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The McLean County JDC: An Evaluative Tool for Determining the
Feasibility of Outsourcing Juvenile Detention

Abstract

The purpose of this research is to compose a systematic procedure, using cost-benefit analysis, to determine
the feasibility of expanding government services by adding juvenile detention facilities, as opposed to
outsourcing juvenile detention to other nearby counties.
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McLean County Juvenile Detention Center

903 N. Main Street, Normal Illinois

.1 NTRCDUCTI ON

O July 1, 1989, the Illinois CGeneral Assenbly passed the
Juvenil e Detention Act. This act went into effect stating that

all juveniles in need of secure detention shall be detained

in a state af)f)roved. juvenil e detention facility. The

facility shall be S|fght and sound separate from adult

I nmates and provide for separate, specially trained staff.

(PA 85-1443)
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The purpose of the act was to insure that municipalities house
Luven|le del i nquents separately fromadult prisoners. Separate

ousing for juveniles was desirable in Illinois for three
reasons. First, the overcrowding of prisons by adults |essened
the nunber of cells available for juveniles. cond, the

increasingly violent nature of crinmes coomtted by adul t
prisoners often required a greater separation of adults and
juveniles to insure the safety of younger detainees. Third, it
was believed that the rehabilitation of juveniles was nore
efficient when the two groups were conpl etely separ at ed.

Al t hough several counties fromacross the state viewthis
act as just another unfunded state mandate, the fact stil
remains that the act is |aw and nust be followed. Therefore,
counties nust find a way to house their juvenile delinquents
separately fromadults, whether they want to or not. The purpose
of this research then, is to conpose a systematic procedure,
using cost-benefit analysis, to determne the feasibility of
expandi ng gover nment services by adding juvenile detention
facilities, as opposed to outsourcing juvenile detention to other
near by counti es. EaSIIY adaptabl e for nmunicipalities across the
country, this study will serve as an exanple of the neasuring of
costs and benefits to citizens of constructing a separate
facility for the sole use of housing juveniles. This paper will
sFeplf!caIIy review the recent decision of the County of MlLean,
[1l1inois for discussion and eval uati on.

The housi ng of Luveniles in existing or redesigned | ocal
facilities wll not be researched because it is assuned that
current detention facilities are at or near maxi numcapacity, and
the.cpaneX|tY of security specifications of juvenile detention
facilities rule out the use of nost current government buil di ngs.

Following this section is a brief history of MLean County
and its inhabitants. This history is inportant because the
values of citizens will be called upon |ater when eval uating
ﬁrOJected qualitative benefits and costs. Follow ng the

I storical section, qualitative and quantitative data will be
of fered and organi zed into McLean County citizens' costs and
?ene{[ts fromthe construction of an in-county detention

acility.

Next will be an analysis of the present value of future cash
flows due to the construction and operation of the MlLean County
Juvenil e Detention Center (JDC). Assumng that juvenile crime Is
per petual, cash-flow analysis of future years as wel|l as present
years is required when evaluating the desirability of a separate,
di stinct detention center.

Finally, all evaluated costs and benefits wll be presented
for review and appraisal. Admssibility of the project, then,
using solely cost-benefit analysis, requires that the Present
value of total benefits be greater than the present val ue of
total costs. Again, the main purpose of this research is not to
conplete a full cost-benefit analysis of the McLean County JDC,
but to instead devel op a conceptual cost-benefit framework for
eval uating the construction of a new JDC using McLean County as
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an exanpl e.

I'l.H STCRY
McLean County (Pop. 131,100) is located in central Illinos,
approxi mately 140 m |l es southwest of Chicago. The county's urban

center, Bl oom ngton-Normal, houses about 75%of the county's
citizens (MLean County Regional Planni ng Comm ssion, 1992).
Enpl oyi ng nost in white-collar industries such as insurance,
educati on, comuni cations and health care, Bl oomngton-Nornal is
hone to Illinois State University, Illinois Wsleyan thyer3|ty
and corporate headquarters of State Farm Country Cbnfanles, M
Ia:l_nd GTEl)(M:Lean County Regi onal H anni ng Comm ssion, 1992) (see
igurel).

