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Turner: 00:00:43 ... on at this point, we're going to go ahead and get started. I 
would like to welcome everybody to the joint subject matter 
hearing. We're here with the Judiciary Criminal Committee as 
well as the Restorative Justice Committee. I'd like to welcome 
Chairman Ford who will be co-chairing this committee with me 
today. Chairman Ford, would you like to say anything?

Ford: 00:01:06 Thank you Chairman and Leader Turner. I just want to welcome 
everyone to the what I call the dream hearing. Any time you 
could bring Judicial Crim Committee and Restorative Justice 
Committee together, that's balance and I really appreciate 
Representative Mayfield for for spearheading this and from this 
point, I would ask that Representative Mayfield be in the chair 
for Restorative Justice and I'll be here to participate.

Turner: 00:01:40 Thank you Representative Ford. Representative Mayfield, thank 
you for being here today and we're here on prison reform and 
reinstating the parole as a subject matter hearing. If you'd like 
to just say some opening words in welcome, we'll go ahead and 
get started into the subject matter hearing. We'll lay out the 
parameters for the hearing after that. Representative Mayfield?

Mayfield: 00:01:59 Thank you so much. Good morning everyone, thank you 
Chairman Turner, thank you Chairman Ford for being here. I'd 
also like to thank Leader McCullough for taking time out of your 
schedule to be here as well. This is the first of what I hope to be 
several conversations on a very important subject and that is 
bringing parole back to the state of Illinois.

I requested this hearing to restart the conversation. I've had a 
lot of side bar conversations, but I thought it was time that we 
did something very official on this. For myself and many other 
legislators, we were not even aware that there was not a valid 
and forth going parole system here in Illinois for those 
individuals who are incarcerated after 1978. We didn't find that 
out until we went to a debate down in Statesville and a lot of us 
were just shocked that we were not aware what was really 
going on here in our state, so we definitely want to look at 
bringing parole back.

When individuals are sentenced without hope, there's little to 
no incentive for them to change and it creates an environment 
that's not healthy for the inmates, the guards, their family, or 
the administration. I'm going to be filing a bill in January, which 
is why we are here, because I'm looking for input, and that bill is 
going to look to reinstate parole and following are just a few, 
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there's a whole lot of components, but I'm just going to name 
off just a few of the things that I'm looking to do.

I want to revise the mission of IDOC to include rehabilitation of 
inmates. We're wasting millions of taxpayer dollars on 
warehousing. Our goal should be to reduce recidivism and 
responsibly use taxpayer dollars. I'm looking to revise Prison 
Review Board to be more inclusive of social service agencies and 
less reliant on law enforcement. Thank you.

I would like to do a right sizing of the salary for those members 
of the Parole Board simply because we're going to be giving 
them a lot more clients and a lot more cases to review and 
everything needs to be in respect to that. I'm looking to 
establish a risk assessment and recommendation guidelines by 
which every class of felon will be fairly evaluated. I'm looking to 
establish a Victims Advisory Board to help outline what 
elements should be included in that risk assessment and the 
guidelines for parole consideration.

It's critical that we include victims in this process. I'm looking to 
establish core programs for every ideal seed facility, which will 
reduce transfer, save taxpayer dollars, and better prepare 
inmates to successfully reenter society. One of the biggest 
complaints that I receive as a legislator is that there are no 
programmings at the facilities, so by having just core programs 
across the board so everyone receives the same opportunity 
regardless of where you are.

I'm looking to revise the good sentence credits and parole 
consideration guidelines for every class of felon. Immediately 
following the signing of the law, all non-violent offenders will 
immediately receive a risk assessment and those deemed 
eligible will be afforded an opportunity to petition the Prison 
Review Board for a hearing.

Violent offenders, with a few exceptions, who have served a 
minimum of 20 years of a determinate sentence and 50% of an 
indeterminate will be afforded the opportunity to be assessed 
for parole consideration. I'm asking that felons will allowed to 
be represented by an attorney and those who cannot afford 
attorney, we will provide one to them.

I'm asking that we allow the PRB board to set the time period 
before an individual made petition reconsideration following a 
denial. Period must be consistent for all classes. And then 
finally, I'm just asking that everybody here please be open 
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minded. I'm open to suggestions on both sides. I know there are 
individuals that are for the measure, there are those here that 
are going to be opposed, but I'm just asking that we be 
respectful of each other and that we truly come into this with 
an open mind. Don't just say, "No." Offer me some suggestions, 
offer me some options. 

How can we do this so that it works for everyone here within 
the state of Illinois? It is my hope that we will reach consensus. 
Again, I thank each and every one of you for being here today 
and I look forward to this robust discussion. This is just the first 
of what I hope to be many discussions and hopefully we can get 
a bill passed by May. Thank you so much.

Turner: 00:06:31 Thank you, Representative Mayfield. Before we get to questions 
and comments from the audience, we're going to have our 
panels come up and we're going to hear from the proponents of 
the parole measure first and we have about 20 minutes for the 
first panel and then we'll get into some questions and answers 
for that panel afterward and then we'll go into the oppositional 
panel, so can we have Representative McCullough? Thank you 
for being here. Did you want to say a few words or anything? 
Okay, great, so we're going to bring the first panel up. Bill Ryan, 
Parole for Illinois. Katrina Burlet, president of Justice Debate 
League, Parole for Illinois. Alan Mills, and I'm not sure if we have 
Juan Riviera or Bill Nelson here? Okay, great. We're going to 
have to have one of you guys come forward. We got a limited 
panel, limited time, and then we have Janet Mandellino? Okay, 
great. 

Okay, so we're going to do five minutes a person. We're going 
to have to keep you guys on a strict timer and Bill Ryan, he'll be 
first. Thank you.

Bill Ryan: 00:07:44 Thank you very, very much, Representative Mayfield for taking 
the step to have this critical issue discussed and your willingness 
to support legislation and thank you very much for the 
legislators that are here. I'm part of a movement called The 
Campaign for Fair and Inclusive Parole in Illinois. Our goal is to 
create a system that is not driven by fear arbitrariness and 
cynicism, but the hope, fairness, and rehabilitation. 

Since 1992 I've regularly visited and communicated with 
hundreds if not thousands of men and women in prison. I count 
among them some of my closest friends, people are doing time. 
My friend Renaldo Hudson went from being unable to read or 
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write and a desperate gang leader to a highly educated and 
ordained Christian minister. He'd been in prison over 30 years. 

I also visit often with the Lincoln ladies, a group of reformed and 
amazing women at Logan, including Janet Jackson, Paula Simms, 
Nancy and Paulette [Feeler 00:09:05]. Despite living in an 
unpredictable and harsh environment, many people in prison 
have dedicated themselves to education and personal growth, 
but there's no way for them to earn their freedom. 

Consider these numbers. 10% of the people in Illinois' former 
death row were exonerated. I suspect the percent of 
exoneration is even higher in the general population. But even if 
it were that 10%, that would mean that there were 4,500 
people in prison who are not guilty. Some may have been 
tortured into making false confession. As many as 40% may 
have been over-sentenced.

Let me add one thing. I know time's limited. In 1978 when 
parole was abolished, that many people didn't know about until 
lately, and Illinois implemented determinate sentences. There 
were about 1,000 of our fellow citizens sentenced to die in 
prison because of a life sentence. Today, this number has 
ballooned to 3,292. 

I want you to understand, these are our fellow citizens dying 
alone in some God forsaken prison, over-sentenced, guilty, not 
guilty, reformed, not reformed, mental illness, not mental 
illness. They may have spent up to 40 years in prison, but that is 
not enough in Illinois. You must die in prison. 

In 1978, the DOC budget was about a billion dollars. Today, it's 
three billion. Costs about $30 thousand a year in general 
population and it's estimated $75 thousand for the elderly 
prison.

In the US, and I don't have to beat this one, we incarcerate 
more people than any other country in the world. 25 years is 
considered a life sentence in most of Europe. Norway, Germany, 
Netherlands. We must end the overreach of the state to 
extreme sentences. 

I know victim's families have suffered tremendously, and I, 
fortunately, have not experienced that tragedy, so I can't really 
speak to the level of pain and anxiety they have. We can do 
justice to victims and do justice to people who have 
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demonstrated they are prepared to be free, responsible 
citizens. 

Let me just close with this. These are the questions. These are 
the questions we must address and thank [inaudible 00:12:06] 
Mayfield for calling this. These are the questions. Can people 
change? What's the purpose of long term sentences? Is it to 
protect the public? To punish the guilty? When these goals have 
been met, does continued imprisonment serve any kind of 
moral purpose? 

We fool ourself if we simply trust that the system is working 
fairly. It is not, and I should also mention one other thing 
because the effect of race and our feeling about people of color 
is so evident if one walks into any prison in Illinois and see what 
happens. Our system is riddled through with racist thoughts, so 
Katrina Burlet will now talk about the proposal to correct some 
of these injustices by the Stateville Debate Team. Katrina? 

Turner: 00:13:19 Thank you, Bill. Miss Burlet.

Katrina Burlet: 00:13:24 Chairman Mayfield and the other members of the Illinois 
General Assembly who are here today, I cannot thank you 
enough for welcoming us and for the time that you are willing 
to dedicate to learning about the possibility of bringing a parole 
system to Illinois. This is literally a life changing conversation for 
tens of thousands of people in Illinois today.

My name is Katrina Burlet and I only learned that Illinois does 
not have a parole system a year ago when a man who had been 
incarcerated for 20 years told me and instead of believing him, 
my immediate response was, "No, I don't believe you. Parole is 
a really basic element of any criminal justice system and I know 
Illinois is messed up, but we're not that messed up." And I was 
obviously wrong. 

This became the first in a series of countless things that I 
learned about Illinois' criminal justice system for men who are 
living in it, because last year I had the opportunity to coach a 
debate team at the Stateville Correctional Center with 14 
outstanding gentlemen. Soon after I learned that Illinois is one 
of two states that does not have a parole system, we began 
preparing for a public debate about bringing a parole system to 
Illinois.

