fiscal 1988. Juveniles under administrative placement or 
in administrative custody form the smallest group in insti­
tutional custody: they never accounted for more than 5.3 
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Figure 5-19 
Releases from IDOe institutional custody exceeded 
admissions in both 1987 and 1988. 
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Figure 5-20 
Most juveniles in IDOe institutional custody are 
housed in youth centers. 
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perCent of the average daily population in anyone year 
since fiscal 1982, and they made up only about 2 percent 
of the population during fiscal 1988.54 

WHEN ARE JUVENILES ADMITTED TO 
STATE INSTITUTIONAL CUSTODY? 
The majority of juveniles admitted to institutional custody 
each year have received new convictions. In other 
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Figure 5-21 
Nearly six in 10 juveniles admitted to IDOC 
institutional custody have been found newly 
delinquent in Juvenile Court. 

Recommitments/other 
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state fiscal years 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections 

words, these juveniles were not under IDOC's jurisdiction 
at the time of their conviction. Newly convicted juveniles 
include those adjudicated delinquent in Juvenile Court 
and those convicted and sentenced in adult court. 

But the percentage of admissions involving new 
convictions has declined in recent years, with concomi­
tant increases in the percentage of admissions involving 
juveniles already under IDOC's jurisdiction-either under 
field services supervision or in a facility serving time on a 
previous conviction. Juveniles under field services 
supervision (on parole or on extended or authorized 
absence) who violate the conditions of their release or 
who are convicted on another charge are considered 
parole violators. Juveniles already serving time in 
facilities who are subsequently convicted on another 
pending charge are considered recommitments. 

In fiscal 1982, juveniles newly adjudicated and 
sentenced in Juvenile Court made up 79 percent of all 
admissions to institutional custody, but in fiscal 1984, that 
percentage had decreased to 54 percent (Figure 5-21). 
This drop was offset by increases in the proportion of two 
other admission types: juveniles newly convicted in adult 
court and recommitments.55 The number of juveniles 
admitted as parole violators was relatively stable be­
tween fiscal years 1982 and 1984. 

After 1984, however, admissions due to parole 
violations increased from 17 percent to 24 percent in fis­
cal 1988. Recommitments and court evaluations, how-
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Figure 5-22 
More than three-quarters of the juveniles in IDOC 
institutional custody were committed for felony 
offenses. 
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ever, dropped from 23 percent to 13 percent during this 
period. The two other admission types generally de­
creased in the early part of this period, but later began to 
rise again. 

Altll0Ugh juveniles tried in adult court still repre­
sent a relatively small proportion of institutional custody 
admissions-about 4 percent in fiscal 1988-these 
serious offenders will remain in IDOC institutional custody 
longer than other juvenile offenders. Length of stay for 
these juveniles increased 89 percent between fiscal 1983 
and fiscal 1988, when it exceeded 33 months.56 

Since fiscal 1983, those juveniles committed to 
IDOC for any type of felony offense-from first-degree 
murder through Class 4 felonies-have consistently 
made up approximately three-quarters of all juveniles in 
institutional custody (Figure 5-22). The proportion of 
juveniles committed for the most serious of these 
crimes-first-degree murder and Class X and 1 felo­
nies-was approximately 13 percentage points higher in 
fiscal 1988 (37 percent) than in fiscal 1982 (24 percent). 

WHAT IS THE DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 
OF JUVENILES IN STATE INSTITUTIONAL 
CUSTODY? 
The basic demographic profile of juveniles in IDOC 
institutional custody has not changed significantly in the 
past few years.57 At the end of fiscal 1988, males contin­
ued to make up about 94 percent of all juveniles in 
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institutional custody, and about 55 percent of the juvenile 
offenders had come from Cook County. This latter figure, 
however, was about 11 percentage points lower than the 
percentage at the end of fiscal 1982.58 

There was also little change in the racial makeup 
of the juveniles in institutional custody. The proportion 
who were black was 58 percent in June 1982 and 59 
percent in June 1988, while the proportion who were 
white decreased from 34 percent to 31 percent during the 
same period (Figure 5-23). Hispanics accounted for 
between 7 percent and 9 percent of the population during 
the seven years, 

The age distribution of juveniles in institutional 
custody has also remained fairly stable, although there 
was a gradual aging of this populatiOn between fiscal 
years 1982 and 1988. Slight decreases in the proportion 
of 15- and 16-year-olds were offset by increases in the 
proportion of 17- through 20-year-olds (Figure 5-24). 
Two factors may help explain this trend: 

1. Longer lengths of stay for juvenile offenders, Be­
tween fiscal 1982 and fiscal 1985, the average length 
of stay for delinquent minors rose from 11.5 months 
to 15 months, while the length of stay for juveniles 
tried as adults increased from about 17.5 months to a 
little more than two years.59 

2. An increase in the proportion of juveniles tried as 
adults who are being incarcerated. Juvenile offend­
ers tried as adults are most likely to serve the longest 
sentences. Steady increases in the length of stay for 
juveniles tried as adults may also explain the higher 

Figure 5-23 
The racial makeup of juveniles in IDOC institutional 
custody has remained relatively stable. 
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proportion of 19- and 20-year-olds in institutional 
custody in recent years. 

A disproportionately high percentage of juveniles 
in IDOC institutional custody are aged 16 and 17. These 
juveniles accounted for 55 percent of all 13- to 20-year­
olds in institutional custody at the end of fiscal 1988,60 
Both 15- and 18-year-olds are also overrepresented in 
the state's institutional custody population, though not by 
as much as 16- and 17 -year-olds. Because juveniles 
sentenced in adult court may be transferred to an adult 
institution at age 17, the proportion of youths aged 19 
and older in juvenile institutional custody tends to be 
lower than their proportion of Illinois' 13- to 20-year-old 
population, 

WHAT IS THE CONNECTION BETWEEN 
.JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND ADULT CRIME? 
Throughout the juvenile justice process, authorities look 
for appropriate dispositions that meet the special needs 
of young offenders. The goal is to identify delinquent be­
havior early on, and then to take meaningful steps to pre­
vent a young offender from becoming an adult criminal. 

Juvenile delinquency, of course, does not 
inevitably lead to a life of adult crime. A central issue in 
juvenile justice research is to identify factors that distin­
guish people who do continue criminal activity after early 
encounters with police from those who do not. Various 
studies have found the characteristics of juvenile delin­
quency to be the most reliable predictor of an adult 
criminal career.61 Juveniles who engage in serious crime 

Figure 5-24 
More than 50 percent of the juveniles in IDOC 
institutional custody are now aged 17 and older. 
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at an early age are those most likely to continue to 
commit crimes as adults. But when juvenile delinquency 
is absent, sporadic, or minor in nature, an adult criminal 
career is unlikely. 

Research has also uncovered other factors that 
may explain the link between juvenile and adult offense 
patterns. One study suggests that the age at which an 
offender has his or her first recorded police contact 
shapes that person's subsequent criminal career: the 
earlier the contact, the greater the likelihood that a 
relatively serious criminal career will follow.62 In addition, 
there is evidence that the more serious the first police 
contact, the greater the likelihood that subsequent police 
contacts will follow.63 

Another common notion is that as career crimi­
nals gain experience, they engage in increasingly more 
serious crimes than those they committed as juveniles. 
However, the evidence to support this hypothesis is rela­
tively weak, except that, as already noted, the beginning 
of a criminal career at a young age tends to involve minor 
offenses. Studies have shown that the seriousness of 
the crimes committed does not systematically increase 
over time as juvenile offenders become adult criminals.64 

Other researchers have investigated the question 
of how offense rates vary over a person's criminal career. 
Their studies seem to indicate that offense rates are 
highest during the juvenile years, but then decrease 
during the adult years.65 In the characteristic pattern, 
delinquent activity begins at about age 14, the offense 
rate increases until the early 20s, and then tends to 
decline thereafter until age 30, when the majority of 
criminal careers end. 

Research has also suggested different motiva­
tions for juvenile and adult offenders. While juvenile 
crime is often motivated by excitement, attention, and 
peer recognition, the motivation tends to shift to instru­
mental needs in later years. In other words, adults tend 
to commit crimes for what they yield (for example, 
habitual stealing to support day-to-day necessities).66 

Finally, there are some indications that criminal 
sanctions applied to juvenile offenders may actually be 
counterproductive in stemming future criminal activity. 
One study showed that as the number of contacts a 
juvenile had with police before the age of 18 grew, and 
as the seriousness of the sanctions the juvenile received 
also increased, the juvenile tended to have more police 
contacts after turning 18.67 Of course, this result may 
simply indicate that criminal sanctions tend to be selec­
tive: sanctions are more likely to be applied against 
offenders who are correctly perceived as serious. But it 
may also be reasonable to assume that a young person's 
experience in jail or prison fosters "professional" relation­
ships with other criminals, generates frustration with 
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society, and compounds the difficulty an offender has in 
obtaining legitimate employment after being released. 
Consequently, incarceration may create pressures to 
continue a criminal career. 

WHAT IS BEING DONE TO INTERRUPT 
DELINQUENCY CAREERS? 
Research has cited many factors believed to be associ­
ated with long-term criminal activity. The next step is to 
use this information to identify those juvenile offenders 
who are likely to perpetuate their criminal activities as 
adults so that the system can effectively intervene first. 
In Illinois, however, as in many other states, the philoso­
phy that distinguishes juvenile justice from criminal justice 
promotes the confidentiality of juvenile records. While 
this af.iprcach may protect young offenders from negative 
labeling that could interfere with their rehabilitation, and 
may guard against other misuses of the information, it 
can also inhibit the flow of information about juvenile 
offenders who may eventually become career criminals.s8 

In a comprehensive study of juvenile recidivism 
in McLean, Sangamon, Champaign, and Vermilion 
counties from 1978 to 1987, the relative effectiveness of 
12 different court dispositions was determined for a 
sample of 3,121 juveniles, who were each tracked for a 
three-year period after the court disposition.s9 Recidivism 
was measured by arrest (for those juveniles who became 
adults during the three-year period) or by being taken into 
custody, and by the speed by which those rearrests 
occurred. In general, the study found that "longer sen­
tences of detention are either insignificant or harmful for 
recidivism rates."70 For those male juveniles with "more 
serious" records of at least two prior petitions for felony 
offenses, sentences involving community treatment 
res~lted in less recidivism than did more punitive 
sentences,?1 For the other juveniles, there was no 
relationship between the severity of punishment and the 
chance of recidivism. 

Steps are being taken in Illinois to help reduce 
recidivism among juvenile offenders. In 1984, the 
Juveli,ile Court of Cook County established an Intensive 
Probation Supervision (IPS) program for non-violent, 
high-risk, repeat juvenile offenders who would otherwise 
have been committed to the Illinois Department of 
Corrections. This highly structured, community-based 
program includes probation officer availability 24 hours a 
day, an initial detention of 30 days, and subsequent 
home confinement. Juveniles assigned to this program 
may be asked to perform community service or provide 
victim restitution. The level of supervision in the program 
is reduced as juveniles show a satisfactory response to 
program guidelines. 

The Cook County Juvenile Court has also 
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established an early offender program targeted at 
children aged 10 to 14 who have received their first 
finding of delinquency. Caseloads for probation officers 
in this program are limited to 12, so that multiple contacts 

Notes 
1 Barbara Boland, "Fighting Crime: The Problem of 
Adolescents," The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminol­
ogy71 (Summer 1980), pp. 94-97. 

2 The Illinois Uniform Crime Reports, however, labels 
juveniles taken into custody as juvenile arrests. 

3 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice (Washing­
ton, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1983), p. 60 

4 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice, 1983, p. 60. 

5 Crime and Criminal Justice in Cook County: An 
Overview (Chicago, III.: The Criminal Justice Project of 
Cook County, 1989), p. 121. See Kent v. United States, 
383 U.S. 541 (1966), which established the right to an 
attorney during juvenile proceedings and to a hearing 
before a juvenile could be transferred to adult court; in re 
Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967), stressing the right to an attor­
ney, to due notice, and to confrontation of witnesses; and 
in re Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970), establishing the 
standard of proof in juvenile cases to be "beyond a 
reasonable doubt." 

6 A delinquent minor is a juvenile who, before his or her 
17th birthday, has violated, or attempted to violate, any 
federal or state law or municipal ordinance (III. Rev. Stat. , 
ch. 37, par. 805-3). Any minor alleged to have committed 
a traffic, boating, or fish and game law violation, whether 
or not the violation is punishable by imprisonment or by 
fine only, may be prosecuted for it (III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, 
par. 805-4(2)). 

7 III. Rev. Stat., ch. 37, par. 801-3(4.1). A chronic or ha­
bitual truant is a child subject to compulsory school atten­
dance who is absent without valid cause for 10 percent or 
more of the previous 180 regular attendance days. The 
School Code of 1961, II I. Rev. Stat. , ch. 122, par. 26-2a. 

8 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 803-33(a). 

9 A Report to the President of the Chicago Bar Associa­
tion (Chicago: Special Committee to Study the Juvenile 
System in Cook County, 1989), p. 2. 
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per week and other services can be provided,72 
The ultimate goal of these and other local pro­

grams is to keep young offenders from further involve­
ment with the juvenile and the criminal justice systems. 

10 Cook County Superintendent of Schools' Office 
(telephone interview, November, 1989). 

11 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 804-3; III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 111 
1/2, par. 6351-3. 

12 Emancipation applies to any minor aged 16 or older 
who has been completely or partially emancipated under 
the Emancipation of Mature Minors Act (III.Rev.Stat., ch. 
40, par. 2201). With the approval of a minor's parents or 
guardians, the court may allow a mature minor to live 
wholly or partially independent from parents or guardians, 
if the minor has demonstrated the ability to manage his or 
her own affairs. Under this act, the minor has the right to 
enter into valid legal contracts and has other rights 
ordered by the court. Partial emancipation provides only 

those rights specified by court order. 

13 The Juvenile Court Act section number authorizing this 
hearing, formerly 702, is now 805-4. 

14 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-4 (PA 86-371). 

15 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-4 (PA 86-946). 

16 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par 805-7(2)(B). 

17 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-7(2)(A). 

18 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-7(2)(C). 

19 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-7(2)(C)(ii). 

20 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-7(4). 

21 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-4 (PA 86-766). 

22 This total includes all minors processed by the tempo­
rary detention center, including those who are processed 
and then sent home, not just those kept over night. 

23 Fiscal Year 1988 Jail and Detention Statistics and 
Information (Springfield, III.: Illinois Department of 
Corrections, 1988), p. 1. Illinois fiscal years run from July 
1 through June 30 (for example, fiscal 1988 began July 1, 
1987, and ended June 30, 1988). 
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24 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-7 (B); IILRev.Stat., ch. 
37, par.-10 (1). 

25 III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 37, par. 805-14 (b)(1)(A), (2). 

26 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-19. 

27 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-34. 

28 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-23. 

29 Under Illinois law, the commitment of a delinquent to 
IDOC is for an indeterminate term, which is automatically 
terminated when the juvenile becomes 21. The case is 
periodically reviewed by the Illinois Prisoner Review 
Board, which may discharge the juvenile at an earlier 
date. The delinquent may also be discharged from 
custody at the discretion of the Juvenile Court. 

30 IILRev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-24. 

31 Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts and the 
Juvenile Court of Cook County. 

32 The number of probation officers outside Cook County 
includes only non-management probation officer posi­
tions, except where the chief managing officer is also the 
only probation officer in a small county office or where a 
supervisor also carries a caseload. 

33 The number of probation officers in Cook County was 
reported as 354 in Trends and Issues 89. That figure in­
cluded ma!1agement and field probation officers. The 
figure reported in this edition includes only non-manage­
ment positions, to be consistent with other state totals. 

34 Juvenile Court of Cook County. 

35 FY '88 Annual Program Review School District 428 
(Springfield, III.: Illinois Department of Corrections, 
1989). 

36 For more information about UCR arrest statistics in 
Illinois, see Louise S. Miller and Carolyn R. Block, Intro­
duction to Illinois Uniform Crime Reports (Chicago: 
Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 1985). 

37 Station adjustments are not included in statewide data 
comparisons. 

38 III.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 805-35. 

39 III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 37, par. 805-4. 

40 Children younger than 5 and adults aged 60 and older 
were excluded because, statistically, they account for 
very few arrests. All numbers concerning juveniles taken 
into custody in Chicago exclude station adjustments 
because of unresolved data quality issues. These 
numbers include only court referrals and transfers to 
adult court. For an explanation of Chicago station 
adjustments, see pages 226-227. 
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41 Statistics for juveniles taken into custody for criminal 
sexual assault and aggravated assault were not analyzed 
because of data quality issues. 

42 A minor might be recorded as having been station ad­
justed for murder under certain circumstances. For 
example, a minor might be taken into custody for murder 
for what later is determined to be an accidental shooting. 
Although the minor's record is changed, the initial charge 
of murder would remain in the Chicago Police Depart­
ment's Youth Division's statistics for station adjustments. 

43 The percentage of dependent minor petitions includes 
only those petitions filed outside Cook County. In Cook 
County, dependent minor and neglected or abused minor 
petitions are counted under the same category-ne­
glected or abused minors. Therefore, the statewide 
percentage of neglected or abused minor petitions is 
artificially high, while the percentage of dependent minor 
petitions is artificially low. Also, although addicted minors 
may be considered a unique category, AOIC's Probation 
Division reports the filing of addicted minor petitions 
together with MRAI filings. No addicted minor petitions 
were filed in Cook County in 1988, which suggests that 
these minors either were referred to social service 
agencies or were handled through some other type of 
petition, such as a delinquent minor petition. 

44 Several petitions may be filed from one delinquency 
incident, and a single petition may have one or more 
counts or offenses. Statistics on the number of delin­
quency petitions filed were unavailable for the following 
counties in the years indicated: 

1980-Hancock, Jasper, Macoupin, Mercer, Peoria, 
Pope, and Whiteside 

1981-Jasper, Macoupin, and Stark 

1982-Calhoun, Clinton, Johnson, Macoupin, 
Marion, Massac, and Stark 

1983-Clinton, Coles, Cumberland, Jasper, and 
Montgomery 

1984-Jasper and Stark 

1985-Bond, Montgomery, and Stark 

1986-Putnam and Stark 

1987-Coles, Cumberland, Massac, and Shelby 

45 A Report to the President of the Chicago Bar 
Association (Chicago: Chicago Bar Association, 1989). 
The report made 35 recommendations for improving the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the Juvenile Court. 

46 This figure (573) is based on an average of 1.5 
attorney appointments per juvenile petition, recorded by 
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the Cook County Public Defender's Juvenile Division. 
ABA guidelines were published in its Report on Courts 
(Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, 1973). 

47 For each crime category in Figure 5-15, attempted 
offenses are included in the total if an attempt is indeed a 
statutory offense. Other definitions are as follows: 

• "Lesser theft offenses" include theft of goods valued 
at less than $300, theft from a person, retail theft, 
attempts of these crimes, and various minor theft 
charges. 

• "Lesser property offenses" include bribery, forgery, 
solicitation, possession of stolen property, posses­
sion of a stolen auto, criminal trespass to land, 
criminal damage to property, attempts of these 
crimes (where applicable), and other lesser property 
crimes. 

• "Aggravated battery/assault" includes kidnapping, 
unlawful restraint, aggravated arson, heinous battery, 
and attempted kidnapping. 

• "Sex offenses" include criminal sexual assault, crimi­
nal sexual abuse, aggravated criminal sexual assault, 
aggravated criminal sexual abuse, attempts of these 
crimes, and sexual relations within the family. 

• "Miscellaneous charges" include intimidation, mob 
action, and attempted mob action. 

48 In calculating the percentage of delinquency petitions 
that resulted in findings of actual delinquency, only those 
counties for which AOIC published both delinquency 
petition totals and delinquency adjudication totals were 
included. As a result, the following counties were not 
included in the calculations for the years indicated: 
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1980-Coles, Cumberland, DuPage, Hancock, 
Jasper, Macoupin, Mercer, Peoria, Pope, 
and Whiteside 

1981-Coles, Cumberland, Jasper, Macoupin, and 
Stark 

1982-Calhoun, Clinton, Coles, Cumberland, 
Johnson, Macoupin, Marion, Massac, and 
Stark 

1983-Clinton, Coles, Cumberland, Jasper, 
Montgomery, and Peoria 

1984-Jasper and Stark 

1985-Bond, Montgomery, and Stark 

1986-Putnam and Stark 

1987-Coles, Cumberland, Massac, and Shelby 

49 Probation Division of the Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts. 

50 Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, Probation 
Division. 

51 Although juveniles on extended or authorized absence 
are supervised by the field services program of IDOC's 
Juvenile Division, they are still considered to be in 
institutional custody. 

52 Illinois fiscal years run from July 1 through June 30 (for 
example, fiscal 1988 began July·', 1987, and ended 
June 30, 1988). 

53 The totals for daily institutional custody population 
include in-house totals only. IDOC monitors and com­
pares the in-house numbers from year to year. The 
institutional custody totals do not include extended/ 
authorized absences or administrative placement cus­
tody, which are included in IDOC's Human Services Plan 
(see note 56) daily population totals. 

54 Totals used to formulate these percentages have been 
adjusted from those found in IDOC's 1988-1990 Human 
Services Plan (Human Services Plan-Fiscal Years 
1988-1990 [Springfield, III.: Illinois Department of Cor­
rections, 1989]) due to data quality issues. 

55 The "Recommitments/other" category in Figure 5-21 
also includes juveniles admitted to institutional custody 
on court evaluations. 

56 Juveniles convicted in adult court must complete the 
determinate sentence imposed by the judge, minus any 
day-for-day or meritorious good time they earn. Habitual 
juvenile offenders receive a determinate sentence 
extending to their 21 st birthday, minus good time. On the 
other hand, the Illinois Prisoner Review Board deter­
mines the length of stay for delinquents. Human Serv­
ices Plan-Fiscal Years 1987-1989 (Springfield, Ill.: 
Illinois Department of Corrections, 1988), p. 117. Human 
Services Plan-Fiscal Years 1988-1990, p. 124. 

57 Data describing the sex, race, age, and crime class of 
the IDOC institutional custody population include youth 
on extended or authorized absence during fiscal years 
1982 through 1985. However, this group is excluded 
from these categories beginning with fiscal 1986 data 
because of a cilange in IDOC reporting practices. 

58 Human Services Plan-Fiscal Years 1988-1990, p.125. 

59 Human Services Plan-Fiscal Years 1987-1989, p. 117. 

60 IDOC excluded 21-year-olds from its grouped, age­
specific statistics after fiscal 1986. Before fiscal 1986, 21-
year-olds were included. 
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61 See, for example, the following: Marvin Wolfgang, 
"Crime in a Birth Cohort," Proceedings of the American 
Philosophical Society 177 (1973), pp. 404-411 ; 
Wolfgang, From Boy to Man-From Delinquency to 
Crime (paper presented at the national Symposium on 
the Serious Juvenile Offender, 1977); Wolfgang, Robert 
Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin, Delinquency in a Birth Cohort 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972); Micha.el R. 
Olson, A Longitudinal Analysis of Official Criminal Ca­
reers (doctoral dissertation, University of Iowa, 1977); 
Lyle W. Shannon, "A Longitudinal Study of Delinquency 
and Crime," in Quantitative Studies in Criminology 
(Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1978); Shannon, 
A Cohort Study of the Relationship of Adult Criminal 
Careers and Juvenile Crime (paper presented at the 
University of Stockholm, Sweden, 1978); and David 
Pritchard, "Stable Predictors of Recidivism: A Summary," 
Criminology 17 (1979), pp. 15-21. 

62 Olson, 1977, and Shannon, 1978. 

63 Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin, 1972. 

64 Shannon, 1978, and Wolfgang, 1977. 

65 Joan Petersilia, Peter W. Greenwood, and Marvin 
Lavin, Criminal Careers of Habitual Felons (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978). 

66 See, for example, Petersilia, Greenwood, and Lavin, 
1978; Daniel Glaser, "The Classification of Offenses and 
Offenders," in The Handbook of Criminology (Skokie, III.: 
Rand McNally, 1974); and Mark Peterson, Harriet 
Braiker, and Sue Polich, Doing Crime: A Survey of 
California Inmates (Santa Monica, Calif.: The Rand 
Corporation, 1980). 

67 Shannon, 1978. 

68 Juvenile Justice Information Policies in Illinois (Chi­
cago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 
1986). 

69 John D. Woolredge, "Differentiating the Effects of 
Juvenile Court Sentences on Eliminating Recidivism," 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 25, 
No.3 (August 1988), pp. 264-300. 

70 Woolredge, 1988, p. 283. 

71 John D. Woolredge, Specifying Empirical Relation­
ships between Juvenile Court Sentences and Recidivism 
by Seriousness of Offenders (Santa Fe, N.M.: Depart­
ment of Criminal Justice, 1989). 

72 Juvenile Court of Cook County. 
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Juvenile Jusfice Financing 
At the law enforcement level, spending 
on activities specifically· related to juve­
niles is often difficult to separate from 
overall enforcement expenditures. Some 
police and sheriffs' departments have 
distinct juvenile divisions, full-time juve­
nile officers, or special juvenile justice 
programs for which spending can be 
measured. But the majority of law en­
forcement activities-patrolling, answer­
ingcalls for service, investigating crimes, 
and the like-are carried out without spe­
cific attention to the probable age of the 
offender. 

It is only after a juvent\e has been taken 
into custody by police that he or she is 
handled by a system distinct from the 
adult criminal justice system. It is also at 
this point that information about the costs 
of juvenile justice are more readily avail­
able and more easily measured. This 
section focuses primarily on the financial 
data related to these juvenile justice func­
tions-activities such a6 juvenile prose­
cution and public defense, juvenile 
courts, and juvenile corrections. 

WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY 
SOURCES OF MONEY FOR STATE 
JUVENILE dUSTICE ACTIVITIES? 
The State of Illinois' role in juvenile justice . 
involves two primary activities: operating 
correctional facilities and providing finan­
cial support for other parts of the system 
(for example, reimburSing counties for 
the salaries of Juvenile Court personnel 
and probation officers). These activities, 
along with selected enforcement and 
prosecution efforts aimed at young 
people, are financed largely from tax dol­
lars deposited in the state's General 
Revenue Fund. 

For example, the Juvenile Division of the 
Illinois Departmentof Corrections 
(IDOC), whict1 spends the majority of 
state juvenile justice funds, receives most 
of its money from the General Revenue 
Fund. State reimbursements to the 
counties for the salaries of juvenile pro­
bation officers come primarily from the 
General Revenue Fund as well. This 

the state's I-SEARCH (Illinois State En­
forcement Agencies to Recover Children) 
missing persons program, although since 
fiscal year 1986, the Missing and Ex­
ploited Children Trust Fund, consisting of 
donations from private organizations and 
individuals, has provided a5mall portion 
of the money used to fund the program.1 

Appellate defenders who represent juve­
niles during appeals are funded entirely .. 
from state General Revenue funds, and 
appellate prosecutors involved in juvenile 
cases are funded through a combination 
of state and county funds. 

Besides General Revenue money, fed­
eral funds also support specific juvenile 
justice programs administered by the 
state government. The Children and 
Family Services Juvenile Justice Trust 
Fund, where some of these federal dol­
lars are deposited, is administered by the 
Illinois Department of Children and 
Family Services. DCFS distributes most 
of this money to other state and local 
agencies for juvenile justice programs 
(for example, to cover the cost of trans­
porting juveniles to detention facilities 

FINANCE 5-1 

from counties that do not have their own), 
Deposits in the trust fund increased from 
about$1.8 million (in constant 1988 dol­
lars) in state fiscal year 1984 to more 
than $3.2 million in fiscal 1987, before 
declining to about $2.3 million the next. 
year (FINANCE 5-1 ).2 

In addition, juvenile status offenders, who 
in the 1970s might have been housed In 
IDOC juvenile facilities under secure de­
tention, are now handled by D9FS. 
DCFS funds crisis intervention and emer­
gency placement servic;es for young 
people referred by the police as being 
minors requiring authoritative intervention 
(see pages 218 and 228 for information 
about MRAI). This shift in responsibility 
has reduced the juvenile caseload for 
IDOC and increased it for DCFS. 

WHAT ARE THE SOURCES OF 
MONEY FOR LOCAL dUVENILE 
JUSTICE ACTIVITIES? 
Juvenile justice activities at the county 
and municipallevels--everything from 
law enforcement through juvenile court, 
probation, and detention-:-are funded 

After increasing the three previous years, federal funds for state 
and local juvenile justice programs in Illinois defplined 31 percent 
in fiscal year 1988. 