Surroundi ng Bl oom ngton-Nornal are several snall rura
communi ties and farntand believed to be some of the nost fertilel
in the nation. The county boasts one of the |owest unenpl oynent
rates in the State of Illinois (4.8% Jan. 93) and has a |abor
force of approximately 60% of total population (IlIlinois
Depart ment of Labor, reau of Enploynent Security, 1993). An
average citizen of McLean County 1s Caucasian, age 29.2 (U.S
Bureau of the Census, 1992) and has an annual incone of $19, 357
(U S. Bureau of the Census, 1992).

Figure 1. MLean County Nonagricul tural Enpl oynment 1992

Manuf act uri ng: 7,625
Non- manuf act ur i ngs
Construction 1,975
Transportation, Wilities, and
Communi cat i ons 2,775
Wol esal e 3,025
Ret ai | 12, 500
Fi nance, insurance, and real
Estate 11, 425 -
Al other services 15, 175
Subt ot al : 46, 875
Gover nnent : 12. 500
Tot al : 67. 000

Source: MLean County Conprehensive Annual Fi nanci al
Report (1992).

In 1992, the county experienced outlays of over $100, 000
directly related to the housing of juveniles outside the county
(MLean County Department of Court Services Annual Report, 1992).
After being convicted in a MLean County courtroom a juvenile
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was transported by van by a McLean County sheriff to Mary Davis,
a State-licensed juvenile correctional facility in Gal esburg,
I1linois, approxinmately a two-hour drive.

Because of the hi %2 costs associated with the above
detention system the Board elected to begl n constructing the
MLean County Juvenile Detention Center (JDC). pening Decenber
1, 1993, this 26-bed facility cost approxi mately $4.3 nillion and
s expected to house McLean County juveniles as well as per-diem
or contracted out-of-county juveniles.

In the follow ng section, costs and benefits (of building
the JDC) to the citizens of the county will be discussed and
eval uated. Later sections then will discount those costs and
benefits and eval uate the decision nade by the county board to
build the JDC.

1.  THE MODEL

MLean County should invest in a juvenile detention center
if the sumof the center's present-val ued benefits is greater
than the sumof the center's present-valued costs. Wuat nust be
considered is howthe JDC will be financed (see figure 2) and
di scussed later is howthe decision to build will affect citizens
I n a non-quantifiable way.

Figure 2. Expenditures and Revenues - MLean County JDC
Constructi on:

TOTAL COST OF CONSTRUCTI O\ $ 4, 300, 000
Annual Qperati on:
Expenditures
Court Services Departnent $ 588, 550
Facilities Managenent Depart nent 124, 244
TOTAL ANNUAL CPERATI NG BUDGET: $ 713,194
. Revenues
Rei nbur serent of Probation Cficers Salaries $ 415,042
Meal Rei nbur senent 11, 380
Rei nbur senment of Special Prisoners 286, 772
TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES: $ 713,194

Source: MLean County FY1994 Recommended Budget
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As shown in Figure 2, annual revenues are expected to match
annual expenditures every year that the JDC is in operation.
Therefore, to "break-even" on its construction of the JDC, the
county nust, over the life of the JDC, receive additional revenue i
whose present value is equal to the cost of constructing the JOG
the initial outlay of $4.3 mllion.

_ Bef ore continuing the quantitative analysis, a thorough
di scussion of sone of the JDC s revenues is warranted. FHgure 2
mentions the rei nbursenent of probation officers' salaries, nea
rei nbur sement and rei nbursenent of special prisoners.  these
rei nbur sement of probation officers salaries needs to be
expl ained. This revenue source is the only one which nmay be
altered significantly in future years because of its politica

I nplications. The reinbursenent of probation officers' salaries
consists of a certain percentage of McLean County JDC probation
officers' salaries given fromthe Association of Illinois Qurts
to McLean County to partially subsidize the staffing of the JOC
A problemarises in the analysis of this source's future revenue
stream because the percentage of reinbursenent can fluctuate fra]
year to year. Therefore, for the best possible estinmate, | have
amended the followng analysis to hold the current reinbursenent
percentage constant, realizing that the actual percentage nay
fluctuate above and bel ow the estimate fromyear to year.