In the six months leading up to the public debate that we held 
in March of this year, we did mountains of research and had lots 
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of in class debates about the nuances of different parole 
systems around the country, exploring which systems are the 
healthiest, identifying commonalities of successful parole 
systems, and digging into Illinois' criminal justice system to 
evaluate and estimate which parole practices would best fit in 
our context today.

I'm going to walk you all through what I see as the three core 
elements of this parole bill. I think they're all reflected in what 
Representative Mayfield mentioned at the beginning of this 
hearing. The bill itself has many other details, as Representative 
Mayfield mentioned, but I'm going to let you all dig into those 
details another time, this is just a big picture kind of moment.

The main pieces of a parole bill that the state of Illinois needs 
are this: first, no one should be excluded from consideration; 
second, everyone who enters the IDOC should be evaluated and 
given a personalized rehabilitation plan; and third, we need to 
distinguish concerns of justice from concerns of public safety.

First, no one should be excluded from consideration. I'm going 
to say that again because for some reason this is perceived as a 
really radical idea, so I want you all to know that this is serious. 
No one should be excluded from consideration. It is really 
tempting to look at something like parole and say that there are 
certain crimes or people that should not be allowed to serve 
any of their time out in the community no matter what. You 
consider things like sex crimes or violent murders and think you 
definitely do not people who commit those crimes ever getting 
out. 

I'm sure the states attorneys will give you plenty of examples of 
some really heinous crimes that have happened in the state of 
Illinois and tell you that those people should never be released 
from prison, and that may be true. There may be some people 
who should never be released from prison, but they would use 
this idea or these few examples to tell you that no one should 
be considered for parole and that's not only inhumane, it's 
completely illogical. 

The whole point of a parole system is that it will identify who is 
actually dangerous. It considers everyone and distinguishes the 
people that will be able to safely serve the remainder of their 
time out on parole in the community. That's literally the entire 
purpose of a parole board, so dangerous people is not 
something that we need to fear.
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Second, each person who enters the IDOC will be given a 
personalized rehabilitation plan. Here's the reality of the system 
that we have today. There are there broad categories of crime 
under truth and sentencing in the state of Illinois. 

There are people who are convicted of what are called non-
violent crimes who have to serve 50% of their sentence in 
prison and there are a handful of groups or programs that they 
can be a part of in order to shorten their stay in prison these are 
called good sentence credits that Representative Mayfield 
mentioned earlier. These are things like participating in AA or 
NA and that seems like a good idea on some level, but it ignores 
the fact that everyone is different. 

We currently have people who are attending AA meetings who 
have never struggled with alcohol abuse, simply because it will 
shave a month off their sentence. That person is not more 
rehabilitated or safer because of their participation in a 
program that they did not need in the first place.

The other two categories of crime are termed violent and 
murder, for which the convicted person must serve 85% and 
100% of their sentence respectively in prison. These people are 
not eligible for the aforementioned good sentence credits and 
therefore have exactly zero things that they can do in order to 
shorten their stay in prison or give them hope for early release. 

We propose that we change that. Illinois' new parole system 
should begin by evaluating each convicted person at their 
initiation into the system and identifying personally what they 
must do during their sentence in order to minimize their risk to 
society because different people have different problems and 
when we're giving people the hope of early release, they should 
not be incentivized to participate in programs that are 
worthless to them, but they should be lead toward programs 
that will actually help them to change.

Frankly, the way that our system operates now, the state has no 
sort of control over whether a person is released or not based 
off of considerations of public safety. When someone reaches 
their out date, they are released, but we propose that we 
introduce concerns of public safety into this system and that 
that becomes the primary reason that people are considered for 
release.

Turner: 00:19:35 Thank you Miss Burlet. Next we're going to hear from Alan Mills. 
Five minutes.
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Alan Mills: 00:19:42 Good morning and [inaudible 00:19:43] everybody else's thanks 
for holding this hearing. I spend most of my time fighting in 
court and I'm a litigator, so I'm a little bit a fish out of water 
here, but it's always nice to be able to talk to the legislators who 
make the laws rather than have to fight about it afterwards. 
That's why I'm here. I'm the executive director of the Uptown 
People's Law Center, which is a not for profit on the north side 
of Chicago. Among other things, we have been litigating against 
the Department of Corrections for many years. I personally have 
been doing that work since 1980, so unlike others, I was well 
aware of the fact we don't have parole. I lived through the 
change over.

We currently get about well over 100 letters per week from 
prisoners. We have seven class action cases pending, including 
medical and mental health care, one against solitary, and two 
relating to how parole violators are dealt with in the system and 
I think the most important thing to understand about the 
system is how overcrowded we are. 

This system was built theoretically for 32 thousand people, but 
that only counts bed space. If you talk about classrooms, if you 
talk about vocational training, if you talk about yards, if you talk 
about all the other things that ought to be in a system, it's more 
like a system meant for 25 thousand people. 

Whichever those numbers you use, we now have over 40 
thousand people in our prison system, so it is vastly 
overcrowded, it's understaffed, it's underfunded, and our 
facilities are vastly outdated. Our newest maximum security 
prison is Stateville Correctional Center, which was finished in 
1920. In 1970 there was a study done saying it had well passed 
its useful life. Instead of closing it, we doubled the number of 
people we put in there and it's now falling apart.

Menard is literally falling apart. We knocked down the 
administration building at Menard the last couple months 
because it was no longer structurally sound and the wardens 
and their staff couldn't safely work there. When we knocked 
that down, we learned that also South House at Menard was 
structurally unsound, so they had to move hundreds of 
prisoners out of that building as it is beginning to collapse.

We have a serious problem in this state with way too many 
people in prison for way too small space. As a result, Illinois has 
one of the worst prison systems in the United States. Experts 
tell us that we are in hot competition with Alabama to be 
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number 50 of 50. Not who I think that Illinois should be trying to 
compete with. All the surrounding states in the Midwest have 
far superior systems, much newer, much better staffed, much 
better funded.

As Director Baldwin has said over and over again, and before 
him Director [Gibdenis 00:22:21] said the exact same thing, we 
have too many people in our prison system who don't need to 
be there and that ranges from people who are there for simple 
DUIs or marijuana possession who have no reason, who aren't a 
danger to anybody and shouldn't be in prison, and it also 
includes people who are older, aging prisoners, who long ago 
aged out of any criminal tendencies they had.

Statistics are very clear that after the age of 35, your propensity 
to commit a crime drops dramatically. After the age of 50, it's 
tiny. Almost nobody over 50 commits new crimes. Yet we are 
increasingly running a geriatric prison system, which it costs 
huge amounts of money for medical care. We're increasingly 
running a system that is full of seriously mental ill people. That's 
one of the cases we're currently operating on and Judge Mimm 
in the [inaudible 00:23:08] District just found that that system 
was so bad that it was a constituted cruel and unusual 
punishment in violation of the Constitution.

We spend a lot less money on medical care, mental health and 
medical care than most other states. We're at about 46 of the 
50 states in how much money per prisoner on medical care, so 
this aging population has no reason to be there and is costing us 
a lot of money. 

Since 1978, the Prisoner Review Board has been considering 
parole cases. We did eliminate parole, but it was not 
retroactive. There were several hundred people who were still 
sentenced under the old law and every year since 1978 the 
Prisoner Review Board has considered their parole and I've 
been representing people in that system since 1982 and I have 
to admit that I disagree with a lot of the decisions they make, 
but I can also say that they've been very thoughtful in the way 
they make those decisions.

What I suggest is that the Prisoner Review Board's jurisdiction 
be expanded so it can include a lot more people. That can be 
done a number of different ways. You can go all the way from a 
system that is used throughout much of Europe where there's a 
presumption of parole and the burden is on the state to prove 
that you still need to be there or it could be that a certain class 
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of prisoners after you've served X number of years in prison or a 
percentage of your time is eligible for parole and it's up to to 
the prisoner to establish that they're ready for parole.

You can do it either way. I obviously like the presumption of 
release because I think most people are elderly and shouldn't be 
in prison and that we should just assume that most people will 
comply with whatever they need to do in order to get out.

I just want to say that I think the problem is dramatic, 
particularly when you're dealing with the people who are 85% 
and 100%. I think about this as there being two different 
prisoners. Prisoner A goes through his sentence, violates every 
rule that he can think of, continually gets in trouble, has fights 
all the time, continues to use drugs or alcohol or whatever he 
can get a hold of. Prisoner B has never had a disciplinary report, 
completes his education, gets a college degree, holds a job in 
the prison responsibly and is a model prisoner. 

They're both treated exactly the same under the current law. 
There's no way to distinguish between those two prisoners 
under the current law. That means there's no incentive to be 
Prisoner A over Prisoner B and that's the problem with not 
having a parole, is everybody's treated exactly the same even 
when they're very, very different people. Parole allows you to 
treat them differently and provides the Department of 
Corrections with a tool to encourage the kind of rehabilitation I 
think we all want so that when people get out, they don't go 
back in again.

Turner: 00:25:57 Thank you, Mr. Mills. Next we'll hear from Juan Rivera. Five 
minutes, thank you.

Juan Rivera: 00:26:04 All right, good morning ladies and gentlemen. My name is Juan 
Rivera as he stated. I am an exoneree. I was at Stateville. I 
would've been one of the 14 students that she had speaking 
about legislation, how we could change the parole hearings, 
what's the purpose of having good conduct. Again, I was the 
head chef at Stateville. That means I cooked for basically 4,000 
people every day, two shifts, for $30 a month. What was my 
incentive? A shower every day? I am the proud director of 
Justice for Just Us. It is a not for profit organization that helps 
exonerees such as myself. I served 20 years for a rape murder of 
an 11 year old child. I speak about that because they spoke 
about the heinous of the crime. I was not guilty, though. I was 
framed by the police department and we proved it, but it took 
20 years. 19 years old looking at the death penalty. They gave 
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me nine to life because I was too young to die. Can you imagine 
my life coming home? Speak about parolees. I know three of 
these people here. Apologize, I don't know you, but I've met 
two of you before when I first came home. Thank God I went to 
barber school. 150 students. Help exonerees, I go through the 
Board of Education, through the high school's kids, to teach 
them of what I went through in society when they gave up on 
me. I didn't give up on me, though. 