Deposits in the Children and Family Services Juvenile 
Justice Trust Fund, constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

4 r-------------------------------------, 

3 ~--------------~~----------~~--~ 

2 

o ~----~----------------------------~ 
1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
State fiscal years 

fund also provides most of the money for Source: Office of the Illinois Comptroller 
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through a combination of local tax reve­
nue and grants or other aid from the state 
and federal governments. The source of 
money depends largely on the specific 
type of juvenile justice activity: 

• law enforcement. Most juvenile 
enforcement activities are carried out by 
municipal police departments, although 
county sheriffs' offices do investigate 
crimes and take juveniles into custody. 
In both municipalities and counties, en­
forcement activities for juveniles are 
funded predominantly through municipal 
or county general revenue funds. For 
some specific juvenile justice programs, 
however, local law enforcement agencies 
receive state or federal funds (or both). 
Between state fiscal years 1984 and 
1988, for example, local law enforcement 
agencies received more than $5.1 million 
from the Illinois State Police for local 1-
SEARCH programs, although the annual 
total did fall from almost $2 million in fis­
cal 1987 to less than $700,000 in fiscal 
1988. 

• Juvenile courts. Juvenile courts, 
which are located within the Circuit Court 
of each Illinois county, are funded 
through a combination of state and local 
money.3 State government pays the 
salaries of the circuit and associate 
judges (and court reporters) assigned to 
juvenile cases, and it pays two-thirds of 
the salary of the elected state's attorney 
in each county. Thei'efore, in counties 
with no assistant state's attorney, the 
state ends up paying two-thirds of the 
salary of the prosecutor who works in the 
Juvenile Court. Counties use their own 
revenue sources to finance other Juve­
nile Court costs, including construction, 
supplies, courtroom security, court clerks, 
and the like. 

• Juvenile detention. Fourteen 
counties in Illinois have juvenile detention 
facilities that are operated by their judicial 
circuits. In six of these counties, juvenile 
detention is financed through county gen­
eral revenue funds. The other eight 
counties-DuPage, Knox, Lake, LaSalle, 
Madison, Sangamon, St. Clair, and Win­
nebago-have adopted a special prop­
erty tax levy to support their juvenile de­
tention centers.4 In fiscal 1988, this tax 
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levy fully funded two of the eight deten­
tion facilities, in DuPage and Sangamon 
counties.s State government also covers 
some of the costs of juvenile detention: 
the state pays a portion ($1,000 a month) 
of the salaries of juvenile detention offi­
cers and 1 00 percent of the salary of one 
administrator in each juvenile detention 
facility. In 1987, 187 juvenile detention 
officers received salary subsidies from 
the state. In addition to using tax dollars, 
some counties help pay for juvenile de­
tention facilities by collecting reimburse­
ments from parents who are able to con­
tribute to the support of their children 
housed in the facilities.6 

• Juvenile probation. A combination 
of state and local revenue is used to fi­
nance juvenile probation activities as 
well. State government provides coun­
ties with a salary subsidy of $1,000 per 
month for each juvenile probation officer 
in those probation departments that meet 
certain basic requirements for depart­
ment hiring, management, and opera­
tions'? The state also pays 100 percent 
of the salaries of probation officers 
needed to meet minimum workload stan­
dards established by the Administrative 
Office of the Illinois Courts (see pages 
172-173). Local revenue comes from 
general revenue funds and, in those 
counties that have adopted it, the special 
property tax levy for juvenile detention. 
The latter is uSHd to supplant the salaries 
and other operating expenditures of juve­
nile probation departments. 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS 
SPENT or. JUVENILE LAW 
ENFORCf.aMENT IN ILLINOIS? 
Expenditures for juvenile law enforce­
ment are difficult to measure in Illinois. 
For one thing, it is usually impossible to 
categorit:e many police activities-patrol, 
investigation, and police administration­
as eith€lr "adult" or "juvenile" expendi­
tures. In addition, the level of juvenile en­
forcement activities and programs varies 
widely from agency to agency, and most 
departments do not have separate 
bud~Jet items for their juvenile activities. 
However, some of the state's largest law 
enforcement agencies, such as the Cook 
County She-iff's Department and the Chi-

cago Police Department, do maintain 
separate financial information for juvenile 
law enforcement activities. In both of 
these agencies, spending on juvenile law 
enforcement (a.fter adjusting for inflation) 
has generally declined since the early 
1970s. 

Expenditures by the Youth Services Divi­
sion of the Cook County Sheriff's Depart­
ment fell almost 13 percent (in constant 
dollars) between fiscal years 1973 and 
1988 (FINANCE 5-2). This division, which 
works to prevent youth crime and delin­
quency, spent (in constant 1988 dollars) 
$422,074 in fiscal 1988, compared with 
$484,655 in fiscal 1973 and nearly 
$510,000 in fiscal 1978. The Youth 
Services Division has traditionally ac­
counted for less than 1 percent of all 
sheriff's department expenditures, and in 
recent years, its share of department 
spending has fallen. 

In the Chicago Police Department's 
Youth Division, constant-dollar expendi­
tures have also declined over the last two 
decades. In 1970, Youth Division expen­
ditures from the city's General Revenue 
Fund totaled $20.6 million (in constant 
1988 dollars). By 1979, these expendi­
tures had decreased almost i 1 percent, 
to $18.4 million. Spending for the Youth 
Division has remained relatively steady, 
at about $17 million a year (in constant 
dollars), from 1981 through 1989. 
Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the 
Youth Division accounted for about 3 per­
cent of all Chicago Police Department 
expenditu res. 

Almost all of the spending for Chicago's 
Youth Division goes for personnel. And, 
like Youth Division spending, the number 
of division employees has fallen since the 
1970s (FINANCE 5-3). In 1989, 479 staff 
people-almost all of them juvenile offi­
cers-were budgeted for the Youth Divi­
sion. That was 26 percent lower than the 
1973 total of 648 (the peak year for 
Youth Division employment), and 16 per­
cent lower than the 1979 figure of 571. 
Between 1979 and 1985, the number of 
Youth Division employees dropped 20 
percent (compared with a 3-percent de­
cline for all other Chicago Police Depart­
ment employees). After increasing in 
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FINANCE 5-2 FINANCE 5-3 
Expenditures for the Youth Services Division of 
the Cook COiinty Sheriff's Department have been 
relatively stable. during the 1980s. 

The number of employees in the Chicago Police 
Department's Youth Division declined 26 percent 
between 1973 and 1989., . 

Expenditures, Employees budgeted for 
constant 1988 dollars (thousands) Chicago Police Department Youth Division 
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Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

1986, the size of the Youth Division's 
staff has remained stable at about 480 
through 1989. Youth Division staff make 
up slightly more than 3 percent of the to­
tal number of staff people budgeted for 
the police department. 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS SPENT 
FOR JUVENILE PROSECUTION? 
Like spending on juvenile law enforce­
ment, expenditures for the prosecution of 
juvenile cases in Illinois are difficult to 
measure because, in most counties, 
sperlding on these cases cannot be eas­
ily separated from the total expenditures 
for the state's attorney's office. In many 
counties, especially the less populous 
ones with few or no assistant state's at­
torneys, prosecutors typically handle both 
adult and juvenile cases. In some of Illi­
nois' largor counties, however, specific ... 
prosecutors are assigned exclusively to .' 
juvenile cases. Determining what per­
centage of staff people in these s'!ate's 
attorneys' offices work on juvenile cases 
provides a rough indication of the propor­
tion of prosecution spending devoted to 
juvenile cases. 

In Cook CQunty, for example, 55 assis­
tant prosecutors were budgeted for the 
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Juvenile Section of the state's attorney's 
office in fiscal year 1989. This repre­
sented nearly 9 percent of the 634 assis­
tant state's attorneys budgeted for that 
year. However, the average salary of an 
assistant state's attorney in the Juvenile 
Section ($31,350 in fiscal 1989) is lower 
than the average salary of all assistant 
prosecutors in Cook County ($34,807),8 
and the percentage of overall spending 
devoted to the Juvenile Section is lower 
than the section's percentage of all 
prosecutors in the state;s attorney's office. 
In fiscal 1989, more than $1.8 million was 
budgeted for the Juvenile Section, or 
about 5 percent of the total expenditures 
of the state's attorney's office. 

In the 1980s, the number of Juvenile 
Court prosecutors in Cook County, and 
the percentage of all prosecutors they 
represent, both increased. In fiscal 1975, 
15 prosecutors were budgeted for the Ju­
venile Section, or more than 5 percent of 
the assistant state's attorneys in Cook 
County. By fiscal 1981 , the number of 
Juvenile Section prosecutors had in­
creased to 32, but they still represented 
about 5.5 percent of all assistant pr9.se­
cutors in the county. By 1989, however, 
the number of Juvenile Section prosecu-

tors had risen sharply, to 55, as did their 
percentage of the prosecution work force, 
to almost 9 percent. Still, the Juvenile 
Section is one of the smaller units within 
the Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
(Flt-JANCE 5-4). 

Spending by the different divisions of the 
Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
varies widely, with juvenile prosecutions 
falling roughly in the middle in terms of 
cost per case. In fiscal 1988, for ex­
ample, it cost the state's attorney's office 
an average of $53.57 to prosecute each 
case handled by the Juvenile Section. 
The average per-case cost was much 
lower for general adult criminal cases 
(~16.30), but much higher for adult felony 
cases ($137.96). 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS$PENT 
ON PUBLIC DEFENSE FOR 
JUVENILES? 
As with the prosecution of juvenile cases 
in Illinois, it is difficult to measure how 
much money is spent on public defense 
for young people tried in Illinois' juvenile 
courts. Again, however, this spending 
can be estimated by determining what 
proportion of assistant public defenders 
are assigned to juvenile cases. 
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In Cook County, the 50 assistant public 
defenders budgeted for the Juvenile 
Court in fiscal 1989 represented almost 
11 percent of all public defenders in the 
county that year (FINANCE 5-5). In 1975, 
by contrast, there were only 18 public de­
fenders assigned to the Juvenile Court in 
Cook County. Throughout the 1970s and 
1980s, public defenders assigned to ju­
venile cases have accounted for about 
10 percent of all assistant public defend­
ers in Cook County. This percentage has 
been consistently higher than the compa­
rable percentage of prosecutors in the 
Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
assigned to juvenile cases. 

The estimated per-case cost for handling 
a juvenile case in Cook County is also 
higher for the public defender's office 
than for the state's attorney's office. In 
1988, it cost the public defender's office 
an average of $88.16 for each case 
handled by its Juvenile Section.9 That is 
nearly 65 percent higher than the $53.57 
it cost the state's attorney's office to 
handle a Juvenile Court case. 

Part of the reason that per-case costs are 
higher for the defense in cases handled 
by the Cook County Public Defender's 
Office may be the slightly higher salaries 
paid to assistant public defenders as­
signed to juvenile cases. These public 
defenders earned an average of $33,862 
in fiscal 1989, compared to an average of 
$31,350 for assistant state's attorneys 
handling juvenile cases.10 Still, public de­
fenders in the Juvenile Section are paid 
less than Cook County public defenders 
in general, who earned an average of 
$34,679 a year in fiscal 1989. Another 
reason for the difference in cost per case 
has to do with the nature of defense work 
and caseload size. 

In DuPage County, two of the 14 attor­
neys in the public defender's office were 
assigned to the Juvenile Court in 1988. 
Each of these attorneys handled an aver­
age of 479 juvenile cases that year. By 
comparison, four public defenders were 
assigned to misdemeanor court (216 
cases per attorney) and eight public de­
fenders were assigned to felony courts 
(153 cases per attorney) in 1988. From 
1986 through 1988, juvenile cases made 
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FINANCE 5-4 
About 9 percent of the prosecutors in the Cook County State's 
Attorney's Office in 1989 were budgeted for the Juvenile Section. 

Percentage of assistant state's attorneys, by division 

Fisca:l year 1975 Fiscal year 1989 

Traffic 
5% 

r--Juvenile 
I 5%· 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

FINANCE 5-5 

appeals-9% 

Eleven percent of the public defenders in the Cook County Public 
Defender's Office in 1989 were budgeted for the Juvenile Section. 

Percentage of assistant pu~lic defenders, by division 

Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1989 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

up about 23 percent of the cases handled 
by the DuPage County Public Defender's 
Office, even though public defenders as­
signed to Juvenile Court accounted for 
less than 15 percent of the office's attor­
neys (FINANCE 5-6). 

,Multiple defendant 
I 5% 

HOW MUCH IS SPENT FOR 
JUVENILE COURTS IN ~LLlNOIS? 
Because the juvenile courts are part of 
the Circuit Court system, expenditures for 
juvenile courts are difficult to separate 
from overall judicial spending in most 
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!J FINANCE 5-6 f 
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In 1988, 23 perc~nt of the cases handled by the DuPage County 
Public Defender's Office were juveniie cases, but only 14 percent 
of the office's attorneys were assigned to Juvenile Court. 

Public defense cases Public defender assignments 

Note: Public defenders assigned to DUI and "other" cases generally come from the felony 
and misdemeanor sections. Other cases include probation revocation, traffic (non-DUI), 
mental health, and paternity cases. 

Source: DuPage County Public Defender's Office 

counties. In many parts of the state, for 
example, circuit and associate judges are 
assigned to both adult criminal and juve­
nile cases (as well as civil, domestic rela­
tions, and other cases). This way of as­
signing judges makes it difficult to quan­
tify exactly how much time and how 
many resources are devoted exclusively 
to juvenile GaSes. In Cook County, how­
ever, where financial data are available, 
Juvenile Court spending (in constant dol­
lars) has fallen slightly since the early 
1970s. 

Direct expenditures from the Corporate 
Purposes Fund for the Cook County Ju­
venile Court (including the operation of 
the Juvenile Court and juvenile probation 
and court services department) de­
creased 7 pel'aent overall (in constant 
dollars) between fiscal years 1970 and 
1988 (FINANCE 5-7). Constant-dollar ex­
penditures for the Juvenile Court in­
creased nearly 6 percent between 1970 
and 1975, but then fell more than 16 per­
cent between 1975 and 1986. From 
1986 through 1988, however, Juvonile 
Court spending in Cook County io-

. creased by neCl,rly 5 percent. 
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In terms of personnel, the number of 
judges assigned to juvenile cases in 
Cool< County has increased over the 
years, but these judges still make up a 
relatively low percentage of all Circuit 
Court judges. Between fiscal years 1975 
and 1988, the number of circuit and as­
sociate judges assigned to juvenile cases 
rose to 17 from 12. However, those 17 
judges accounted for only 5 percent of 
the 340 circuit and associate judges in 
the Circuit Court of Cook County in 1988. 
The 12 judges assigned to juvenile cases 
in 1975 accounted for 4.5 percent of the 
judges in the county that year. 

In the 18th JUdicial Circuit (DuPage 
County), there has been only one juve­
nile courtroom and one judge assigned to 
juvenile cases since 1979-this despite 
the fact that the number of Juvenile Court 
cases in the county has increased 
sharply in rl::cent years (see page 249). 
So while the total number of judges in the 
18th Circuit rose from 25 in 1980 to 34 in 
1988, the number of judges assigned to 
juvenile cases (and, presumably, the 
overall level of spending on the Juvenile 
Court) did not change, 

HOW HAVE" EXPENDITURES 
FOR JUVENILE PROBATION 
CHANGED IN ILLINOIS? 
Few counties in Illinois maintain separate 
financial information for their adult and 
juvenile probation departments. In many 
of the counties that do report adult and 
juvenile probation expenditures sepa­
rately, adult probation takes up a larger 
share of total county spending on 
probation .. 11 

Sang am on County, for example, spent 
$511 ,053 on adult probation and 
$369,949 on juvenile probation in fiscal 
1988. In Peoria County that year, adult 
probation expenditures were more than 
double those for juvenile probation 
($703,661, compared to $346,236). In 
the 9th Judicial Circuit, however, spend­
ing on juvenile probation exceeded 
spending on adult probation in fiscal 
1988. The six counties in the 9th Circuit 
(Fulton, Hancock, Henderson, Knox, 
McDonough, and Warren) spent 
$334,432 on a common adult probation 
office in 1988, but a combined total of 
$442,286 on their separate juvenile pro­
bation departments. 

IS SPENDING ON JUVENILE 
CORRECTIONS INCREASING 
OR DECREASING? 
Juvenile corrections consists of both local 
detention centers (which typically house 
juveniles accused of acts that would be 
criminal offenses if committed by an 
adult) and state-level facilities (which typi­
cally house juveniles adjudicated delin­
quent for these same types of acts). The 
majority of juvenile correctio'nal facilities 
in the United States are public institu­
tions, although there are many private fa­
cilities as well. 12 In 1985, about 40 per" 
cent of the juveniles in custody nation­
wide, and about 25 percent in Illinois, 
were held in private facilities. 

Total spending for juvenile corrections 
has increased nationally since the mid-
1970s, as the overall number of juveniles 
in custody has grown. Between 1975 
and 1985, the correctional population of 
juveniles nationwide increased 12 per­
cent, to 83,402.13 Interestingly, this in­
crease was not the result of higher juve­
nile arrest rates-these rates generally 
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declined along with adult arrest rates dur­
ing this period. Rather ,it was the result 
of a 30-percent increase in the likelihood 
that a jl,lveliHe taken into police custody 
would eventually be detained in a correc­
tional facility. Not surprisingly, then, total 
expenditllres for public and private juve­
nile corrections more than doubled (in 
nominal dollars) between 1975 ($867.8 
million) and 1984 ($2.1 billion), and in­
creased 25 percent in constant dollars. 

In Illinois, however, the trends were just 
the opposite. The number of juveniles in 
correctional facilities declined 2 percent, 
from 2,099 in 1975 to 2,066 in 1985 (al­
though the incarceration rate per 100,000 
juv!,!niles increased to 170 in 1985, from 
138'in 1975).14 Overall spending on juve­
nile corrections (in constant dollars) fell 
by even more-21 percent between 1975 
and 1984.15 And while the percentage of 
juveniles in custody who were held in pri­
vate facilities remained relatively steady 
nationwide, in Illinois, the percentage de­
clined from 43 percent in 1975 to 26 per­
cent in 1985.16 

HOW MUCH MONEY DO ILLINOIS 
COUNTIES SPEND ON JUVENILE 
DETENTION? 
Under Illinois law, a juvenile taken into 
custody can be held in a county or mu­
nicipallockup for only six hours, after 
which the juvenile must be either re­
leased or, in the case o(someone who 
needs secure, temporary detention, 
transferred to a county detention facility.17 
Fourteen counties in Illinois have juvenile 
detention ce'.lers, with a combined ca­
pacity of slightly more than 700 (see 
page 220). Counties that do not have 
their own facility must contract with an­
other county to hold their juveniles. The 
daily rate for holding out-of-county juve­
niles ranges from $45 to $75 per person, 
with an average rate of $50 statewide.18 

These per-diem rates vary depending on 
the amount of time the juvenile spends in 
the facility and whether the county con­
tracting for the space is in the same judi­
cial circuit as the county with the facility.19 
Based on these per-diem costs, housing 
a juvenile in a detention facility for one 
year can range from $16,425 to $27,375. 

Overall spending by the counties for juve-
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FINANCE 5-7 
After declining 12 percent between 1970 and 1980, spending 
on the Juvenile Court in Cook County has been relatively 
stable in. the 19805. 

Direct expenditures from Corporate Purposes Fund, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 

20 
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5 
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County fiscal years 

Note: Figures include expenditures for the operations of the Juvenile Court 
and the juvenile probation and court services department. 

Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

nile detention increased 22 percent in illi­
nois (in constant dollars) between fiscal 
years 1981 and 1988, when it topped 
$18.2 million. This statewide increase 
was driven by a 51-percent rise in expen­
ditures outside Cook County (FINANCE 5-
8). Spending on juvenile detention in­
creased sharply in many counties during 
this period. Constant-dollar expenditures 
increased 120 percent for the facility in 
LaSalle County, which serves the 13th 
Judicial Circuit, 90 percent in Adams 
County (8th Circuit), and 83 percent in 
Madison County (3rd Circuit). In Cook 
County, however, expenditures (in con­
stant dollars) for the juvenile detention 
center rose only 2 percent during this 
same period. 

Between fiscal years 1970 and 1988, ex­
penditures for the Cook County Juvenile 
Temporary Detention Center from the 
county's Corporate Purposes Fund did 
increase more than 15 percent. How­
ever, most of this increase occurred be­
tween 1970 and 1976, when constant­
dollar expenditures rose almost 30 per­
cent (FINANCES-9). Betweenfiscal years 

1976 and 1986, th'ase expenditures fell 
by 22 percent, before increasing 15 per­
cent between 1986 and 1988. In fiscal 
1988, it cost approximately $27,043 to 
house a juvenile in the Cook County Ju­
venile Temporary Detention Center for 
one year.20 

In DuPage County, expenditures for the 
juvenile detention home increased 83 
percent (in constant dollars) between fis­
cal years 1975 and 1988. Almost ell of 
these expenditures come from the deten­
tion home tax levy, although the county 
also receives funds from the state in the 
form of salary reimbursements for juve­
nile detention officers. 

Like most small counties in Illinois, Cass 
County does not have its own juvenile 
detention facility. Instead, the county 
contracts with nearby Adams County to 
house juveniles that need temporary de­
tention. Cass County pays $45 a day to 
house a juvenile in the Adams County . 
facility. 

One important consideration for a county 
that does not operate its own detention 
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facility is the cost of transporting juveniles. 
to and from the facility the county con­
tracts with. At some facilities, transporta­
tion, as well as medical treatment and 
other expenses, must be provided by the 
county contracting to detain the juvenile. 
In some counties with detention facilities, 
these transportation costs are covered by 
federal grants awarded through the Illi­
nois Juvenile Justice Commission. As of 
April 1990, however, only five of the 14 
counties with detention centers had re­
ceived these transportation grants. In 
1988, these grants ranged from $7,OOO.to 
$76,000.21 Counties using the other de­
tention centers must rely on local law en­
forcement agencies, such as their sher­
iffs' departments, to transport juveniles to 
the facilities. 

In the 13 detention centers outside Cook 
County, the average starting salary of de­
tention staff was $18,322 in 1988. Start­
ing salaries that year ranged from 
$17,000 (the minimllm needed to qualify 
for partial salary reimbursements from 
the Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts) to $20,080. 

HOW MUCH DOES THE STATE 
GOVERNMENT SPEND ON 
JUVENILE CORRECTIONS? 
Spending for the Illinois Department of 
Corrections' entire Juvenile Division, 
which incluc!es not only youth center fa­
cilities but also field services, decreased 
30 percent in constant dollars between 
state fiscal years 1975 and 1988. Expen­
ditures specifically for IDOC youth cen­
ters also declined during this period, but 
by a smaller amount-7 percent in con­
stant dollars (FINANCE 5-10). 

Decreases in IDOC expenditures come 
at a time when state government expen­
ditures for juvenile corrections are gener­
ally increasing nationally. In 1985, the 
states spent,$926 million on juvenile cor­
rections, up from $308 million in 1971.22 
That translates into an increase of about 
9 percent in constant dollars. During the 
same period, IDOC expenditures for its 
Juvenile Division also increased (in nomi­
nal dollars), from about $21 million in 
1971 to $41 million in·1985. But in con­
stant dollars, IDOC spending actually fell 
almost 30 percent during this period. 

246 

FINANCE 5-8 
County spending on juvenile detention increased 24 percent 
statewide and 55 percent outside Cook County from 1981 to 1988. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars 

Percent 
Judicial circuit (county) 1981 1988 change 

3rd Circuit (Madison) $488,277 $895,650 +83% 
6th Circuit (Champaign) 292,963 300,078 +2% 
7th Circuit (Sangamon) 594,400 839,835 +41% 
8th Circuit (Adams) 245,222 466,446 +90% 
9th Circuit (Knox) 313,684 331,126 +6% 
10th Circuit (Peoria) 417,550 482,236 +15% 
13th Circuit (LaSalle) 208,371 459,359 +120% 
16th Circuit (Kane) 534,510 871,594 +63% 
17th Circuit (Winnebago) 487,413 617,112 +27% 
18th Circuit (OuPage) 1,184,532 2,217,915 +87% 
19th Circuit (Lake) 867,814 1,128,964 +30% 
20th Circuit (8t. Clair) 400,078 482,846 +21% 
Cook County 8,917,644 9,124,931 +2% 
Total $14,952,458 $18,218,092 +22% 
Total (exel. Cook) $6,034,814 $9,093,161 +51% 

Note: The county name in parentheses indicates the county where the detention center is 
located. A detention facility opened in Macon County (6th Judicial Circuit) in January 1989. 

Source: Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 

FINANCE 5-9 
Spending for the Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detention 
Center increased 15 percent between fiscal years 1986 and 1988. 

ExpenditurEJs from Corporate Purposes Fund, 
constant 1988 dollars (millions) 
12 
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Source: Office of the Cook County Comptroller 

Several factors account for the decline in 
IDOC spending on juvenile corrections. 
Regional juvenile field service offices 
were eliminated in the 1970s and early 
1980s,23 status offenders were removed 
from secure detention, and the IDOC fa-

cility in Geneva, Illinois, was closed.24 In 
addition, in 1982 the Illinois Department 
of Children and Fa.mily Services took 
over from IDOC a number of services to 
juveniles provided through the Unified 
Delinquency Intervention Services 
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FINANCE 5-1 0 FINANCE 5-11 
Overall spending for IDOC's Juvenile Division 
declined 17 percent from 1981 to 1988, but 
spending for youth centers rose 12 percent. 

The Juvenile Division accounts for a shrinking 
percentage of all operating expenditures for the 
Illinois Department of Corrections. 

Expenditures, constant 1988 dollars (millions) Percentage of IDOC operating expenditures 
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Source: Illinois Department of Corrections 

(UDIS). These services had an operating 
budgGt in excess of $1 million in 1989 
(see page 248 for more information on 
UDIS). 

In recent years, after these changes in 
responsibilities and services took effect, 
overalilDOC spending on juvenile cor­
rections has been relatively flat, while 
spending on youth centers has increased 
slightly. Between fiscal years 1983 and 
1988, constant-dollar expenditures for 
IDOC's Juvenile Division declined by less 
than 1 percent and expenditures specifi­
cally for juvenile institutions rose 6 
percent. 

As a percentage of alilDOC operational 
expenditures, spending for the Juvenile 
Division has deciined sharply since the 
mid-1970s. From almost 28 percent in 
fiscal year 1975, the percentage of IDOC 
spending devoted to juvenile activities fell 
to less than 9 percent in fiscal 1988 
(FINANCE 5-11). This large decrease in 
proportional spending is the result of both 
the overall decline in IDOC expenditures 
for juvenile corrections and the huge in­
crE:)ase in expenditures for IDOC's Adult 
Division (see Chapter 4). 

Although the constant-dollar expendi­
tures for IDOC's JUVenile Division have 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections 

decreased in recent years, the number of 
security employees in juvenile institutions 
has grown from 506 in 1980 to 597 in 
1988, an 18-percent increase. Counting 
both security and administrative employ­
ees, however, the number of full-time 
employees in the Juvenile Division de­
clined from 1,762.in 1971 to 1,298 in 
1975, before rising slightly to 1,334 in 
1985. Nationwide, the number of em­
ployees in state juvenile institutions in­
creased slightly, from 29,712 in 1971 to 
32,026 in 1985.25 

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST 
TO HOUSE A JUVENILE 
IN AN IDOC FACILITY? 
It cost about $28,900 a year to house a 
juvenile in an IDOC youth center in state 
fiscal year 1988. The per-juvenile cost 
was different in different youth centers, 
ranging from about$23,200 a year at the 
Valley View youth center (Kane County) 
to more than $37,500 at the Joliet facility 
(FINANCE 5-12). 

Juvenile incarceration costs in Illinois (in­
eluding both state and co~nty facilities) 
seem relatively close to the national aver­
age, according to the most recently avail­
able data. Nationally, the operational 
cost of housing one juvEmile in a public 

correctional facility (including detention, 
correctional, and shelter facilities) for one 
year was $25,200 in 1984; in Illinois that 
year, it was $24,055.26 Between 1975 
and 1984, the average cost (in constant 
dollars) rose 16 percent nationally and 18 
percent in Illinois. 

The $28,900-a-year cost of housing a ju­
venile in an IDOC youth center is 80 per­
cent higher than the comparable cost of 
housing an adult in an IDOC prison­
$16,000 a year in fiscal 1988. One rea­
son for the higher costs for juveniles in­
volves spending on personnel, which is 
the largest expense in both adult and ju­
venile institutions. In general, there are 
more youth center staff per juvenile than 
there are prison staff per adult inmate in 
Illinois. In fiscal 1988, for example, there 
were approximately two security staff for 
every four juveniles in custody (see 
FINANCE 5-12). In state prisons, there 
were approximately two security staff for 
every five inmates. 

Another factor in the higher per-person 
costs in juvenile institutions is the location 
of the facilities. Most juvenile institutions 
are located in or near urban areas, where 
costs for food, supplies, and other items 
are generally higher than in rural parts of 
the state, where many state prisons are ............................ _I~.' ...................... .. 
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located. The size of juvenile institutions, 
which are. generally smaller than adult fa­
cilities, may also account for the higher 
per-person costs. Adult facilities may 
achieve economies of scale-that is, the 
per-inmate costs decrease as total costs 
are spread out over a larger number of . 
inmates. 

