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OHIO DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT ASSESSMENT
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report highlights all activities on the Ohio Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC)
Assessment project carried out by the University of Cincinnati Center for Criminal Justice
Research (UC-CCIJR). Roughly, this covers work that occurred between June 1, 2012,
when University of Cincinnati Institutional Review Board approval for the study was
secured, and June 30, 2016, when analysis and reporting was completed. These project
activities were directed towards meeting the objectives detailed in the proposal
submitted by the UC-CCIR in February of 2012 to the Ohio Department of Youth Services
(DYS).

As noted in that proposal, the study had two major aims in accordance with the Request
for Proposals (RFP). First, data were sought to determine whether there is a problem
with disproportionate contact across race/ethnicity groups for various points in police
and court decision-making processes. Second, quantitative and qualitative data were
collected and analyzed to identify potential explanations for disproportionality. The
gualitative data—which draw on the comments and perspectives of those in the field—
were utilized to contextualize decision-making in the juvenile justice system and form
policy recommendations. This contributed to the second aim of the assessment study.
A third study aim, added later, focused on assessment of potential race differences in
aspects of the referral and custodial experiences of youth in DYS facilities.

The report is divided into several main sections. Each section includes summary
information for the study as a whole, as well as ancillary details on site-level variation or
validity checks where relevant. A section containing reports from each of the thirteen
counties that were studied is also included. Key “quick reference” page numbers are
provided below to ease the location of key information in the report.

1. The background for the Ohio DMC Assessment addresses focal areas as originally
stated by the Ohio Department of Youth Services (pp. 1-11) and provides an
overview of the current state of research on juvenile DMC to offer context for
what follows.

2. The description of the study methods (see pp. 12-37) provides a sense of the
processes undertaken to secure and analyze data to answer important study
questions.

3. Summary tables for the analysis of police record data are provided on pages 40,
43-44. A discussion of key findings follows on pages 45 and 46.



4. An overview of results for the juvenile courts is then presented (pp. 57, 65, 72-
73).

5. The report then transitions to results of the focus groups with police agencies
(n=17), including a broad review of the themes that have come up both within
and across sites. Summary information is provided on pages 91, 112, and 117-
120. This is followed by summary information that emerged from the interviews
in juvenile courts (pp. 123, 132, 135-137).

6. We then present extensive results for each of the thirteen counties included in
the Ohio DMC assessment. This describes individual aspects of the data
collection in each site, including the degree of participation among the agencies
identified in the original Ohio DYS RFP. This covers a wide range of the report
(pp. 137-592). Results tables are provided within each County’s section. A
broad summary table is provided on the last page of each county’s report.
These sections also include discussions of programs and practices implemented
to address DMC from the thirteen counties included in the study.

7. The last results section covers the analysis of data from the DYS facilities. Some
of the highlights are provided in tables on pages 594, 596, 601-602, 611, and
613). The written summary of results for those analyses is on pages 614 through
616.

8. The latter sections of the report provide an overview of some key findings,
discussion and reflection, and recommendations for future policy and practice
(pp. 616-649 with a final conclusion on 647-649). Pages 634-646 contain
recommendations on policy and practice. This includes a Table (89) that
contains recommendations and program examples from around the U.S.
Limitations of the study are discussed on pages 631-634.

9. Finally, for interested readers, appendices of data collection tools developed in
each area of the research process (starting on p. 660).

The rest of this summary presents important highlights from each section of the report.
BACKGROUND FOR THE OHIO DMC ASSESSMENT

* Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) with juvenile and criminal justice
systems has been an issue of concern for some time, but there is disagreement
about the exact degree and nature of the problem as well as how to best address
it.



The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP) and DYS have
funded various DMC-related projects, including data collection and assessment,
interventions, and programming.

This is a sensible time to look at Ohio’s current status with respect to DMC given
general concerns about race and the justice system and specific questions from
both local and state stakeholders.

The project had three general aims that were intended to inform
recommendations for future policy and practice:

Assess disproportionate contact for race/ethnicity groups for various
points in police and court processes;

Identify potential explanations for DMC when it was identified;
Expand DMC-related research into state-level residential facilities.
OVERVIEW OF THE OHIO DMC ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Focused on 13 of 14 counties that were initially identified in the Ohio DYS RFP.