Bill Ryan, known him since I been there. Came home, he's still 
here. I'm here to testify about those individuals that deserve to 
have a parole hearing, but we got to give them an opportunity. 
If we don't have no opportunity for them, what are they going 
to come home looking forward to? I came home to nothing. 
Absolutely nothing, but I'm making it. It was hard, I struggled. 
Went to Northwest and believe it or not I got my education by 
Northwestern as an undergrad. Still going through it, but it's 
because people gave me an opportunity.

What opportunities that we going to offer them? Not just in 
there, but when they come home? We have to be, as they call, 
the big brother, big sister. That's why you're in that chair for, to 
make sure that we don't abuse. True, some individuals do 
deserve to be in prison. I'm not going to defend them. 

There are others that have committed a crime. Prime example, 
his name is [Marshaun 00:28:35] Allen. That's a juvenile 
sentence. This man goes around the country now speaking 
about what? Malicious prosecution. Police brutality. This man 
got an education while he was in prison. Think about it. He was 
only 15. The man came home, man, if you would actually hear 
him today, you would be impressed, but he's out doing what he 
is best at. Speaking about what he needs, what others need.

My conversation is short, I just wanted you to hear my voice 
and know that we are fighting for individuals such as you fight 
for yourself, for your kids, for a better education, for a better 
chance at life. They're doing the same. Thank you.

Turner: 00:29:20 Thank you Mr. Rivera. 

Mayfield: 00:29:25 Mr. Rivera, thank you so much. We've met several times. You 
are from Linc County, I'm very familiar with your case and in 
your case, justice was served, so I definitely want to just let you 
know I do know who you are. Thank you for being here.
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Turner: 00:29:41 Thank you Representative and thank you, Mr. Rivera. Next we'll 
hear from Janet Mandellino.

Janice: 00:29:44 My name is Janice [Mandellini 00:29:46].

Turner: 00:29:46 I'm sorry, they have it written wrong on here.

Janice: 00:29:46 No, that's fine. It's a hard one.

Turner: 00:29:48 Janice Mandellini. Thank you for being here.

Janice: 00:29:51 I would thank you for giving me the opportunity to represent-

Turner: 00:29:54 Miss Mandellini, can you turn your mic on for all of us? Hit the 
green button.

Janice: 00:29:59 It's on, I just wasn't close enough.

Turner: 00:30:01 Thank you.

Janice: 00:30:03 I would like to thank the panel for giving me the opportunity to 
represent inmates Willy Norwood, Luigi [Adomo 00:30:10], 
Paula ... thank you. John Cox and Don Juan. I have a 29 year old 
son, Todd, who is serving 39 year sentence in Stateville 
Correctional and has been incarcerated for six and a half years. 
My husband Fred and I have always had high aspirations for our 
only child, having associations with good people as friends, 
being a happy and successful person in society.

They say the hardest job is being a parent, but it also can be 
rewarding. Our dreams of having a child were answered with 
Todd when we were 40 years old. Time flies by so quickly that 
before you know it, they are grown up. As a young adult, we 
look forward to the growth and maturity. We recognize that 
since Todd has been incarcerated, he continues to grow as a 
person through schooling opportunities. 

Presently, Todd is enrolled in bachelor degree program through 
Northwestern University along with 21 other inmates at 
Stateville. These men are changing their lives daily and are in 
the process of being rehabilitated to become an asset to society 
with the aid of a parole system. 

A study by paroleillinois.org states prison education is almost 
twice as cost effective as incarceration. The study found that 
every dollar invested in prison education, taxpayers save four to 
five dollars in reincarceration cost during the first three years of 
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post-release. Parole costs about $2,000 per person annually 
while incarceration costs about $38,000.

Per theillinoiseducaiton.com the national recidivism rate is 70% 
to 80%. Vocational training cut recidivism to approximately 
30%. An associate degree drops the rate to 13.7%. A bachelor's 
degree reduces recidivism to 5.3% and a master's reduces it to 
the rate of 0%.

Our society now has the tools to create a fair and effective 
parole system through education and training. When inmates 
have been rehabilitated, they deserve opportunity to be 
paroled. Please consider giving our loved ones a chance at 
parole and the hope to return to their family. Thank you for 
your time. 

Turner: 00:32:38 Thank you, Miss Mandellini, and I apologize for ruining your 
name on the front end.

Janice: 00:32:38 No, that's fine.

Turner: 00:32:42 Okay, next we'll have questions from members of the 
committee for our proponents panel. Representative Mayfield.

Mayfield: 00:32:54 Mr. Alan. I want to go back. You talked about expanding the 
jurisdiction of PRB to include other classes. Can you talk more 
about that because I'm definitely interested in that, as well.

Alan Mills: 00:33:04 Well, I think ... I mean, you yourself just outlined what that 
could look like. That is, for example, anybody who served 50% 
of their determinate sentence or 20% of their determinate 
sentence could then have the right to go before the board. That 
does not mean that they're going to get parole, it just means 
like everybody else, they go before the board, the board holds a 
hearing, considers whether or not viewing all the circumstances, 
including their underlying crime, they're ready to be released.

Currently the board can only do that with the remaining 
hundred or so people who are sentenced prior to 1978. I'm just 
suggesting raising that so they do this exact same evaluation but 
for everybody and make those eligible for parole being the 
entire system after they served a certain percentage of their 
time. 

Mayfield: 00:33:52 All right. I appreciate that, and then Miss [Barnet 00:33:57], you, 
on point number three, you talked about justice versus public 
safety. Can you expound on that a little bit more?
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Katrina Burlet: 00:34:05 Yeah, sorry, my speech ended up being a little longer than I 
anticipated.

Mayfield: 00:34:09 That's okay.

Katrina Burlet: 00:34:09 But the underlying idea here is that currently we don't have any 
considerations of public safety built in to when people are 
released, so we would propose that when judges give someone 
a sentence, their concern there would be justice. How much 
time does this person need to serve in order for the wants of 
justice to be satisfied in this case? 

Once that time has been met, we'll call it their minimum 
sentence, then they go before a parole board with the 
understanding that justice is served, so the only consideration 
that the parole board would have is, is this person a threat to 
public safety? We're very distinctly dividing justice from public 
safety so that public safety can be better protected and that we 
know justice is being served in every case.

PART 1 OF 3 ENDS [00:35:04]

Katrina Burlet: 00:35:00 Served in every case. 

Speaker 1: 00:35:04 Okay. And then you talked about no exclusions. Now there are 
several states that do have, they offer parole. A little bit liberal, 
a lot more liberal than ours. But then are some, such as Iowa, 
that has certain exclusions. So when you say no exclusions, are 
you saying that those individuals who have created truly 
heinous crimes, murder of a peace officer or something like 
that, are you saying that we should allow them a chance at 
parole?

Katrina Burlet: 00:35:33 I think that everyone deserves consideration. And we don't 
know enough about every individual person and situation from 
just the label of the crime that they are given when they enter 
prison. We don't know how much rehabilitative capacity each 
person has. To exclude anyone just on the basis of one action 
that they took in their life seems nonsensical and frankly, 
inhumane. 

Speaker 1: 00:36:03 So ... I'm sorry go ahead.

Speaker 2: 00:36:05 No, in addition to that, parole should be based upon change, 
not upon going back to the original crime that had been 
committed. We're talking about people who have, in there now, 
who are not the same person. Nobody on that panel is the same 
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person you were 20 years ago. You're not. So the people who 
made a horrible decision, may have, a horrible decision at one 
point ... 20 years later, under our system, it doesn't matter what 
they've done. Alan Mills talked about the people. 

I know hundreds of people who have transformed their lives 
and they are no threat to anybody, ever. Yet they cannot get 
out. They've got to stay there and die. Remember, we've got 
over 5,000 people sentenced to death, our fellow citizens, 
sitting in prison. And some percent of those are reformed. They 
may not all be, but parole would give them a chance to prove 
that they are changed human beings. I don't know how we got 
to this point of thinking that some way or another, changed 
behavior doesn't count. It doesn't count in Illinois sentencing. 

Speaker 1: 00:37:23 Okay. Mr. Mills?

Mr. Mills: 00:37:24 I just want to give you one brief example. I'll go back to Norway 
because it's a very dramatic example. There was a little Nazi 
who went into a children's camp in Norway and slaughtered all 
of, I think, 70 children who were there. All at once. About as 
heinous a crime you can do and he did it only to bring the 
attention of the world to his Nazi ideology. And that was the 
reason. He got the longest sentence that Norway allows, which 
is 21 years. Now maybe he deserves to spend his life in prison 
and maybe he will. But the assumption is that after 21 years, 
the state has to prove that he still needs to be in prison. 

So there's a presumption that he can get out. It's a presumption 
they can override. And it doesn't mean he's going to get out, 
but it means even somebody who does as horrendous a thing as 
it is, gets a chance to go before a body to determine should he 
still be there? Probably the answer is going to be yes. Probably 
they won't keep him there. But even somebody who does that 
gets a chance to prove he's not the same person. I can't imagine 
a more heinous crime than that one and it doesn't mean that 
people are going home. It just means that people are going to 
get taken a look at. 

Speaker 1: 00:38:34 Mr. Rivera, you wanted to answer on this as well?

Mr. Rivera: 00:38:38 Yes. You stated you know my case. Is that heinous enough?

Speaker 1: 00:38:43 But your case is slightly different. It is different. 