HOW MUCH DO ALTERNATIVES 
TO JU,VENILE INCARCERATION 
COST? 
Most juveniles committed to the Illinois 
Departmentof CorreCtions progress from 
institutional custody to field services su­
pervision, which provides a variety of pro­
grams for young offenders as they return 
to the community. As might be expected, 
field services supervision is considerably 
less expensive, in terms of government 
expenditures, than housing a juvenile in 
an institution. In fiscal year 1988, it cost 
IDOC an average of $2,288 a year to su­
pervise a juvenile in its field services pro­
gram, compared to $28,891 a year in a 
youth center.27 

One program aimed at diverting juveniles 
from IDOC custody altogether is Inten­
sive Probation Supervision (see Chapter 
3 for more information about IPS). So 
far, however, only Cook County has an 
IPS program for juveniles that is funded 
by the Illinois Supreme Court and oper­
ated according,to the court's standards.28 

This program may have saved the state 

FINANCE 5-12 

as much as $5 million by successfully di­
verting about 200 young offenders who 
would otherwise have been placed in 
costly correctional facilities for juveniles. 

From IPS's inception in late 1984 through 
June 1989, 198 of the 363 juveniles who 
had completed the program in Cook 
County had done so successfully (the 
remaining 165 juveniles were sent to 
IDOC).29 It would have cost IDOC more 
than $5.7 million to house these 198 ju­
veniles in its youth centers for one year. 
Under IPS, the state paid an estimated 
$700,000 to supervise these same 198 
juveniles for a year-about $3,500 for 
each person, primarily in salary reim­
bursements and travel costs. When lo­
cal costs are included, the cost per juve­
nile in IPS increases to about $4,775 a 
year.30 Still, the total cost to government 
of supervising the 198 juveniles who suc­
cessfully completed IPS was about 
$945,000, or $4.75 million less than the 
cost of incarceration for those same 
juveniles. 

The UDIS (Unified Delinquency Interven­
tion Services) program also provides 
community-based services to adjudicated 
delinquents as an alternative to place­
ment in IDOC. The Illinois Department of 
Children and Family Services has ad­
ministered the UDIS program since Octo­
ber 1982, after IDOC funding for the pro­
gram was discontinued.31 

It cost approximately $28,900 a year to house a juvenile in an IDOC 
youth center during state fiscal year 1988. 

Juveniles per staff 

Total 
Facility staff 

Harrisburg 1.4 
Joliet 1.0 
Kankakee 1.3 
Pere Marquette 1.3 
8t. Charles 1.1 
Valley View 1.5 
Warrenville 1.4 
State average 1.3 

. Juvenile field services average cost 
Adult institution average cost 

Security 
staff 

2.3 
1.5 
2.1 
2.4 
1.9 
2.5 
2.1 
2.0 

Source: Illinois Department of Corrections 
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Cost per juvenile 
in fiscal 1988 

$25,002 
37,641 
28,623 
30,386 
30,808 
23,242 
27,984 

$28,891 

$2,288 
$16,000 

In fiscal year 1983, the UDIS program 
served 298 youths with a budget of 
$683,40()-:.an annual cost per juvenile Of 
$2,293. In fiscal 1989,when UDIS 
served 640 youths with a budget of$1.1 
million, the annual cosf per juvenile 
dropped to $1,719. This 1989 figure is 
less than the annual cost of keeping a ju­
venile in either IDOC field services super­
vision ($2,288) or an IDOC youth center 
($28,891). In fiscal 1989, 76 percent of 
the juveniles whose UDIS cases were 
closed left the program "successfully," 
meaning that they were attending school 
or were gainfully employed. 

HOW DOES SPENDING ON 
JUVENILE JUSTICE COMPARE 
WITH JUVENILE JUSTICE 
ACTIVITY IN ILLINOIS? 
Like spending patterns for the different 
components of Illinois' juvenile justice 
system, the activity levels of different ju­
venile justice agencies have changed 
over the years. And while it is difficult to 
develop a comprehensive statewide pic­
ture of spending compared to activity, 
available data suggest that changes in 
juvenile justice expenditures are not 
keeping pace with changes in the work­
loads of many juvenile justice agencies. 

In Cook County, fofexample, changes in 
spending on the Juvenile Court have not 
kept up with increases. in court activity 
since the mid-1970s (FINANCE 5-13). 
From 1975 through 1988, direct expendi­
tures for the Cook County Juvenile Court 
decreased more than 12 percent (in con­
stant dollars), while the number of Juve­
nile Court petitions filed in the county in­
creased almost 30 percent.32 Between 
1975 and 1982, Juvenile Court petitions 
in Cook County increased almost 28 per­
cent, but spending fell by 15 percent. 
Between 1982 and 1985; there was a 
sharp drop in Juvenile Court cases and 
dispositions, with spending remaining 
relatively steady. But from 1985 through 
1988, Juvenile Court petitions shot up 
another 29 percent, while constant-dollar 
expenditures rose by just 3 percent. 

Interestingly, growth in the number of 
prosecutors budgeted for juvenilecases 
in Cook County has generally kept pace 
with increases in Juvenile Court activity. 
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FINANCE 5-13 
The number of Juvenile Court petitions filed in Cook County 
increasl3d 28 percent betweon 1975 and 1988, but spending 
on the court declined 12 percent. 

Juvenile petitions 
(thousands) 

Expenditures, constant 
1988 dollars (millions) 
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Between 1978 and 1988, when Juvenile 
Court petitions increased by almost 58 
percent, the number of assistant state's 
attorneys budgeted for the Juvenile Court 
nearly doubled, from 28 to 55. 

In DuPage County (18th Judicial Circuit), 
Juvenile Court activity has generally in­
creased in the 1980s, although resources 
for the court essentially have not 
changed. Between 1980 and 1986, the 
number of new cases filed in Juvenile 
Court in DuPage County rose by 58 per­
cent, to 721 ,33 and the number (Jf cases 
pending at the end of the year increased 
86 percent, to 353. The number of cases 
terminated also increased gradually (43 
percent, to 676 in 1986). Throughout this 
period, however, the county had only one 
judge and one courtroom for juvenile 
cases. 

In the area of juvenile corrections, activity 
has been relatively steady over the past 
several years, but spending has declined. 
Between 1975 and 1985, the number of 
juveniles in both state and county juve-

JUVENILE JUSTICE 

nile correctional facilities in Illinois de­
clined 2 percent, while state and county 
government spending on juvenile correc­
tions (in constant dollars) fell by even 
more-21 percent between 1975 and 
1984.34 More recently, the average daily 
population of juveniles in the custody of 
the Illinois Department of Corrections (in­
cluding both the institutional cl.lstody and 
field services supervision populations) 
rose slightly (about 1 percent) between 
fiscal years 1982 and 1988, but constant­
dollar spending for IDOC's Juvenile Divi­
sion fell hy more than 6 percent. The av­
erage daily juvenile populations in both 
institutional custody and field services 
supervision were steady during this pe­
riod, while constant-dollar expenditures 
increased 7 percent for juvenile institu­
tions but declined 64 percent for field 
services.35 

The Data 
For the level of government probably 
most involved in juvenile justice in 11Ii­
nois-county government-little compre­
hensive financial data are readily avail­
able on the subject. But for state govern­
ment-whose role in juvenile justice is 
limited primarily to corrections and vari­
ous salary reimbursements-extensive 
financial data on those functions are 
available in Illinois. 

Data on county spending for juvenile jus­
tice are limited primarily because there is 
no centralized reporting of juvenile justice 
expenditures in Illinois. As a result, ex­
penditure data are available only on a 
county-by-county basis. This section re­
lies largely on finan3ial information pro­
vided by Cass, Cook, and DuPage coun­
ties, as well as selected other counties 
for various juvenile justice functions. 

At the state level, juvenile justice expen­
diture data come largely from the Office 
of the Illinois Comptroller, as well as the 
Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts 
and the Illinois Department of 
Corrections. 

One note about data on prosecution and 
public defense personnel involved in ju­
venile cases in Cook County: this sec­
tion examines the number of assistant 
state's attorneys and assistant public 
defenders budgeted for juvenile cases. 
Because of the possibility of hiring lags 
and changes in work assignments, these 
numbers may not match the number of 
prosecutors and public defenders actu­
ally assigned to and working on juvenile 
cases. 
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Notes 
1 In stafefiscal year 1988, the state 
received nearly $129,000 in private 
donations for I"SEARCH, while it spent 
almost $4 million in General Revenue 
fundsfor the program. 

2 Before state fiscal year 1984, DCFS 
received federal money through the 
Criminal Justice Trust Fund. However, 
it is difficult to discern what portion of 
the expenditures from this fund were 
used for adulf and what portion for 
juvenile justice activities. 

3 Courts that handle juvenile cases are 
referred to as "juvenile courts" in this 
report. Note that, organizationally, 
these courts are part of the state's 
regular Circuit Court system: juvenile 
courts are under the control of the chief 
judge in each circuit, and they have 
regular circuit and associate judges 
assigned to hear cases in them. 

4 Depending on the population of the 
county, the special property tax levy for 
juve'nile detention programs can be 
established.~~y majority vote of either 
the county board or the legal voters of 
the Qounty. In counties with 300,000 or 
fewer inhabitants, the levy ,must be 
adopted byvoter referendum; in 
counties with 300,000 to 1 million 
people, the levy can be adflpted by the 
county board: In addition, llhe size of 
the levy varies according to county size. 
In counties with 300,000 dtfewer 
inhabitants, it may not excetf!Ci 0.015 
percent of the equalized or assessed 
value of property in the county; in 
couri'ties with 300,000 to 1 million 
people, the levy can be slightly higher­
up to 0.04 percent of the equalized or 
assessed property value for construc­
tion of the facilities, and up to 0.02 
percent for operations. III.Rev.Stat., ch. 
23, par. 2685. 

5 Annual Detention Survey (Spring­
field, III.: Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts, 1988). 

6 11!'.Rev.Stat., ch. 37, par. 806~9.' 

7 '1II.Re~.Stat., ch,37, par, 806-6 (4). 

8 Cook County ,\~nnual Ap~ropriations 
Bill for FY1989, p. 286. 
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9 These per-case casts are an 
av!erage based on the number of cases 

n . 
handled by the Juvenile Section of the 
Cook County Public Defender's Office 
and on the expenditures for the Juvenile 
Section. Keep in rffihd thats6me cases 
are short and simple,and'(equire 
relatively few resources, while others 
are lengthy and complex, and require 
more time, court appearances, and 
resources. 

10 Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989, pp. 296-298. 

11 The following data were provided by 
the Probation Division of the Administra­
tive Office of the Illinois Courts. 

12 A public facility is under the direct 
administrative and operational control of 
a state or local government and is 
staffed by government employees. A 
private facility is subject to government 
licensing but is under the direct adminis­
trative and operational control of private 
enterprise. A private facility may 
receive substantial public funding in 
addition to support from private sources. 
Children in CustOdy: Census of public 
and private juvenile detention, correc­
tional, and shelter facilities, 1975-1985 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, 1989) p. 4. 

13 Children in Custody, 1989, p. 10. 

14 Children in Custody, 1989, pp, 10, 
13. 

15 The actual decrease ,in spending on 
juvenile corrections in Illinois is probably 
not as large as that indicated by these 
figures, because the 1984 data include 
only operational expenses, while the 
1·975 data include capital expenditures 
as well (see the footnote to table 14, p. 
23, qfChildren in Custody, 1989). 
However; between 1977 and 1982, the 
data (incfuding capital expenditures) 
indicate, a 20"percent increase in 
spending in nominal dollars, which 
translates into a nearly 21 ~percent 
, decrease in spending in constant 
dollars. 

16 Children in Custody, 1989, pp. 
11-12. 

17 III. Rev:'Stat. , ch:37, par. 805-7 
(2)(C). 

18 Excluding Cook Courity, slightly 
more than 19 percent of the juveniles 

, housed in county detention tenters in 
1987 were from outside the county with 
the detention facility. This proportion is, 
up from 1981 , when about 9 perc:ent of 
the juveniles held in detention were .' 
from other other counties. Cook and 
DuPage counties housed all of their 
juvenile detainees in their own, facilities 
in 1987. These figures, which come 
from the Administrative Office ofthe 
Illinois Courts' Probation Division, 
include both juveniles awaiting disposi­
tion of their cases and those who have 
been a,djudicated. 

19. For example, counties that house a 
juvenile in the Champaign County 
facility are charged $75 for theJirst day 
and $65 for every day thereafter. Lake 
County charges $50 a day for the first 
10 days, then $65 a day after that; Ogle 
County's daily rate decreases from $50 
to $40 after 21 days. LaSalle County 
charges $40 a day tocountjes within the 
13th Judicial Circuit, but $50 a day to 
counties outside the circuit. , 

20 Cook County Annual Appropriations 
Bill for FY1989. 

21 Annual Detention Survey, 1 ~88. 

22 These national arid Illinois figures 
come from the 1971 and 1985 editions 
of Justice Expenditure and Employment' 
inthe U.S. (Washington, D.C.: Bureau 
of Justice StatistiCS). 

23 The scaling back of juvenile field 
services programs resulted in a sharp 
drop inlDOC spending on these 
programs. In. fiscaryear 1970,. about 30 
percent of IDOC Juvenile Division 
expenditures were for field servipes, 
compared with less than 10 percent in 
fiscal 1988. 

24 When status offenders were phased 
out of IDOC, the female population at 
the Geneva. facility dropped from3QO to 
90~ , 

25 Justice Expenditure and Employment 
i~the U.S., 1971 and 1985 editions. 
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26 Child;en in Custody, 1989, p; 25. 
Costs in private facilities are compa­
rable-$24,680 in. Illinois and $24,329 
nationally. 

27 Annual Report 1988 (Springfield, III.: 
Illinois Department of Corrections, 
1989), p. 51. 

28 These standards specify, for 
example, that juveniles admitted to IPS 
would otherwise have been sent to a 
correctional institution. St. Clair County 
includes a small number of juveniles 
(five to seven) in its adult IPS program, 
but Cook County has the only state­
funded juvenile IPS program. 

29 Cook County Juvenile IPS Program 
(personal communication, October 13, 
1989). 

30 Gregg Anderson, Statewide Sum­
mary, Quarterly Statistical Report 
(Springfield, III.: Intensive Probation 
Supervision, 1989). State costs for IPS 
reflect reimbursements for probation 
officer salaries and travel expenses. 
County governments pay an additional 
25 percent to 35 percent for fringe 
benefits and administrative costs. For 
these calculations, the 35-percent figure 
was used. 

31 Overview of Administration and 
Programs: Division of Youth and 
Community Services (Springfield, III.: 
Illinois Department of Children and 
Family Services, 1990), pp. 17-19. 
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32 These spending figures represent 
direct expenditures from the Cook 
County Corporate Purposes Fund for 
the operation of the Juvenile Court, as 
well as juvenile probation and court 
services. Note also that the Juvenile 
Court petition totals include neglect and 
abuse cases. While these cases 
require some court resources, most of 
the services in such cases are provided 
by the state government through the 
IllinoiS Department of Children and 
Family Services. 

33 In 1987, the number of new juvenile 
cases in DuPage County increased· 
sharply; however, much of this increase 
was the result of a change in the way 
juvenile cases were counted. After 
1986, each separate Juvenile Court 
case is counted individually, even cases 
involving the same child. 

34 Children in Custody, ·1989. See note 
15, however. 

35 Illinois Department of Corrections. 
Also see Figure 5~ 18. 
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APPENDIXA 

Glossary 
Words or phrases in italics have separate glossary entries. 

abused minor. Anyone under age 18 who has been 
physically or sexually abused by a caretaker. 

acquit. To release or discharge from an accusation; to 
legally certify the innocence of a defendant charged with a 
crime. 

addicted minor. Anyone under age 21 who is an addict or 
an alcoholic as defined in the Illinois Alcoholism and Other 
Drug Dependency Act (11l.Rev.Stat., ch. 111 1/2, par. 6351-
1 et seq.). 

adjudicate. To decide, settle, or decree judicially. 

adjudicatory hearing. The fact-finding stage of juvenile 
proceedings. 

administrative custody. The status that describes ajuve­
nile who is detained in a local jail or other detention facility 
while on parole or on extended or authorized absence from 
the Illinois Department of Corrections. 

Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts. The admin­
istrative arm of the Illinois Supreme Court that oversees the 
operations of all subordinate courts in the state, including 
the Illinois Appellate Court and the Circuit courts. AOIC 
also supervises the operations of individual probation de­
partments in Illinois. 

administrative placement. The status that describes a 
juvenile who is under the institutional custody of the Illinois 
Department of Corrections, but who is housed in a mental 
health center, residential treatment center, or other special­
ized facility. 

admissions. See prison admissions. 

adult. Generally, anyone aged 17 or older at the time he 
or she is accused of a criminal offense. See also juvenile. 
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AFIS. See automated fingerprint identification system. 

age-specific arrest rates. The number of arrests for a spe­
cific age group divided by the number of people in that age 
group for a certain year; age-specific arrest rates in this 
report are expressed as the number of arrests per 100,000 
population. 

aggravated assault. See index aggravated assault. 

aggravating circumstances. Any circumstances accom­
panying the commission of a crime that increase its enor­
mity or add to its injurious consequences, but which are 
above and beyond the essential constituents of the crime 
itself. See also mitigating circumstances. 

AOIC. See Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts. 

appeal. A request by either the prosecution or the defense 
that a higher (appellate) court review the decision of a 
lower (trial) court or administrative agency. 

appellate court. Any higher court whose function is to 
ensure that the law was properly interpreted and applied in 
particular cases tried in the lower (trial) courts. See Illinois 
Appellate Court and Illinois Supreme Cour/. 

arbitration. The referral of a dispute to an impartial third 
person by the parties to the dispute, who agree in advance 
to abide by the arbiter's decision following a hearing at 
which both parties have an opportunity to be heard. See 
also mediation. 

ARIMA. AutoRegressive Integrated Moving Average, 
which is a standard method for forecasting various types of 
data, including criminal justice data. 

arraignment. A court hearing in which the identity of the 
defendant is established, the defendant is informed of the 
charges that have been filed, and the defendant enters a 
plea of guilty or not guilty to the charges. 
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arrest. The taking into police custody of someone be­
lieved to have committed a crime, regardless of whether or 
not the person is formally charged. See also charge, pre­
liminary hearing. 

anest warrant. A document issued by a judicial officer 
that directs law enforcement officers to arrest a person who 
has been accused of a specific offense. 

arson. See index arson. 

associate judge. A judge of the Circuit Courtwho, in 
criminal proceedings, is usually limited to presiding over 
misdemeanor cases or sometimes pretrial proceedings in 
felony cases; associate judges also hear juvenile cases. 
Associate judges are appointed by the chief judge of the 
judicial circuit. See also circuit judge. 

authorized absence. See extended or authorized 
absence. 

automated fingerprint identification systems. Recently 
developed computer systems that scan and store finger­
print impressions. AFIS can extract identifying characteris­
tics in sufficient detail to allow a single fingerprint to be 
distinguished from millions of prints that have been 
scanned and stored in the computer's memory. 

automatic transfer. The automatic movement of a 
suspected juvenile offender to adult court for prosecution. 
In Illinois, any juvenile charged with first-degree murder, 
aggravated criminal sexual assault, armed robbery with a 
firearm, or certain drug or weapons violations committed in 
or near a school, who was at least 15 years old at the time 
of the offense, must be tried as an adult. See also discre­
tionary transfer. 

bail. Money or property that a defendant pledges to the 
court, or actually depOSits with the court, to secure release 
from legal custody pending further criminal proceedings 
following an arrest. In Illinois, the amount of cash bail re­
quired is usually 10 percent of the bail amount set by the 
court. See also bond. 

bench trial. In criminal proceedings, a trial in which there 
is no jury and in which a judge decides all issues of fact 
and law in the case. See also jury trial. 

Bill of Rights for Victims and Witnesses of Violent 
Crime. A 1984 Illinois law designed to ensure that violent 
crime victims and witnesses are treated fairly and compas­
sionately (1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1401 et seq.). Among 
other things, the law requires criminal justice officials to 
keep victims informed of developments in their cases and 
to help victims seek emotional and monetary assistance. 

bond. A document that guarantees the defendant will 
appear for future court dates as required and that records 
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the pledge c;>f money or property to be paid to the court if 
the defendant does not appear. See also bail. 

bond hearing. A pretrial proceeding in which the defen­
dant is formally notified of the charges that have been filed 
and a bond is set to ensure the defendant will appear at 
subsequent court dates. 

burglary. See index burglary. 

CCH. See Computerized Criminal History system. 

charge. An allegation that a specific person has commit­
ted a specific offense. Charges are recorded in various 
charging documents, such as a complaint, information, or 
indictment. 

charging document. A formal written statement submit­
ted to the court that alleges a specific person has commit­
ted a specific offense. Charging documents include 
complaints, indictments, and informations. 

Circuit Court. A trial-level court that hears and resolves 
felony, misdemeanor, and juvenile cases, as well as some 
non-criminal cases. In Illinois, these trial courts are organ­
ized into 22 judicial circuits. 

circuit judge. A judge of the Circuit Court, elected to a six­
year term by the voters in that judicial circuit. In criminal 
proceedings, circuit judges usually preside over felony 
cases only; they also may hear juvenile matters. See also 
associate judge. 

Class X. A statutory offense class established for sentenc­
ing purposes that includes such serious felonies as at­
tempted murder, armed robbery, and aggravated criminal 
sexual assault Class X offenders are not eligible for alter­
native sentences such as probation or conditional dis­
charge; instead, they must serve time in prison. 

clearance. See offenses cleared, clearance rate. 

clearance rate. The number of offenses cleared divided 
by the number of reported offenses during the same time 
period, expressed as a percentage. 

collar counties. Generally, the six cQunties in the immedi­
ate Chicago area: DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, Will, ' 
and suburban Cook. 

community correctional center. A community-based 
correctional facility that offers selected low-risk inmates the 
opportunity to make the transition from institutional life to 
the community through a structured intermediate step. 
Some community correctional centers are operated directly 
by the Illinois Department of Corrections, while other cen­
ters are operated under contract with other organizations. 

community oriented policing. A law enforcement strat­
egy that stresses police-citizen cooperation in identifying 
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and solving crime problems. Unlike traditional strategies in 
which police are involved principally in responding to calls 
for service, community oriented policing relies on citizen 
ideas and information, not necessarily about specific 
crimes, but about problems (such as abandoned buildings 
and drug houses) that lead to larger crime problems. 

commutation. A type of executive clemency in which an 
offender's prison sentence is reduced. A commutation 
generally does not connote forgiveness; rather, it is used to 
shorten an excessively or unusually long sentence. See 
also pardon. 

complaint. A sworn, written statement, usually signed by 
the victim or another citizen witness and presented to a 
court, which charges a specific person or persons with the 
commission of an offense. See also indictment and infor­
mation. 

Computerized Criminal History system. The state cen­
tral repository for criminal history record information, oper­
ated by the Illinois State Police. 

conditional discharge. A court-imposed sentence similar 
to probation, except that the level of supervision of the 
offender is limited. Technically, it is "a sentence or disposi­
tion of conditional and revocable release without probation­
ary supervision but under such conditions as may be im­
posed by the court" (1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 38, par. 1005-1-4). 

conservation violation. A breach of laws regarding pro­
tection of the environment. 

Crime Index. A group of eight crime categories that to­
gether give some indication of the level, fluctuation, and 
distribution of reported crime in the United States as a 
whole, in individual states, and in local jurisdictions. Four 
of these index crimes are violent crimes-murder, sexual 
assault, robbery, and aggravated assault-and four are 
property crimes-burglary, larceny/theft, motor vehicle 
theft, and arson. 

crime rate. The number of reported offenses divided by 
the population at risk. Crime rates are represented as the 
number of reported offenses per 100,000 population. 

Crime Victims Compensation program. A state pro­
gram, administered by the Illinois Attorney General's Office 
and the Illinois Court of Claims, Ulat compensates innocent 
violent crime victims for expenses incurred as a direct re­
sult of their victimizations-for example, medical costs, 
counseling, and loss of earnings. 

criminal sexual assault. See index sexual assault. 

DASA. See Illinois Department of Alcoholism and Sub­
stance Abuse. 

D-bond. See detainer bond. 
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DCFS. See Illinois Department of Children and Family 
Services. 

defendant. A person formally accused of an offense by 
the filing in court of a charging document. 

defendant dispOSition. The class of prosecutorial or judi­
cial action which terminates or provisionally halts proceed­
ings regarding a given defendf:lnt in a criminal case after 
charges have been filed in court. 

delinquency petition. A formal written statement alleging 
that a specific juvenile committed actions or conduct which, 
if committed by an adult, would be in violation of criminal 
law. 

delinquent minor. A person under age 17 but at least 13 
who has who has attempted or committed a delinquent 
act-an action for which an adult could be prosecuted in 
criminal court. 

dependent minor. A person under age 18 whose parents 
or guardians are deceased, disabled, or, through no fault of 
the parents or guardians, unable to provide medical or 
other remedial care. 

design capacity. The number of inmates that a correc­
tional facility was originally designed to house or currently 
has a capacity to house as a result of planned modifica­
tions, excluding extraordinary arrangements to accommo­
date crowded conditions. See also ideal capacity and 
rated capacity. 

detainer bond. A type of bond in which the defendant is 
required to post money or property to secure release pend­
ing trial. Typically, 10 percent of the full bail amount must 
be posted, or the defendant will be detained in 1he county 
jail until the case is resolved or until the bond is reduced 
and then met. See also individual recognizance bond. 

determinate sentencing. A type of criminal sentencing 
structure used in Illinois since 1978. Under determinate 
sentencing, each offender is sentenced to a fixed number 
of years in prison without the possibility of parole. Sen­
tences can be reduced only through the accumulation of 
good-conduct credits. See also indeterminate sentencing. 

discretionary transfer. The optional movement of a 
suspected juvenile offender to adult court for prosecution. 
In Illinois, a state's attorney may ask a Juvenile Court judge 
to transfer to adult court any juvenile aged 13 or older who 
has been charged with an offense that would be a criminal 
act if committed by an adult. The discretionary transfer 
occurs only after a transfer hearing has been conducted. 
State law also provides for the automatic transfer of juve­
niles accused of certain very serious crimes. 

disposition. Generally, an action by a criminal or juvenile 
justice agency that signifies that a portion of the justice 
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process is complete and jurisdiction is terminated or trans­
ferred to another agency. In most cases, "disposition" re­
fers to the ultimate outcome of a criminal case. See also 
defendant disposition and trial disposition. 

dispositional hearing. In juvenile proceedings, the hear­
ing to determine whether the juvenile will become a ward of 
the court and, if so, which disposition is in the best interest 
of the minor and the public. 

DNA fingerprinting. The process by which forensic ex­
perts can accurately determine the origin of blood, body 
fluid, or human tissue by extracting and comparing DNA 
(deoxyribonucleic acid), which contains the genetic "code" 
that is unique to every individual. 

dOUble-ceiling. The practice of housing two or more in­
mates in a spaco originally designed for one. 

emancipation. The status that describes any minor aged 
16 or older who has been completely or partially emanci­
pated under the Emancipation of Mature Minors Act 
(1II.Rev.Stat., ch. 40, par. 1102), and is therefore allowed to 
live wholly or partially independent from parents or guardi­
ans, to enter into legal contracts, and to exercise other 
rights ordered by the court. 

executive clemency. An action by the Governor in which 
the severity of punishment of a single person or a group of 
persons is reduced or the punishment is stopped alto­
gether. In Illinois, executive clemency includes both com­
mutations and pardons. 

extenc1ed absence. See extended or authorized absence. 

extended or authorized absence. The status of a juve­
nile who is in institutional custody with the Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections, but who is on a specialized leave 
program. 

felony. A criminal offense that is punishable by a sentence 
in state prison of one year or more or by a sentence of 
death. See also misdemeanor. 

felony defaulters. Former prison inmates who are on 
mandatory supervised release, but who then violate the 
conditions of their release; felony defaulters may be re­
turned to prison to complete their original sentence. See 
also determinate sentencing. 

felony review. The process by which state's attorneys 
and their staffs review cases for possible felony charges 
and decide what prosecutorial action, if any, should be 
taken. 

first-degree murder. A statutory offense class that covers 
only those homicides in which an individual intends to kill or 
do great bodily harm to another person, knows that such 
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acts will create a strong probability of death or great bodily 
harm, or is attempting or committing another forcible felony. 

flat-time sentencing. See determinate sentencing. 

forced-release. A program, in effect in Illinois from June 
1980 until July 1983, designed to control prison crowding. 
Under forced-release, certain non-violent offenders were 
released from prison sooner than they otherwise would 
have been. This occurred because the inmates were 
awarded multiple increments of 90-day meritorious good­
conduct credits, in addition to the regular day-for-day cred­
its inmates can earn. 

gOOd-conduct credit. The time deducted from a prison 
inmate's court-ordered period of incarceration. An inmate 
earns one day of good-conduct credit for each day spent in 
prison without incident. Each day of good-conduct credit 
reduces the inmate's period of incarceration by one day. 
An inmate can also earn up to 90 days additional good­
conduct credit for mJritorious service, which further re­
duces the time served in pnson. 

grand jury. A body of persons who have been selected to 
hear evidence against accused persons and to determine 
whether the evidence is sufficient to bring those persons to 
trial. A grand jury may also be impaneled to investigate 
criminal activity generally or to investigate the conduct of 
public agencies and officials. Ordinarily, a state's attorney 
presents the grand jury with a list of charges and evidence 
related to a specific criminal event, and the grand jury must 
decide whether or not to return an indictment. 