Collected or obtained record data for juvenile courts (n=13; 2010 and 2011),
selected police departments (n=19 agencies across 10 of the counties) and DYS
facilities (n=1,514; 2010 through 2014). Completed interviews (n=131 with court
personnel) and focus groups (n=17 with 130 officers) from 2012 to 2015.

Gathered information on as many relevant fields and themes as possible in each
agency—with a particular focus on introducing legally-relevant factors and
perspectives of system personnel into the assessment and explanation of DMC.

POLICE RECORD DATA AND MEASURES

The final police record sample consisted of 20,334 youth arrests from 2010
through 2011.

In addition to a race/ethnicity indicator, most agencies were able to provide
sociodemographic information on youth arrestees and basic information on the
offense(s) involved (e.g., type, seriousness). A smaller sample of arrest records
included more insight on the offense (e.g., location, arrested with co-offenders).



Basic descriptive and comparative analysis were conducted on these arrest
records to identify similarities and differences in their key characteristics across
race.

JUVENILE COURT RECORD DATA AND MEASURES

The final court sample contained 75,946 cases referred to 13 juvenile courts in
2010 and 2011. The sample included courts of various sizes and caseloads (e.g.,
Allen, Stark, Cuyahoga, Hamilton, Lucas).

Based on data availability across sites, measures were constructed for six case
outcomes: diversion, detention, dismissal, adjudication, secure placement, and
waiver to adult court (bindover).

In addition to the race/ethnicity indicator (the focal point of study), relevant
characteristics of each case (e.g., seriousness, number of charges) and the
involved youth (prior offenses, age) were considered to account for plausible
influences on decision-making.

Basic descriptive analysis was conducted to provide context around the key
findings related to race and court outcomes.

Findings relied on evidence from comprehensive statistical models that
considered the impact of race alongside generally recognized legally-relevant
factors in obtaining estimates of possible DMC. This was followed by
supplemental tests to investigate any possible sensitivity in the initial results.

Patterns of relationships in these multivariate analyses were also used to
generate possible explanations for the presence of DMC where it was observed.

OHIO DYS FACILITIES DATA AND MEASURES

Ohio DYS provided data on a stratified sample of state residential facility data for
2010 to 2014, which included 1,514 youth. The sample was weighted toward the
counties for which court data were available.

Number of disciplinary infractions, time in seclusion, length of stay, school
participation, and treatment receipt were measured as “outcomes” in the DYS
facilities data.



e In addition to race, influences, such as baseline court record (e.g., type of
committing offense, number of offenses) and sociodemographics (e.g. age, sex),
were considered. A subsample of cases had Ohio Youth Assessment System
(OYAS) data, which was included in some analyses.

e As with the court data, the relationships between race and key outcomes were
studied in the context of other influences that would be expected to be related
to aspects of their time in custody (e.g., seriousness of the committing offense).

e Special aspects of the data were considered in the statistical modeling
approaches that were used and supplementary analyses conducted as checks on
the main results.

POLICE FOCUS GROUP DATA AND THEMES

e 17 focus groups and 2 interviews were conducted in law enforcement agencies
across 9 counties in Ohio.

e A purposive selection approach, aided by a key contact in each agency, was used
to identify and involve officers who had higher rates of contact with youth in
their jurisdiction. A total of 130 police officers were included in these sessions.

e Toincrease participation and engagement, the focus groups and interviews were
facilitated by trained police consultants and conducted on-site at each agency.

e Each facilitator used a semi-structured discussion outline with lead questions
designed to generate discussion in a particular topic area.

e Recent juvenile crime trends; the strengths and weaknesses of the juvenile
justice system; and disproportionate minority contact, including factors that
might be linked to DMC, were among the topics of discussion. The protocol also
focused on the role of police in the community and identifying departmental
policies, procedures, or initiatives relevant to juvenile crime and/or DMC.

e Focus group data were analyzed using a “grounded theory” approach to develop

a sense of the themes emerging from the statements of participants. This
involved:

Vi



Reading transcripts and marking areas where respondents discussed
prevalence of and explanations for DMC;

Drawing out and grouping pertinent topics for ease of understanding and
summary;

Systematically identifying and reviewing recurring themes;

Finding representative quotes and examples from the transcribed data or
interview notes to further illustrate or elaborate on the key themes;

Multiple members of the research team iteratively reviewing the
emerging themes to ensure they were supported well, framed as
precisely as possible, and appropriately contextualized.