Anot her revenue source whi ch has not yet been discussed is
the savings fromforgoing the county's current system of
outsourcing detention. Wthout the JDC, the county woul d send
juveniles to Mary Davis at an annual cost of $130,000 (MlLean
County FY1993 Annual Budget). So the operation of the MLean
Cbunt¥rgpttmould save the county $130,000/yr. for every year thet"
the JDC is open, because juveniles woul d never need to be sent td
Mary Davis. Therefore, at 91%trei nbursenment, when annual -
operating revenues equal expenditures, the JDC w || break-even iiu
33.08 years ($4, 300, 000/ $130, 000) .

Wi | e the nodel above is the significant argunment for how
the county "gains" and/or "loses" by the construction and _
operation of a McLean County JDC, the anal ysis does not take ino
account subjective qualities of the JDC which, although difficult
to neasure, surely have an effect on the every day |ives of the
citizens enconpassing the JDC s nei ghbor hood.

V. CO5TS

The construction and operation of the McLean County JDC
represent a continuous streamof quantifiable and non-
quantifiable costs to all citizens of the county. For research
pur poses, assunptions have been nade regardi ng t he soci o-econom c
val ue placed on projects by citizens of McLean County. These
val ues have been det erm ned using soci o- econom c, denographi c ad
cultural data. At this time, focus will be placed on qualitative
or intangible costs of this project. A quantitative analysis of
the feasibility of the JDCw | be perforned in |ater sections.

Total costs attributable to the JDC can be organi zed into
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two distinct categories, individual and societal, wth each being
broken down into econom c and non-economc costs. Wile groups
of citizens may be affected quantifiably (taxes, property val ues,
etc.) by this nove, any costs borne by non-offending citizens

wi || be categorized under "societal” costs. "Individual" costs
represent costs borne directly by the detainee, which can either
be quantitative or subjective.

A | ND VI DUAL
1. Economc

The eval uation of economc individual costs begins with the
fact that juvenile delinquents are sent to correctional
facilities. Wiether inside or outside MLean County, these
juveniles will be in custody where they are mandated to attend
educational classes. |If the quality of education at the MLean
County JDC is less than at Mary Davis, a cost will be seen by
det ai nees as |ess hunman capital being received. Detainees
currently recei ve adequate educati onal trainin% at Mary Davi s,
and it is assuned that the state-of-the-art McLean County JDC
W ll provide an equal if not better education. Assumng then
that econom c benefits received fromthese two equal educations
will be at |least the sane, if not better at the newer JDC,
economc individual costs are not seen. |In fact, it is quite

ossi bl e that economc individual benefits may be achieved.
ther way, in this scenario, it is sufficient to inply that
econom ¢ 1 ndividual costs are nonexistent.

Shoul d detai nees actually hate school or education in

geneyal, it is also possible that costs could be incurred by
etainees if they believe that they will receive better
educat i onal traininﬁ In MLean County. It is safe to assume
though that while they claimthat they "hate" school, nost

uvenil es woul dn't believe that they were being hurt or danmaged
% receiving a better education. Therefore, in this instance,

t he maxi numcost possibly incurred by detainees is mnute in .
size. Therefore, conbined with the nonexistent costs described
inthe first scenario, this instance allows for a individual
econom c cost ratlng of 1-star' (The table bel ow has been added
to hel p the reader keep track of costs and benefits in what wll
be a detailed and thorough analysis. The rating systeminvol ves
the subjective weighting of costs and benefits associated with
the JDC, derived froman anal ytic discussion of each. 1-star
("™") is considered a lowranking while 5-stars ("*****") |s
consi dered a high ranking.).