I-bond. See individual recognizance bond. 

ideal capacity. A relatively new measure of prison capac­
ity developed by the Illinois Department of Corrections. 
Ideal capacity reflects the number of housing units desig­
nated for a distinct class of inmates and selected housing 
configurations, with allowances for special housing 
utilization. 

IDOC. See Illinois Department of Corrections. 

Illinois Appellate Court. The first court of appeal for all 
cases adjudicated in the Circuit courts, except for cases 
involving the death penalty. There are five Appellate Court 
districts in Illinois. 

Illinois Attorney General. Illinois' top legal officer, who is 
elected to a four-year term by the voters statewide. Al­
though involved primarily in civil matters, the Attorney Gen­
eral's Office initiates some criminal proceedings (for ex­
ample, violations of anti-pollution laws) and represents the 
state in criminal appeals before the Illinois Supreme Court 
and the U.S. Supreme Court. The office also investigates 
claims under the state's Crime Victims Compensation 
program. 
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Illinois Court of Claims. A seven-member court that 
hears and determines various allegations against the state, 
including cases regarding contractual disputes, torts com­
mitted by agents of the state, and time unjustly served by 
innocent persons in state prison. The Court of Claims aiso 
has authority to render decisions and make awards to vio­
lent crime victims under Illinois' Crime Victims Compensa­
tion program. 

Illinois Department of Alcoholism and Substance 
A~use. A state agency that seeks to reduce the human 
suffering and social and economic losses caused by the 
abuse of alcohol and illegal drugs. The department pro­
vides services through grants and contracts with commu­
nity agencies in the areas of prevention, intervention, treat­
ment, after-care, and research. 

Illinois Department of Children and Family Services. A 
state agency that seeks to protect children and strengthen 
family life. Various young people who enter the juvenile 
justice system-abused minors, addicted minors, depend­
ent minors, delinquent minors, minors requiring authorita­
tive intervention, and neglected minor5-may be referred to 
DCFS for treatment or residential placement. 

Illinois Department of Corrections. The state agency 
responsible for the care, custody, and treatment of all per­
sons sent to state prison. IDOC's responsiblities include 
monitoring offenders in community correctional centers, on 
mandatory supervised release, and on parole; providing 
custody and care for juveniles committed by the courts; 
and setting standards for and inspecting local jails. 

Illinois Prisoner Review Board. A board of citizens ap­
pointed by the Governor who set conditions for mandatory 
supervised release and make parole decisions. 

Illinois State Police,. The chief state-level law enforce­
ment agency providing police protection and enforcing, 
criminal statutes in Illinois. ISP is responsible for such 
activities as patrolling state highways, investigating major 
crimes (such as large-scale drug offenses), and assisting 
local law enforcement agencies with short-term needs. ISP 
also compiles Illinois Uniform Crime Reports and maintains 
the state's Computerized Criminal History system. 

Illinois Supreme Court. The highest tribunal in the state, 
which hears selected appeals from the Illinois Appellate 
Court and which oversees the operations of all subordinate 
courts in the state through its Administrative Office of the 
Illinois Courts. The Supreme Court includes seven justices 
wtlO are elected to 1 O-year terms by voters in the justices' 
respectivl:: Appellate Court districts. 

Illinois Uniform Crime Reports. A program operated by 
the Illinois State Police to collect police-level crime statis­
tics-including offenses, arrests, and employment data­
from local law enforcement agencies throughout Illinois. 
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Uniform Crime Reports are collected nationally by the Fed­
eral Bureau of Investigation. 

incident-level reporting. A method of reporting Uniform 
Crime Reports in whic'1 local law enforcement agencies 
submit detailed information about individual offenses and 
arrests, not just monthly summaries. Illinois is one of only 
a few states to require incident-level reporting in its state 
UCR program. 

indeterminate sentenCing. A type of criminal sentencing 
structure used for adults in Illinois until 1978 and still used 
for juveniles. Under indeterminate sentencing, the commit­
ment is not for a single specific period of time (such as 
three years), but is instead for a range of time (such as two 
to five years). In addition, prisoners are generally eligible 
for release on parole after serving only a fraction of their 
sentences. See also determinate sentencing. 

index aggravated assault. The intentional causing of, or 
attempt to cause, serious bodily harm, or the threat of seri­
ous bodily injury or death. Index aggravated assault in­
cludes aggravated assault, aggravated battery, and at­
tempted rnurder. In Illinois, "assault" is a threat; "battery" is 
an actual attack. "Aggravated" means that serious bodily 
harm, or the threat of serious bodily harm, is involved. 

index arson. The willful or malicious burning, or attempt to 
burn, with or without intent to defraud, of a dwelling house, 
public building, motor vehicle, aircraft, or personal property 
of another. Arson became an index crime only in 1980, 
and, because of definitional differences, pre-1980 arson 
data cannot be compared with index arson figures. 

index burglary. The unlawful entry of a structure to com­
mit a felony or theft. Index burglary includes attempted 
burglary, forcible entry, and unlawful entry (no force). 

index crime. See Crime Index. 

index larceny/theft. The unlawful taking or stealing of 
property or articles without the use of force, violence, or 
fraud. Index larceny/theft includes theft, attempted theft, 
burglary from a motor vehicle, and attempted burglary from 
a motor veil/cle. 

index motor vehicle theft. The unlawful taking or stealing 
of a motor vehicle (automobile, truck, bus, and other ve­
hicle), or the attempted theft of a motor vehicle. 

index murder. The willful killing of a person. Index mur­
der includes murder and voluntary manslaughter, in which 
a person's death is caused by the gross negligence of any 
individual other than the victim. See also first-degree 
murder and Supplementary Homicide Reports. 

index robbery. The taking of, or attempt to take, anything 
of value from the care, custody, or control or a person by 
force or threat of force or violence. 
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index sexual assault. All sexual assaults, completed and 
attempted, aggravated and non-aggravated. "Aggravated" 
means that serious bodily harm, or the threat of serious 
bodily harm, is involved. Until July 1, 1984, "rape" was 
defined as the carnal knowledge of a female, forcibly and 
against her will. 

indictment. A written statement, also called a true bill, 
presented by a grand jury to a court, which charges a spe­
cific person or persons with the commission of an offense. 
See also complaint and information. 

individual recognizance bond. A type of bond in which 
the defendant is not required to post money or property to 
secure release pending trial, but is instead released on a 
pledge that he or she will appear at future court proceed­
ings. Defendants who receive I-bonds may still be liable to 
the court for a specified bond amount should they fail to 
appear in court. See also detainer bond. 

information. A sworn, written statement, signed by a 
state's attorney and presented to a court, which charges a 
specific person or persons with the commission of an of­
fense. See also complaint, indictment, and preliminary 
hearing. 

institutional custody. The status that describes a juvenile 
who has been committed by the courts to the Illinois De­
partment of Corrections and who is in an IDOe youth cen­
ter, on extended or authorized absence, or under adminis­
trative placement or in administrative custody. 

intake screening. The process, administered jointly by 
probation and state's attorney's personnel in a county, to 
initially determine what should be done in a juvenile case 
referred by the police. Intake screening personnel have 
four options: recommend that a delinquency petition be 
filed in juvenile court, make an informal adjustment, place 
the juvenile under supervision, or move to have the case 
transferred to adult court through a transfer hearing. 

Intensive Probation Supervision. A rigorous, three­
phase probation program that is usually the first year of a 
three- or four-year sentence of regular probation. IPS pro­
bationers have frequent, face-to-face visits with probation 
officers, and they must abide by a curfew, perform commu­
nity service, undergo drug testing, and follow any other 
conditions set by the sentencing judge. 

interim disposition. A temporary court disposition. 

IPS. See Intensive Probation Supervision. 

ISP. See Illinois State Police. 

I-UCR. See Illinois Uniform Crime Reports. 

jail. A confinement facility, usually operated by a county or 
municipality, that detains suspects awaiting trial, offenders 
sentenced to less than a year of incarceration, and offend-
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ers awaiting transfer to the state prison system. See also 
lockup and prison. 

judicial circuit. A geographic area, usually containing 
several counties, in which trial courts (Circuit courts) are 
located. There are 22 judicial circuits in Illinois. 

jury trial. In criminal proceedings, a trial in which a jury is 
impaneled to determine the issues of fact in a case and to 
render a verdict. See also bench trial. 

juvenile. Generally, anyone under the age of 17 at the 
time he or she is accused of a criminal offense. See also 
adult and minor. 

larceny/theft. See index larceny/theft. 

length of stay. The time an offender is incarcerated, in­
cluding the time spent in state prisons, county jails, mental 
health facilities, and juvenile institutions while under the 
auspices of the Illinois Department of Corrections for the 
current offense. 

lockup. A temporary confinement facility operated by a 
municipality. See also jail. 

mandatory supervised release. The system under which 
offenders who complete determinate sentences in Illinois 
are released from prison under conditions set by the Illinois 
Prisoner Review Board. Previously, offenders who served 
indeterminate sentences were released on parole. Under 
determinate sentencing, prisoners who complete the sen­
tences imposed by the courts (minus any good-conduct 
credits they earn) must be released from prison and placed 
under community supervision. 

mediation. The act of a third person who mediates be­
tween two contending parties in order to persuade them to 
adjust or settle their dispute. Unlike an arbitrator, a media­
tor cannot render a judgment or make a decision that is 
binding on the disputing parties. See also arbitration. 

minor. Any person under age 21 who is subject to juvenile 
court proceedings because of a statutorily defined event or 
condition caused by or affecting ttle person. See also 
abused minor, addicted minor, delinquent minor, depend­
ent minor, minor requiring authoritative intervention, and 
neglected minor. 

minor requiring authoritative intervention. A person 
under age 18 who has run away from home or who is so 
far beyond the control of parents or guardians that the 
young person's physical safety is in danger. An MRAI has 
refused to return home and cannot agree with parents or 
guardians on alternative, voluntary, residential plac,ement. 

misdemeanor. A criminal offense for which a sentence of 
imprisonment of less than one year, in a facility other than 
a state prison, may be imposed. See also felony. 
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mitigating circumstances. Circumstances that do not 
justify or excuse the offense, but that may be considered 
as extenuating or reducing the degree of moral culpability. 
See also aggravating circumstances. 

motor vehicle theft. See index motor vehicle theft. 

MRAI. See minor requiring authoritative intervention. 

MSR. See mandatory supervised release. 

murder. See index murder. 

natural life imprisonment. Imprisonment until the of­
fender dies naturally, without the possibility of release. 

neglected minor. A person under age 18 who does not 
receive necessary support or education, or whose environ­
ment is harmful to the minor's welfare. 

no true bill. The decision by a grand jury not to return an 
indictment against a defendant based on the allegations 
and evidence presented by the prosecutor. 

nolle prosequi. A formal entry on the court record that 
indicates the prosecutor will not pursue the action against 
the defendant. 

nolo contendere. A plea in a criminal case that does not 
contest the charge, but neither admits guilt nor claims inno­
cence. A plea of nolo contendere, however, may still be 
followed by conviction and sentencing. 

non-conviction dispositions. Cases in which the defen­
dant is acquitted at trial and cases that are dismissed 
during pretrial proceedings. 

non-index crimes. Approximately 200 types of crime, 
besides the eight index crimes, for which the Illinois State 
Police collects offense and arrest data. These 200 crime 
types range from relatively minor offenses (for example, 
playing dice games) to more serious crimes (aggravated 
kidnapping), and from infrequent crimes (criminal defama­
tion) to more common ones (possession of cannabis). 

OBTS. See offender-based transaction statistics. 

offender-based transaction statistics. Criminal justice 
statistics that are recorded in such a way that the identities 
of offenders (and suspected offenders) are preserved 
throughout data collection and analysis. This method pro­
vides a mechanism for linking events in different parts of 
the criminal justice system and for analyzing the flow of 
offenders and alleged offenders through the system. Illi­
nois does not maintain OBTS. 

offense. An act committed or omitted in violation of a law 
forbidding or commanding such an act. 

offenses-first-degree murder, Class X, and Class 1 
through Class 4-and three classes of misdemeanor of­
fenses-Glass A through Class C, as well as petty and 
business offenses. 

offenses actually occurring. An I-VCR classification that 
equals the number of offenses known to the police, minus 
both unfounded offenses and offenses referred to another 
jurisdiction. "Offenses actually occurring" is the most com­
monly used I-UCR crime statistic, and when crime figures 
are published with no other definition, they are usually of­
fenses actually occurring. In this report, "offenses actually 
occurring" (in I-UCR terminology) are called reported 
offenses. 

offenses cleared. Crimes "cleared by arrest" (when at 
least one suspect is arrested for the offense) and crimes 
"cleared exceptionally" (when pOlice identify the likely of­
fender, but for exceptional reasons-such as the death of 
the suspect-they cannot make a'n arrest). In addition, 
crimes are considered cleared by some jurisdictions if no 
complaint is filed or no suspect is prosecuted. See also 
clearance rate. 

offenses known to the pOlice. An I-VCR classification for 
all crimes that come to the attention of law enforcement 
authorities. Note that "offenses known to the police" do not 
necessarily equal reported offenses. 

offenses referred to another jurisdiction. An I-VCR 
classification for crimes that come to the attention of law 
enforcement authorities in one jurisdiction, but are deter­
mined, upon further investigation, to have actually occurred 
in another jurisdiction. 

ordinance violation. A violation of a rule, such as a dog 
leash law, enacted by the legislative body of a municipal 
corporation. 

pardon. A type of executive clemency in which an of­
fender is released from further punishment for a crime. 
See also commutation. 

parole. The system under which offenders who serve 
indeterminate sentences in Illinois are conditionally re­
leased from prison. Under indeterminate sentencing, of­
fenders are given parole hearings every few years to deter­
mine their eligibility for release. Once released, these of­
renders are supervised in the community by IDOC staff. 
Parole for adults was replaced by mandatory supervised 
release for all new cases when determinate sentencing 
was implemented in Illinois in 1978. Parole remains in 
effect for the release of juvenile delinquents. 

offense class. The statutorily defined grouping of different peremptory challenge. Challenge of a prospective juror 
criminal offenses for purposes of establishing severity and by either the prosecution or the defense without assigning 
criminal sanctions. In Illinois, there are six classes of felony a reason for the challenge. 
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periodic imprisonment. A sentence of imprisonment in 
which the offender may be released for certain hours of the 
day or certain days of the week, or both, in order to work, to 
seek employment, to obtain treatment, or for any other 
purpose identified by the court. See also work release. 

plea. A defendant's formal answer in court that he or she 
is guilty or not guilty to the offense charged, or does not 
contest the charge. See also nolo contendere. 

plea conference. The pretrial setting in which plea 
negotiations take place. 

plea negotiations. Pretrial proceedings in which prosecu­
torial or judicial concessions-commonly a lesser charge, 
the dismissal of other pending charges, a recommendation 
by the prosecutor for a reduced sentence, or a combination 
of concessions-are offered in return for a plea of guilty 
from the defendant. 

preliminary hearing. A pretrial proceeding held to 
establish probable cause in any criminal case initiated 
through an information. See also grand jury. 

pretrial detainee. Someone suspected of or charged with 
a crime who was either denied bond or could not meet the 
bond amount that was set, and is therefore detained in jail 
while awaiting trial. 

pretrial proceedings. A general term for the series of 
judicial proceedings-bond hearing, preliminary hearing, 
arraignment, plea conference, etc.-that occur before a 
criminal trial commences. 

prison. A state confinement facility operated for the incar­
ceration and correction of adjudicated felons in Illinois. See 
also jail. 

prison admissions. The number of inmates entering 
prison, including both offenders newly sentenced by the 
courts and felony defaulters. 

prison capacity. See design capacity, ideal capacity, and 
rated capacity. 

prison releases. The number of inmates leaving prison, 
including all inmates who receive mandatory supervised 
release, parole, or other types of discharges. 

probable cause. A set of facts and circumstances that 
would induce a reasonably intelligent and prudent person 
to believe that a crime had occurred and that a particular 
person had committed it. See also preliminary hearing. 

probation. A court disposition in which the offender is 
allowed to remain in the community under the supervision 
of a probation officer for a specific time period and under 
certain conditions, as set forth by law and/or by the court 
If the person fails to meet the conditions, the court may 
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revoke probation and order another sanction. See also 
Intensive Probation Supervision. 

property crime. In this report, a general classification for 
the four index crimes of burglary, larceny/theft, motor ve­
hicle theft, and arson. 

property index crime. See property crime. 

prosecutor. See state's attorney. 

public defender. An attorney employed by a government 
agency, or by a private organization under contract to a unit 
of government, for the purpose of providing defense 
services to indigent persons. 

rape. See sexual assault. 

rated capacity. An administrative determination of the 
maximum number of inmates who can be housed and 
provided with basic services in a correctional institution. 
See also design capacity and ideal capacity. 

releases. See prison releases. 

remanded. The sending of a case from an appellate court 
back to the court in which the case originated, in order that 
some further action may be taken there. See also appeal 
and Illinois Appellate Court. 

reported offenses. Those offenses that are known to the 
police, minus any unfounded offenses and offenses 
referred to another jurisdiction. In this report, "reported 
offenses" are the same as offenses actually occurring (in 1-
VCR terminology). 

robbery. See index robbery. 

sexual assault. See index sexual assault. 

SHR. See Supplementary Homicide Reports. 

SOL. See stricken off the record with leave to reinstate. 

state's attorney. The highest-ranking law enforcement 
officer In each county in Illinois. The state's attorney, who 
is elected to a four-year term by the voters in the county, 
commences and carries out all criminal and juvenile pro­
ceedings in the county and deals with some civil matters as 
well. 

station adjustment. An informal disposition in a juvenile 
case issued by law enforcement officers in lieu of proceed­
ing with formal court action. Station adjustments can be 
simple (requiring a juvenile to cooperate more closely with 
parents or guardians) or detailed (assigning a juvenile to a 
structured rehabilitation or counseling program), and they 
are not legally binding. 

status offenders. Juveniles whose behavior violates the 
law only because of their sta. 'IS as juveniles. For example, 
running away is a status offense because the status of the 
perpetrator-that of a juvenile-is a necessary element of 
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the offense, since the same behavior by an adultwould not 
violate the law. 

statutory class. See offense class. 

stricken off the record with leave to reinstate. A device 
by which the prosecutor dismisses the charg.es for the time 
being, but is allowed to resume criminal proceedings in the 
case at a later date. 

subpoena. A command to appear at a certain time and 
place to give testimony upon a certain matter. 

supervision. A type of court disposition in which a defen­
dant is allowed to remain in the community without the 
supervision of a probation officer, but must comply with 
certain court-ordered conditions of release. If such condi­
tions are met, criminal charges are dismissed. 

Supplementary Homicide Reports. An I-UCR data set 
that contains detailed information about homicides in illi­
nois, including information about victims, offenders, circum­
stances of the crimes, and weapons. 

sworn law enforcement officer. An employee of a law 
enforcement agency who is an officer sworn to carry out 
law enforcement duties, including arrests. 

theft. See larceny/theft. 

transfer hearing. A juvenile court hearing to decide 
whether a case involving a juvenile aged 13 or older who is 
suspected of a serious crime should remain in the juvenile 
system or should be moved to adult court for prosecution. 
See also automatic transfer and discretionary transfer. 

trial disposition. A disposition-either a conviction or an 
acquittal-resulting from a criminal trial. This category 
does not include cases that are dismissed during pretrial 
proceedings. See also non-conviction disposition. 

truant minor in need of supervision. A minor under age 
21 who is reported by a regional superintendent of schools 
(in a county of fewer than 2 million people) to be a chronic 
truant, for whom all other preventive and remedial school 
and community resources have failed or who refused such 
services, may be adjudged a truant minor in need of 
supervision. 

true bill. See indictment. 

UCR. See Uniform Crime Reports. 

unfounded offenses. An I-UCR classification for incidents 
that were originally reported to the police as crimes, but 
further investigation indicated that no crimes, or different 
crimes, actually occurred. 
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Uniform Crime Reports. A program operated by the Fed­
eral Bureau of Investigation to collect poiice-Ievel crime 
statistics-including offenses, arrests, and employment 
data-from local law enforcement agencies throughout the 
country. In Illinois, UCR statistics are compiled by the !!Ii­
nois State Police. See also Illinois Uniform Crime Reports. 

victim impact statement. A written statement, prepared 
by a crime victim in conjunction with the state's attorney's 
office and presented orally at a sentencing hearing, that 
describes the impact of the offender's criminal behavior on 
the victim. The court must consider this statement, along 
with all other appropriate factors, in determining the of­
fender's sentence. 

victim-witness coordinator. A person, usually empbyed 
by a state's attorney's office, who provides support to crime 
victims and witnesses throughout the court process. 
Services typically provided by victim-witness coordinators 
include the following: orientation to the operations and 
physical layout of the court; explanation of the roles of 
judges, prosecutors, and defense attorneys; and assis­
tance in activities outside court, such as completing com­
pensation forms and securing follow-up services in commu­
nity programs. 

victims' bill of rights. See Bill of Rights for Victims and 
Witnesses of Violent Crime. 

violent crime. In this report, a general classification for the 
four index crimes of murder, sexual assault, robbery, and 
aggravated assault. 

violent index crime. See violent crime. 

voluntary manslaughter. See index murder. 

warrant calendar. A device for managing criminal cases 
that have been temporarily suspended because the defen­
dants have failed to appear in court as required. It is called 
a warrant calendar because an arrest warrant has been 
issued for tile defendant in this type of case. 

work release. A correctional program in which incarcer­
ated offenders are allowed to leave a correctional institution 
or facility during reasonable hours to work, attend school, 
obtain treatment, or to pursue other purposes identified by 
correctional officials. Work release is meant to assist the 
offender's rehabilitation without causing undue risk to pub­
lic safety. See also periodic imprisonment. 

youth center. Generally, any facility used for juvenile 
housing and programs. In this report, an Illinois Depart­
ment of Corrections Juvenile Division facility for the care 
and custody of youths committed by the courts. 
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APPENDIX B 
Projections 
Methodology 
This appendix explains how the offense and arrest predic­
tions presented in Trends and Issues 90 were calculated. 
Keep in mind that, just as with the historical offense figures 
included in this report, all offense projections refer to re­
ported index crimes. 

HOW WERE OFFENSE PROJECTIONS 
CALCULATED? 
Projections of the number of offenses expected in Illinois 
from 1989 through the year 2000 were calculated for three 
geographic areas-Chicago, the collar counties (DuPage, 
Kane, Lake, McHenry, Will, and suburban Cook), and the 
remainder of the state-and for the eight index crimes­
murder, criminal sexual assault, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny/theft, motor vehicle theft, and 
arson. In other words, 24 different offense projections 
were calculated (eight crimes in each of three geographic 
areas). 

Although the offense projections in this report are 
presented as yearly totals, they were calculated using 
monthly data. A statistical method called ARIMA was used 
to identify a model for each type of crime within each geo­
graphic area. This model was the best description of previ­
ous month-to-month offense patterns-that is, the relation­
ship between the number of offenses in each month and 
the number in the preceding months. Assuming the same 
patterns will continue in the future, offenses for each month 
from January 1989 through December 2000 were pro­
jected. These monthly projections were then totaled to 
produce the yearly figures presented in this report. Details 
of each of the 24 models and monthly projections are avail­
able from the Authority. 
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HOW ACCURATE ARE THE OFFENSE 
PROJECTIONS LIKELY TO BE? 
Offense projections through the year 2000 have been 
made in each of the previous two editions of Trends and 
Issues. Projections in the first edition were based on actual 
data through 1986; projections in Trends and Issues 89 
were based on actual data through 1987. For 1987, pre­
dictions made the previous year proved to be accurate 
within 10 percent in 19 of the 21 predictions (arson was not 
included in the analysis in the two previous editions of 
Trends and Issues), and within 5 percent in 10 of the 21. 
For 1988, 16 predictions made the previous year were 
accurate within 10 percent, and nine were accurate within 5 
percent (Figure 8-1). In general, predictions for violent 
offenses were more accurate than those for property of­
fenses in Chicago. However, the opposite was true in the 
collar counties and the rest of Illinois. 

Population was not taken into account in the of­
fense projections because preliminary analysis revealed no 
consistent relationship between changes over time in the 
number of people in each geographic area and changes 
over time in the number of reported offenses occurring in 
those places. The only information used to predict future 
offenses was past offenses. In other words, these projec­
tions are the simplest, most basic ones possible. They do 
not account for any variable-unemployment trends or 
changes in the age, race, or gender distribution of the pop­
ulation, for example-that might affect future offense totals. 

In addition, the offense projections do not take into 
account the possibility of changes in crime-reporting prac­
tices, such as the change that occurred in Chicago in 1983 
and 1984 or the statewide change from "forcible rape" to 
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Figure B-1 
Sixteen of 21 offense projections for 1988 were accurate within 10 percent, with nine of them 
accurate w~!hin 5 percent. 

Percent difference between previous year's prediction and that year's actual reported offenses 

Collar Rest of 
Chicago counties Illinois 

Index crime 1987 1988 1987 

Murder 8.8"10 9.5"10 30.6"10 
Criminal sexual assault _0.8"10 5.3"10 3.5"10 
Robbery 5.6"10 0.3"10 1.7"10 
Aggravated assault 7.1% 3.0% 5.2% 
Burglary 15.1% 1.6% 0.5% 
Larceny/theft 1.3% 10.2% 1.8% 
Motor vehicle theft 9.4% 15.6% 5.7% 

"criminal sexual assault" in July 19S4. Also, Chicago's 
increase in property offenses, possibly an effect of crowd­
ing at Cook County Jail, was not predicted by this method, 
nor was the increase in reported criminal sexual assault 
offenses in Illinois outside Chicago and the collar coun­
ties-possibly an effect of increased educational programs 
and police training in Illinois' rural areas. Because of such 
policy changes, the assumption on which these predictions 
were based-that past patterns will continue in the future­
is more valid for the near future than for the long term. 
Therefore, readers should have more confidence in the 
offense projections for 1 9S9 than in the 1993 predictions. 
Similarly, the projections for 1993 should be viewed with 
more confidence than those for the year 2000. 

HOW WERE ARREST PROJECTIONS 
CALCULATED? 
Like the offense predictions, arrest projections were 
calculated for each of the eight index crimes: murder, 
criminal sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, bur­
glary, larceny/theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. In addi­
tion, arrest projections were calculated for total drug ar­
rests. (Drug arrests include arrests for violations of Illinois' 
Cannabis Control Act [III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 1/2, par. 
701-719], Controlled Substances Act [III.Rev.Stat., ch. 56 
1/2, par. 1100-1413], and Hypodermic Syringes and 
Needles Act [III. Rev. Stat. , ch. 3S, par. 22-50 et seq.]) 

The method used to calculate the arrest projec­
tions was completely different from the method used to 
calculate the offense projections. For one thing, the arrest 
projections cover only two geographic areas-Chicago and 
the remainder of Illinois-not the three used in the offense 
projections. This breakdown in the arrest projections was 
necessary because of the limits of available population 
data. Because population data are available only as yearly 
totals, not as monthly figures, previous month-to-month 
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1988 1987 1988 

8.5"10 6.8"10 14.1"10 
1.1 "10 0.5"10 12.9"10 
5.2"10 0.3% 5.8% 

13.3% 8.4% 5.1% 
0.2% 4.9% 3.9% 
4.7% 1.6% 1.6% 
3.1% 6.4% 5.1% 

arrest patterns could not be described. Instead, arrest 
rates were calculated for different age groups for every 
year from 1972 through 19S5. The year-to-year pattern of 
these age-specific arrest rates was then described (see 
pages 263-265). In addition, the arrest projections were 
calculated using more information than was used in the of­
fense projections, which were based solely on past of­
fenses. Arrest projections through the year 2000 for each 
index crime and for total drug arrests, for each age group, 
and for each geographic area were calculated using three 
pieces of information: 

1. Past arrest rates for each of the nine crime types for 
five adult age groups, in Chicago and in the rest of the 
state. 

2. The projected number of people in each age group, in 
Chicago and in the rest of Illinois, in each year from 
1 9S9 through 2000. 

3. The implications of recent legislative and policy 
changes toward drug abuse, reflected in sharp recent 
changes in age-specific arrest rates. A number of 
factors-law enforcement priorities, recent legislation, 
and public opinion, among others-indicate that ag­
gressive public policies toward illegal drugs are likely to 
continue in the future. 