Mr. Rivera: 00:38:46 No, no. Prior to you knowing that I was framed for this case, 
how did you feel? How did the community feel? They all felt 
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that I was a menace to society, a monster, a criminal, someone 
that should die in prison. Now, do you trust Mr. Ryan?

Speaker 1: 00:39:03 Somewhat. 

Mr. Rivera: 00:39:04 Somewhat. Do you trust Mr. Allen?

Speaker 1: 00:39:07 Yes. 

Mr. Rivera: 00:39:08 Now, I know both of these gentlemen and they could be a good 
character witness from when I was in prison. Such as the 
warden himself, the teller himself. I used to cook his meals. So 
apparently he trusted me enough to cook for him personally. 
There was no parole hearing. Now who was able to speak on my 
behalf to tell these individuals, listen, even though this man was 
convicted of a heinous crime, as well as you know, look who he 
is today. Look what he is doing. So you mean to tell me I 
wouldn't have deserved that chance to maybe get some 
consideration from the panel that you know what? Maybe not 
everybody is lost. 

Speaker 2: 00:39:48 And let me just say, Juan was very, very good. He was an 
excellent cook, incidentally at the commissary. Fed a lot of 
people. 

Chairman Turner: 00:40:00 Thank you. Representative Ford, for a couple of questions?

Rep. Ford: 00:40:03 Thank you, Chairman. Two questions. One, first I'll preface by 
saying I believe in restorative justice and I believe that a person 
should have the right to redemption. But what do we say to 
families that, and people that believe that a sentence was given 
and the cost you pay is the rest of your life in prison? And why 
would we shorten the prison sentence for an individual?

So you have one person that's sentenced to 30 years or life in 
prison without parole. And they're going to shorten their 
sentence. You have another person that may committed a 
crime. Guilty, sentenced to 10 years. Their time isn't going to be 
shortened, but the other person's time is shortened. How is that 
justice?

Speaker 2: 00:40:55 Well, let me try to answer that on a couple of levels, maybe. 
And others can join in. And the first thing, the restorative 
justice. I know you believe it. Incidentally, there's a program on 
the south side you know at Divine Providence that is going to be 
available for restorative justice kinds of activities. 
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So I think that there is a shining example. Someone asked me 
about what would you tell the victims? I think if one of my 
grandkids, I have 12 of them, if one of them were murdered and 
really hurt, I don't know what I'd do. I'd be nuts. But I hope I 
would be like Jeannie. I don't know if you've heard of Jeannie 
Bishop, whose sister was brutally murdered with her unborn 
child and her husband, her new husband. Horrible, horrible 
tragedy. For years and years, Jeannie did not want the killer out 
of prison. 

Eventually, Jeannie Bishop had an epiphany, I believe, in God 
and began to write to the killer. And so restorative justice took 
place. I would hope we could do more of that. The fairness of it, 
Representative Ford? I think that in any, even in the early Greek 
days of showing justice, there's a scale. It's kind of like a see-
saw. One side could be the victims in society. And the other, 
what happened to the person themselves? So I think we have to 
balance that in some way. And I think the whole idea of 
restorative justice and victims needs to be constantly looked at. 
And victims should certainly be at the table, but they shouldn't 
be the only people at the table, nor the only consideration at 
the table. Alan has something. 

Alan: 00:42:59 Thank you. I think that's an excellent question. In some sense, 
the answer's easy, which is what Katrina said, why you don't 
have any exclusions. So the idea that somebody who has a life 
sentence would be eligible to have it shortened, but somebody 
who has 10 years wouldn't. If you actually adopt a possibility of 
parole for everyone, then there's not that possibility. And the 
reason they're treated differently is because they've acted 
differently. That's the answer. The person who has a life 
sentence may have it shortened because he has, in fact, 
reformed. Because he's done all the things he can do, he's now 
transformed himself and is a different person than he was when 
he went in. The person who's got 10 years and doesn't get 
paroled is because they screwed up. And that's a really easy 
answer. 

What do you tell a victim, however? The only solution is you've 
gotten your pound of flesh. There's no evidence that keeping 
people in prison more than 20 years does anything. It doesn't 
reduce recidivism. It doesn't increase the message that you 
send to society that this is a bad crime. 20 years is a long time 
for anybody to give up of their life. If somebody's 25 years old, 
by the time they come out, they're 45 years old. They're well 
past their prime. There's nothing different between that and 
have them die in prison. 
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There's simply no reason for people to die in prison. 

Rep. Ford: 00:44:12 So with that said, why do we not work on the sentencing 
guidelines? Making sure that people are not sentenced to these 
types of sentences? Has that been considered? Because what 
you have is a case where a judge hands down a ruling and you 
have the family that expects that person to be there, you know 
what I mean? And then it could be rhetorical. 

And the final question is if you could just speak to one state that 
we should model our parole after?

Alan: 00:44:49 That's a good question. I don't know the answer to that last 
question because I haven't really looked at other states. I know 
that California, for example, has a parole system which has 
worked fairly well. They have lots and lots of life sentences but 
almost of them are eligible for parole at some point. There are 
some problems with that system, so I'm not going to say it's a 
model. It's one that's worked better than ours does. Almost 
everybody's works better than ours does. I'm happy to submit in 
writing afterwards some ideas as to which is the best system.

But yes, we should absolutely work on sensing forum. I assume 
that this is not the be-all and end-all of criminal justice reform. I 
think this a really important step. I think that changing our 
sentences, our sentences at the top tend to get more and more 
inflated. Every time there's a heinous crime, we tend to jack up 
the sentences and that has an effect on the entire range of 
things. So I think all of our sentences are inflated at this point. 
Every time there's a really bad headline-grabbing crime, the sort 
of gut reaction is well, then let's just increase the sentences.

And we've been doing that now since 1970. We've locked up 
seven times as many people as we did in 1970 and it has not 
reduced the crime rate. So I think the answer to everybody is 
it's not making us safer. We should be trying something else. 
We've done this for now 45 years and it hasn't worked. It 
doesn't make any sense to keep doing the same thing over and 
over again. 

Rep. Ford: 00:46:06 Thank you. 

Katrina Burlet: 00:46:12 Sorry. Along with the Stateville Debate Team, I did months of 
research about each individual parole system in the 48 states 
that have them and so I know each one quite well. And the first 
thing I'll say is in all of the different criminal justice reforms that 
I have seen just copy, pasted from one state to another, that 
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has never worked. You have to take into consideration the 
realities of the Illinois prison system. 

But generally, Georgia's system is pretty well praised from 
around the country. And the systems that we primarily drew 
from for the bill that the gentleman ended up writing was 
actually Hawaii and Virginia kind of combined. So that might be 
three good places to look. 

Chairman Turner: 00:47:00 Thank you, Miss Burlet, Mr. Mills. I, like Representative Ford, am 
a big believer in restorative justice and since taking over the 
chair of the judicial criminal committee, I've really pushed back 
against increasing penalties or creating new crimes or anything 
of that nature due to the crowded population of our prison 
system. When I see stats like parole costs only about $2,000 per 
person annually versus about $38,000 per person to keep a 
person incarcerated, those fiscal concerns are what are most 
compelling for me when we're making the case about different 
ways to approach restorative justice and reforming our criminal 
justice reform system. Hearing that data, I think, seems to go 
over well with other members of the general assembly as well 
when we're talking about our budgets and looking at this as a 
whole. Maybe, [inaudible 00:48:01], maybe you could explain to 
me or anybody on the panel, what was the original intent 
behind getting rid of the parole system in '78? I wasn't even 
thought of at that point, but I'm not sure what the climate was 
like, or how did we get to getting rid of that?

Mr. Mills: 00:48:19 It's a fairly complex story but to vastly oversimplify, really both 
the sort of liberals and the conservatives came together to 
agree on this. And what happened was on the one hand the 
existing parole system was, as much of our criminal justice 
system, tended to be fairly racially biased, so there was a lot of 
statistics showing that black people were serving longer times 
and getting less consideration for parole than white people 
were. So in that sense, it was an attempt to eliminate some of 
that unfairness by going to a determinate sentencing. 

On the conservative side, people were saying people were 
getting out too early and therefore we should eliminate this sort 
of feel good parole people who where just letting people out 
willy-nilly. So the two of them came together and they said, 
well, let's have determinate sentencing. Everybody gets the 
same sentence. They can get out early if they behave in prison. 
They get good time back, but it's no longer going to be a 
question of subjective feelings of the board as to whether or not 
somebody ought to get out. And that would hopefully eliminate 

https://www.rev.com/


ParoleHearing_181108_AUDIO (Completed  11/10/18)
Transcript by Rev.com

Page 20 of 40

some of the racism, some of the favoritism that built into the 
old system. 

What happened, though, was after that, we have this inflation 
of sentences. So rather than getting anybody out earlier, 
everybody ended up spending a lot more time in prison. So back 
in 1978, people, even who committed fairly heinous murders, 
tended to be paroled after about 15 years. Whereas today, the 
minimum sentence for murder, which you have to spend 100% 
of your time is 20 years. So we went from a somewhat unfair 
system which was very personalized to a system which locks a 
lot more people up for a lot longer without any consideration at 
all. 

And I think one of the things that Representative Mayfield said 
in her opening statement has changed since 1978, which is now 
we have some of those tools and we have some of those 
assessments that can do more objective risk assessments. We 
didn't have those tools in 1978. We didn't have that data. 
Computers were barely thought of in 1978. So there was no way 
to sort of collect that data and all that was done is a parole 
board member was very impressionistically sort of deciding 
whether or not that's the right kind of person to release. 

There are problems with those tools. And if they're not used 
carefully, they tend to just reinforce the racism that's already in 
the system. Because what they really measure, generally, is 
your likelihood of getting arrested again, rather than your 
likelihood of committing a new crime. And because policing 
itself is not evenly done across the communities, therefore 
there's a built-in bias to the question of whether you're getting 
arrested again.