2. Non-Econom c

An individual's non-economc costs associated with the
noving of jailed juveniles from Gal esburg to Normal need to be
divided into two groups: those for first-tine offenders and those
for repeat offenders.
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Figure 3

Cost s Benefits
| ndi vi dual Econom c * e | ndi vi dual Economc
Non- econom ¢ * ¥ Non- econom ¢
Soci etal Economc * e Soci etal Economc
Non- econom ¢ * * Non- econom ¢

a. Repeat (Ofenders: A repeat offender may or nmay not have
I ndi vidual costs associated with this detention nove. Should
this type of detai nee have enotional ties to the present system
(i.e. afavorite cellmate, instructor, probation officer, etc.)
the individual juvenile wll see a loss directly related to the
nove. These ties need to be stronP enough to cause a rel apse or
sl owdown of the juvenile's rehabilitation. [If painful enough
the break-up of these ties could inhibit the renediation of the
juvenile, a loss ultimately suffered by the juvenile (a
non- econom ¢ i ndi vi dual cost).

Even assum ng the above to be true, non-econom c i ndividual
costs are probably mnimal and would only apply to those already
detai ned. The average length of stay in detention of an Illinois
juvenile is seven days (Association of Illinois Courts, 1991) ad
t he nunber of offenders which "frequent” the sanme facility often
enough to formties before receiving an advanced sentence from
the courts is mninal (Association of Illinois Courts, 1991).
Therefore, it can be assuned that nost repeat offenders do not
formstrong enotional bonds with their previous centers. And
with only 160 youths sent to Mary Davis by McLean County in 1992
(MLean Cbun&y Department of Court Services, Juvenile Probation
D vision, 1992), the non-econom c individual costs associated to
repeat offenders are assuned to be snall

b. First-Time Ofenders: Wen initially sent to detention,
costs inthe formof lost freedomare seen by first-tine
of fenders. But, no additional individual non-economc costs
result fromthe nove from@Gl esburg to Normal. These juveniles
know no different than the situation that they are currently in,
unl i ke repeat offenders. Therefore, individual non-economc
costs resulting fromthe nove of detainees from@Glesburg to
Normal , associated with first-tine offenders, are nonexistent.

The above anal ysis of individual costs, whether economc or
non- econom ¢, show mni mal costs associated with the construction
of the McLean County Juvenile Detention Center and the novenent
of outsourced detention back to Normal. Should the quality of
education and/or general detention differ significantly between
t he proposed detention center and the existing outsourcing unit,
costs may be significantly higher. Again, assunptions are nade
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as to the value of non-quantifiable costs associated with a
juvenile's loss of "status quo" detention. Regardless, this
anal ysis represents only part of the costs associated with the

JDC. Next, society's costs will be di scussed.
B. SOO ETAL

Moving nowto societal (wthin the county) costs of a MLean
County JDC requires the evaluator to have a strong understandi ng
and/ or sense of the commnity's soci o-economc val ues and
beliefs. For exanple, where a drug rehabilitation center may be
a benefit to the people of inpoverished Watts in southern
California, the sanme institution would probably represent a cost
to the people of a quiet, white-collar, upper-income suburb such
as Oystal Lake, Illinois.

1. Economc

Econom c social costs of a county detention center depend
greatly on the size and use of the JDC. Additi onal
Infrastructure or the renovation of current hlﬂhmays and t he use
of additional utilities are two instances which nay require
county citizens to fund the projects through hi gher property
and/ or sal es taxes.

In McLean County's case, the 26-bed facilitg Is in a
conveni ent | ocation which was preV|ousI% accessi bl e by the
public. Newroads will not need to be built and existing
Infrastructure will not need to be refurbi shed or enhanced.
Therefore, higher property and/or sales taxes are not needed to
fund site renovations for the JDC

Consi dering the idea that the JDC may have an inpact on
utilities available for public use requires the evaluator to
agai n examne the size and use of the detention facility. Wth
frscal year 1994 gas and el ectric expenditures projected at
$45, 000 (MLean County FY1994 Annual Qperating Budget), it can be
argued that the JDC is nothing nore than the equival ent of 15-20
addi tional homes built within the county. And with the county
experiencing its largest growh in housing starts in years, an
increase in utility demand of this small proportion due to the
JDC woul d have an i1nsignificant effect on the production and
reserve |level of utilities.