Arrest rates were calculated for five adult age 
groups: 17 to 19, 20 to 24, 25 to 29, 30 to 59, and 60 and 
older. In national Uniform Crime Reports data, these age 
groups consistently exhibit differences in arrest rates for 
every index crime (see Age-Specific Arrest Rates, 1965-
1983 [Washington, D.C.: Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
19S4]). Using population projections for each age group 
through the year 2000 (see pages 264-266 for information 
about estimating and projecting population figures), and 
assuming that future arrest rates for each age group will be 
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Figure 8-2 
Arrests for property crimes in Chicago, and drug 
arrests throughout the state, incr,'eased much more 
sharply than predicted in 1988. 

Percent difference between prediction 
and actual number of arrests in 1988 

Crime Chicago Rest of Illinois 

Index murder 4.0% 7.8% 

Index criminal 48.0% 6.9% 
sexual assault 

Index robbery 8.2% 7.3% 

Index aggravated assault * 4.6% 

Index burglary 12.2% 4.7% 

Index larceny/theft 15.9% 10.1% 

Index motor vehicle theft 50.0% 5.9% 

Total drug offenses** 29.6% 12.6% 

* Chicago definition of index aggravated assault changed in 1988. 
** Chicago "prediction" for 1988 was actually a preliminary reported 
figure. 

similar to past arrest rates, the likely numbers of arrests 
were calculated for each age group in each year from 1989 
through 2000. 8y adding up the anticipated number of 
arrests involving the different age groups, the total number 
of arrests for each type of crime was derived for Chicago 
and for the rest of the state. These figures were then 
added to produce statewide totals. 

A major issue in calculating the arrest projections 
was the choice of the arrest rate to be used as the basis for 
the predictions in each age group. Although age-specific 
arrest rates vary greatly across the different age groups, 
rates within each age group also vaty considerably from 
year to year. In fact, from 1972 to 1988, the year-to-year 
fluctuation in arrest rates within a single age group and 
geographic area was often greater than the difference in 
arrest rates for different age groups. Furthermore, the 
arrest rates did not increase or decrease in a smooth pat­
tern from year to year; instead, they often changed radically 
from one year to the next. In addition, rates for violent 
crime arrests followed a completely different pattern over 
time than the rates for property crime arrests, and rates for 
drug arrests followed a pattern that was cDmpletely differ­
ent from either of these. 

If we assumed, for example, that the age-specific 
arrest rates of the 1980s will continue through the 1990s, 
we would predict a low number of arrests for violen~ crimes 
and a high number of arrests for property crimes and drug 
offenses in the coming years. This would occur because 
for violent crimes, we would be assuming that the lowest 
arrest rates over the 1972-1988 period will prevail in the 
coming years. For property and drug crimes, we would be 
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assuming the opposite: that the highest arrest rates over 
the 16-year period will predominate. Neither assumption is 
probably completely correct. 

In Trends and Issues 89, as a choice of the single 
most likely set of arrest rates for calculating projections for 
1988 to 2000, we used in most cases an average of the 
yearly arrest rates for each age group, for each crime type 
and geographic area, during the seven years from 1981 
through 1987. Our predictions assumed that age-specific 
arrest rates between 1988 and 2000 would not differ sub­
stantially from the rates of the previous seven years. How­
ever, we warned that, "given the rapid fluctuation of arrest 
rates in the past, there is no reason to assume they will not 
change as much in the future. In fact, there is reason to 
assume these rates will indeed fluctuate as much in the 
future as they did in the past. Arrest projections reflect the 
actual variation in arrest rates since 1972, from the years 
with the lowest rates to those with the highest. These past 
rates were the result of both public policy and societal 
changes that occurred at the time, and similar types of 
changes could easily happen again." 

This, apparently, is exactly what did happen. The 
accuracy of 1988 adult arrest projections, based on aver­
age 1983-to-1987 age-specific arrest rates, was not high, 
especially for Chicago property crimes and for total drug 
arrests both in Chicago and in the rest of the state (Figure 
8-2). Arrests for all of these offenses increased sharply in 
1988, contrary to the projections. Analysis suggests that 
these increases are related to policy changes that have 
continued in 1989 and 1990-and that may well continue in 
the foreseeable future. In an attempt to calculate more ac­
curate arrest estimates for future years, the Authority de­
cided to take into account not only past age-specific arrest 
rates and projected future age-specific popUlations, but 
also increases in these arrest rates that might reasonably 
be expected to occur, given the effect of public policy 
changes in recent years. 

The introduction of the possibility that future age­
specific arrest rates might be higher (or lower) than the 
maximum (or minimum) rates that had ever occurred be­
fore carries with it an increase in the complexity and sub­
jectivity of the projection procedure, and a concomitant 
increase in the potential bias. In order to make the process 
as objective, parsimonious, and bias-free as possible, while 
still taking into account the "momentum" effect of recent 
changes in rates continuing into the future, the following 
procedure was used uniformly to project arrests for each 
age group, each index crime type, and each area of the 
state. (There was one exception to this procedure--index 
aggravated assault in Chicago. Because of a change in 
the definition of the data, only one year, 1988, could be 
used for projections. Therefore, 1989-2000 projections 
were based on 1988 age-specific rates.) 
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1. Calculate the mean year-to-year percent change in 
age-specific arrest rates, 1983 to 1988 (Figure B-3). 

2. The 1989 projected age-specific rates equal the 1988 
rates plus or minus the change calculated in step 1. 

3. The 1990 projected age-specific rates equal the 1989 
rates plus or minus one-half the change calculated in 
step 1. 

4. The 1991 projected age-specific rates equal the 1990 
rates plus or minus one-fourth the change calculated in 
step 1. 

5. The 1992 projected age-specific rates equal the 1991 
rates plus or minus one-tenth the change calculated in 
step 1. 

6. Projected age-specific rates for 1993 through 2000 
equal the 1992 rates in step 5. 

7. The age-specific rates projected for the years 1989 
through 2000, multiplied by projected age-specific 
populations, equal projected arrests 

The same procedure was used for projecting adult 
arrests for total drug offenses, except that we assumed that 
the change in the age-specific rates would decline gradu­
ally through the year 2000. These rate projections do not 
seem to be outside the realm of possibility, since prelimi­
nary analysis indicates that projected adult drug arrest 
rates for Chicago for the 1990s are, in most cases, the 
same or lower than current rates in other large U.S. cities. 

This procedure takes into account recent sharp 
changes in offenses and arrests that have coincided with 
changes in public policy, such as the rapid increase in drug 
arrests in recent years; the sharp increase in Chicago ar­
rests for property offenses that may be associated with 
crowding at Cook County Jail; and the recent increase in 
reported offenses for criminal sexual assault in Illinois out­
side Chicago and the collar counties, associated with a 
continuing emphasis on improved law enforcement in illi­
nois' rural areas. These changes continued through 1989, 
and we expect they will continue in future years. However, 
there are a number.of limiting factors that govern the de­
gree to which arrests could be expected to increase or 
decline in the future. The most important of these is a limit 
in the resources necessary for the criminal justice system 
to arrest, prosecute, detain, try, and incarcerate at ever­
increasing rates. As the financial sections of Trends and 
Issues 90 show, resources for Illinois' criminal justice sys­
tem have generally not kept pace with increases in justice 
activity. It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that there 
will be some limit to increases in financial resources in the 
future, which will in turn limit increases in arrests. Similarly, 
even though some types of arrests may have been de­
creasing recently, we assume that there is some lower limit 
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below which they will not decline. These factors, together 
with an assumption of increased entropy (an increase in 
the amount of uncertainty due to new or currently unknown 
factors), are modeled in the arrest projection procedure by 
a gradual decline in the year-to-year change in age-specific 
rates. 

HOW WERE AGE·SPECIFIC POPULATION 
FIGURES ESTIMATED AND PROdECTED? 
The age-specific arrest rates and arrest projections in this 
report depend on estimates of the populations of both Chi­
cago and Illinois outside Chicago from 1970 through the 
year 2000 for eight different age groups: people aged 5 to 
9, 10 to 14, 15 and 16, 17 to 19, 20 to 24, 25 to 29, 30 to 
59, and 60 and older. Age-specific population estimates 
for the entire state and for each county in the state are 
available from the Illinois Bureau of the Budget (BOB), but 
these estimates are reported in five-year age categories 
(0-4,5-9,10-14,15-19, and so on) and at five-year inter­
vals (1970, 1975, and so on). Therefore, in order to esti­
mate separate juvenile and adult populations using these 
data, the 15- and 16-year-olds had to be extracted from the 
15-19 age group. In addition, to compare Chicago arrest 
rates with those in the rest of Illinois, it was necessary to 
have age-specific population estimates for Chicago. 

Following are summaries of the procedures used 
to estimate these population figures: 

• Estimating yearly age-specific populations for illi­
nois. Age-specific population estimates for Illinois, in 
five-year intervals from 1970 through the year 2010, 
were taken directly from two Illinois BOB reports: illi­
nois Population Trends from 1970-2025 (July 1984) 
and Illinois Population Trends from 1980-2025 (June 
i 987). Age-specific populations for the years between 
these intervals were interpolated from ~he BOB figures. 
We estimated total Illinois first, Chicago next, and then 
subtracted the Chicago figure from the total Illinois fig­
ure to produce the Illinois outside Chicago estimate. 

• Estimating yearly age-specific populations for Chi­
cago. To estimate age-specific populations for Chi­
cago, we used Chicago Department of Planning data 
based on the 1970 and 1980 U.S. Census and on re­
cently updated estimates. (The Authority is grateful to 
Marie Bousfield of the Chicago Department of Planning 
for her assistance and advice in using these data.) 
The totaf Chicago popuiations for every year from 1970 
through 2000 were taken from the Department of Plan­
ning report, Estimates of the Population of Chicago by 
Race and Age: 1985 (August 1986, page 2), and from 
an addendum to that report. Age-specific populations 
were determined for the years 1970 and 1980 by tak­
ing the proportion of different age groups from the 
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Figure 8-3 
This year's arrest projections were based on the mean year.to·year percent change in age.specific 
arrest rates from 1983 through 1988, as shown here for index larceny/theft arrests in Chicago. 

Ages 17 to 19 

Arrests Change Population Change Rate Change 

1983 6,117 148,999 4,105.4 
1984 6,353 +3.86% 143,766 -3.51% 4,419.0 +7.64% 
1985 5,800 -8.70% 138,533 -3.64% 4,186.7 -5.26% 
1986 5,319 -8.29% 133,797 -3.42% 3,975.4 -5.05% 
1987 5,125 -3.65% 129,589 -3.15% 3,954.8 -0.52% 
1988 5,181 +1.09% 126,013 -2.76% 4,111.5 +3.96% 
Mean -3.14% -3.30% +0.16% 

Ages 20 to 24 

Arrests Change Population Change Rate Change 

1983 7,160 279,169 2,564.8 
1984 7,203 +0.60% 274,285 -1.75% 2,626.1 +2.39% 
1985 6,619 -8.11 % 269,401 -1.78% 2,456.9 -6.44% 
1986 5,897 -10.91% 261,116 -3.08% 2,258.4 -8.08% 
1987 5,576 -5.44% 252,466 -3.31% 2,208.6 -2.20% 
1988 6,166 +10.58% 243,795 -3.43% 2,529.2 +14.51% 
Mean -2.66% -2.67% +0.04% 

Ages 25 to 29 

Arrests Change Population Change Rate Change 

1983 5,771 292,217 1,974.9 
1984 5,885 +1.98% 297,475 +1.80% 1,978.3 +0.17% 
1985 5,563 -5.47% 302,732 +1.77% 1,837.6 -7.11% 
1986 5,470 -1.67% 303,274 +0.18% 1,803.6 -1.85% 
1987 5,397 -1.33% 302,062 -0.40% 1,786.7 -0.94% 
1988 6,566 +21.66% 299,233 -0.94% 2,194.3 +22.81% 
Mean +3.03% +0.48% +2.62% 

Ages 30 to 59 

Arrests Change Population Change Rate Change 

1983 9,138 1,014,475 900.8 
1984 9,334 +2.14% 1,022,847 +0.83% 912.6 +1.31% 
1985 9,526 +2.06% 1,031,220 +0.82% 923.8 +1.23% 
1986 9,562 +0.38% 1,047,096 +1.54% 913.2 -1.14% 
1987 10,316 +7.89% 1,064,288 +1.64% 969.3 +6.14% 
1988 13,314 +29.06~/o 1,082,468 +1.71% 1,230.0 +26.89% 
Mean +8.31% +1.31% +6.89% 

Ages 60 and older 

Arrests Change Population Change Rate Change 

1983 430 484,003 88.84 
1984 396 -7.91% 484,763 +0.16% 81.69 -8.05% 
1985 367 -7.32% 485,523 +0.16% 75.59 -7.47% 
1986 357 -2.72% 485,614 +0.02% 73.52 -2.74% 
1987 399 +11.76% ~84,996 -0.13% 82.27 +11.91% 
1988 401 +0.50% 483,754 -0.26% 82.89 +0.76% 
Mean -1.14% -0.01% -1.12% 
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Census data and multiplying those proportions by the 
total population estimates in the Department of Plan­
ning report. 

For 1975 and 1985, we used Department of Planning 
estimates when they were available for the specific age 
groups that were needed. When these estimates were 
not available, we used appropriate age-cohort propor­
tions. For example, to estimate the population of 10- to 
14-year-olds in 1975 from the Department of Planning 
estimate for 5- to 14-year -aids that year (this estimate 
was taken from the department's report, Changes in 
the Socioeconomic Characteristics of Chicago's Popu­
lation, 1970-1975, page 4), we calculated the propor­
tion that 5- to 9-year-olds made up of all 0- to 9-year­
aids in the 1970 Census, and then multiplied this pro­
portion by the 5- to 14-year-old population estimate for 
1975. A similar process was used to estimate the age­
specific populations for 1985, using 1985 updated 
totals from the Department of Planning report, Popula­
tion by Race and Age in Chicago's Community Areas 
(June 1987), and age-specific proportions from the 
department's report, Population Forecast for the City of 
Chicago 1980-2010 (December 1987). 

Age-specific populations for the years between 1970, 
1975, and 1980 were interpolated from these figures. 
For the years 1981 through 1984 and 1986 through 
1989, age-specific proportions from the December 
1987 report were applied to the above totals. The total 
populations of the age-specific populations from 1990 
tLrough the year 2010 were taken from the December 
1987 report. 

• Separating 15- and 16-year-olds ~rom the 15-19 
age category in Illinois. To separate 15- and 16-
year -olds from the total number of 15- to 19-year -aids 
in Illinois as a whole in 1975, we used the proportion 
that 10- and 11-year-olds made up of alii 0- to 14-
year-aids in the 1970 Census, and then multiplied that 
proportion by the population of 15- to 19-year-olds in 
1975. The same technique was used for 1985, 1990, 
and 1995, using 1980 Census data to estimate the 
proportions. For 1985, the proportion of 10- and 11-
year-aids of the 1 0-14 Census population in 1980 was 
used. For 1990, the proportion of 5- and 6-year-olds of 
the 5-9 1980 Census population was used. And for 
1995, the proportion of those younger than age 2 of the 
0-4 1980 Census population was used. For the years 
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2000 and 2010, the same proportion that was used for 
1995 was multiplied by the 15- to 19-year-old popula­
tion. Straight interpolation was then used to determine 
the number of 15- and 16-year-olds in the rest of the 
years. 

• Separating 15- and 16-year-olds from the 15-19 
age category in Chicago. To separate 15- and 16-
year-olds from the total 15- to 19-year-old population 
group in Chicago, we used the same method as for 
total Illinois. However, for 1990 through the year 2010, 
the numbers of 15- and 16-year-olds within the 15-19 
populations were obtained directly from Chicago De­
partment of Planning report, Population Forecast for 
the City of Chicago 1980-2010. 

HOW WERE OFFENSE RATES FOR 
.JURISDICTIONS OF DIFFERENT 
POPULATION SIZES DETERMINED? 
Figures 1-7 (page 51) and 1-16 (page 54) present crime 
rates in four types of Illinois jurisdictions of varying sizes: 
Chicago, other large municipalities, small municipalities, 
and rural areas. The population estimates of these differ­
ent jurisdictions were done by the Illinois State Police and 
are presented in its annual publication, Crime in Illinois. 
The jurisdictions are defined as follows: 

• Chicago. The entire city of Chicago. 

• Other large municipalities. This is a U.S. Census 
Bureau designation for cities (or twin municipalities) 
within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) 
that have more than 50,000 people and exhibit charac­
teristics of a major metropOlitan center. In Illinois in 
1988, these cities were Arlington Heights, Aurora, 
Bloomington-Normal, Champaign-Urbana-Rantoul, 
Cicero, Decatur, Des Plaines, East St. Louis, Elgin, 
Evanston, Joliet, Kankakee, Moline-Rock Island, Mt. 
Prospect, Oak Lawn, Oak Park, Peoria, Rockford, 
Schaumburg, Skokie, Springfield, and Waukegan. 
(Chicago was excluded because it has its own 
category.) 

• Small municipalities. These include (1) suburban 
areas with a population of 50,000 or less, including the 
counties within an SMSA, and (2) other cities and towns 
outside of SMSAs and surrounded by rural areas. 

• Rural areas. Rural areas are the unincorporated por­
tions of counties outside of SMSAs. 
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APPENDIX C 

Using 
the Data 
Although Trends and Issues 90 is designed to be a com­
prehensive summary of criminal justice statistics in Illinois, 
there are some limitations to the data. Within each chap­
ter, a section called The Data contains specific information 
about using or interpreting the statistics presented in that 
chapter. This appendix covers limitations on comparing 
information presented in different chapters of the report. 

Because Trends and Issues 90 includes detailed 
information on every component of Illinois' criminal justice 
system-law enforcement, prosecution, the courts, and 
corrections-readers may be tempted to do a simple cross­
comparison of data from different system components. 
Such a comparison, using the latest data available in each 
chapter, might look something like this: 

• Total felony arrests (1988): 88,761 * 

• Total felony cases filed (1988): 56,122 

• Total felony convictions (1988): 32,496 

• Total felony sentences (1988): 31,778 

• Total prison admissions (1988): 1 0,864 

These numbers, however, do not represent a 
single cohort of offenders or even arrest events. The fig­
ures are drawn from a variety of different agencies using 
different units of measurement. In addition, the figures 
cover different time periods. In no way do they represent 
the flow of people or cases through the state's criminal 

· This is a conservative estimate, based on the number of adult 
and juvenile arrests for those I-UCR crime codes that are 
a/ways felonies. Excluded are arrests for crimes that may be 
either felonies or misdemeanors, depending on circumstances. 
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justice system. Trying to extract such a flow from these 
numbers, or from other statistics in this report, would be 
misleading. 

Some basic data-quality problems prohibit simplis­
tic comparisons and analyses across system components. 
For example: 

• It is dangerous to analyze or compare summary, or 
aggregate, data. Typically, the greater the aggrega­
tion, the higher the likelihood of error. For example, 
most law enforcement statistics are generated at the 
local level; however, the courts maintain no local data 
but instead keep records at the county level. As a 
result, law enforcement statistics cannot be compared 
with court statistics unless they are summarized by 
county. 

• The dates of the most recent data available tend to 
vary among agencies and jurisdictions. In most parts 
of this report, the most recent data come from 1988. 
However, some data elements have been updated to 
1989, depending on the availability of the information 
at the time of publication. In addition, some figures are 
reported in calendar years, wlli1e others cover state (or 
in some cases, county) fiscal years. Comparing data 
from different years would be inappropriate and 
misleading. 

• Certain agencies measure people, others measure 
cases, and still others measure charges. Even within 
the same agency, some statistics count people, while 
others count cases (for example, law enforcement 
agencies measure arrests in terms of people but of­
fenses in terms of cases). In addition, the merging of 
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cases can result in the misrepresentation of system 
activity. For instance, one person can be arrested and 
charged with 20 offenses, but the final court action may 
reflect only one conviction. This difference between 
people and cases causes fundamental problems when 
trying to compare data across different types of crimi­
nal justice agencies. 

• Pending cases within certain agencies, such as the 
courts, may carry over into subsequent recordkeeping 
periods. This makes it impossible to accurately com­
pare data within that system component. For example, 
the aggregate data on felony convictions in a given 
year may include not only cases filed during that year 
but also pending cases filed in previous years. This 
problem also occurs in law enforcement: the offenses 
cleared in a given year may not necessarily correspond 
to the arrests made during that year. 

The combined result of these and other considerations is 
that data from various sections of this report cannot be syn­
thesized for easy comparison and analysis. (For more in­
formation about this issue, see Carolyn R. Block, How to 
Trace Crimes Through the Illinois Criminal Justice System 

268 

[Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 
1981].) 

Sometime in the future, however, such compari­
sons may be possible in Illinois through the use of offender­
based transaction statistics, or OBTS. An OBTS system 
would track the activities of each offender from the time the 
person enters the criminal justice system to the time he or 
she leaves it. This, in turn, would support the type of ag­
gregate data analysis that would allow researchers to an­
swer questions such as the following: How many people 
are arrested each year? Of those, how many are charged 
in court? Of those, how many are convicted? and so on. In 
other words, an OBTS system would be an importa.nt step 
in solving the broad data-quality problems outlined in this 
appendix and in answering the cross-component questions 
that cannot be addressed with the data in this report. 

In the meantime, readers are warned against mak­
ing simplistic data comparisons across different compo­
nents of the criminal justice system. The data presented In 
each chapter of Trends and Issues 90 are useful in under­
standing how that part of the systom works in Illinois. How­
.ever, the data are not building blocks for larger, system­
wide analyses. 
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APPENDIX D 

Legislation 
The 86th Illinois General Assembly passed, and Governor 
James R. Thompson signed, dozens of pieces of criminal 
justice legislation during its 1989 session. While these bills 
covered a variety of criminal justice problems and issues, 
some common areas received special legislative attention: 

• Drug abuse. The General Assembly passed a num­
ber of laws related to drug abuse. For example, law­
makers created several new drug offenses, including 
the Steroid Control Act; provided for drug testing of 
school bus drivers and transit workers; and made it 
easier for criminal justice officials to seize the assets of 
drug dealers. 

• Victims' rights. The General Assembly continued to 
expand the rights of crime victims and created new 
offenses regarding the neglect or financial exploitation 
of elderly or disabled persons. 

• Financing the criminal justice system. The General 
Assembly increased fees or penalties that offenders 
must pay and required inmates who receive pay for 
work to reimburse the criminal justice system for the 
cost of their incarceration. 

This legislative appendix summarizes the signifi­
cant criminal justice legislation passed during the 1989 
session of the 86th General Assembly and signed into law 
by Governor Thompson. It also includes a handful of bills 
passed by the 85th General Assembly and signed into !aw 
by Governor Thompson after October 31, 1988 (the cutoff 
date for the legislative appendix in Trends and Issues 
1989). This appendix is by no means an exhaustive list of 
criminal justice legislation enacted by the 86th General 
Assembly in 1989. Rather, it is a summary of the more 
importan1.legislation affecting different aspects of the crimi­
nal justice system. 

The laws are organized by topic, including some 
that correspond to the chapter titles of this report, as well 
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as previous and current special topics. Each summary 
includes a brief description of the new legislation, the public 
act number, and the effective date of the law. Copies of 
public acts are available free of charge from the Secretary 
of State, Index Department, 217-782-7017. 

AIDS 

HIV information upon release. The Illinois Department of 
Corrections shall provide all releasees with information 
regarding programs and services of the Illinois Department 
of Public Health to help the person ascertain whether he or 
she has beer. exposed to HIV (human immunodeficiency 
virus), which is believed to cause AIDS. PA 86-765; effec­
tive January 1, 1990. 

Law enforcement officers and HIV testing. Police offi­
cers are added to the list of emergency personnel who 
must be notified by a hospital if such personnel have pro­
vided emergency care to a pc;ttient who has been diag­
nosed as having a dangerous communicable or infectious 
disease, including HIV infection. Written informed consent 
is not required for a health care provider to perform a test 
on a patient when a law enforcement officer is involved in 
the line of duty in a direct skin or mucous membrane con­
tact with the blood or bodily fluids of the individual, which is 
of a nature that may transmit HIV. PA 86-887: effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Offense of educational intimidation. Creates the offense 
of educational intimidation when a person knowingly inter­
feres with the right of any child afflicted or believed to be 
afflicted with a chronic infectious disease to attend or par­
ticipate in the activities of elementary school. Creates a 
civil cause of action for a person injured as a result of edu­
cational intimidation. PA 86-890; effective January 1, 1990. 

Criminal transmission of HIV. Creates the offense of 
criminal transmission of HIV, a Class 2 felony, when a per-
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son, knowing that he or she is infected with HIV, engages 
in intimate contact with another; provides bodily fluids for 
transfusion, transplantation, insemination, or other admini­
stration for another; or transfers any nonsterile intravenous 
or intramuscular drug paraphernalia to another. PA 86-
897; effective September 11, 1989. 

HIV t~·sting of custodial releasees. Upon receipt of an 
inmate's writen informed consent, the Illinois Department of 
Corrections shall provide testing for HIV and AIDS prior to 
the release of any inmate who has a documented history of 
intravenous drug use and shall provide pre- and post-test 
counseling for the inmate, if the General Assembly appro­
priatec-~ sufficient funds for testing and counseling. PA 86-
918; effective January 1, 1990. 

CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
(See also Crimes and Criminal Sanctions, Drug Abuse, 
Juvenile Justice, Victims' Rights) 

Children's Advocacy Center Act. Requires each county 
to establish a child advocacy advisory board to propose 
written procedures to be used in investigating and prose­
cuting child sexual abuse cases and in coordinating treat­
ment programs for children. Allows counties to establish 
by referendum children's advocacy centers to coordinate 
the activities of the various age,lcies involved in the investi­
gation, prosecution, and treatment of child sexual abuse. 
PA 86-276; effective August 24,1989. 

Private child care organization employees and volun­
teers. Any private child care organization, other than a 
school, may require employees and volunteers to sign a 
statement, under penalty of perjury, indicating whether the 
employee or volunteer has ever been charged with or con­
victed of child abduction, sexual abuse of a child, or an 
offense involving intentional infliction of physical injury upon 
a child. PA 86-313; effective August 30, 1989. 

School attendance and child neglect. A child shall not 
be considered neglected or abused solely because the 
child is not attending school. Requires the Department of 
Children and Family Services to notify the school superin­
tendent when a report is received that a child is truant. 
Investigations in cases of educational neglect shall com­
mence within 24 hours (rather than 72 hours) of the report. 
PA 86-601 ; effedive January 1, 1990. 

Reporting child abuse and neglect. Adds the supervisor 
and administrator of general assistance under the Illinois 
Public Aid Code to the list of persons who, having reason­
able cause to believe a child known to them in their official 
capacity may be an abused or neglected child, shall imme­
diately report or cause a report to be made to the Depart­
ment of Children and Family Services. PA 86-716; effec­
tive January 1, 1990. 
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Evidence of child abuse or neglect. Makes a medical 
diagnosis of "failure to thrive syndrome" prima facie evi­
dence of neglect, not abuse. Also, in any hearing under 
this act, adds that proof of dependency of one minor shall 
be admissible evidence on the issue of dependency of any 
other minor for whom the respondent is responsible. PA 
86-883; effective January 1, 1990. 

CORRECTIONS 
(See also AIDS, Financing the Criminal Justice System, 
Juvenile Justice) 

Contracting for periodic imprisonment. Allows the sher­
iff of any county to contract with an appropriate institution to 
administer periodiC imprisonment. PA 85-1433; effective 
January 11, 1983. 

limits on periodic imprisonment. A sentence of periodic 
imprisonment shall not exceed one year if a person is com­
mitted to a county correctional institution or facility, and, in 
conjunction with that sentence, participates in a county 
work release program comparable to the work and day 
release program provided for in state facilities. PA 86-328; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

Privatization of prison industries. Enables the Illinois 
Department of Corrections (I DOC) to enter into contracts 
with any private entity for the purpose of utilizing inmates in 
the manufacture of goods or wares, in the provision of 
services, or for any other business enterprise deemed by 
the department to be consistent with the proper training 
and rehabilitation of inmates. Allows IDOC to construct or 
lease buildings on state property for these purposes. PA 
86-480; effective January 1, 1990. 

Circuit court and jail conditions. Repeals the law requir­
ing the Circuit Court of each count)! to inquire into the con­
ditions of the jail and the treatment of the prisoners. PA 86-
556; effective January 1, 1990. 

Restoration of rights. Upon discharge from probation, 
conditional discharge, or periodic imprisonment or any time 
thereafter, all license rights and privileges granted by the 
state which have been revoked or suspended shall be 
restored. PA 86-558; effective January 1, 1990. 