So they're not perfect and I don't think that we should adopt a 
system which just goes on statistics. But I think it's an important 
tool that we didn't have before. It's a check, sort of, to see 
whether or not people are being treated very differently who 
look the same. So I think that there are some things that we 
know now that we didn't know in '78 and this is a good step. 

Chairman Turner: 00:51:11 Thank you, Mr. Mills. I just learned today that Illinois is one of 
two states, did you mention Miss Burlet, that doesn't allow for 
the parole? In the entire country?

So I think it's something, this is a good discussion that we're 
having here today. And I'm glad that you brought this measure 
forward, Representative Mayfield. And to the panelists, thank 
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you all for being here today and for your important. Next, we're 
going to bring up the opponents to this measure. 

We have Robert Berlin, DuPage County State's Attorney. 
Christopher, Koch, Will State County State's Attorney. Jennifer 
Bishop Jenkins, National Organization of Victims on Juvenile 
Murders. We'll hear from the opposition panel and then we'll 
take questions from members of the committee. And we'll 
continue on from there. First up, Mr. Robert Berlin. You may 
begin whenever you're ready. Thank you very much for being 
here today.

Robert Berlin: 00:52:19 Thank you, Chairman Turner and Chairman Ford. Representative 
Mayfield and Representative McAuliffe. I am Robert Berlin, 
DuPage County State's Attorney and I'm also here as president 
of the Illinois State's Attorneys Association. Because there is no 
actual bill pending, the State's Attorneys Association isn't taking 
an official position, but I can tell you there is a broad consensus 
among the Illinois State's Attorneys that we are opposed to the 
concept of parole. There was discussion prior to 1978, and prior 
to 1978, Illinois had indeterminate sentencing. And that was 
questioned by critics on both sides of aisle, as was brought up 
earlier. 

The main criticisms of indeterminate sentencing, which parole 
would bring back, is the tremendous disparity in sentences, no 
reliable adequate way to predict future criminal behavior. And 
as was mentioned earlier, the decision of who was getting 
paroled was viewed as discriminatory. So in 1978, the general 
assembly passed a series of bills based on the justice model. 
And the justice model recognized that the sentencing structure 
at the time invited the disparity of sentencing outcomes, but it 
provided for wider scope of pre-sentence reports. Judges were 
given a list of mitigation and aggravation to use when 
sentencing an offender and there was an advantage for inmates 
because there was predictability of an out date. 

If Illinois institutes a system of parole for every inmate, there 
will be no such sentence as life without parole. We will return to 
the pre-1978 indeterminate sentencing. The concept of truth in 
sentencing would be a nullity. The 15, 20, 25 to life add-ons for 
certain violent offenses committed with a gun would be 
rendered meaningless. And moreover, the community and 
family members of victims would never obtain closure. Illinois 
voters recently overwhelmingly voted to amend the Illinois 
constitution and establish the Victims Rights Amendment. 
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A return to parole and indeterminate sentencing is contrary to 
that constitutional amendment. For years, the State's Attorneys 
Association has attempted to raise awareness of the social cost 
of crime. And we maintain that any policy discussion regarding 
sentencing has to consider the cost of violent crime to society. 
We all know how much it costs to incarcerate someone. It can 
be anywhere from 28 to $38,000 to incarcerate somebody in 
DOC, but we have very little discussion about the social cost of 
crime. There are studies out there. In one of the University of 
Chicago articles that Mr. Jones has provided, there was a study 
done by Professors Cohen, Rust, Steen, and Tidd which 
estimated that a homicide has a social cost of four million 
dollars in inflation adjusted to 2013 dollars. 

A criminal sexual assault, 293,000. Obviously, very difficult to 
put a monetary value on social cost of crime, but we maintain 
that it has to be considered when we're talking about 
sentencing policy. Eight years ago, the general assembly voted 
to abolish the death penalty. And there was a lot of heated 
discussion on the floor and a number of members of the general 
assembly were talking about life imprisonment. And I will quote 
Representative Currie, who passionately argued, "It's not 
closure for a family to wait 20 and 25 years for the final 
imposition of the death penalty. Life in prison without parole 
brings that closure soon. And it brings that closure at a great 
deal less expense to all of us."

Now, we are eight years later and we're talking about parole 
and getting rid of life imprisonment if parole is instituted for all 
offenders. What's changed in eight years? Well, we know what's 
changed in terms of violent crime and the number of shootings, 
murders, and carjackings in Chicago alone are staggering in the 
past couple of years. In DuPage county, our felonies are up by 
16% last year and another eight percent this year. Over the past 
20 years, research has shown that evidence-based practices 
that stress treatment and counseling over incarceration have 
better outcomes for low-level, non-violent offenders. And I will 
say that the State's Attorneys have supported many of those 
sentencing reforms. When we talk about diversion, drug court, 
mental health court, we have been big proponents of those 
measures and they have been very successful. But when we're 
talking about violent crime, the entire community, not just the 
victim's family, is victimized. The fear and pain that come from a 
violent crime, like a murder or a rape or a carjacking, it does not 
go away. And communities deal with the aftermath of violent 
crime for many, many years. 
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Many defendants who are in IDOC, who have been there at 
least 20 years, have received extended terms after a judge or a 
jury found the offense to be accompanied by exceptionally 
brutal or heinous behavior indicative of wanton cruelty. Again, if 
we have a parole system that applies to everyone, that finding 
by a judge or a jury really becomes meaningless.

The last thing I want to say is that when we talk about 
retroactive versus prospective application, we make sentencing 
decisions on plea agreements every day. Many offenders in DOC 
had an option. We could go to trial and seek life imprisonment 
but a lot of times attorneys will come to us and say, well, my 
client doesn't want to take life, but if you offer him 80 or 90 
years, they just want a term of years. So we make a plea 
agreement. 

And if we go back and we do retroactive application, that really 
nullifies many of these agreements. Sentencing decisions are 
made by State's Attorneys and frankly, are made by judges, 
knowing when this person is going to get out. And if we institute 
parole, it takes away the consideration that prosecutors, 
defense attorneys and judges have put into sentencing 
decisions. 

Chairman Turner: 00:59:26 Thank you, Mr. Berlin.

Robert Berlin: 00:59:27 Thank you. 

Chairman Turner: 00:59:28 We're going to move on to Mr. Chris Koch?

Chris Koch: 00:59:28 Koch. 

Chairman Turner: 00:59:32 Koch. Chris Koch. 

Chris Koch: 00:59:35 Good morning. Thank you for the opportunity to come here and 
speak today. I am not the State's Attorney of Will county. Mr. 
Jim Glasgow is. I'm here as his representative. I'm an assistant 
State's Attorney. I'm what we commonly call a line attorney. I'm 
on the front lines. I have been promoted to the felony chief, so 
I'm in court every day working with the attorneys in felony 
matters in which DOC sentences would be handed down in 
many cases. 

When Mr. Glasgow asked me about this, coming here today and 
speaking about the idea of parole and re-instituting parole, it 
made me think of a very specific case that I tried back in 2014. 
And I know the panel before us had talked about the fact that 
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we might come up here and talk about a very heinous crime or 
a murder. But that's the reality, and that's what we see as line 
attorneys, as assistant State's Attorneys on a daily basis. 

And so when I heard about the idea of parole coming back in, it 
made me think of the case of People versus Eric Maya, which 
was a murder that happened in 2014 in which Eric Maya, a 
young man in his 20s who had been dating a 15 year old girl 
here in the city of Chicago, their relationship went sour. And 
Alicia Guerrero, the mother of Brianna Valle, did everything that 
she could do to make sure that this man was not near her 
daughter. Orders of protection, moved out of the city of 
Chicago to the village of Romeoville. But nothing could stop Mr. 
Maya. And Mr. Maya ultimately made his way out to Romeoville 
in February of 2014 and while she was on her way to school at 
Romeoville High School, he approached her vehicle, shot her in 
the head and then shot Alicia Guerrero.

And Alicia Guerrero survived that day. But what is so important 
and what I want this committee to understand is what State's 
Attorney Berlin said about the emotional effect it has on the 
victims. And I think it was Chairman Ford, I think had asked 
about what about if we give a sentence, if a judge hands down a 
sentence, what does it do for the victim? And being a line 
attorney, you have to sit there. I sat there day in and day out, 
across the table from Alicia and explained the process, the 
criminal process of what was going on. And explaining to her 
that there is no sentence that could ever bring back her 
daughter. But to know that this man could never come out and 
could never harm anyone else gives her some sort of comfort.

Now this is a woman who won't move from her house. This is a 
woman who would not change her daughter's bedroom. She 
left it the way it was. The pink room won't change anything 
because she's holding on to her daughter. And one of the 
proposals that I understand is that if you were to go to a parole 
hearing, that she would have the right to come in. But that's 
every year, then, or every five years as it is now in some 
situations, that she has to relive that day. And she has to come 
in and she has to talk about that morning that they were 
heading out to go to school like any other morning and this 
man, who she had done everything she could do to keep away 
from her daughter took her daughter's life. And the pain and 
suffering that is relived on a daily basis by these victims is why 
we have determinate sentences. 
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And someone had said, you know, about the violent offenders. 
It's not just violent offenders. Every time that we have a case, as 
assistant State's Attorneys, and we're explaining to any type of 
victim what the sentence is, they want to know when does that 
means that they get out? When could they possibly get out? 
And it gives them a sense of sometimes closure, if it's a case in 
which it's a sexual assault or a murder, or just even if it's a 
financial crime, or whatever it may be, they know that the judge 
is handing down a sentence and they know when that end date 
is. And it allows them to move on as victims of crimes. 

I'm here as a representative of Mr. Glasgow, but I'm also here 
for all the victims that in my 15 years of being assistant State's 
Attorney, have sat across in the room with them and explained 
to them the process. And explained to them that you should 
know upon conviction when the sentence is over that they will 
not be getting out until this date. And they know that if their 
daughters or sons were victims of sexual assault, they know that 
at least their children will grow up and become adults before 
there is any chance that the person that harmed them will be 
able to come out into that community.