JUVENILE COURT INTERVIEW DATA AND THEMES

Key informant interviews were conducted with personnel from 13 juvenile
courts between February 2013 and July 2014. In total, 131 key informant
interviews were conducted.

With the help of a staff liaison at each court, a purposive selection approach was
used to select personnel who worked directly with youth or who had knowledge
of local efforts to address disproportionate contact in the juvenile justice system.
Interviewees included administrative staff (22); detention center staff (14);
intake and assessment staff (10); supervision and programming staff (60); and
magistrates and judges (25).

The interviews, which lasted from 30 to 90 minutes, were conducted using a
semi-structured outline protocol that allowed for a lead question from the
researcher but also provided room for the interviewee to elaborate if they
wished.

The questions touched on several relevant themes, including: key factors in the
decision-making process and policies regarding juvenile delinquency; the role of
family in the decision-making process; the effects of neighborhood and
community factors on crime and delinquency; and the legal and social services
available through the court.
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e These data were analyzed with the same approach described for the focus
groups.
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF KEY FINDINGS

FINDINGS: STATE-LEVEL ASSESSMENT
Analysis of Police Record Data

e Police record data are inherently “selected” on the outcome as information was
not available for contacts that did not lead to arrest. “Contact card” data were
requested as part of the study, but the results suggest that agencies generally do
not collect or systematically store that type of information. This, in conjunction
with the fact that relatively few case details were available in the records, puts
some constraints on how much can be learned about DMC based on these
analyses.

e The limited nature of the pooled police data demonstrates the utility in a mixed
methods approach. However, the qualitative data obtained from police focus
groups and interviews provides insight into the numbers, allowing for some
exploration of what findings are consistent or inconsistent across the different
information sources.

e Non-White youth made up the majority of juvenile arrests, accounting for 71.8
percent compared to 28.2 percent for White youth within the sample of 20,000
records.

e While the comparison of arrests between White and Non-White youth identified
several statistically significant differences, they were typically small to moderate
in size. The most serious charge and offense level for which the youth was
arrested fell into that category.

e The strongest relationships were found for weapon type, offenders’ role in
offense, and source of complaint — all of which included much smaller sample
sizes than the pooled police data file as a whole — therefore a degree of caution
is necessary.

e Information on weapon-involved arrests was available for a small subset of cases
(n=6,840). White and Non-White youth were very similar in their prevalence of
arrests for weapons offenses (7.4% and 8.0%, respectively). In those cases a
weapon was involved, and data were available on weapon-type, Non-White
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youth were far more likely to be arrested in an offense involving a firearm than
White youth (74% to 38%).

The role played in offenses differs slightly across White and Non-White
arrestees. For example, Non-White youth arrests more often involve
arguments/disputes whereas incorrigible/status offenses are relatively more
frequent for White youth.

Inconsistent with focus group findings, White youth are more likely to be
arrested due to a complaint from their parent/guardian. Many officers observed
that they get more calls for service from the parents in minority communities —
suggesting either officers’ contact with youth stemming from calls from minority
parents must be informal in nature (i.e. contact but no arrest), or minority
parents do not call as often as officers perceive them to.

Consistent with previous literature and observations from court personnel,
school officials (including SROs) were more likely to be the source of complaint
resulting in the arrest of minority youth — this finding provides some contention
for focus groups’ recommendations to place officers in schools to both reduce
juvenile crime and the formal contact of youth with the juvenile justice system.

Finally, slightly more Non-White youth were found to be arrested due to police
associated complaints. Unfortunately it is difficult to determine if these
complaints originate from proactive police contacts or reactive contacts (i.e. calls
for service).

Additional relationships, though significant, were comparatively smaller in size —
suggesting that, White and Non-White do not vary substantially from one
another on many characteristics of their arrests.