Arresting agenCies in counties without jails. When 
there is no county jail facility operating in a county, arrest­
ing agencies are responsible for delivering arrested per­
sons to an adjoining county jail facility that has entered into 
a written agreement with the committing county for mainte­
nance of prisoners. PA 86-570; effective January 1, 1990. 

Family services. Ttle Illinois Department of Corrections 
may provide family responsibility services, which may in­
clude family advocacy counseling, parent self-help groups, 
parenting skills training, a parent and child overnight pro-
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gram, parent and child reunification counseling, and prere­
lease reunification counseling. Supervising officers shall 
receive specialized training in the special needs of female 
releasees or parolees, including the family reunification 
process. PA 86-661; effectilJe September 1, 1989. 

Contraband in a penal institution. Broadens the defini­
tion of "penal institution" for the offense of bringing contra­
band into a penal institution. Specifies penalties for pos­
sessing in and bringing into a penal institution alcohol, 
cannabis, or any controlled substance. Creates the of­
fense of possession of contraband in a penal institution by 
an employee. PA 86-866; effective January 1, 1990. 

COURTS 
(See also Drug Abuse, Driving Under the Influence, Fi­
nancing the Criminal Justice System, JJvenile Justice, Law 
Enforcement, Victims' Rights) 

Arrest warrant limitations. Allows a judge to place a 
geographical limitation on the execution of a warrant, but 
such limitation shall not be expressed in mileage. Pre­
cludes liability for the good faith execution of a warrant 
outside the geographic limitation by the arresting officer. If 
no additional delay is created, the arresting officer may 
take a person arrested in a county other than the one in 
which the arrest warrant is issued to the nearest and most 
accessible judge in the county from which the warrant was 
issued. PA 86-298; effective January 1, 1990. 

Bail security. The clerk of the court shall provide a space 
on each form to indicate whether a person other than the 
accused has provided the money to post bail. The form 
shall also include notice to such person that if the defen­
dant fails to comply with the conditions of the bail bond, the 
money may be forfeited and used to pay costs, attorneys' 
fees, fines, and for other purposes. PA 86-337; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Presentence reports. In misdemeanor, business, or petty 
offense cases, a presentence report ordered by the court 
shall contain information on the defendant's history of delin­
quency or criminality and any matters specifically ordered 
by the court. In criminal sexual abuse and violation of or­
der of protection cases, the presentence report shall also 
contain information about the defendant's participation in 
alcohol, drug abuse, psychiatric and marriage counseling 
or other treatment programs. PA 86-391; effective August 
30,1989. 

Guilty but mentally ill verdict. Modifies the burden of 
proof in cases where the defendant pleads insanity. Allows 
the court to find a defendant guilty but mentally ill if the 
court finds that the state has proven the defendant's guilt 
beyond a reasonable doubt, the defendant has failed to 
prove insanity, and tile defendant has proven by a prepon-
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derance of the evidence that he was mentally ill at the time 
of commission of the offense. PA 86-392; effective Janu­
ary 1,1990. 

Duties of probation officers. Allows probation officers to 
authorize travel permits to individuals under their supervi­
sion unless otherwise ordered by the court. When a per­
son on probation moves from the county where the offense 
was committed and a probation officer from the new county 
takes charge of the probationer, the new probation officer 
shall report to the original probation officer every six 
months, or more frequently if requested, rather than once a 
month. PA 86-639; effective January 1, 1990. 

Judicial redistricting. Increases the number of Appellate 
and Circuit Court judges in the 1 st Judicial District (Cook 
County). Divides the district into subdistricts and subcir­
cuits, and establishes a system for electing a portion of the 
judges from these subdistricts and subcircuits. PA 86-786; 
effective September 6, 1989. 

Sentencing and mitigating factors. In determining the 
sentence of imprisonment, the court shall also consider, as 
a mitigating factor, whether the defendant was mentally 
retarded. PA 86-903; effective January 1, 1990. 

Limitations on supervision. A defendant charged with 
domestic battery or criminal sexual abuse shall not be 
placed on supervision if the defendant has been convicted 
or placed on supervision for such an offense within the last 
five years. PA 86-979; effective July 1, 1990. 

Bail bond. Adds criteria for determining the amount of bail 
and conditions of release. A person found guilty of an of­
fense who is waiting for sentencing shall be held without 
bond unless the court finds that the person is not likely to 
flee or pose a danger to any other person or the commu­
nity. If the person has been sentenced and is waiting for 
appeal, the court shall also consider whether the appeal is 
for the purpose of delay and raises a substantial question 
of law. Bail bond deposited on behalf of a defendant in one 
case may be used, in the court's discretion, to satisfy finan­
cial obligations in another case. PA 86-984; effective De­
cember 13, 1989. 

Conditions of supervision, probation, or conditional 
discharge. As a condition of supervir,\on, probation, or 
conditional discharge, a court may order a defendant to 
refrain from entering a designated geographic area or from 
contacting specified persons or particular types of persons. 
PA 86-1012; effective July 1, 1990. 

CRIM~S AGAINST ELDERLY AND DISABLED 
CITIZENS 

Criminal neglect of an elderly or disabled person. Cre­
ates the offense of criminal neglect of an elderly or disabled 
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person, a Class 3 felony, when a person who is a caregiver 
of an elderly or disabled person performs acts which cause 
the elderly or disabled person's life or health to be endan­
gered or when the caregiver fails to perform acts to main­
tain or preserve the life or health of the elderly or disabled 
person. PA 86-153; effective January 1, 1990. 

Financial exploitation of an elderly or disabled person. 
Creates the offense of financial exploitation of an elderly or 
disabled person when a person in a position of trust or 
confidem::e with an elderly or disabled person knowingly 
and by deception or intimidation obtains control over the 
elderly or disabled person's property with the intent to per­
manently deprive the person of his property. Makes a 
person charged with the offense civilly liable to the victim. 
P A 86-153; effective January 1, 1990. 

High-risk adults with disabilities. Adds physically or 
mentally disabled adults unable to protect themselves from 
abuse, neglect, or exploitation to the classes of persons 
protected under the Illinois Domestic Violence Act and 
prohibits persons from impeding high-risk adults from gain­
ing access to social or legal services agencies or organiza­
tions. PA 86-542; effective January 1, 1990. 

CRIMES AND CRIMINAL SANCTIONS 
(See also AIDS, Crimes Against Elderly and Disabled Citi­
zens, Drugs, Driving Under the Influence, Firearms, Juve­
nile Justice) 

Aggravated kidnapping and patronizing a juvenile 
prostitute. Adds the offense of aggravated kidnapping to 
the definition of "forcible felony." Creates the offense of 
patronizing a juvenile prostitute, a Class 4 felony, when a 
person engages in an act of sexual penetration with a pros­
titute under 17 years of age. PA 85-1447; effective Janu­
ary 1,1990. 

Bid-rigging. Clarifies the definition of public contract as it 
applies to bid rigging, bid rotating, and change order of­
fenses. Removes the prohibition against contracting with 
state or local government if a corporation whose employee 
was convicted of a bid rigging or bid rotating offense no 
longer employs such person and has been finally adjudi­
cated not guilty or demonstrates that upper management 
did not perform or authorize the offense. PA 86-150; effec­
tive August 11, 1989. 

Aggravated battery. Makes aggravated battery a forcible 
felony only if it results in great bodily harm or permanent 
disfigurement. PA 86-291; effective January 1,1990. 

Child abduction. Adds to the definition of "child abduc­
tion" situations in which a putative father intentionally con­
ceals, detains, or removes the child without the consent of 
the mother or lawful custodian, and the paternity of the 
child has been legally established but no orders relating to 
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custody have been entered. PA 86-312; effective August 
30,1989. 

Penalties for escape. Increases the penalty for escape or 
aiding the escape from the lawful custody of a peace officer 
for the alleged commission of a felony from a Class A mis­
demeanor to a Class 2 felony. PA 86-335; effective Janu­
ary 1, 1990. 

Illegal facsimile machine use. Creates the petty offense 
of knowingly sending unsolicited advertising or fund-raising 
material on a facsimile machine without the receiver's per­
mission. PA 86-555; effective J~;'luary 1, 1990. 

Penalty for aggravated battery of a child. Increases the 
penalty for aggravated battery of a child from a Class 2 
felony to a Class 1 felony and a subsequent offense from a 
Class 1 felony to a Class X felony. PA 86-575; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Reckless driving. Increases the penalty for reckless driv­
ing from a Class B to a Class A misdemeanor. PA 86-581 ; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

False bomb threats. Increases the penalty for a false 
bomb threat from a Class A misdemeanor to a Class 4 
felony. PA 86-712; effective January 1, 1990. 

Computer tampering. Adds to the offense of computer 
tampering when a person inserts or attempts to insert a 
program into a computer or computer program knowing or 
having reason to believe such program could damage or 
destroy any computer, will alter, delete or remove a com­
puter program or data from any computer, or cause loss to 
the users. Permits civil action for relief. PA 86-762; effec­
tive January 1, 1990. 

Murder and the Controlled Substances Act. Adds as an 
aggravating factor in the consideration of a death sentence 
for first degree murder that the defendant"while committing 
an offense under the Illinois Controlled Substances Act, or 
while engaged in a conspiracy or solicitation to commit 
such offense, intentionally killed an individual or aided in 
the killing of the individual. PA 86-806; effective January 1, 
1990. 

Aggravating factor in first-degree murder-drug con­
spiracy offenses. Adds as an aggravating factor in the 
consideration of a death sentence for first-degree murder 
that the murdered person was killed in the course of an­
other felony if the other felony was a calculated criminal 
drug conspiracy. Also adds as an aggravating factor in 
consideration of a death sentence that a murder was com­
mitted in a cold, calculated, and premeditated manner pur­
suant to a preconceived plan to take a human life by un­
lawful means. PA 86-834; effective September 7, 1989. 

False child abuse/neglect reports. Increases the penalty 
for transmitting a false report to the Department of Children 
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and Family Services under the Abused and Neglected 
Child Reporting Act from a Class B misdemeanor to a 
Class A misdemeanor and a second or subsequent viola­
tion to a Class 4 felony. PA 86-835; effective January 1, 
1990. 

Ritual mutilation. Creates the offense of ritual mutilation, 
a Class 2 felony, when a person mutilates, dismembers, or 
tortures another person as a part of a ceremony, rite, initia­
tion, obseNance, performance, or practice without the 
victim's consent. PA 86-864; effective January 1, 1990. 

Extended term sentence and ritual mutilation. In con­
sidering the imposition of an extended term sentence for a 
felony, the court may consider whether the offense in­
volved brutalizing or torturing humans or animals; the theft 
of human corpses; the kidnapping of animals; or the dese­
cration of any cemetery or religious, fraternal, business, 
governmental, educational, or other building or property 
committed as part of a ceremony, rite, initiation, etc., of an 
actual or ostensible religious, fraternal, or social group. PA 
86-865; effective January 1, 1990. 

No state business for felons. No person or business 
entity convicted of a felony shall do business with the State 
of Illinois or any state agency for one year after the date of 
completion of the sentence for such felony. PA 86-975; 
effective July 1, 1990. 

Domestic battery and aggravated battery. Creates the 
offense of domestic battery, a Class A misdemeanor, when 
a person intentionally or knowingly, without legal justifica­
tion, causes bodily harm or makes physical contact of an 
insulting nature to any family or household member. Pro­
vides that intentional harm caused to a woman known to be 
pregnant is aggravated battery. PA 86-979; effective July 
1,1990 

Aggravating factor in first-degree murder-residential 
burglary offenses. Adds as an aggravating factor in the 
consideration of a death sentence for first degree murder 
that the murdered individual was killed in the course of a 
residential burglary. PA 86-1012; effective July 1, 1990. 

CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD INFORMATION 
(See also Child Abuse and Neglect, Courts) 

Form and manner of disposition reporting. Shifts the 
responsibility for determining the form and manner of re­
portirg criminal history disposition information from the 
Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority to the Illinois 
State Police. PA 85-1433; effective January 11, 1989. 

Maintenance and dissemination of criminal records. 
The state central repository for criminal history record infor­
mation is no longer required to return photographs and 
fingerprints to a defendant upon a non-conviction. Delays 
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implementation of the Illinois Uniform Conviction Informa­
tion Act for six months, until January 1, 1991. Allows pri­
vate schools to obtain state conviction records on current 
and prospective employees and volunteers. PA 86-575; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

Standardized information requests. Amends the ena­
bling statutes of many state non-criminal justice agencies 
to standardize the procedures for requesting and obtaining 
criminal history record information from the state central 
repository. PA 86-610; effective July 1, 1990. 

DRUG ABUSE 
(See also Corrections, Crimes and Criminal Sanctions, 
Driving Under the Influence, Financing the Criminal Justice 
System, Juvenile Justice) 

Conditions of probation. When a first-time offender is 
placed on probation for a violation of the Illinois Controlled 
Substances Act, in addition to other conditions of probation, 
the court shall require that the person not violate any crimi­
nal statute and refrain from possessing a firearm or other 
dangerous weapon. PA 86-265; effective January 1,1990. 

Drug paraphernalia. Allows for the forfeiture, pursuant to 
the Narcotics Profit Forfeiture Act, of property acquired or 
maintained as a result of a violation of the Drug Parapher­
nalia Act. PA 86-271 ; effective August 22, 1989. 

Newborns and control/ed substances-Neglected 
Child Reporting Act. Adds to the definition of "neglected 
child" in the Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act a 
newborn infant whose blood or urine contains controlled 
substances as defined by the Illinois Controlled Sub­
stances Act. PA 86-274; effective January 1, 1990. 

Newborns and control/ed substances-Juvenile Court 
Act. Adds to the definition of "neglected or abused minor" 
in the Juvenile Court Act a newborn infant whose blood or 
urine contains controlled substances as defined by the 
Illinois Controlled Substances Act. PA 86-275; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Narcotics profit forfeiture. Amends the Narcotics Profit 
Forfeiture Act by making property used to facilitate a viola­
tion of the act forfeitable and by allowing for a forfeiture 
hearing after the filing of an information or indictment rather 
than after conviction. PA 86-350; January 1, 1990. 

Control/ed substance fines. Sets minimum and maxi­
mum sentences for specified violations of the Controlled 
Substances Act. Increases the fine for certain violations of 
the Controlled Substances Act to not more than $500,000 
or the full street value of the controlled substance, which­
ever is greater. PA 86-442; effective January 1, 1990. 

School bus driver drug testing. Requires all school bus 
driver permit applicants to submit to tests for drug and alco-
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hoi use before receiving their permits. PA 86-508; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Fortified drug house offense. Creates the offense of 
criminal fortification of a residence or building, a Class 3 
felony, when a person, with the intent to prevent the lawful 
entry of a law enforcement offic6(, maintains a building in a 
fortified condition knowing that the building is being used 
for the manufacture, storage, delivery, or trafficking of can­
nabis or controlled substances. PA 86-760; effective Janu­
ary 1,1.990. 

Beeper ban. Students may not use or possess any pocket 
pager or similar electronic device in any school building or 
on any school property except with the permission of the 
school board. School boards must promulgate written 
standards for authorizing the use of pocket pagers or simi­
lar electronic devices in a school building or on school 
property and disciplinary measures for violations of such 
prohibition. PA 86-791 ; effective January 1, 1990. 

Criminal drug conspiracy. A person commits the offense 
of criminal drug conspiracy by intentionally agreeing with 
another person to commit certain violations of the Illinois 
Controlled Substances Act. PA 86-809; effective January 
1,1990. 

Unlawful transfer of a telecommunications device to a 
minor. Creates the offense of unlawful transfer of a tele­
communications device to a minor, a Class A misde­
meanor, INhere a person provides a telecommunications 
device such as a pagi,lg device to a person under 18 years 
of age with the intent that the device be used to commit 
any criminal offense. Allows for the seizure and forfeiture 
of a telecommunications device possessed by a student on 
school grounds without the authority of the school principal, 
or used in the commission of an offense. PA 86-811; effec­
tive January 1, 1990. 

Drug-free schools and communities. Requires the State 
Board of Education to initiate and maintain an annual 
Governor's Recognition Program for schools, communities, 
and businesses which are free of drugs. Creates a grant 
program for the purpose of developing drug-free commu­
nity planning and implementation strategies. PA 86-822; 
effective September 7, 1989. 

Drug Dependency Boarl;l. Adds the executive director of 
the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority and the 
Illinois director of revenue to the Department of Alcoholism 
and Substance Abuse's Interagency Alcoholism and Other 
Drug Depe"dency Board. PA 86-825; effective September 
7,1989. 

Steroid Control Act. Creates the Steroid Control Act au­
thorizing the Department of Alcoholism and Substance 
Abuse to develop and implement a statewide steroid con-

274 

trol program to alert the public to the dangers and adverse 
effects of abusing anabolic steroids. Also defines the of­
fenses and penalties for the illegal manufacture, delivery, 
or possession of steroids. PA 86-829; effective January 1, 
1990. 

Drug searches in schools. Empowers school boards to 
adopt policies for requesting the assistance of law enforce­
ment officials to conduct searches for illegal drugs on 
school grounds, including lockers, and including searches 
using specially trained dogs. PA 86-850; effective January 
1, 1990. 

Driving privileges during probation. The court may or­
der, as a condition of probation or conditional discharge, 
that a minor adjudicated delinquent on any alcohol, canna­
bis, or controlled substances violation, or a person under 
18 years of age found guilty of such a violation, refrain from 
acquiring a driver's license during the period of probation or 
conditional discharge. If the person already possesses a 
driver's license or permit, the court may order that the per­
son refrain from driving or operating a motor vehicle during 
the period of probation or conditional discharge. PA 86-
856; effective January 1, 1990. 

Driver's license revocation for drug offenses. Allows 
the secretary of state to revoke the driver's license of a 
driver convicted of the illegal possession of any amount of 
controlled substances or cannabis while operating a motor 
vehicle, rather than only for offenses involving more than 5 
grams of a controlled substance or more than 30 grams of 
cannabis. PA 86-879; effective January 1, 1990. 

Transit worker drug testing. The Regional Transporta­
tion Authority and the Chicago Transportation Authority 
shall be responsible for the establishment, maintenance, 
administration, and enforcement of a comprehensive drug 
testing program which is in absolute conformity with federal 
statutes and regulations currently in effect. PA 86-906; ef­
fective September 11, 1989. 

Drugs in public housing. Increases penalties for the 
commission of certain Controlled Substances Act violations 
while on residential property owned, operated, and man­
aged by a public housing agency. PA 86-946; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE 
(See also Drug Abuse, Financing the Criminal Justice Sys­
tem, Victims' Rights) 

Drunken boating. A person arrested for and charged with 
operating a watercraft under the influence of alcohol or 
drugs shall not operate any watercraft for a period of six 
hours after such arrest. PA 86-535; effective January 1, 
1990 
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Restricted and judicial driving permits. Allows the issu­
ance of restricted or judicial driving permits for educational 
purposes. Increases from one year to two years the length 
of driver's license suspensions for subsequent offenders 
who refuse or fail to complete an alcohol or drug test. In­
creases from 90 days to six months the amount of time the 
secretary of state must wait before issuing a restricted 
driving permit to a subsequent offender who refuses or fails 
to complete an alcohol or drug test. PA 86-929; effective 
September 21, 1989 

Serious motor vehicle accidents. A driver involved in a 
motor vehicle accident resulting in the death or personal 
injury of any person is deemed to have given consent to a 
test for the purpose of determining the alcohol or other drug 
content of the driver's blood. PA 86-947; effective January 
1,1991. 

Drugs in blood or urine. Adds to the offense of driving 
und~r the Influence of alcohol, another drug, or combina­
tion thereof situations in which there is any amount of a 
drug, substance, or compound in the person's blood or 
urine resulting from the unlawful use of cannabis or a con­
trolled substance. PA 86-1019; effective July 1, 1990. 

FINANCING THIE CRIMINAL ~USTiCE SYSTEM 
(See also Courts, Drug Abuse, Law Enforcement) 

Court services fee. Allows a county to enact a court serv­
ices fee of up to $15 to defray court security expenses 
incurred by the sheriff in providing court services. This fee 
shall be assessed in civil cases and in criminal cases re­
sulting in a judgment of conviction, an order of supervision, 
or a sentence of probation under the Cannabis Control Act 
or Controlled Substances Act. PA 85-1421; effective De­
cember 15, 1988 

State's attorneys' salaries. Increases the annual salary 
of state's attorneys by $5,000 to $15,000, depending upon 
the population of the county, and provides that the state 
pay 100 percent of the increase. Permits state's attorneys 
in smaller counties to engage in private practice if they file 
a declaration with the county clerk. Such practice reduces 
the state's attorney's annual salary. PA 85-1451 ; effective 
March 15, 1989. 

Recovery of missing adult search costs. Allows the 
recovery of reasonable expenses to conduct a missing 
adult search where the subject of the search was not held 
against his or her will, knew or should have known Cl 

search was in progress, and failed to notify the authorities 
that the search was unnecessary. PA 86-423; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Inmates to pay cost of incarceration. Specifies that a 
portion of the compensation from useful employment by 
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inmates shall be used to offset the cost of the committed 
person's incarceration. PA 86-480; effective January 1, 
1990. 

Sheriffs' fees. Allows counties with populations of less 
than 1 million to enact ordinances to increase statutory 
sheriffs' fees for all persons and entities except Illinois offi­
cers, agencies, or departments, if the increase is justified 
by an acceptable cost study. PA 86-516; effective January 
1,1990. 

Offender conviction and probation costs. The penalty 
of $4 for each $40 of any fine already imposed shall also 
be deposited into the Traffic and Criminal Conviction Sur­
charge Fund upon a plea of guilty, stipulation of facts, or 
finding of guilt that results in a judgment of conviction or 
order of supervision in criminal, traffic, local, and county 
ordinance cases or on probation sentences under the Can­
nabis Control Act or the Controlled Substances Act. PA 
86-555; effective January 1, 1990. 

Restitution for DUI accidents. In addition to any fine or 
penalty required by law, any person convicted of driving 
under the influence shall be required to make restitution up 
to $500 to a public agency for the costs of any appropriate 
emergency response resulting from the DUI accident. PA 
86-581; effective January 1, 1990. 

Arrestee medical expenses. An arresting authority is 
responsible for an arreste~'s medical expenses when the 
expenses are due to an injury suffered by the arrestee 
during the course of his arrest, until the arrestee is placed 
in tne custody of the sheriff and unless the arrest was 
made pursuant to a request by the sheriff. PA 86-794; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

Financing jail construction. Extends authority to coun­
ties with populations of less than 80,000 to issue bonds for 
financing the construction of county jails and sheriffs' resi­
dences. PA 86-796; effective January 1, 1990. 

FIREARMS 

Firearms in public housing. Increases penalties for the 
commission of certain weapons violations while on residen­
tial property owned, operated, and managed by a public 
housing agency. PA 86-465 and PA 86-946; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Firearm owner's identification card. Allows the Illinois 
State Police to deny an application for, or revoke and seize, 
a firearm owner's identification card if ISP finds that the 
applicant or the person to whom such a card was issued is, 
or was at the time of issuance, a person whose mental 
condition is of such a nature that it poses a clear and pres­
ent danger to the applicant or any other person. PA 86-
882; effective January 1, 1990. 
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Aggravated battery with a firearm. Creates the offense 
of aggravated battery with a firearm, a Class X felony, 
when a person, in committing a battery, causes any injury 
to another by means of discharging a firearm. PA 86-980; 
effective July 1, 1990. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE 
(See also Child Abuse and Neglect, Crimes and Criminal 
Sanctions, Drug Abuse, Victims' Rights) 

Temporary custody of juvenile. No minor shall be de­
tained in a county jail or municipal lockup for more than six 
hours. Allows a minor to be placed in non-secure custody, 
such as foster home placement, for up to 36 hours pending 
a detention hearing or in the home of his or her parent or 
guardian subject to conditions that the court may impose. 
PA 85-1443; effective July 1, 1989. 

Parental responsibility. When a minor is found to be 
delinquent, the court may order the parent, guardian, or 
legal custodian of tile minor to pay restitution on the 
minor's behalf pursuant to the Parental Responsibility Law. 
The state's attorney may act on behalf of the victim in 
seeking restitution in such proceedings. PA 86-321; effec­
tive January 1 , 1990. 

Minor charged as an adult-possession of a deadly 
weapon. In making its determination on a motion to permit 
prosecution of a minor as an adult, the court shall consider, 
in addition to other factors, whether the minor possessed a 
deadly weapon when committing the alleged offense. PA 
86-371; effective January 1, 1990. 

Non-judicial adjustment plans. Amends the Juvenile 
Court Act of 1987 by deleting participation in a public or 
community service program or activity as part of a non­
judicial adjustment plan. PA 86-639; effective January 1, 
1990. 

Electronic monitoring of juveniles. The court may, as a 
condition of home confinement, require a minor to use an 
approved electronic monitoring device. PA 86-766; effec­
tive January 1,1990. 

Minor charged as an adult-gang-related felonies. Per­
mits prosecution as an adult, if a minor aged 15 or older is 
alleged to have committed an offense which constitutes a 
felony or a forcible felony, if the motion to prosecute as an 
adult alleges that the minor has previously been adjudi­
cated delinquent for an act which constitutes a felony, and 
if the offense was committed in furtherance of criminal 
activity of an organized gang. If a forcible felony is related 
to the activities of an organized gang, the court may not 
sentence the offender to probation, periodic imprisonment, 
or conditional discharge. PA 86-863; effective January 1, 
1990. 
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Substance abuse treatment for minors. When a minor 
is found delinquent for a drug offense and is made a ward 
of the court, the court may require the minor to undergo 
assessment, counseling, or treatment in an approved sub­
stance abuse program. PA 86-915; effective January 1, 
1990. 

Minor charged as an adult-possession of drugs on 
public housing property. A minor who is at least 15 
years of age at the time of the offense and who is charged 
with certain Controlled Substances Act violations while on 
residential property owned, operated, and managed by a 
public housing agency shall be prosecuted as an adult. PA 
86-946; effective January 1, 1990. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
(See also AIDS, Child Abuse and Neglect, Corrections, 
Courts, Crimes and Criminal Sanctions, Financing the 
Criminal Justice System.) 

Sheriffs' training. Requires each sheriff to annually obtain 
at least 20 hours of training, approved by the Illinois Local 
Governmental Law Enforcement Officers Training Board, 
relating to law enforcement and the operation of a sheriff's 
office. Also requires the county to reimburse the sheriff for 
reasonable expenses related to that training. PA 85-1425; 
effective July 1, 1989. 

Drug law enforcement agent indemnification. Clarifies 
the law allowing an individual appointed as an inspector by 
the director of State Police, when performing duties within 
the scope of activities of a metropolitan enforcement group 
or a law enforcement organization established under the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, to be represented and 
indemnified by the State of Illinois in certain civil lawsuits. 
PA 86-99; effective July 26,1989. 

Eavesdropping orders. Authorizes the chief judge of a 
circuit to assign associate judges to issue orders authoriz­
ing or approving the use of eavesdropping devices by law 
enforcement officers or agencies. PA 86-391; effective 
August 30, 1989. 

Housing authority police force. Grants public housing . 
authorities in municipalities having more than 500,000 
inhabitants the power to establish, appoint, and support 
a police force for the protection of its residents, em­
ployees, and visitors. PA 86-457; effective December 1, 
1989. 

Public transit security. Creates an oversight board to 
promote the protection of employees and passengers of 
the Chicago Transportation Authority, and requires the 
Chicago Transit Authority to increase its expenditures for 
the protection of its employees and passengers. PA 86-
463; effective August 31, 1989. 
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Arrest and prosecution statistics. Requires the Illinois 
Criminal Justice Information Authority to publish annual 
compilations of arrest, charge, and disposition information 
reported to the state central repository. PA 86-701; effec­
tive July 1, 1991 

Electronic surveillance. Allows law enforcement authori­
ties to obtain an order authorizing non-consensual eaves­
dropping in kidnapping or terrorist situations in addition to 
drug cases, and allows them, with certain restrictions, to 
conduct such surveillance without a court order in emer­
gency situations. PA 86-763; September 1, 1989. 

DNA testing. Requires blood and saliva specimens to be 
submitted by any person convicted of, or placed on supervi­
sion for, a sex offense or attempted sex offense and by any 
person institutionalized as a sexually dangerous person, 
including certain persons convicted or institutionalized prior 
to the effective date of this act. The Illinois State Police 
shall analyze and categorize the samples into genetic 
marker groupings and shall be the central repository for all 
genetic marker grouping analysis information. PA 86-881; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

PROSECUTION 
(See also Child Abuse and Neglect, Courts, Financing the 
Criminal Justice System, Juvenile Justice) 

Attorney general investigators. Adds to the responsibili­
ties of the attorney general the duty to investigate alleged 
violations of the statutes which the attorney general has a 
duty to enforce and to conduct other investigations in con­
nection with assisting in a criminal prosecution at the re­
quest of a state's attorney. Provides that investigators em­
ployed by the attorney general shall be peace officers. PA 
85-1402; effective January 1, 1989. 