2. Non-econom c

An accurate determnation of non-economc societal costs
associated with the addition of a McLean County JDC requires a
strong understanding of the community's characteristics. For
exanpl e, upon hearing of the intent to build a MLean County
Juvenil e Detention Center, sone citizens expressed their concern
about the cost of the project (this aspect will be dealt with in
| ater sections). But only a hand-full of citizens were concerned
with the idea of juvenile delinquents being |ocated in-county
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instead of out-of-county.

| imagine that in general, nost people believe that youth
rehabilitation services are a good thing. But non-economc
soci etal costs arise when these same geo le take on the attitude
of "it's a good thing, but not in ny backyardl" The nunber of
these people within the county and the magnitude of their
argunents nust be estinated to determ ne non-econom c societa
costs of building an in-county JDC. |In MLean County's case,
these costs are mnimal, as only a fewcitizens were displ eased
with the noving of juveniles in-county.

V. BENEFI TS

The construction of the McLean County Juvenile Detention
Center has positive aspects which provide economc and non-
econom c benefits to sone citizens of McLean County. And like
its costs, the JDC has a quantifiable, never-ending stream of
benefits (cash flow) which will be analyzed in Section V. The
following section includes the benefits of MLean. County broken
down by 1 ndividuals and the coomunity as a whol e, and broken domn
further into economc and non-econom c.

A | ND VI DUAL
1. Economc

Econom c individual benefits are received solely by
enpl oyees of the JDC. Any enpl oyee who is a county citizen and
who received either better wages or better benefits fromthe
result of their enploynment with the county recei ved economc
i ndi vi dual benefits.

The size of the total individual economc benefits received
fromthe JDC nostly depends on the nunber of unenployed citizens
who becone enployed as a direct result of the building and/or
operation of the JDC. |f an unenpl oyed person obtains a sal aried
position at the JDC, that citizen receives high benefits. If a
F05|t|on vacated by a new probation officer gets filled by a

ocal citizen, that citizen al so receives benefits which nust be
counted. Therefore, if all JDC or vacated positions were filled
by McLean County citizens, economc individual benefits of alnost
f?O0,000 per year nay be directly created by the JDC (see Hgure
_ Since it is only fair to assune that sone positions may be
filled by "outsiders," or people living outside of MLean Gounty, |
a reasonabl e estimate of personal income added to county citizens
woul d not be $600,000. Since the JDCis in Normal, Illinois,
which is twenty mnutes (by autonobile) fromits nearest

nei ghboring county and sixty mnutes fromits furthest, safely
assune that fifty percent of the salaries will be added annually
to McLean County househol ds ($300, 000).
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Figure 4.

FY1994

Depar t ment Account Budget
Court Services Ful | -ti me Enpl oyees Sal . $ 471,490
Court Services Qvertine Pay 2, 960
Court Services TCPS Pa 17. 000

Court Services y . ,
FaC! | | t| es h/anagen'ent EerI Oyge Medical /Life Ins 34, 200
Facilities Managenent Ful'l -ti me Enpl oyees Sal . 28, 232
Facilities Management Part-tine Enpl oyees Sal . 6, 886
FaC|I|thes Managenent Qvertime Pay 2 510
fort uagren C oyee Medcal e Ine 5,600
ull-tinme oyees : :

TOTAL PERSONNEL- RELAHEP! BY&£@94ed0sadt / Life Ins 1, 800
$ 595, 138

Source; MlLean County FY1994 Recommrended Annual Budget

2. Non-econom c
~Non-econom ¢ individual benefits of a McLean County JDC are
real i zed by two separate groups, the juveniles and the center's
enpl oyees. Each menber of both groups have the potential to
recei ve these benefits as a direct result of the novenent of
juveniles from Gal esburg to Bl oom ngton/ Nor nmal .

Renmai ning i n-county, juvenile delinquents now have access to
the state-of-the-art correctional and educational nmaterials which
may have not been provided for in Galesburg. Therefore, there is
a greater potential for each juvenile to be renediated and "turn
their life around." That increased potential is a benefit for
each juvenile as their chance of becom ng a nore productive
nmenber of society is increased.