Analysis of Juvenile Court Record Data

Non-White youth accounted for 60 percent of cases in this segment of the
sample. According to the 2010 Census, this group accounted for 22 percent of
the juvenile population in Ohio. On the surface, this indicates disproportionate
minority contact in the cases coming into the juvenile courts during the years for
which we have records.



e Youth race had a statistically significant relationship with five of the six court
outcomes. Relative to White youth, Non-White youth were more likely to be
detained prior to adjudication, have their case dismissed, be placed in a secure
facility, and be waived to criminal court. Conversely, Non-White youth were
significantly less likely to be adjudicated delinquent compared to White youth.
Race was not a significant predictor of diversion. The legally-relevant factors
(e.g., number of prior petitions, offense seriousness) appeared to be more
closely associated with that outcome.

e The statistical analysis of the integrated measure reflecting the degree of
penetration into the juvenile justice process suggests that Non-White youth tend
to fare worse in terms of the severity of court decisions. There is a distinction
with the dismissal outcome that tends to suggest minority youth are more likely
to have their cases dismissed than White youth. A matched pairs analysis of the
race group differences for this outcome suggested that the case dismissal effect
dropped when scrutinized further, making it difficult to come to a firm
conclusion about this relationship. The pattern of relationships at the site-level
suggests that some counties had proportionately more cases involving Non-
Whites dismissed than Whites. That pattern does not hold in all counties,
though. Most agencies did not provide information for the underlying reasons
for dismissal, which limits the inferences that can be drawn about those cases.

e The effect at the adjudication stage also tends to suggest that Non-White youth
are less likely to be adjudicated delinquent than their White peers. Effects of
this nature are not unprecedented in previous research and some suggest that
there may be a “correction” that enters the process at the point where more
formality and facts are introduced.’ Still, like the anomalous dismissal effect,
this relationship seems to diminish when we utilize alternate matching methods
that provide a stronger control for alternate influences. This is likely due to
cross-site variation in the pattern of relationships (e.g., Non-White youth were
comparatively less likely to be adjudicated delinquent in Hamilton County, but
comparatively more likely in Cuyahoga County). On balance, this leads to a null
or small effect, but it is important to consider the variation across counties.

e Ingeneral, once all possible influences were included in the final models, the
effect of race decreased in each but was still statistically significant in five of the
six case outcome measures. For example, in the initial model for secure
confinement, Non-White youth were 82 percent more likely to be placed in a
secure facility relative to White youth. This percentage dropped to only 12
percent in the final secure confinement model, a pronounced drop of 70
percentage points. Similarly, in the race-only model, Non-White youth were 24

! See, e.g., Kutateladze, B., Tymas, W., & Crowley, M. (2014). Race and Prosecution in Manhattan. New
York, NY: Vera Institute of Justice.



percent less likely to be diverted compared to White youth, but the effect was
reduced and became nonsignificant in the final model that controlled for legally-
relevant factors. This suggests that a lot of the variation in outcomes can be
explained by characteristics of the referral offense(s) or youth history, but there
is a residual race effect in the data.

Race had a statistically significant and moderate-sized effect on the odds of
detention in all three statistical models. This has important implications because
studies have found that detention can have a “snowball” effect where decisions
made at earlier stages in the process can affect those at later stages.2 For this
reason, detention was included as an explanatory variable in supplementary
analyses for adjudication and secure confinement. In those cases, youth who
were detained were 87 percent more likely to be adjudicated delinquent and 93
percent more likely to be placed in secure confinement relative to those not
detained.

The OYAS coverage for the cases collected in the main juvenile court sample was
somewhat limited. Analysis was conducted with cases with two counties that
had reasonable coverage on OYAS measures. That yielded mixed conclusions as
the addition of OYAS data seemed to reduce the effects of race in one site and
had very little impact in the other. Given the prominence of risk and needs
assessment in contemporary juvenile justice and Ohio courts it is worth
considering whether and how OYAS is used in different locales as a factor that
could reduce some differentials between groups, exist outside of them without
much impact, or extend some disadvantages among youth as they move through
the system.

Given the nature of the data and the sensitivity of the relationships tested here,
several checks and ancillary analyses were used to further scrutinize the findings
from the pooled data set. These included checks on possible interactions
between race and other legal influences and effects due to variation among
counties. Aside from the exceptions noted above, these analyses confirmed the
main findings included in the summary and larger report.