And as State's Attorney berlin also indicated, that it's not just 
the actual victims but it's the public as well. When you hear 
about these cases in Will County, Cook County, or DuPage 
County, it is the general public as a father, as a husband, as a 
lawyer, as anyone in the community, you know that if you 
follow in the law and you look at what's going on in our 
community, you know that these offenders are at least locked 
up for a certain period of time. 

And I know my time is over. I thought of one other case and it 
actually is a case from the indeterminate time that I had a 
chance to go to a parole hearing for. And this was a man who 
had raped an individual out at Stateville in the 70s. During the 
parole hearing, even though it had been 30 years, to watch the 
emotional effect that the victim had when they came back into 
that parole hearing 30 years later tells me that we need to make 
sure these individuals know that there is a definite, determinate 
period of time that these people will be locked up. Thank you 
for your time. 

Chairman Turner: 01:05:22 Thank you, Mr. Koch. I know we have some questions from 
members of the committee, but before we get to the questions, 
we're going to have Miss Jennifer Bishop-Jenkins give her 
testimony for five minutes and then we'll get into those 
questions. Thank you for being here today. You may proceed. 
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Bishop-Jenkins: 01:05:34 Thank you. My name is Jennifer Bishop-Jenkins and I am the 
sister of the lady that Mr. Ryan was referring to. I am a murder 
victim's family member and a domestic violence victim. I'm a 
career teacher who's now an unwitting, unfortunately, advocate 
on many criminal justice reform issues. I am a lifelong 
progressive Democrat who's run for office. And I've partnered 
with many of the people sitting here in this room on the other 
panel for a lot of criminal justice reforms that I'm a strong 
supporter for, including abolition of the death penalty, 
restorative justice, clemency efforts, gun violence, policy 
reform, juvenile crime prevention and sentencing issues. And I 
led the effort in Illinois to amend the Illinois constitution for 
victim's rights. 

And I do want to say I'm here to engage in this dialogue for 
whatever the length of time that this conversation is going to 
happen in the Illinois legislature and appreciate you including 
our voice, the voices of victims in this conversation. Today I 
specifically want to speak to my years and years and years of 
experience, unfortunately, in working with crime victims who 
have been living in states that have parole. And the impact that 
it has on them and try to bring some brain science into the 
conversation.

I will tell you that, you know, when Mr. Ryan acknowledged the 
level of pain and anguish that we go through, we really do 
appreciate that everyone, I think, does seem to understand the 
importance of that. But there is a purpose to long-term 
sentences and that is public safety. My sister, Jean, that he 
referenced is actually not advocating at this time for the killer's 
release, and that's an important distinction. You know, I know 
the state legislature sets penalties for these offenses and can 
reform them as they wish. 

And I know also from personal experience it takes an enormous 
amount of effort to even get an arrest in most violent crime 
cases, much less a conviction and a sentence. Most offenders, 
many violent offenders are walking free. I do share a larger 
concern about the over-incarceration of many Americans, 
knowing that reportedly half of them are incarcerated for non-
violent offenses. Prisons in America have not become mental 
institutions, they have always been mental institutions. And 
even when not accounting for serious diagnosable mental 
illnesses, there is an underlying level of anti-social behavior 
which was in the case of the offender in my family's murder 
case, a big driver. 
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For crime victims after violent crime, the best outcome is some 
stability, some predictability for community support. And to not 
have to be re-traumatized. So to speak to what we know about 
the science of trauma. So trauma is by definition, and many 
people have experienced it, probably many people in this room 
to some greater or lesser degree, but trauma is, by definition, 
that which is beyond the normal coping mechanisms that 
people have. And many studies have shown and it is well 
accepted scientifically that trauma is dependent and the impact 
that it has on people is dependent on three things. The duration 
of it, the frequency of it, and the severity of it. 

So, for example, domestic violence victims who are having to go 
back into that same dangerous situation repeatedly have a 
much more serious dose of it than someone who has a one time 
incident of trauma. But one of the things we know from working 
nationally with many victims of violence across the country is 
that in parole situations, especially where they are having to go 
back into the legal uncertainty of a case repeatedly over and 
over again, that goes directly to the re-automatization that is 
increased by duration, severity, and frequency. And there's 
these uncertain outcomes, which makes it even worse. 

And what trauma does, and I have a graduate degree in 
psychology, I was a teacher for decades, what we know about 
stress and life stress, which is just good healthy psychology, how 
we're going to live. 

PART 2 OF 3 ENDS [01:10:04]

Bishop-Jenkins: 01:10:00 Life stress, which is just good healthy psychology, how we're 
going to live is that people who are under constant stress, the 
number one stressor you can have is the death of a child or the 
death of spouse, and especially from violent crime. If you are 
being forced, when those memories have been laid down in a 
traumatic way, they're not stored in your brain like normal 
memories. When they are recalled, they don't feel like 
memories, like the memory I have of when I was at my high 
school prom has a sort of a safe and ethereal dreamlike quality 
about it. But the memory of my sister's murder, I mean, 28 
years later, I can tell you when I got the phone call, what time it 
was, what I was wearing, what the room looked like, exactly 
what was said to me, exactly what happened, every step of the 
way I can tell you every detail, because that's how the brain 
experiences trauma. It actually lays down the memories in a 
totally different way, stores them ane processes them in a 
totally different way. And every single person who is forced to 
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be reengaging with those traumas has a very present and 
horrific experience. It interrupts lives. It causes physical illness. 
It keeps people from being able to focus, concentrate on their 
jobs. It disrupts relationships. It's a quite serious impact. Parole 
hearings are, by their very nature, frequent and more severe 
and more direct and more unpredictable. That's why I've 
actually had many victim colleagues across the country praise 
our determinant sentencing system here, and the fact that 
there was an onus on the offender to earn good time, and that 
there are formulas fixed through research by state legislature.

I know for one of the arguments against parole being reformed 
in the '70s era was the fact that it was a somewhat racist unfair 
system. People who had money were getting out and people 
who didn't did not, and it was random. So there's a more fair 
and predictable and objective system in place that I think we 
ought to look at keeping. 

So I just want to raise one last objection, which is that the 
argument that I've heard today here is a little bit scary, which is 
that only aging is required in prison to get somebody to be less 
dangerous to be released. In fact, we know that prisons are not 
doing any rehabilitation work to speak of. People going in with 
mental health issues, people going in needing services that 
could help them to rehabilitate as they were aging, those aren't 
happening in the prisons, and until we are doing that with our 
time with these people in the prisons, I have some national 
studies I'll share with the committee about how the lack of 
rehabilitation in prisons is really a serious problem. But we 
should be looking at that first before we start talking about 
aging is enough to just let them out. Anyway, I look forward to 
working with you all during this process, and I thank you for 
your time today.

Leader Turner: 01:13:02 Thank you, Miss [Jenkins 01:13:03] for being here today, and 
thank you for your testimony. We're going to open it up for 
questions from members of the committee, and Chairman [Ford 
01:13:10], you can lead.

Rep. Ford: 01:13:11 Thank you, very much, Leader Turner. So my question, I heard 
the state's attorney speak about enough time to, I think there 
was something, they had a choice of taking plea deals. I was 
offered a plea deal, several plea deals when I was charged with 
17 counts of bank fraud. Now, thank God I had resources and 
support to fight it, because if I didn't I would have been doing 
time in prison. How confident are you in our justice system that 
we can believe that people that's incarcerated today should be 
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there? Everyone that's incarcerated are guilty is the question, 
do you believe that? 

Speaker 3: 01:14:06 I'm actually very confident based on all the reforms that have 
occurred in the past 20 years. I've been prosecuting since 1987, 
and I can tell you how things have changed in terms of how 
cases are investigated, technology, DNA, cell phone, and far, far 
less reliance on eyewitness identification. So when we talk 
about mistakes in cases that occurred years ago, things are very 
different today.

Rep. Ford: 01:14:41 So I think that that's good that you say that, but we have to talk 
about integrity in the process as well. There could be 
technology that is good, but integrity that's questionable. When 
I think about [Juan Rivera 01:14:57], he spent lots of years in 
jail, and he was innocent. So the question is, would parole for 
people that really cannot afford to fight to have their case 
heard, is it possible that parole would give them another shot at 
gaining freedom when they were charged and convicted of 
something that they did not do? Could parole be used for that 
as well?

Speaker 3: 01:15:28 I think we're kind of talking about two different things. I mean, 
someone who is incarcerated who didn't commit the crime 
should have an avenue to challenge their conviction, and they 
do right now. There's post-conviction petitions, there's different 
methods where you can come in a court and ask that evidence 
be retested for DNA that was never tested. I think parole is a 
separate issue.

I can tell you all prosecutors, nobody wants an innocent person 
to be incarcerated. That's an affront to all of us, and we do 
everything we can to avoid that from occurring. I'm confident 
that every prosecutor that I can speak for, I can speak for the 
association, we're all on the same page when it comes to 
prosecution integrity, and we've taken great measures since this 
has come to light in the past 20 years. 

Rep. Ford: 01:16:24 I'm going to just close with one final recommendation for 
prosecutors, because prosecutors are dealt sometimes a bad 
hand. It's going to be important that prosecutors know that 
they have to work with police, because police are charging 
people when they're sending you prosecutorial cases. I think 
that it's going to be important that we learn that all of us have 
to work together, prosecutors, police, and prosecutors should 
really be getting on law enforcement for sending cases to be 
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prosecuted. That's a rhetorical statement, and I hope that you 
prosecutors will take that into consideration.

Leader Turner: 01:17:04 Thank you, Representative Ford. Next we'll have Representative 
Mayfield.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:17:10 Thank you so much. Thank you all for being here. I'm listening to 
your testimony, and I've got some disagreements. I do 
understand that one of the things that you brought up that we 
know is wrong with the previous system was the disparity in the 
sentencing, but we're still seeing that now, where you may have 
an African-American in one community, a Caucasian American 
in another, committing the exact same crime, and the African-
American will be sentenced to much greater time in prison, 
whereas the other individual may be given parole, diversion, or 
something else. 