Appellate prosecutor investigators. Increases the maxi-
. mum number of investigators from four to eight that the 
director of the Office of the State's Attorneys Appellate 
Prosecutor may hire to provide investigative services in 
criminal and tax objection cases for staff counsel and 
county state's attorneys. Provides that such investigators 
shall be peace officers. PA 86-9; effective January 1, 1990. 

Enhanced sentences. When the state seeks an en­
hanced sentence because of a prior conviction, the charge 
shall also state the prior conviction so as to give notice to 
the defendant. PA 86-964; effective July 1, 1990. 

PUBLIC DEFENSE 

Indigent death sentence defendants. Attorneys ap­
pointed by the Supreme Court to provide post-conviction 
counseling for indigent defendants in cases where the 
death sentence was imposed and direct appeals on the 
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sentence have been exhausted may submit bills to the 
Office of the State Appellate Defender for payment of serv­
ices. PA 86-318; effective January 1, 1990. 

Indigent petitioners and death sentence. Allows indi­
gent petitioners under death sentence to request court­
appointed counsel for a post-conviction hearing. Also re­
quires the court to appoint such counsel if satisfied that the 
petitioner has no means to procure counsel. PA 86-655; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

SEX OFFENSES 
(See also AIDS, Child Abuse and Neglect, Courts, Crimes 
and Criminal Sanctions) 

Charging spouse with criminal sexual assault. Allows 
an individual to charge one's spouse with criminal sexual 
assault if the victim reported such offense to a law enforce­
ment agency or the state's attorney's office within 30 days 
after the offense was committed, except when the court 
finds good cause for the delay. PA 86-770; effective Janu­
a.ry 1, 1990. 

Civil liability for distributing obscene material. Creates 
civil liability against manufacturers, producers, and whole­
sale distributors of obscene material which was possessed 
or viewed by a person convicted of a sexual offense, and 
proximately caused such a person, through his or her view­
ing or reading, to commit the offense. PA 86-857; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Driver's license revocation for sex offenses. Limits the 
secretary of state's authority to suspend or revoke the 
driver's license of a person convicted of certain sex of­
fenses to cases where the offense was committed while 
the person was operating or in actual physical control, as a 
driver, of a motor vehicie. PA 86-1019; effective July 1, 
1990 . 

VICTIMS' RIGHTS 
(See also Crimes Against Elderly and Disabled Citizens, 
Crimes and Criminal Sanctions, Juvenile Justice) 

Victim impact statement to Prisoner Review Board. 
Amends the Bill of Rights for Victims and Witnesses of 
Violent Crime to provide that, upon request of a victim, the 
state's attorney shall forward a copy of the victim impact 
statement to the Prisoner Review Board to be considered 
by the board in making its determination to release a pris­
oner. If a victim impact statement is presented to the 
board, the board must notify the victim of any order of dis­
charge entered by the board. PA 86-263; effective January 
1,1990. 

Confidentiality of victim statements. The statements 
made by a victim of violent crime during the course of ther-
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apy or consultation with personnel of a victim aid organiza­
tion shall not be disclosed, unless the victim consents in 
writing or by order of the court after a hearing. PA 86-538; 
effective January 1, 1990. 

Victim's right to be present in court. Amends the Bill of 
Rights for Victims and Witnesses of Violent Crimes to pro­
vide a victim the right to be present in court at all times dur­
ing the trial of the defendant except under certain circum­
stances. PA 86-567; effective January 1, 1990. 

Electronic devices or media at parole hearings. 
Amends the Bill of Rights for Victims and Witnesses of Vio­
lent Crimes to allow the victim to submit, on film, videotape, 
or other electronic means, information for consideration by 
the Prisoner Review Board. Requires the Prisoner Review 
Board to consider such information in making its determina­
tion of parole. PA 86-642; effective January 1, 1990. 

Bill of Rights for Children. Creates the Bill of Rights for 
Children which allows a parent of a child victim of certain 
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offenses the right to address the court, at the tim0 of sen­
tencing or at the disposition hearing of the defendant, re­
garding the impact of the offense upon the child. PA 86-
862; effective January 1, 1990. 

Motion for continuance. The court shall consider the a.ge 
of the victim and the condition of the victim's health when 
ruling on a motion for a continuance. PA 86- 876; effective 
January 1, 1990. 

Crime victim compensa~ion. Amends Illinois' Crime Vic­
tims Compensa.tion Act by removing the qualification that a 
conviction must be entered before driving under the influ­
ence is considered a "crime of violence." Allows an Illinois 
resident who is a victim of a crime of violence outside of 
Illinois to be eligible for victim compensation in Illinois if the 
victim is not eligible for compensation in the place where 
the crime occurred. Makes victims residing in the same 
household as the offender eligible for victim compensation. 
P A 86-1 009; effective July 1, 1990 
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APPENDIX E 
List of Questions 
Following are the questions that are answered in each 
chapter of Trends and Issues 90. The numbers refer to 
the page on which the discussion of each question begins. 

DRUG ABUSE AND CRIME 
Is the level of drug abuse increasing or decreasing? .... 18 
What is the level of drug abuse among criminal 

offenders? ............................................................... 18 
How many people are arrested for drug offenses in 

Illinois? .................................................................... 19 
Is crack cocaine trafficking occurring in Illinois? ............ 20 
Where do most drug arrests in Illinois occur? ............... 20 
How many drug arrests does the DEA make in 

Illinois? .................................................................... 21 
How will the number of drug arrests change through 

the year 2000? ........................................................ 21 
How has the drug problem affected Illinois' crime 

labs? ....................................................................... 21 
What is being done to stop drug smuggling and 

cultivation in Illinois? ............................................... 23 
What is being done about the abuse of prescription 

drugs in Illinois? ...................................................... 23 
How many felony drug cases are filed e.ach year in 

Cook County? ......................................................... 23 
What new legal tools are available for curbing illegal 

drug sales and use? ................................................ 24 
Are asset forfeiture cases increasing in Illinois? ............ 25 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
How do crimes become known to the police? ............... 37 
How is law enforcement organized in Illinois? ............... 38 
What training do Illinois law enforcement officers 

receive? .................................................................. 39 
What are the typicc:' functions of law enforcement 

agencies? ................................................................ 39 
How are law enforcement agencies accredited? .......... .40 
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How many drug offenders are convicted in Cook 
County? ................................................................... 25 

How many drug offenders are convicted outside Cook 
County? ................................................................... 26 

Are convictions for delivery offenses increasing? .......... 26 
Are convictions for cocaine offenses increasing in 

Illinois? .................................................................... 27 
Is the number of prison sentences for drug offenses 

increasing? .............................................................. 27 
How long are the prison sentences imposed on felony 

drug offenders? ....................................................... 28 
How many drug offenders are admitted to Illinois 

prisons every year? ................................................. 28 
What types of crimes are drug offenders incarcerated 

for? .......................................................................... 29 
Are drug offenders in Illinois staying in prison 

longer? .................................................................... 29 
What substance abuse treatment programs are 

available for inmates? ............................................. 30 
How many offenders in Illinois enter drug treatment 

programs? ............................................................... 31 
How are substance-abusing probationers handled? ..... 31 

How quickly do police respond to calls for service? ..... .40 
What is community-oriented policing? ........................... 41 
How does a law enforcement officer carry out an 

arrest? ..................................................................... 41 
When is the use of deadly force justified? ..................... 42 
Under what circumstances are arrest warrants 

needed? .................................................................. 42 
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What are the restrictions on police interrogation of a 
suspect? .................................................................. 42 

When may police conduct a search? ............................. 43 
What is AFIS? ................................................................ 43 
What is "DNA fingerprinting"? ....................................... .44 
What are the Illinois Uniform Crime Reports? .............. .45 
How are criminal incidents recorded in Illinois? ............ .46 
What is the Crime Index? ............................................. .47 
How are Chicago Police Department data 

reported? ................................................................. 47 
What information sources are used in this 

chapter? .................................................................. 48 
How much reported crime in Illinois involves violent 

offenses? ................................................................ 48 
What are the most common violent crimes reported in 

Illinois? .................................................................... 49 
What proportion of the state's violent crimes occur in 

Chicago? ................................................................. 49 
Do large jurisdictions have more violent crime per 

capita? .................................................................... 50 
How often are firearms used to commit violent 

crimes? ................................................................... 51 
What is the typical relationship between murder 

victims and offenders? ............................................ 51 
How will violent crime in Illinois change through the 

year 2000? ................................................. , .......... ,,52 
What is the most common property crime reported in 

Illinois? ............. , ............. , ... , ....... ,., .... " .. ,', .. , .. , ....... ,.53 
What proportion of the state's reported property crimes 

occur in Chicago? ................................................... 54 
Do large jurisdictions have higher property crime 

rates? ............. , ... " .... " ... , ... , .... , ........ ,', ................... ,.54 
What are the property losses resulting from crime in 

Illinois? .................................................................. ,.54 
How will property crime in Illinois change through the 

year 2000? ............................ , .................... , .......... ,.55 
How does crime in Illinois compare to other 

jurisdictions in the United States? ........................... 56 
Which reported crimes are most likely to result in an 

arrest? ....................... , ........... , .................... , ............ 56 

PROSECUTION AND PUBLIC DEFENSE 
Who performs prosecutorial duties in Illinois? ............... 89 
How are state's attorneys' offices organized and 

staffed? ........................................... , .. , .................... 90 
What are the basic functions of state's attorneys? ........ 90 
How are criminal prosecutions initiated? ....................... 90 
How are charges filed with the court? ........................... 92 
How are criminal cases disposed of in Illinois? ............. 92 
What are the roles of victims and witnesses during 

criminal prosecutions? .................... , ....................... 94 
What is public defense? ................................................ 94 
How'is public defense organized in Illinois? .................. 94 
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How many people are arrested for violent and property 
crimes in Illinois? ..................................................... 57 

How many people are arrested for DUI in Illinois? ........ 58 
Which age groups are most crime prone? , .................... 58 
Which age groups have the highest arrest rates for 

violent crime? .......................................................... 59 
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property crime? ....................................................... 60 
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through the year 2000'1' .. , ........................................ 62 

Law Enforcement Financing 
What are the primary sources of funding for law 

enforcement in Illinois? ......................... , ................. 68 
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generate through fees? ...................... , .................... 68 
What law enforcement activities are funded through 

criminal fines? ......................................................... 70 
How much federal money is used for law enforcement 

in Illinois? .......... , ................................ , .................... 70 
What is the total amount of money spent on law 

enforcement in Illinois? ........................................... 72 
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with other government spending in Illinois? .. , ......... 74 
How does law enforcement spending compare with 

law enforcement activity in Illinois? ......................... 76 
How much law enforcement spending goes for 

personnel? ................... , .......... , ............................... 77 
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Illinois? ......................... , .......... , ............................... 78 
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paid? ....................................................................... 80 
How much does it cost to put a law enforcement 

officer on the street? ............................................... 81 
, How is the training of law enforcement personnel in 

Illinois financed? .......... , .......... , ............................... 82 
How much money does PTS provide local agencies 
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What other financial support does the state provide 

to local law enforcement agencies? ........................ 83 

What are the basic functions of public defenders? ........ 95 
How does public defense work in criminal appeals? ..... 96 
How many felony cases are filed in Cook County 

every year? .................. , .......................................... 98 
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County? .. , ................................................................ 98 
How many criminal cases are filed outside Cook 

County? ................................................................... 99 
How many felony defendants go to trial in Illinois? ........ 99 
What is the workload of state's attorneys in 
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How has the prosecutor's role with victims and 
witnesses changed? ............................................. 101 

How much compensation does the state pay to 
crime victims? ....................................................... 102 
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Chicago Police Department 
asset seizures 25 
automated fingerprint identification 

system 44 
calls for service 7, 76, 77 
court-related activities 164, 177 
crime lab cases 21, 22, 23 
crime reporting practices 47-48, 

49,51,54,57,60,66,222-223 
differential response call-back 

program 77 
disorderly conduct arrests 99, 141 
expenditures 4, 72-73, 77-78, 85 

compared to activity 7,76-77 
compared to other city spending 
5, 74-75 
for juvenile enforcement 241-
242 

personnel 7, 11, 15, 38, 78, 79, 85, 
86,241 

salaries 81 
sources of funding 68, 70, 71 
station adjustments 226-227 
Youth Division 241 

Child abuse 13,109,218,219,228, 
270,272-273,273 

Children and Family Services Juvenile 
Justice Trust Fund 240 

Circuit Court clerks, Offices of 
collection of fees and tines 109, 

111,161,162-163,171 
expenditures 166-167 
salaries 167 

Circuit courts. See Courts: trial 
Clearance rates 56-57 
Cocaine 

abuse patterns 18, 30 
arrests 19-20, 23 
cocaine babies 18, 273 
convictions 27 
crack 20 
emergency room episodes 18 
sentences for 28 

Commission on Accreditation for Law 
Enforcement Agencies 40 

Commission to Revise the Mental 
Health Code of Illinois 139 

Community corrections 
capacity 207 
cost per inmate 208 
expenditures 205, 207-208 

compared to activity 208 
facilities 183, 189 
inmate fees 201, 207, 208 

organization 201, 207 
population 214 
sources of funding 201, 208 

Community service 138,197,221, 
231,235 

Community-oriented policing. See Law 
enforcement 

Conditional discharge 130,133,134-
135,136,221,271,274,276 

Conservation violations 99, 236 
Constant dollars 4,17. See also 

Nominal dollars 
Controlled substances 

arrests 19, 21 
prison admissions for 29 
upgrading charges 133 

Controlled Substances Act 19, 272, 
273,274,275,276 

Convictions 
compared to acquittals 25,26,146 
drug crimes 25-27,34 
felonies 142,144-148,267 
by guilty plea 144-145,147-148 
attrial 145-147 

Cook County Adult Probation 
Department 136,152-153 

case load 13, 152 
expenditures 172 

compared to activity 8,173 
compared to other county 
spending 172 

personnel 174 
salaries 174-175 
sources of funding 173 

Cook County, Circuit Court of 126, 
127-128 

cases filed 169 
cost of jury trials 168 
County Department 126 
dispOSitions 169 
diversion programs 13 
drug case load 23-24 
expenditures 166-167 

compared to activity 8, 169 
fees 161,162 
Juvenile Division 8 
juveniles tried as adults 230 
Municipal Department 99,126 
night drug courts 13 
one day-one trial jury system 132 
organization 127-128,271 
personnel 8, 171 
probation/conditional discharge 

administration 136 
salaries of judges 170 
sources of funding 160 

Cook County Comptroller, Office of 
84,176 

Cook County Jail. See also Cook 
County Sheriff's Department 

capacity 181 
cost per inmate 209-210 
crowding 10,143,183,188-189 

and theft offense increases 55, 
61,262,264 

drug treatment in 30 
electronic monitoring 198 
expenditures 75, 76, 208, 209 

compared to activity 8, 211-212 
for personnel 210 

length of stay in 183, 188 
personnel 210 
population 182-183, 187, 188 
salaries 211 

Cook County Juvenile Court 
cases filed 227,228 
charges involving juveniles 229 
delinquency petitions 229 
early offender program 235-236 
expenditures 244 

compared to activity 248, 251 
jurisdiction of 218-219 
personnel 
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judges 244 
probation personnel 222 

Cook County Juvenile Temporary 
Detention Center 

admissions to 230 
capacity 221 
expenditures 245 
population 221 

Cook County, Office of the Clerk of the 
Circuit Court 

Criminal Division 166-167 
expenditures 161,166-167 

Cook County Public Defender's Office 
Appeals Division 96,112 
case load 104-105 
cost per case 118 
cost per juvenile case 243, 250 
Early Entry Unit 96 
expenditur~s 117 

compared to activity 7-8, 119 
compared to other county 
spending 118 

jail interview units 96 
juvenile cases 229 
organization 95 
personnel 120 

assigned to juvenile cases 243, 
249 

salaries 11, 120 
of public defenders assigned to 
juvenile cases 243 

Cook County Sheriff's Department. 
See also Cook County Jail 

court-related activities 163-164 
Court Services Division 163-164 
Custodian Division 164 
expenditures 74,76,163-164,209 

compared to other county 
spending 75 
for juvenile enforcement 241 

Merit Board 76, 86 
personnel 79 
Prosecutive Support Division 164 
salaries 80 
sources of funding 70 
Youth Services Division 241 

Cook County Social Service 
Department 136 

caseload 153 
expenditures 172 

Cook County State's Attorney's Office 
Appeals Division 121 
asset forfeiture activity 25 
cost per case 114-115,242 
cost per juvenile case 242 
expenditures 113 

compared to activity 7,115 
compared to other county 
spending 114 

habitual offender program 126 
personnel 116 

assigned to juvenile cases 242, 
243,249 

salaries 11,109,116 
of prosecutors aSSigned to 
juvenile cases 242, 243 

sources of funding 108, 109, 110 
victim services 102 

Cook County Superintendent of 
Schools' Office 219 

Correctional facilities 181,183-184, 
185-186, 192, 198 

Correctional School District Education 
Fund 201,213 

Corrections 
cost of 203-20.4 
expenditures 3-4, 204, 213 

compared to activity 8,211-212 
for personnel 210 

laws affecting 270-271 
organization in Illinois 181, 183--

184,201 
personnel 210-211 

INDEX 

salaries 211 
sources of funding 201-203 

County Jail Revolving Loan Fund 201 
Court supervision 153,137,157,271 
Courts. See also Case processing; 

Juvenile courts; Cook County, 
Circuit Court of 

appellate 125,128-129,130,154-
155 

backlogs 140,142-144,158,188 
case loads 23-24,26,137,155 
cases filed 141-142,169-170 
continuances 143 
costs 

of case processing delays 143 
of jury trials 168 
of new courtrooms 167-168 

in criminal justice process 125 
drug treatment 32, 93 
expenditures 4,16,163-166,176, 

177 
compared to activity 8,169-170 
compared to other government 
spending 165 
county compared to state 160, 
164 
by county government 165-
166,177,178 
by state government 165,170, 
177 

federal 129-130,136 
fees 161-163,275 
jury duty 132, 156, 168 
laws affecting 271 
percent of cases involving criminal 

matters 141,176 
personnel 11,167-168,170-171, 

176 
presentence reports 271 
pretrial responsibilities 130-131 
probation management 130,133-

134,136,138,152 
relieving jail and prison crowding 

137-138 
sentencing of offenders 27-28, 

132-136,138-139,148-149, 
150-151,267,271 

sources of funding 6, 160-163, 
275 

trial (Circuit) 125-126,128,129, 
130, 136 

Crack. See Cocaine 
Crime Index. See specific offenses; 

Uniform Crime Reports 
Crime prevention 

drug abuse prevention 274 
programmatic guidelines 71 

Crime rate. See Offenses 
Crime reporting by citizens 11, 37-38, 

40,270 
Crime Victims Compensation Act 102, 

278 
Crime-prone age groups 58-59 
Criminal defense. See also Public 

defense 
in criminal justice process 89 
defense motions 93 
filing of continuances 143 
right to challenge jurors 132 

Criminal history 
employee background checks 273 
laws affecting criminal history 

record information 273 
and sentencing 133, 271 
and setting bond 130 

Criminal justice 
overall expenditures 3-5 

compared to activity 7 
compared to other government 
spending 5 
per capita 10 

Criminal Justice Project of Cook 
County 137, 142 

Cult crime 273 
Death penalty 

appeals 96, 104, 118, 128, 136, 
193 

challenges of jurors in deaih 
penalty cases 132 

constitutionality of 136,157,193 
death row inmates 193 
executions 136, 193 
indigent defense 277 
sentencing procedures 132, 135-

136,272,273 
Defendants. See also Criminal 

defense; Juvenile offenders 
convicted 25-27,34,142,144, 

148,267 
conviction rate 26,142,145-147 
entering pleas 131 
felony, in Cook County 23-2';,98, 

137 
number pleading guilty compared to 

number going to trial 26, 99-
100,144-145,147-148 

released on own recognizance 
131,156,183,189 

rights 
to appeal 96, 104 
to counsel 94, 96, 277 
to jury trial 94, 131 
to speedy trial 131-132,143 
to substitute judges 131 

unfit to stand trial 138-139,157 
Demographic changes, effect on crime 

261,262 
Detainer bond. See Bail 
Determinate sentencing 133,135, 

145,150,185,190,191,192-
193,195-196,238 

Deterrence of crime as sentencing 
objective 132,181 

Dismissal of charges 
administrative 93 
common reasons for 92-93 
in drug cases 23, 25, 26, 93 
in felony cases 142 
upon motion of defense 93 
upon motion of the state 92-93 
no probable cause 92,131 
no true bill 92 
speedy trial violations 132 
temporary 92-93 

Dispositions 
acquittals 25-26,142,145-146 
convictions 25-27,34,142,144-

148,267 
dismissals 23, 25, 26, 90, 92-93, 

131,132,142 
of drug cases 23,25-27,33 
of felony cases 130,142,144-148, 

169-170,267 
by guilty plea 99-100, 131, 142, 

144-145,147-148,169 
of juvenile cases 219, 221, 222, 

231 
effect on recidivism 235 

of misdemeanor cases 141-142 
at trial 142,144-147,169 
trial convictions 145-147 

DNA fingerprinting 44-45, 277 
Domestic violence 222, 273 
Domestic Violence Act 272 
Driving under the influence 

arrests 12,58,122,225-226 
cost to prosecute 115-116 
court supervision 153 
drunken boating 274 
effect on driving privileges 275 
fees 162 
jury trials 132 
juvenile offenders 225-226 
laws affecting 274-275 
offenders on probation 138, 153 
probation programs 172 

prosecution of 7,12,115-116,122 
treatment for offenders 138 

Drug abuse. See also Alcohol abuse; 
Drug treatment 

abuse patterns 2, 15, 18 
addicted minors 219,227,228 
among arrestees 18-19 
among offenders 30 
citizen attitudes toward 7, 10, 14, 

16,18,137 
education 72 
emergency room episodes 18 
laws affecting 24-25, 269, 273-

274 
poly-drug abuse 30 
of prescription drugs 23 
prevention 274 
relationship to crime 18-19,30 

Drug courier profiles 43 
Drug enforcement task forces. See 

also Metropolitan enforcement 
groups 

agent indemnification 276 
arrests 19 . 
dispositions on arrests 26 

Drug law enforcement 
arrest projections 21, 262, 263, 

264 
arrests 12,19-21,23 

geographic distribution 20 
asset seizure and forfeiture 3, 25, 

110,269,273 
cooperative efforts 19, 21, 26, 276 
crime laboratories 33-34, 72 

drug caseload 21-23 
drug seizures 20, 21, 23 
night drug courts 13, 26 
personnel 276 
searches in schools 274 
sources of funding 2, 14, 70, 72, 

83,85 
supply reduction 23 

Drug law violations 
acquittals 25-26 
charges involving juveniles 220, 

229 
Class X 28, 29 
conspiracy offenses 27,272,274 
convictions for 25-27, 34 
delivery (trafficking) offenses 19, 

21,26-27,29,33 
dismissals 23, 25, 26, 93 
drug-related murder 272 
drugged driving 275 
financial penalties 24, 25, 273 
geographical distribution 20 
hypodermic needle violations 27 
paraphernalia offenses 273 
"pocket pager" offenses 24, 274 
possession offenses 19, 21, 27, 29 
prosecution of 1,7, 13, 23-24, 89, 

90,92,115,137,145 
in public housing 274, 276 
sentences for 27-28,32,273 
steroids 24,269,274 
upgrading charges 133 

Drug offenders 
admitted to prison 1, 28-29 
length of stay in prison 29-30 
as percent of all prison inmates 30 
in pretrial detention 188 
by region 25-26 
sentences received 27-28, 32 

Drug Paraphernalia Control Act 24, 
273 

Drug testing 18-19,32,138,269, 
273-274,274,275 

Drug Traffic Prevention Fund 70, 83 
Drug treatment 

for adult offenders 30-32, 35, 93 
availability of 30, 31 
in jails 30 
for juveniles 30, 32, 218, 219, 221, 
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276 
in prisons 30 
as a sentencing alternative 31, 135 

Drug Use Forecasting 18-19 
Drunken driving. See Driving under 

the influence 
DuPage County 

trends in criminal justice activity 12 
DuPage County Board 167 
DuPage County Chiefs of Police 

Association 80 
DuPage County Children's Center 13, 

109 
DuPage County Circuit Court (18th 

Circuit) 
cases filed 170 
cases pending 170 
cost of new courtrooms 167 
dispositions 170 
expenditures, compared to activity 

170 
fees 161 
judicial workload 169 
personnel 167, 171 
sources of funding 160 

DuPage County DUI Task Force 12, 
109 

DuPage County Jail. See also DuPage 
County Sheriff's Department 

construction costs 208 
cost per inmate 208, 210, 211 
crowding 12 
expenditures 75-76, 208, 209, 210 

for personnel 208, 210 
inmate fees 202 
leasing of bed space 203 
personnel 210 
sources of funding 202, 203 
work-release program 12, 202, 

208,210,211 
DuPage County Juvenile Court (18th 

Circuit) 
expenditures, compared to activity 

244,249 
personnel 244 

DuPage County Juvenile Detention 
Home 

expenditures 245 
DuPage County, Office 01 the Clerk of 

the Circuit Court 
expenditures 167 

DuPage County Probation Department 
expenditures 172 

compared to other county 
spending 172 

salaries 175 
sources of funding 173 

DuPage County Public Defender's 
Office 

expenditures 112-113, 117 
compared to activity 8, 119 
compared to other county 
spending 118 

personnel assigned to juvenile 
cases 243 

sources of funding 112 
DuPage County Sheriff's Department. 