Analysis of Police Focus Group Data

Officers who participated in the focus groups overwhelmingly viewed
disproportionate minority contact as a product of the differential offending
patterns of minority youth. Despite different job responsibilities (e.g., School
Resource Officers vs. Patrol Officers), participants across the various agencies

?See Rodriguez, N. (2010). The cumulative effect of race and ethnicity in juvenile outcomes and why
preadjudication detention matters. Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency, 47, 391-413.
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consistently identified familial, socioeconomic, and geographic factors within
minority communities as a driving force in delinquency by youth and subsequent
contact with police. Inherent in the officers’ discussions was their belief that
these factors were connected and that they led to more serious and higher levels
of offending and, in turn, disproportionate arrests of minority youth.

The officers’ message could be characterized as follows: the convergence of
familial, socioeconomic, and geographic factors within the same neighborhood
context places minority youth at a disadvantage that persists from their
likelihood of involvement in crime to their introduction to and processing in the
juvenile justice system.

Although only a few officers made comments regarding the influence of
“differential treatment” practices on DMC, those who did provided significant
insight. Specifically, officers pointed to several community, departmental, and
individual factors that can impact outcomes for minority youth, such as public
expectations of crime control in minority neighborhoods, the presence of implicit
biases held by the community, the direction of law enforcement to “hot spot”
locations that have greater minority presence, and the possible inclusion of
extra-legal factors in officer decision-making (although they also argued that
there were departmental checks on this practice).

Relatedly, some officers observed that law enforcement agencies tend to patrol
more heavily and formally enforce more laws in minority communities. The
majority of focus group participants recognized the concentration of law
enforcement in minority neighborhoods and subsequent DMC as a product of
data driven policing strategies, but viewed it as a matter of going where their
supervisors and the community directed them based on the differential
offending patterns described above.

The notion of differential treatment also came up in response to discussion of
situational characteristics of the interaction between youth and the police.
Officers from the majority of the participating agencies confirmed that, when the
characteristics of the incident allows for officer discretion, the attitude and
demeanor of youth do impact officers’ decisions. In particular, youth that exhibit
negative attitudes were identified as more likely to be handled formally. Still, in
cases where this came up in the sessions, officers overwhelmingly observed that
youth are equally disrespectful to them regardless of race.
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The officers’ broad explanations for DMC were mirrored in the range of
recommendations to reduce juvenile crime (and, potentially, DMC). Generally,
these recommendations fell outside of law enforcement practices, focusing
instead on the capabilities of families, communities, schools, and later stages of
the juvenile justice system to both prevent youth involvement in crime and
effectively manage the behavior of delinquent youth. Ultimately, officers
advocated for a holistic approach, targeting multiple areas in the lives of youth
and, therefore, increasing the likelihood of making a positive impact.

Some participants did also argue, however, that juvenile offending problems and
DMC would best be addressed by enhanced sanctions in juvenile courts and the
expanded use of detention and secure placement for youth who were repeat or
serious offenders.

Analysis of Juvenile Court Interview Data

While some staff reported disproportionate minority contact (DMC) was not a
major issue in their courts, the majority of interviewees thought it was a
problem—at least to an extent—and suggested that the juvenile justice system,
education, family, and neighborhood are contributing factors.

Court personnel, like police, were reluctant to explicitly discuss the decision-
making process and system-related factors as contributors to DMC or saw them
as secondary influences. Staff tended to focus more on broader problems that
may lead youth to the system, rather court policies and practices. This is
consistent with the perception that differential offending is the main cause of
DMC, but allows for the possibility that minority youth are more likely to reach
the juvenile justice system due to front-end decisions in communities and
schools.

Some interviewees mentioned that they do not have control over the cases
referred to them and that lower tolerance for misbehavior in schools and “hot
spots” policing in certain targeted areas generally lead to a higher volume of
juvenile court referrals, particularly of minority youth from urban areas.

Respondents in every site mentioned resource constraints and the lack of
prevention and intervention programs as contributing to the overrepresentation
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of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. Although interviewees did
describe some points of the system where disparities might emerge (e.g.,
detention), responses centered on the need for sustainable programs that
address the risks and needs of youth across multiple domains.

Court staff perceived youth as being more vulnerable for juvenile justice
involvement when they came from homes with poor family management,
limited supervision, or discord. They also mentioned that this contributed to the
overrepresentation of minority youth in the court, but also justified its
intervention.

