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Taxpayers currently bear the burden of a series of practices and policies that could benefit from strategic,
substantive reforms with both immediate and long-term cost-benefits. Consider the following costs:

1. S.H. v. Stickrath litigation regarding unconstitutional conditions of confinement at all five of the state juvenile
correctional facilities” and the necessary efforts to comply with the 2008 stipulation agreement cost the state
millions of dollars. Continuing problems (i.e. inadequate treatment, violence, etc.) with the conditions and
treatment of youth in these correctional facilities increase litigation-related expenses. DYS spends at least
$117.3 million in GRF on institutional operations.?

2. The per diem is $338 for each youth housed in a DYS correctional facility — about $123,370 per year. The
average daily facility population in FY 2010 was 1,125 and the average length of stay was 11.9 months.? As of
January, 2011, there were 759 youth housed in DYS facilities.

3. The DYS $338 per diem does not include other additional costs, such as education (approximately $11
million for education reimbursements and $2.8 million for vocational education annually, which adds about
$47/day to the $338 per diem). 54% of youth in DYS receive special education services.*

4. While the overall population of youth in DYS facilities has decreased (from 1,895 in 2007 and 3,639 in 1993)
reflecting the downward trend in juvenile violent crime,” the number of youth requiring intensive mental
health services have increased.®

5. Ineffective correctional programming, and lack of community programs, increases both immediate short-
term costs with longer lengths of stay, and long term future costs to public systems and new victims due
to higher rates of recidivism. 27.2% of youth either return to DYS or are admitted to DRC within 1 year of their
release from DYS; 40.7% within 2 years; and, 50.9% within 3 years.”

6. Mandatory juvenile sentencing laws added in the last decade have contributed to the overuse of costly
correctional placements, have restricted juvenile courts' traditional discretionary role? and are inconsistent
with adolescent and brain development research.®

7. Inconsistent application and/or lack of a common risk assessment tool can lead to overuse of costly
correctional placements for youth appropriate for more cost-effective, less restrictive placements.™

8. Reliance on secure correctional placements limit the state’s ability to maximize use of appropriate federal
dollars through Medicaid match and potential IV-E participation.”

9. RECLAIM's ability to divert a portion of youth from deeper end, more costly intervention is limited where
funding not tied to specific outcome goals, informed by evidence of effectiveness.

10. Without effective diversion and treatment for juveniles, recidivism leads to higher and longer term costs
that show up in the adult DRC system, as well as in expenses to taxpayers and intangible losses to crime
victims.'? Alternatively, the return on investment in terms of improved public safety that evidence-based
programs” for youth have been shown to produce are significant.” For example, it is estimated that
every $1 spent on Multi-systemic Therapy (MST), a proven-effective program for serious and violent ju-
venile offenders, provides $9.51 to $23.59 in savings to taxpayers and crime victims.” In Ohio, the average
MST intervention costs $7,500-$9,000 per youth (per year)."



Endnotes

TODYS operates five state juvenile correctional facilities and contracts with Lighthouse Youth Services, a private non-profit agency to operate the Paint
Creek facility in Ross County.

2HB 1 FY 2011 appropriations, DYS “Reclaim Ohio” GRF line item 470-401 was $184,026,374, which according to DYS was allocated as follows:
$117,350,847 for institutional operations; $2,574,966 for private facility contracts (Lighthouse-Paint Creek); $18,776,104 for community correctional
facilities; $30,600,000 for RECALIM county subsidy; $9,690,954 for community programs; and $5,033,503 for program management. These “Reclaim
Ohio" GRF dollars do NOT include additional institutional-related expenses in other GRF (i.e. $26,043,900 for lease rental payments and $13,580,057 for
administrative operations) and non-GRF line-items (i.e. $11,000,000 for Education reimbursement, $2,788,906 for vocational education).
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