Some McLean County citizens recei ve non-econom c individual
benefits fromthe opening of the McLean County JDC in the form of
I ncreased sel f-esteemand/or pride. Any citizens who find
t hensel ves enployed as a result of the JDC will see benefits from
having a new job. [If previously unenpl oyed, a JDC enpl oyee woul d
recei ve non-economc benefits fromthe increased pride and self-
esteemof just having a job and contributing nore to society. |If
previously enployed, a newhire will receive benefits in the form
of increased self-esteemand/or pride resulting fromtheir
obtai ning the resource which led themto change jobs. The size
of this benefit depends on the nunber of citizens enployed as a
result of the JDC and the nunber of those which were either
previously enpl oyed or unenpl oyed.

Whi | e both groups described above may receive the di scussed
non- econom ¢ individual benefits, their neasurenent is subjective
at best. But one can assunme that at a mninum a snall anount of
benefits will be received by some nenbers of this group.
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B. SOJ ETAL
1. Economc

di recFoPRR0N € 8PCt Rb2kaBBB0b! SnflSl M 3P Ay Fs! RN G EC as 2
classified as "Individual" or "Economc" benefits. The societal
benefits represent the spillover effect of those salaries. Wth
a general multiple propensity to consune of .95, | have
determned what | feel to be a reasonable estinmate of a local
mar gi nal propensity to consume (MPC), ,60.% Using that |ocal MC
of .60, alocal multiplier of 2.5 is obtained (Local nmultiplier e
1/1-MPC). This local multiplier is used to determ ne the anmount
of dollars which change hands wi thin McLean County as a direct
result of the addition of $300,000 in annual sal aries (economc

I ndi vi dual benefits) over the 40-50 year |life of the JDC
Therefore, the operation of the JDC would have a total lifetine

i npact of between $30-$37.5 mllion, all considered econom c
societal benefits ($300,000 x 2.5 x 40, $300,000 x 2.5 x 50).°3
Wien determning the graphical weight to attach to the present
dol I ar val ue of economc societal benefits, municipalities nust
consider the benefit's size relative to the population and incone
of the nuniciﬁality. And unless the multiplier or inconme stream
provided by the JDC is expected to change significantly in future
ears, economc societal benefits should not be significantly

i gher than economc individual benefits. Unless the socio-
econom c conposi tion of the nunic%PaIity is altered significantly
in future years, benefits received froma certain real dollar

I ncone streamin one year should be equal to the benefits
received fromthat sanme real dollar incone streamin a future
year. In this instance, justification for anK di fference between
the two should only include the presence of the municipality
recei ving a considerabl e benefit fromhaving the know edge that
the JDC wi |l produce incone streans in future years as well as
present years.

2.  Non-econom c

Non- econom ¢ societal benefits are derived fromthe build ng
of a county JDC in the formof better security. Wile sone nay
argue that a JDC in their coomunity may be a threat to their
gul et, harnoni ous nei ghborhood, others nay feel that said
facility woul d increase security. In MLean Cbuntﬁ's case,
uni nformed citizens may believe that the JDCwill help clean u
their streets and nmake it possible for nore elderly people to
live their lives "unharassed" by kids. Wether this idea is
realistic or not is irrelevant, for these uninforned citizens
wi Il probably believe that the streets are safer, thus realizin
a non-economc societal benefit as a direct result of the
bui I di ng of the JDC.

Again, the size of the benefit received in this fashion
depends on the nake-up of the conmunity being evaluated. In
MLean County, nost citizens do not realize that the institutio
Is not an investigative or "watch dog" operation. They believe
the JDC wi Il be hel pi ng | aw enforcenent agenci es conbat youth
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crime. But the majority of the county's citizens are young

t hensel ves, and do not place as heavy enphasis on safety as nore
el derly people do. Therefore, the potential for benefits

recei ved can be large in MLean County (as the popul ation ages),
but in this day and age, benefits received are m ni nal .

VI . CONCLUSI ON

~The admssibility of constructing a McLean County JDC
requires the present value of all costs to be |ess than the
present value of all benefits. In exan|n|n?.the final table on
page 20, it is obvious that subjective benefits outweigh costs

(9-stars to 5). Therefore, in the case of the County of MlLean,
I'llinois, fromcounty citizens' perspectives, it is nore feasible
to build and operate an in-county juvenile detention center than
continue to outsource juveniles to nearby facilities such as Mary
Davis in Gl esburg.