So until we can fix those sentencing, what you guys are doing 
now, we definitely need something on the back end to correct 
that, because we're already seeing disparity. That has not 
changed. You guys have not fixed that, and you've had a lot of 
time to do it. There's still a lot of racism within the police 
departments. There's a lot of disparity that's going on there, 
and a lot of unjust sentencing. Thank you. 

You talked about mechanisms for individuals who are wrongly 
incarcerated and that there's all these avenues. Well, we heard 
from Mr. Rivera that he spent 20 years fighting the system, and 
he was not supposed to be there in the first place, 20 years of 
his life wasted because he was bullied into confessions and 
basically just framed by the local law enforcement. That should 
have never happened, and it should not have taken 20 years for 
him to get justice. 

We're trying to put mechanisms in place to combat some of 
these things that have happened. You're talking about, okay, 
that was then, this is now. You still got all the Jon Burge cases 
that I'm sure everybody here is familiar with, where individuals 
were tortured into confessions. Well, guess what? Everybody 
that was under those cases has not been released. So those 
individuals still need a mechanism in which to appeal, 
somebody to at least hear their case and say this is what 
happened to me. We need another set of eyes looking at that.

Miss Bishop, thank you so much. You're wonderful. I love you, 
and I definitely want to bring the victims in on this process. I 
definitely do not want to see victims re-victimized. So we want 
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to look at how can we bring them into this process, lessen the 
amount of time that they have to go before PRB, which is why 
I'm proposing the one provision in there that will allow PRB to 
say, okay, we gave this individual an opportunity to come 
before us, but we don't want to see them again for a 
predeterminate number of years simply because of the 
heinousness of that crime. We're not looking to just let any and 
everyone out, but we are looking to give individuals an 
opportunity that may not have been in there in the first place.

Bishop-Jenkins: 01:20:07 And if I may say, it sounds like, I share all of the concerns that 
have been articulated about many other areas of the system 
that need to be reformed, everything from how arrests and how 
convictions and how trials and how sentencing and so on, and 
how they're treated in prison and so on, but parole actually is 
not about those things. Those things can be reformed on their 
own, more avenues for clemency, better commissions that can 
look into innocence. There's a lot of things that need to be 
reformed in order to fix the problems of wrongful incarceration 
or these other issues.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:20:48 And I appreciate that. Thank you so much. I did have a couple 
questions, so please bear with me, Chairman. We talked about, 
and when we abolished the death penalty, which was about 
eight years ago. What's different between those passionate 
conversations that we had on the floor in defense of abolishing 
the death penalty, and you're like, well, what's happened in 
those eight years?

Well, I can tell you as a legislator what's happened in those 
eight years 'cause I've been here, and what we've had is one 
enhancement after another. Longer and longer sentencing, 
we're taking these positions we're going to be tough on crime, 
we're locking everybody up for life, and it's just not right. We're 
not really looking at what is best for the community, what is 
best for the individual, what's best for the victims. 

Those sentence enhancements are mailers. That's what they 
boil down to is political mailers for individuals in certain areas to 
say I'm tough on crime. Every single time that prosecutors come 
up for reelection, we see all these headlines, they locked up this 
one, this one, and this one, because it looks good. It makes 
good press, but it doesn't necessarily mean it's the best thing 
for our communities. So, that's something that we have to look 
at.
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So, I guess I really didn't ask a question. I'm kind of on my high 
horse here. I want to work with the prosecutors, I want to work 
with the victims. I definitely want to see this move forward. 
Now both of you, Mr. [Koch 01:22:21] and Mr. [Birling 
01:22:25], you both talked about violent crimes, but we have 
individuals who are in prison on non-violent crimes. Do you 
believe that any of those individuals should receive reduced 
sentencing, have an opportunity to go before a parole board for 
a non-violent crime? Or should they be forced to serve out their 
entire sentence? You don't believe that they can be 
rehabilitated?

Speaker 3: 01:22:46 I think that's a discussion that we can have when we're talking 
about non-violent offenders. That is a discussion that we would 
gladly participate in. I welcome that discussion, but I think 
violent criminals are different and should be treated differently. 
And Representative, if I could just say a couple things.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:23:06 Please.

Speaker 3: 01:23:08 You mentioned Jon Burge and torture during statements. We 
videotape all statements now. It's mandatory. Any in custody 
statement on homicide or any violent crime now, mandatory 
videotaping. That is an incredible reform for offenders, for the 
state, for the police. It's reduced the numbers of motions to 
suppress statements that we have, and we supported those 
reforms. I think they're very effective.

We are not looking to lock everyone up for life. As prosecutors, 
we handle every case individually. Every case is different. 
Routinely, I have defense attorneys who will come in and say, 
"Well, so-and-so committed the same crime, and he got four 
years. Why can't I get the same?" Because every case and every 
person is different. So we do look at each case individually, and I 
believe in my experience, judges do the same thing.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:24:14 Right, but you're saying you look at every case differently, but 
yet we notice that there is a vast disparity across the state 
between persons of color being sentenced versus those that are 
not of color. So we know that there are disparities there, and 
you're saying case by case, but a white gentleman committing 
the exact same crime, same background as an African-American 
is more than likely to do less time. So there's still some 
problems within your case-by-case system.

Speaker 3: 01:24:44 In my experience, I can tell you in DuPage County, that's not the 
case. Race is never a factor in who was charged, in what they're 
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charged with, and how they're sentenced. In fact, when we 
screen cases, and this was brought up earlier, we do screen all 
felony cases. So we work with the police to make sure there's 
sufficient evidence. A screening file, the race of the defendant is 
not even put in there, because it's not a factor. It's one criminal 
code that applies to everyone, and we apply it equally to 
everyone.

Bishop-Jenkins: 01:25:16 I would like to add that the offender in my case was from a 
wealthy community and he was white, suburban young person, 
who the law enforcement people were as diligent and the 
prosecutor team as professionally focused as any could ever be. 
I've never seen anything other than the driving force being 
public safety and trying to apprehend guilty criminals.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:25:46 I appreciate that. Unfortunately, we have not seen that across 
the state, and that's what we're talking about, across the state, 
and we want fairness across the state. That's kind of where I'm 
going with this. Thank you so much.

Leader Turner: 01:25:59 Thank you, Representative Mayfield. Any further questions from 
members of the committee? I'm seeing none. Thank you very 
much for being here today. We really appreciate you testimony. 

Next, we're going to bring up Chairman Craig Findley and Chief 
Counsel Jason Sweat from the Prison Review Board to give a 
short explanation of the parole process, and they will also be 
available to answer any questions. Thank you very much. 
Gentlemen, thank you very much for being here. You may begin 
whenever you're ready.

Craig Findley: 01:26:46 Thank you, Leader Turner, thank you very much for the 
invitation. Leader Turner, thank you for the invitation, 
Representative Mayfield, Representative McAuliffe. Thank you 
for involving us in this very important discussion. 

My name's Craig Findley. I'm chairman of the Prison Review 
Board. Joining me today is Jason Sweat who is our general 
counsel. A little bit of background, I presided over 39 death 
penalty hearings when George Ryan was governor. I was on 
panels for another 70. I voted on 171. That informs me that 
there's some crimes so heinous that society can never allow 
some of these men and women to return to society. Over the 
years, I've interviewed somewhere more than 25,000 inmates 
for a variety of criminal offenses. From that, I've learned from 
talking to them that long sentences are not a deterrent to 
crime.
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One of our great missions is to protect the confidentiality of 
crime victims. We follow the law precisely and we do more than 
the law requires in allowing victims who wish to speak to us to 
have a hearing at a time and place convenient to them. If a 
crime victim wants to talk to me personally, I immediately 
return their phone call and they have my cell phone number. 
We protect victims, and in fact, we're hoping to propose 
legislation that will make it easier for the victims of violent 
crime to be registered, and those agencies that need to know 
about it, will know about it. We don't just send letters to crime 
victims, we call them on the phone when there's a change in 
status.

I also know from talking to many victims over the years that 
there's no such thing as closure. The suffering will continue to 
the end of their days, whether someone is released, whether 
they remain in prison until they die. We are by statute a 
bipartisan board. We have no more than eight of our 15 
members will belong to a single political party. We are 
appointed by the governor, confirmed by the Senate, and every 
two years, the governor has the opportunity to replace or to 
reappoint five board members. So in the term of office for a 
governor, they can have two-thirds of the board of people of 
their selection and the Senate's approval. 

We are diverse by race, by gender, by life experience, and by 
geography. Each of the four governors I've served, and I'll be 
beginning to serve my fifth governor in January, each governor 
has maintained a balance on our board so we are not 
completely to the left or completely to the right.

I can give you an example. We have two new board members. 
One spent his career as a prosecutor in our state's second 
largest county. Another board member is the victim of violent 
crime. Her son was a criminal, he was killed by another criminal, 
and this board member went to court, and at sentencing, 
pleaded with the judge to reduce the sentence for the man who 
killed her son, and this man who killed her boy will get out of 
prison in not too many years. We're Republicans, we're 
Democrats. 

Indeterminate sentence is something that we've dealt with 
since 1978, and for me, it's been since 2001. When I joined the 
board, there were approximately 400 inmates who were still 
serving an indeterminate sentence. When determinant 
sentence ended, I believe there were something like 11,000 
inmates who continued with indeterminate sentence. Many of 
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those were not violent crimes. All of the inmates I've seen since 
2001 have been convicted of multiple crimes, of rape, murder, 
single offenses of murder, single offenses of rape.