See also DuPage County Jail 
court-related activities 163, 164 
crime laboratory 21, 22, 34 
expenditures 209 

compared to other county 
spending 75 

personnel 80, 81 
salaries 80 
sources of funding 70 

DuPage County State's Attorney's 
Office 

expenditures 112, 113 
compared to activity 7, 115-116 
compared to other county 
spending 114 

salaries 109 

286 

sources of funding 108, 109, 110 
Electronically monitored home 

confinement 138,189,197-
198,220,276 

Emancipation of Mature Minors Act 
236 

Evidence 
in child abuse cases 270 
DNA fingerprinting 44-45 
in drug cases 22 
insufficient, as cause for dismissal 

or rejection 23, 90, 93 
searches and seizures 43 
statements by suspects 42-43 
sufficient for arrest 41 

Exclusionary rule 43 
Executive clemency 185,196 
Federal aid for criminal justice 3, IS, 

68,70--72,82 
block grants 2, 6, 17 
corrections 201, 207 
juvenile justice 240, 246, 250 
revenue sharing 2,15,17,70--71, 

85 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 37, 

38,45,47,56 
DNA fingerprinting 44 

Federal Bureau of Prisons 185, 203 
Fees 

charged to correctional inmates 
201,202,207,208,275 

charged to parents of juvenile in 
detention 241 

court 161-162,162-163,275 
for DUI violations 162 
law enforcement 6, 68, 68-70, 275 
probation 171 
prosecution 108, 109-110 

Felonies 47 
arrests 267 
case processing delays 142-143 
cases filed 1,7, 8, 23-24, 98, 99, 

115,169-170,267 
Class X 28,132,133,145,147-

148,148,190,192,193,276 
classification for sentencing 

purposes 132-133,148 
compared to misdemeanors 99, 

105,133,141 
convictions 25-26,142,144-148, 

267 
guilty pleas compared to trial 
convictions 147-148 
resulting in incarceration 130, 
148, 150 
resulting in probation 130,148-
149 

dispositions 99-100,130,142, 
144-148,169-170,267 

drug cases 23-24 
admissions to prison 28-29 
convictions 25-26 
filed 23-24 
sentencing 27-28 

juvenile offenders in institutional 
custody for 233 

as percent of all court cases 141 
prosecution of 90, 92 

Fines 3, 6, 24, 68, 70, 82, 83, 85, 108, 
109-110,135,154,157,161-
162,163,197,273 

Firearm Owner's Identification Card 
69,85 

Firearm Owner's Notification Fund 69, 
85 

Firearms. See Weapons 
Gang-related crime 276 
Grand jury 92. See also Charges 

establishing probable cause 92, 
131 

no true bill 92 
states' indictment requirements 92, 

105 

Greylord Investigation 129 
Guilty but mentally ill 106,132,139, 

271 
Guilty pleas 94, 131, 188. See also 

Convictions: by guilty plea 
compared to cases going to trial 

26,99-100 
and dismissal of other charges 93, 

131 
in drug cases 25, 26 
guilty but mentally ill 106 
as percent of convictions 144, 

147-148 
as percent of dispositions 100, 

144-145,169 
and pretrial diversion 93 
to reduced charges 94 

Habitual Criminals Act 148 
Heroin 

abuse among offenders 30 
convictions 27 

Homicide. See Murder 
Hot pursuit 42, 43 
Hypodermic needles 

offenses involving 27 
Illinois Appellate Court 104,128-129, 

271 
appeals filed with 104 
caseload 155 
expenditures 165 

compared to activity 170 
outcomes of appeals 154-155 
salaries 11, 165, 170 
sources of funding 160 

Illinois Attorney General's Office 
expenditures 114 

compared to other state 
spending 114 

functions 89, III, 277 
salary 11 
sources of funding 111 
victim compensation 103,107 

Illinois Capital Development Board 
201,204 

Illinois Comptroller, Office of 16, 84, 
121,212 

Illinois Constitution 129, 131 
Illinois Court of Claims 103 
Illinois Courts Commission 129 
Illinois Criminal Justice Information 

Authority 72, 121,273,274, 
277 

Illinois Criminal Justice Trust Fund 2, 
250 

Illinois Department of Alcoholism and 
Substance Abuse 

drug treatment 31 
Interagency Alcoholism and Other 

Drug Dependency Board 274 
role in juvenile justice 218 
triplicate prescription control 

program 34 
Illinois Department of Children and 

Family Service 109, 218, 219, 
221,240,246,248,250,270, 
272-273 

Illinois Department of Commerce and 
Community Affairs 121 

Illinois Department of Corrections 137, 
183-185. See also Correctional 
facilities; Juvenile offenders: in 
institutional custody; Prisons; 
Prison population 

AIDS education 222, 269, 270 
"Boot camps" 198, 200 
community corrections 183, 201, 

207-208 
cost per prison inmate 175, 206, 

208,214 
death row facilities 193 
drug treatment programs 30 
electronic monitoring 198 
expenditures 204-206, 207-208 

compared to activity 8, 212 
compared to other state 
spending 204 
for personnel 210 

family services 270-271 
farms 194 
Illinois Correctional Industries 185, 

201,270 
jail standards enforcement 181-

182 
Juvenile Division 183, 218, 231 

cost per juvenile in institutional 
custody 247-248 
expenditures 246-247,250 
expenditures, compared to 
activity 8-9, 249 
percent of spending devoted to 
205,247 
personnel 247 
sources of funding 240 

leasing of bed space 203 
medical care for inmates 207 
offender education 185,201,207, 

222 
personnel 8,11,204,210-211, 

212,247 
prison construction 201, 204, 205-

206 
ratio of inmates to staff 8, 206-

207,212,214,247 
salaries 211 
salary reimbursements for state's 

attorneys 109 
sources of funding 201 
women's facilities 183,192 
work camps 183,184,194 

Illinois Department of Mental Health 
and Developmental Disabilities 
139,218 

Illinois Department of Public Health 
269 

Illinois General Assembly 126,148, 
269 

Illinois General Revenue Fund 17,68, 
108,110--111,112,160,201, 
207,208,240 

Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission 
246 

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission 
71, 85. See also Illinois Criminal 
Justice Information Authority 

Illinois Local Governmental Law 
Enforcement Officer's Training 
Board 

expenditures 83 
administration of law enforcement 

training 39, 276 
mobile regional training units 83 
sources of funding 82 
training reimbursements 82-83, 87 

Illinois Parole and Pardon Board 185 
Illinois Prisoner Review Board 

executive clemency cases 196 
parole decisions 102, 185,277, 

278 
regulation of released offenders 

135,185,195-196 
role in juvenile cases 231, 237, 

238 
Illinois Road Fund 68, 70 
Illinois Secretary of State's Office 

driver's license regulation 274,277 
DUI arrest data 58 
index department 269 
police 38 

Illinois State Police 
accreditation of 40 
assistance to local law enforcement 

83-84,241 
automated fingerprint identification 

systems 44 
crime laboratories 21-23,34,72 
DNA fingerprinting 44-45, 277 
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drug enforcement 
dispositions of arrests 26-28 
drug arrests 19 
interdiction 23 
suppression of marijuana 
cultivation 23 

expenditures 70,74,84 
compared to other state 
spending 76 

Federal Projects Fund 72 
firearm regulation 69, 85, 275 
functions 38, 45, 83, 273 
law enforcement training 39 
personnel 38, 78, 80 
salaries of state troopers 80 
service cutbacks 10 
sources of funding 68-69, 72 
Uniform Crime Reports 45, 48, 

222-223 
Illinois Supreme Court 125,128-129 

administrative responsibilities 96, 
126,145,160 

appeals to 104, 136 
Committee on Post-Conviction 

Review 105 
expenditures 165 

for probation 171 
rules on plea bargaining 131 
ruling on forced release 191 
salaries of justices 11, 170 
sources of funding 160 
standards for juvenile probation 

248,251 
Incapacitation of offenders as 

sentencing objective 132, 181 
Incarceration. See also Juvenile 

facilities; Prisons 
alternatives to 133-135,137-138, 

190,196-198,200 
for juveniles 248 

cost of 206-207,209-210 
compared to other sanctions 
175,208,211,248 
for juveniles 247-248 

length of stay 29-30, 183, 192-
193 

rate for drug offenses 28 
rate for juveniles 245 
rates by offense class 149-150 
rates by region 149-150,187 
sentence lengths 28, 133, 150-151 
sentences of 27-28,132,136,148 
as a sentencing option 135 

Indeterminate sentencing 133, 150, 
185,190,195,237 

Index crime. See Uniform Crime 
Reports 

Indictment. See Grand jury 
Individual recognizance bonds. See 

Bail: release on individual 
recognizance 

Intensive Probation Supervision. See 
Probation 

I-SEARCH. See Missing persons 
Jail population 

characteristics 182 
convicted offenders compared to 

pretrial detainees 182,187-188 
length of stay 96, 183, 188 
trends 187-189 

Jails 
capacity '181,188,208 
cor,ditions 270 
construction, cost of 208, 213, 275 
cost per inmate 209-210 
crowding 137-138,143,183,188-

189 
drug treatment in 30 
expenditures 75-76, 208-209 

compared to activity 8,211-212 
compared to other county 
spending 204 
for personnel 208 

INDEX 

federal 181 
inmate fees 202, 275 
interview units 96 
leasing of bed space 202-203, 

208,213,270 
municipal lockups 181, 182, 213 
organization in Illinois 181 
personnel 208, 210-211 
programs for inmates 182 
release from 183, 189 
removal of juveniles from 220, 276 
salaries of correctional officers 211 
sources of funding 201-203,275 
standards for 181-182 
state assistance for 201, 202 
suicide in 211 
training of correctional officers 83, 

181 
Judges/justices 

acceptance of plea bargains 93, 
131 

Illinois Appellate Court 129, 156 
appointment of public defenders 96 
assigned to juvenile cases 244 
Circuit Court 

associate 126-128,165,171 
chief 128 
circuit 8,126-128,171 

discretion in sentencing 133, 135 
federal magistrates 129 
Illinois Supreme Court 129 
judicial misconduct 129 
role at arraignment 131 
role in criminal trials 125 
role in preliminary hearings 131 
salaries 11, 170 
selection of 126-128,129 
setting bond 130-131 
U.S. District Court 129 
U.S. Supreme Court 130 
workload 168-169 

Juries. See Courts: jury duty; Trials: 
jury 

Justice Assistance Act of 1984 71 
Juvenile corrections. See also Cook 

County Juvenile Temporary 
Detention Center 

cost per juvenile 
institutional custody 247 
temporary detention 245 

educational services 222 
expenditures 244-247,250 

compared to activity 8-9, 249 
for state facilities 205,246-247 
for temporary detention 245-
246 

fees 241 
incarceration rate 245 
organization 244 
personnel 247 
ratio of juveniles to staff 247 
salaries 246 
sources of funding 240-241 
state facilities 231 

admissions 232-233 
population 231-232 
population characteristics 233-
234 

temporary detention centers 220-
221,245 
capacity 220, 221 
population 221, 230 

Juvenile Court Act 218, 220, 221, 228, 
236,273,276 

Juvenile courts 
case load 137 
cases filed 227-229 
delinquency petitions 219, 228, 

229 
charges included in 229 
percent resulting in delinquency 
finding 230 

expenditures 243-244 

compared to activity 8, 244, 
248-249 

intake screening 219,222 
jurisdiction of 218-219 
non-delinquency proceedings 219 
personnel 244 
philosophy of 217,235 
process 221, 230 
referrals to, compared to station 

adjustments 226-227 
sources of funding 241 

Juvenile Drug Abuse Fund 70 
Juvenile enforcement 

expenditures 241-242 
personnel 241-242 
role of 219 
sources of funding 241 

Juvenile justice 
activities funded by local 

government 240-241 
activities funded by state 

government 240-241 
agencies involved in 218 
laws affecting 276 

Juvenile offenders. See also Minors; 
Status offenders; Truants 

admissions to institutional custody 
232-233 

AIDS education 222 
confidentiality of information about 

235 
connection between delinquency 

and adult crime 234-236 
delinquency petitions 219, 228, 

229 
charges included in 229 
percent resulting in delinquency 
finding 230 

dispositions 219,221231 
effect on recidivism 235 

drug treatment for 276 
DUloffenses 225-226 
in institutional custody 231-234, 

244-245 
characteristics of 233-234 
for Class X felonies 233 
for murder 233 
iength of stay 234 

releases from institutional custody 
232,237 

removal from county jails 220, 276 
rights of 217,221,236 
serious offenders 217,220,223, 

234-235 
station adjustment-court referral 

comparison 226-227 
taken into custody 217,222,223-

226 
in temporary detention 220-221, 

230 
tried as adults 219-220, 230, 233, 

234,276 
under community supervision 219, 

221,231,232 
violating conditions of supervision 

233 
Juvenile probation 

case load 236 
conditions of 221 
as a dispOSition 221,231 
expenditures 244 
functions 219,222 
Intensive Probation Supervision 

138,235 
cost of 248 

personnel 219, 222 
role in detention decisions 220 
role in intake screening 222 
sources of funding 241 
standards 248, 251 

Juveniles, prosecution of 
cost per case 242 
expenditures 242 

Juveniles, public defense for 96 
caseload 229 
costpercase 243,250 
expenditures 242-243 

Kidnapping 57, 272 
Larceny/theft. See also Theft 

arrest projections 63 
arrest rates, by age 60-61, 224-

225 
offense projections 55 
offenses 54,55 
as percent of all property crime 53 
as percent of all property crime 

arrests 57 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 226 
in Uniform Crime Reports 46 

Law enforcement. See also Municipal 
police departments; Sheriffs' 
departments; Juvenile 
enforcement 

accreditation 40 
agencies in Illinois 38-39, 276 
AIDS testing for officers 269 
calls for service 7,15,76,77,80 
community-oriented poliCing 41 
court-related activities 163-164 
crime recording 46,47-48 
electronic surveillance 276, 277 
expenditures 3-4,72-74,163-164 

compared to activity 7,15,76-
77 
compared to other government 
spending 74-76 

fees 6,68-70,275 
functions 39-40, 76 
interrogation of suspects 42-43 
laws affecting 276-277 
marginal costs of 17,81 
personnel 11, 77-80 
privatization 39 
response times 40-41 
salaries 80-81 
searches 43, 274 
service cutbacks 9-10, 11, 13 
sources of funding 6, 68-72 
training 12, 39, 71, 82-83, 87, 

276 
use of force 42 

Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 2, 70, 71 

Magistrates 129 
Mandatory sentencing. See Sentenc­

ing 
Mandatory supervised release 135, 

185,195 
cost per offender 208, 214 
violating conditions of 131, 195-

196 
Marijuana. See Cannabis 
Marion Federal Penitentiary 185-186, 

203 
Mediation 13, 93, 106 
Mentally ill offenders. See Offenders 
Metropolitan Correctional Center 181 
Metropolitan enforcement groups. See 

also Drug enforcement task 
forces 

agent indemnification 276 
arrests 19 
dispositions on arrests 26 
sources of funding 70, 83 

Minors. See also Juvenile offenders 
classes of 218-219,227-228 
drug paraphernalia sales to 24 
emancipation of 219, 221, 236 
requiring authoritative intervention 

218,228,240 
rights of 217,236 
wards of the court 219, 221 

"Miranda" warnings 42-43 
Misdemeanors 47 

cases/charges filed 98-99 
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classification for sentencing 
purposes 132 

compared to felonies 99,105,133, 
141 

dispositions 141-142 
drug cases 25-26 
offenders on probation for 152-153 
as percent of all court cases 141 
prosecution of 92 
use of mediation 93 

Missing and Exploited Children Trust 
Fund 240 

Missing persons 
I-SEARCH 83-84,240,241,250 
Missing Children Clearinghouse 84 
Recovery of search costs 275 

Motor vehicle theft 
arrest projections 63, 64 
arrest rates, by age 61, 225 
clearance rates 57 
offense projections 55 
offenses 53,54 
as percent of all property crime 53 
as percent of all property crime 

arrests 58 
property losses from 54-55 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 226 
in Uniform Crime Reports 46 

Municipal lockups. See Jails 
Municipal police departments 

expenditures 4,72-73 
compared to activity 7, 11,76-
77 
compared to other municipal 
spending 5,74-75 

juvenile justice activities 219, 241 
personnel 7, 11, 78-79 
salaries 80-81,84,87 
sources of funding 6, 15, 68, 70, 

71 
training reimbursements 83 

Murder 46, 48 
arrest projections 62-63 
arrest rates, by age 59, 224 
charges involving juveniles 220, 

229 
clearance rates 57 
death penalty as a sentencing 

option 135 
laws affecting 272, 273 
length of stay in prison for 192-

193 
offense projections 52 
offenses 49,52 
as percent of all violent crime 49 
as percent of all violent crime 

arrests 57 
sentence length for conviction 135, 

151 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 227 
in Uniform Crime Reports 46 
victim characteristics 51 
victim-offender relationship 51 
weapons used in 51 

Narcotics Profit Forfeiture Act 110, 
111,273 

National Association of Counties 207, 
211 

National Center for State Courts 160 
National Drug Control Strategy 18 
National Incident-Based Reporting 

System 45. See also Uniform 
Crime Reports 

National Institute on Drug Abuse 15, 
18 

National Legal Aid and Defender 
Association 118 

911 14 
No true bill 92 
Nolle prosequi 92-93 
Nolo contendere 106 
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Nominal dollars 4, 17. See also 
Constant dollars 

Northern Illinois Police Crime 
Laboratory 21, 22, 33-34 

Offender based transaction statistics 
130,268 

Offenders. See also Juvenile offenders 
age of arrestees 58-59, 225-226 
drug abuse among 18-19,30-32 
drug testing of 138 
in dn;g treatment 30-32 
habitual 126, 133,256,238 
mentally ill 106,134,138-139, 

157,211,271 
relationship with victims 51 

Offenses. See also specific offenses 
charges involving juveniles 229 
classification of, for sentencing 

purposes 132-133,148,150, 
190 

crime rates 50-51, 54, 66, 266 
Illinois compared to other 
jurisdictions 56 

non-index crimes 48 
projections 52-53, 55-56, 261-

262 
property-violent crime comparison 

48 
trends 48-49, 52-56 
in Uniform Crime Reports 45 

Operation Cash Crop 23 
Operation Valkyrie 23, 34 
Orders of protection 221, 271 
Ordinance (local) violations 141 
Parole. See also Mandatory 

supervised release 
agent case loads 195 
under indeterminate sentencing 

133,185 
petitions for 185 
violating conditions of 131, 195-

196,233 
Peremptory challenges 132, 156 
Periodic imprisonment 134, 270, 276. 

See also DuPage County Jail: 
work-release program 

inmate fees 202 
Petty offenses 132 
Plea bargaining 131 

as cause for dismissals 93 
and guilty pleas 94 
in juvenile cases 221 
and victim rights 102 

Pleas. See Guilty pleas; Nolo 
contendere; Plea bargaining 

Police Training Act 82, 83 
Police Training Board. See Illinois 

Local Governmental Law 
Enforcement Officers Training 
Board 

Preliminary hearings 92, 126, 131, 
137 

in drug cases 25 
Pretrial diversion 93 
Pretrial hearings 130-131,156 
Pretrial release 

bail denial 131,156 
bond types 130-131 
electronically monitored 138, 189 
on i"dividual recognizance 55, 

131,183,189 
pretrial bond supervision 138 

Prison population 
admissions 28-29, 189, 190-191, 

196,267 
characteristics 191-192,207 
compared to capacity 16,192,194, 

195 
death row inmates 193 
length of stay 29-30, 192-193 
projections 196 
reception and classification 184-

185 

releases 189, 191, 195 
state comparison 190,193,195 
trends 189-190,191,195,196, 

204 
Prisons. See also Correctional 

facilities; Illinois Department of 
Corrections; Juvenile facilities 

capacity 193-195 
coed 183,192 
construction 184, 196, 204 

cost of 184,193-194,196,201, 
205-206 

contraband in 271 
cost per inmate 203,206,214 
crowding 181,194,195,212 
design 206 
double-ceiling 195 
drug treatment in 30 
federal 185-186 
organization in Illinois 183-184 
programs for inmates 185,270-

271 
ratio of inmates to staff 203 
release from 133,135,185.195 

214 
to ease crowding 191 

serious offenders in 192-193,195 
violence in 186, 195 
for women 183, 192 

Privatization 13, 39, 244, 245, 250, 
270 

Probable cause 41, 92, 221, 230 
in drug cases 25 

Probation. See also Courts; Juvenile 
probation 

caseloads 137,152,236 
characteristics of probationers 

152-153 
compared to sentences of 

incarceration 149-150 
conditions of 134,138,153,157, 

271,273,274 
cost of, compared to other 

sanctions 153-154,175,248 
for drug offenders 28, 273 
for DUI offenders 153 
electronic monitoring of probation­

ers 138 
expenditures 160,171-173 

compared to activity 8,173 
compared to other government 
spending 172 
by state government 165, 172-
173,178 

fees 171 
Intensive Probation Supervision 

138,153-154,173,179,197 
cost of 153-·154, 175, 179, 248 
for juveniles 138, 235, 248 

for offenders with special needs 
134,138 

organization 134, 136, 171 
personnel 8,137,173-174,222 
in pretrial diversion 93 
revocation of 134,138,139,154, 

179 
salaries of probation officers 172-

173,174-175 
sentence lengths 134 
sentences of 148-149 
as a sentencing option 133-134 
sources of funding 160, 171 
training 134 
workload standards 173,178 

Probation Services Fund 171 
Property crimes. See also specific 

crimes 
arrest rates, by age 60-62, 224-

225,262-263 
arrest projections 62, 63-64, 262-

264 
arrests 57-58 
charges involving juveniles 229 

compared to violent crimes 48-49, 
57-58 

offense projections 55-56, 261 
offense rates by region 54 
offenses 53-54,55-56 
percent reported to the police 37 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 226 
in Uniform Crime Reports 46, 47 

Property losses from crime 1, 46, 54-
55 

and crime reporting 37 
Prosecution. See also Juveniles, 

prosecution of; State's 
attorneys; U.S. attorneys 

case load 100-101,113 
cost per case 114-115 
of drug offenses 1,7, 13,23-25, 

90,115 
of DUI offenses 7,12,115,122 
expenditures 15,112-114,122, 

163 
compared to activity 7, 115-116 
compared to other government 
spending 114 

of federal offenses 89-90 
of felonies 1, 90, 92, 98, 99-100, 

115 
laws affecting 277 
of misdemeanors 92, 98-99 
organization 89-90 
personnel 11, 90, 116 
sources of funding 6,108-111 

Public defense. See also Juveniles, 
. public defense for; State 

Appellate Defender, Office of 
in appeals 96, 105, 277 
case processing time 118-119 
caseload 104-105,107,113,118 
cost per case 118 
death penalty cases 96, 277 
expenditures 15,112-113,118-

117,121,122,163 
compared to activity 7-8, 118-
119 
compared to other government 
spending 117-118 
compared to prosecution 
expenditures 112, 118 

functions 95-96 
jail interview units 96 
laws affecting 277 
organization 94-95,96,106,111-

112,121 
personnel 95, 119-120, 121 
salaries of public defenders 11, 

120,123 
sources of funding 6, 112, 277 

Race 
of juveniles in institutional custody 

234 
of murder victims 51 
of offenders on probation 153, 154 
of prison inmates 191-192 

Rape. See Sexual assault 
Recidivism 

among drug abusers 30 
among DUI offenders 58 
connection between juvenile 

delinquency and adult crime 
234-236 

effect on prison crowding 190, 197 
habitual offenders 126, 133, 148, 

156,238 
Rehabilitation of offenders as 

sentencing objective 132, 181 
Releases from prison 

under determinate sentencing 135, 
185 

forced release 191 
good-conduct credits and 185, 191 
under indeterminate sentencing 

133,185 
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juveniles, from institutional custody 
232,237 

under periodic imprisonment 134 
for sexually dangerous persons 

139 
special parole programs 189 
into supervision 195 . 
trends 191 

Repeat offenders. See Recidivism 
Restitution. See also Victims of crime: 

restitution for 
for DUI accidents 275 
in juvenile cases 221,231, 276 
as a sentencing option 135 

Retribution as sentencing objective 
132,181 

Rights of the accused 42-43, 94, 
131-132,217 

Robbery 
arrest projections 63 
arrest rates, by age 59-60, 224 
charges involving juveniles 220, 

229 
offense projections 53 
offenses 49,53 
as percent of all violent crime 49 
as percent of all violent crime 

arrests 57 
property losses 54 
sentence length for conviction 151 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 227 
in Uniform Crime Reports 46 

Salaries of criminal justice personnel 
correctional officers 211 
judicial 11, 170 
law enforcement officers 80-61 
probation officers 174-175 
public defenders 11, 120, 123 
sheriffs 80 
state's attorneys 11,108-109,116, 

275 
Schools 

in correctional facilities 185, 201, 
207,222 

drug abuse prevention in 274 
drug crime in 220,274 
drug testing of employees 273-274 
educational intimidation 269 
truancy 218-219, 236, 270 

Searches 43,274 
Sentencing 

aggravating, mitigating circum­
stances 133, 135, 145, 271, 
272,273 

alternatives to incarceration 138, 
153-154 

classification of offenses for 132-
133,148,150,190 

in death penalty cases 132, 135-
136 

determinate 133, 135, 150, 185, 
190 

of drug-abusing offenders to 
treatment 31,35,135 

in drug cases 27-28,273-274 
factors influencing 132-133,135-

136,145 
incarceration compared to 

probation sentences 28, 149 
indeterminate 133, 185, 237 
judicial discretion in 133, 135 
length of sentences 28, 133, 150-

151 
mandatory 132,148,150,188, 

190,199 
of mentally ill offenders 138-139, 

211 
objectives of 132, 181 
options 133-136,138 
practices in other states 133, 156 
presentence reports 271 
and victim rights 102,107,135 

INDEX 

Sex 
of DUI arrestees 58 
of juveniles in institutional custody/ 

detention 230, 233-234 
of murder victims 51 
of prison inmates 192 

Sex offenders 
DNA fingerprinting 45 
in prison 139,158 

Sexual assault 
arrest projections 62 
arrest rates, by age 59 
charges involving juveniles 220, 

229 
clearance rates 57 
involving spouses 277 
laws affecting 49,148,277 
offense projections 52, 66 
offenses 49,52 
as percent of all violent crime 49 
as percent of all violent crime 

arrests 57 
sentence length for conviction 151 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 227 
in Uniform Crime Reports 46 

Sexually dangerous persons 139, 158 
Sheriffs' departments 

correctional functions 181, 183 
court-related activities 160, 162, 

163-164 
expenditures 73-74,85,163-164 

compared to other county 
spending 75-76 

juvenile justice activities 219, 241 
law enforcement functions 38 
personnel 78, 79-80, 86 
salaries 80, 86 
sources of funding 2,6,68,69-70, 

70-71,162,202-203,275 
training reimbursements 83, 276 

Speedy trial laws 132, 143 
State and Local l.aw Enforcement 

Assistance Act 72 
State Appellate Defender, Office of 

case load 105 
expenditures 117 

compared to other state 
spending 118 

functions 96, 105, 277 
salaries 11 
sources of funding 112 

State Police Services Fund 68 
State's attorneys 

appeals by 89, 90, 128, 156 
case load 100-101,106-107 
exercise of discretion 90,97,135-

136 
expenditures 112-114 

compared to activity 115-116 
compared to other county 
spending 114 
compared to public defense 
expenditures 112-113,117-
118 

fees 108, 109-110 
filing charges 90,92,131 
functions 89, 90 
personnel 90, 116 
right to challenge jurors 132, 156 
role in juvenile cases 219, 220, 

230 
role with victims and witnesses 94, 

101-102,277 
salaries 11,108-109,116,275 
screening of cases 34, 90-92 
sources of funding 108-110 

State's Attorneys Appellate Prosecu-
tor, Office of 

appeals handled 104 
expenditures 114 
functions 89, 105, 277 
sources of funding 111 

State's Attorneys Appellate 
Prosecutor's County Fund 111 

Station adjustments 219, 223 
compared to Juvenile Court 

referrals 226-227 
for property crimes 224, 226 
for violent crimes 226-227 

Status offenders 228, 240 
Steroid Control Act 24,269,274 
Suicide 211 
Supplementary Homicide Reports 46. 

See also Murder 
TASC. See Treatment Alternatives for 

Special Clients 
Taxes 

citizen attitudes toward 14 
income 2,6,14,16 
property 2,6,13,16 

special levy for juvenile 
detention 241, 245, 250 

sales 2,6,13,16 
special, for public safety 14 
trends in tax receipts 2, 3, 13, 16 

Theft. See also Larceny/theft 
charges involving juveniles 229 
clearance rates 57 
of prescription drugs 23 
property losses 54-55 
sentence length for conviction 151 

Traffic and Criminal Conviction 
Surcharge Fund 82, 83, 87, 275 

Training. See also Illinois Local 
Governmental Law Enforcement 
Officers Training Board 

of correctional officers 83, 181, 
271 

of law enforcement officers 12, 39, 
71,82-8387,276 

mobile regional training units 83 
of probation officers 134 

Treatment Alternatives for Special 
Clients 31 

Trials 
bench 26,131,144-145 
defendant right to trial 94,131 
dispositions 25-26, 100, 142, 145-

147 
jury 26,131,132 
juveniles tried as adults 219-220, 

230,233,234,276 
as percent of all adjudications 26, 

144-148 
percent resulting in conviction 25-

26,145-146 
speedy trial laws 132,143 

Truants 218-219, 236, 270 
Unified Delinquency Intervention 

Services 246-247,248 
Uniform Conviction Information Act 

273 
Uniform Crime Reports. See also 

National Incident-Based 
Reporting System 

arrest reporting 46, 57 
Chicago Police Department 

reporting practices 47-48,65 
Crime·lndex 46, 47 
DUI arrests 48 
Illinois 45-48,54,222,223,236 
national 45,47,57,65,262 
non-index crime 47, 48 

U.S. attorneys 89-90 
U.S. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 

Firearms 38 
U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals 129 
U.S. Constitution 

4th Amendment (search and 
seizure) 42 

6th amendment 94,131-132 
14th amendment 94,131-132 

U.S. Customs Service 38 
U.S. District Court 89, 129 

death penalty appeals 136 

monitoring correctional crowding 
189 

U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration 
38 

arrests 19-20, 21 
dispositions of arrests 26, 27, 28 

U.S. Immigration and Naturalization 
Service 38 

U.S. Marshals Service 38 
U.S. Supreme Court 129-130,156 

death penalty appeals 136, 193 
Vandalism 135 

property losses 54 
Victims of crime 

compensation for 1,102-103,278 
crime reporting by 37-38, 102, 103 
elderly or disabled victims 135, 

271-272 
impact statements 102,107,277, 

278 
laws affecting 101-102,135,269, 

271-272,277-278 
murder victim characteristics 51 
participation in prosecution 90, 92, 

93,94,102 
relationship with offenders 51 
restitution for 135,197,221,231, 

276 
rights of 101-103,277-278 
services for 94, 102 
victim-witness coordinators 94 
victimization surveys 64-65 

Violent Crime Victims Assistance Fund 
111 

Violent crimes. See also specific 
offenses 

arrest proj,"ctions 62-63, 262-264 
arrest rates by age 59-60, 223-

225,262-263 
arrests 57-58 
charges involving juveniles 229 
Chicago Police Department 

reporting practices 47-48,65 
compared to property crimes 47, 

48-49, 57 .. ·58 
offense projections 52-53, 261 
offense rates by region 50-51, 56 
offenses 48-50,52-53 
percent reported to the police 37 
station adjustments compared to 

Juvenile Court referrals 226-
227 

in Uniform Crime Reports 46, 47 
weapons used in 51 

Weapons 
charges involving juveniles 220, 

229 
laws affecting 275-276 
used in violent crimes 51 

Wheaton Police Department 
expenditures 78, 81 
sources of funding 70 

White-collar crime 38, 65, 114-115 
bid-rigging 272 
computer crime 272 

Witnesses 
crime reporting by 38 
participation in prosecution 90, 92, 

93,94,102 
services for 94, 102 
witness security program 38 

Work release. See Periodic imprison­
ment; DuPage County Jail: 
work-release program 

Working Capital Revolving Fund 201, 
213 
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