. One nust realize that this sort of cost-benefit approach is
highly subjective. Cbviously one cannot neasure the cost of "not
I n ny backyard" or the benefit of nore efficient renediation of
detained juveniles. But these and other sources of costs and/or
benefits can be conpared in relation to each other, just as one
may derive nore "stars" froma Mercedes Benz than a Yugo w t hout
even knowi ng what a "star" is. This prqgect has hi gh _
subjectivity in deciding the weighting of costs and benefits.

Wil e sone may argue that subjectivity foils the validity of

argurment, | reply that | have weighted the costs higher and the
benefits | ower than nany woul d thensel ves. And the benefits
still outnunbered the costs alnost 2 to 1.

Anot her inportant thought, in determning the admssibility
of the JDC, is that the length of tine before break-even is
irrelevant, as long as the project does break even. In MLean
County's case, there is the intial outlay of $4.3 mllion, and
for each year after that, everr dol lar spent is matched by a
dol lar received. No additional taxes are inplenented to fund the
operation of the facility, so as long as the initial $4.3 mllion
is paid for, in this case by annual savings of $130, 000, the
project is feasible.

It is also inportant to realize that this study researches
the feasibility of the JDC only fromthe local citizens'
perspective. There certainly are other perspectives which need
to be examned, such as that of the State of Illinois’
correctional systemas a whole and that of the county's _
admni strative and techni cal support departmnents which nust find
the tine and resources to assist the JDC. Al of these
persFectlyes_should be further analyzed before determning the
final admssibility of the project. Should different
perspectives provide different outcones, the pros and cons of
each shoul d be wei ghted sonmehow and the cost-benefit technique
applied again. Should the different perspectives provide nore
benefits Pros than costs (cons), final admssibility shoul d be
gr ant ed. f there are nore costs (cons) than benefits (pros),
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the project shoul d be denied and ot her avenues of detention
shoul d be researched. Al inall, it is nost inportant to
remenber that different peopl e value sone things differently and
neither are wong. Feasibility nust depend on whether there are
nore total benefits than there are total costs.

* k k k kx k k k kx %

ENDNOTES
1. Because of the subjective style of the rating system it is
possi bl e that many may feel that individual economc costs are
conpl etely nonexistent. A l-star rating Is given in this case
just to nake sure that costs are not underestimated. |If there is
a possibility that costs have been underestimated, admssibility
of the final project could be questioned. Should costs be
slightly overestimated (or at |east not underestimated), there
woul d be no doubts about the accuracy of the analysis if the
project is deermed adm ssi bl e.

2. Because a considerabl e percentage of personal incone quickly
"l eaks" out of the county, a local MPC nust be used to determne
amltiplier of only in-county expenditures. Since the closest
large city to Bloomngton-Nornal 1s Peoria and Chanpai gn, IL,
bot h between 45 and 60 mnutes away in opposite directions, nost
county citizens' expenditures take place within the county. The
MPC isn't as large as this idea would predict though because of
the relatively |large nunber of corporations within the county's
limts which spend a significant anmount of their non-human
capital expenditures out-of-county. Cher nunicipalities should
examne their own |ocation and economc nake-up before addressing
their own |ocal MPCs.

3. Wien determning the graphical weight to attach to the
present dollar val ue of econom c societal benefits,

muni ci palities nust consider the anount's size relative to
poPu!at!on and inconme of the nmunicipality. And unless the
multiplier or incone streamprovided by the JDC is expected to
change significantly in future years, economc societal benefits
should not be significantly higher than econom c i ndividual
benefits, i.e., unless the economc conposition of the

muni cipality is altered si?nificantly in future years, benefits
received froma certain dollar income streamin one year should
be equal to the benefits received fromthat sanme dollar incone
streamin a future year. Justification for any difference
between the two should only include the presence of the
nun|C|paI|t¥ recei ving a considerabl e benefit from having the
know edge that the JDC will be producing inconme streans 1n future
years as well as present years.
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