From those 400 who were in DOC when I joined the board, 
there are now approximately 130 remaining. The difference is 
those who've sentences of discharge, those who paroled, those 
who've died in custody. One thing I've learned from 
interviewing nearly all of those indeterminate sentence inmates 
is that people change. One of the benefits of the indeterminate 
sentencing as it applies today is that we're able to make a 
judgment on not just what the person did when they were 
incarcerated, but what they've become over the years. Some 
have been rehabilitated, some most certainly have not. But it 
gives us the chance to look over a period of many years, to 
make a determination whether someone should remain in 
custody or be released. 

Now we are on record in support of Senate Bill 531, which 
provides for youthful offender parole. As to what you are taking 
up today, we have no position, but I'd be delighted and Mr. 
Sweat will be delighted to assist me in answering any questions 
this honorable committee might have. 

Leader Turner: 01:31:57 Thank you, Chairman Findley. Mr. Sweat, would you like to 
provide some short testimony?

Jason Sweat: 01:32:02 I'll just answer any questions if the members have any.

Leader Turner: 01:32:05 Great, thank you very much. Any questions from members of 
the committee? Representative Mayfield is recognized.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:32:11 Thank you so much for being here. Thank you, Director Findley 
for all that you do. Yours is not an easy job by any stretch of the 
imagination. Having to review the records, to deal with the 
families, on both sides is quite challenging, I'm sure. So some of 
the things that we walked about here today, and I'd like your 
opinion on, they talked about expanding the classes for which 
PRB would be allowed to look at. So, where would we start? 
What classes do you think should be incorporated first?

Craig Findley: 01:32:45 Well, look at the low-hanging fruit always, I guess. The more 
heinous the crime, the greater difficulty you'll face in winning 
legislative approval because this will require bipartisan support I 
assume if anything happens.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:32:45 Absolutely. 
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Craig Findley: 01:32:58 Non-violent crimes are certainly something you could consider. 
There are people, if you expand it to allow everyone to be 
eligible for parole, that's not a judgment I can make on whether 
you should or shouldn't. There will be people that many 
offenders of the 3% who are serving their entire lives in prison 
that we feel both because of what they've done and society 
can't accept, or of their risk to re-offend, that they can never be 
released.

We will be glad to consider any category of offense that the 
general assembly and the governor would like us to consider, 
and we will discharge as our duties as impartially as we possibly 
can. I believe certainly there are people from the left and 
people from the right who don't like us a good bit of the time, 
but I believe that we're impartial in what we do today. I believe 
that as long as governors, not this governor, but governors on 
into the decades will continue to maintain the integrity and 
balance of the board.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:34:03 Okay, and then my other question is we're talking about 
development of this risk assessment. I know they are saying 
that the current assessment that we have is not adequate. 
What changes, or do you have recommendations at this time, or 
possibly something you could provide later, that should be 
considered for yourself and other individuals on that board, 
what do you want to see when these individuals come before 
you?

Craig Findley: 01:34:27 I want to know everything that's knowable. I'm sorry that DOC 
isn't here to speak today, because they've made great strides, 
first with a federal grant and now with spending state resources 
to provide a risk assessment initially for those men and women 
serving indeterminate sentence, and eventually having a risk 
assessment for every single person at the point of intake into 
the department of corrections. That makes our release 
decisions much, much more careful.

Now, with the indeterminate sentence inmates, we've known 
them for 30 years. We know as much as knowable about them. 
But for new admits to DOC, when these men and women are 
about to go out on mandatory supervised released, if we have 
the risk assessment tool in place everywhere DOC is making 
great progress to accomplishing, we'll be able to target 
resources and conditions and restrictions that will give them the 
best possible chance for success. 
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We are always mindful of the Illinois Constitution that says in 
part the responsibility is to prepare people when the leave 
prison for lives of useful citizenship. We very much embrace 
that, and we do everything we can to accomplish it.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:35:41 Okay, and just one other thing. In the bill that I'm proposing, 
there is a provision in there that would let the PRB board set the 
time limit before somebody that you denied can come back. 
What are your thoughts on that? I'm thinking about the victims 
when I'm putting that piece in place. 

Craig Findley: 01:35:59 I think you should. As you know, at least you may not know, 
when I joined the board, if an indeterminate sentence inmate 
was denied, we could delay their parole for one, two, or three 
years. Hearing the voices of victims and the general assemblies 
wish, that period was extended to five years. That five year 
continuance is applied rather sparingly by our board, but it's a 
useful tool. But by statute, we should continue parole for more 
than one year for consideration if we believe in that period of 
time, we're not prepared to vote to release that offender. That 
is what our statutory requirement for that is, but beyond that, 
we're always mindful of those victims. 

Many victims, at least on the indeterminate sentence cases, 
want to have a voice, through a letter, through the Victim 
Advocate of their county, but there are many victims who 
simply don't want to be touched. Whatever the victims want is 
what we'll do. If they want to be contacted, we'll contact them. 
If they do not wish to be contacted, we will not.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:37:09 Do you feel that that five years is adequate? Because there are 
some individuals who have created truly heinous crimes, do you 
think that should be extended further out for those type of 
individuals?

Craig Findley: 01:37:19 I'm not prepared to recommend that now. It certainly is painful 
for the victims who have to come back again and again, but 
their pain is not going to be diminished by anything that we do. 
We like to keep track of these offenders. We like to see how 
they've progressed over a period of time. For some of these 
indeterminate sentence inmates, a visit by the Prison Review 
Board to consider them for parole is the only person they ever 
see who doesn't work for the Department of Corrections. Many 
of those men and women are alone in the world.

Rep. Mayfield: 01:37:56 Okay, thank you so much. Thank you for all you do.
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Craig Findley: 01:37:57 Thank you, Representative.

Leader Turner: 01:37:58 Thank you, Representative Mayfield. Just really quickly, I know 
we're talking about maybe expanding the classes of who can be 
considered. It sounds to me like this could potentially be 
additional work for the PRB. Do you guys have the capacity to 
handle a large influx of new people to be considered for parole? 
Or will you still be able to properly vet them thoroughly to ... I'm 
assuming that you're going to-

Craig Findley: 01:38:26 We'll just turn the spigot open little more, Representative. 
Frankly, if we're able to accomplish any of the things that both 
the proponents and opponents of your bill want to do, a lot 
more money needs to spend on the Department of Corrections. 
We can spend $30,000 a year to keep them or we can hope that 
we can rehabilitate those who can be rehabilitated and should 
be released to earn $30,000 a year, however it makes sense.

Leader Turner: 01:38:53 I know that Representative Mayfield's proposal here doesn't 
have a bill number attached to it or anything like that, so I'm not 
sure if you guys did the research on it, but would you be able to 
estimate a dollar amount on whether a proposal like this could 
potentially cost?

Craig Findley: 01:39:09 I have no idea, Representative.

Leader Turner: 01:39:10 Understood.

Craig Findley: 01:39:11 Our responsibilities have increased substantially over the last 
several years with the settlement agreement in US District 
Court that requires that we provide legal representation to a 
number of alleged parole violators. The general assembly was 
able to appropriate sufficient funds for us to do that. If our 
responsibilities by your legislative action increase, we certainly 
have the experience to handle as many inmates as you would 
send to us, but the staffing requirements will increase 
accordingly. 

Leader Turner: 01:39:46 Thank you very much. I appreciate your answers today, and 
thank you for being here to testify.

Craig Findley: 01:39:50 Thank you, Leader.

Leader Turner: 01:39:52 Next, we're going to bring up Dan Johnson from Progressive 
Public Affairs. I know we're here on Representative Mayfield's 
subject matter hearing for her proposal, but he's going to give a 
short explanation of House Bill 531, which was offered by 

https://www.rev.com/


ParoleHearing_181108_AUDIO (Completed  11/10/18)
Transcript by Rev.com

Page 39 of 40

Representative Currey, which I think is relevant to the 
discussion that we're having here today around parole for 
youthful offenders. Thank you for being here, Mr. Johnson.

Dan Johnson: 01:40:17 Thank you, Chairman Turner. I particularly want to thank Chair 
Mayfield for initiating this conversation long over due to talk 
about reinstating parole in some way in Illinois. I appreciate 
your leadership, and thank you to Leader McAuliffe for you 
attendance and participation today as well. 

I'm Dan Johnson, I represent Restore Justice Illinois. In this 
conversation, I just wanted to bring to the committee's 
attention, I appreciate the opportunity to address these 
committees today, a bill which is pending in veto session. It may 
be heard next week. Just got moved out of rules yesterday. It's 
on concurrent, House Bill 531. I wanted to share that story of 
seeking consensus, and I wanted to make one comment if I 
could on the pending proposal for Chair Mayfield's. I appreciate 
and I know that as a representative that's passed big 
substantive bills, the path to consensus is long and winding. I 
appreciate that we're beginning this process.

I want to share a little bit about the path of seeking this 
consensus bipartisan, bicameral, on the bill that Leader Currey 
has with Representative Parkhurst, Representative Barb 
Wheeler, Representative Stratton, and Representative Rita as 
hyphenated co-sponsors. I think we first had an opportunity to 
be before the Restorative Justice Committee in March of 2015 
when I believe you expressed a little frustration that it didn't go 
far enough at that time. Where we are, and I do want to 
acknowledge State's Attorney Berlin participation in this effort 
as well. 

This bill that might be heard next week is prospective only, and 
it focuses on only young offenders, those under the age of 21, 
and the idea was those who are most likely to change while in 
prison because we know with brain science, most brains just 
haven't developed by the time you're 21, until you get to 25 as 
some people say. 

So, after countless negotiating sessions led by Senator Harmon 
and Leader Currey, including Miss Bishop Jenkins, who has given 
her neutrality to the legislation before you, Mr. Jones' 
association is neutral, though State's Attorney Berlin is not in 
favor of the legislation. Most victim's groups are now neutral. 
The bill is the first attempt to bring back parole in a limited way 
that earned 37 votes in the Senate, including the votes of 
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Senators McCann, McConnaughay, and McCarter, and earned 
unanimous approval out of the Restorative Justice Committee-
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