Some court interviewees did raise the question of differences in perception that
might affect the response to minority families and youth. In particular, they
mentioned that court decisions are partly predicated on parental involvement,
but it can be challenging for some parents—even when well-intentioned—to
participate fully due to other competing demands like work, housing, or
transportation problems. Some respondents also indicated that minority youth
and families may have difficulty fully trusting the system and those working in it,
referring to potential “suspicions” about its intentions.

Court interviewees provided a host of general and specific suggestions on how to
reduce juvenile delinquency and deal with DMC issues. Some seemed to have
limited direct connection to specific disproportionate minority contact reduction
efforts. The recommendations included initiatives of different sizes, scopes and
missions; different levels of cost; and varying origins at local, state, federal, or
privately-driven levels. Some have ceased to exist while others are ongoing or in
planning stages. They also range in terms of levels of past success or basis in
evaluation evidence. Summarizing the various programs and initiatives is
difficult, but many of them contained notions of collaboration, multi-agency
partnerships, evidence-driven decision making and programming, and cultural
competence.

FINDINGS: COUNTY-LEVEL ASSESSMENTS

Variation in degree of participation, data coverage, and level of detail and
precision in the measures provided, which could affect some of the results.
Specifics of data collection in each county are provided to contextualize the
conclusions reached in the assessment for each site.

X1V



Some consistent patterns in findings for key decision point analysis, but also
variation in nature and size of disparity. There tended to be disproportionality in
Non-White and White youth prevalence in arrest records at nearly all sites for
which records were available and the make-up of cases reaching the juvenile
justice system seemed to be similarly distributed.

Four sites did not really show much evidence of DMC once controls for relevant
decision-making factors were added: Allen, Butler, Clark, and Trumbull Counties.
Others, like Mahoning, Stark, and Summit Counties showed disproportionality at
just one decision point in the court process.

There was some variability in the direction of relationships for between case
dismissal and delinquency adjudication across counties. Some places saw
greater levels of case dismissal and lesser likelihood of adjudication for Non-
White youths. Others had a pattern that continued to be consistent with DMC.

The most consistent finding involved the detention stage, where the pattern of
disproportionality was consistent across the sites—even after controlling for
legally-relevant influences on case outcomes. Later stage decisions (secure
confinement and bindover) also show patterns of DMC fairly consistently across
sites. The size of their relationships with race tended to vary across counties.

The site-level analysis showed some commonality in focus group and interview
responses across the counties and agencies, but there were some important
divergences as well. Both groups were similar in pointing out the fact that
observed patterns in DMC were attributable to differential offending based on
community, family, school, and individual factors. Both groups were less apt to
discuss aspects of formal decision-making by police or court actors.

Both police officers and court officials mentioned factors in police and juvenile
justice decision making that might disadvantage minority youth—albeit less
frequently than the differential offending explanations. As an example, police
officers discussed enforcement patterns in neighborhoods and schools that
might lead them into contact with minority youth more frequently. For their
part, a number of court actors discussed the effect of perception of family
participation and processing decisions and the barriers faced by some minority
youth and parents in that regard.
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e Police focus groups and, especially, court interviewees offered some potentially
useful ideas on how to respond to DMC problems. Those are detailed in
summary across all counties and in each county’s individual report but range
from general shifts in agency culture to multifaceted partnerships to specific
programming or training activities.

FINDINGS: DYS FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

e This part of the assessment project is somewhat novel relative to the DMC
research (and intervention) to date. Most efforts have been aimed at earlier
stages in the juvenile justice process and generally end with the decision to place
or not.

e Statistical models were estimated for four key outcome variables extracted from
the data provided by Ohio DYS: seclusion time, length of stay, proportion of time
absent from education services, and number of disciplinary infractions.
Treatment receipt data were analyzed for a subsample of cases that covered the
last two years of the study period.

e 65 percent of the cases in the sample of 1,514 DYS cases records included in this
assessment were Non-White. Non-White youth accounted for a higher
proportion of the cases that came from the 13 main study sites (83%).

e In the multivariate analysis, which is most conclusive with respect to assessing
the relationship between race and the outcomes of interest, the only consistent
finding was one for race and disciplinary infractions. This was true whether
using the main sample and baseline criminal history measures and also in a
subsample of cases that had Ohio Youth Assessment System information. Non-
White youth in custody had 50 percent more infractions than White youth—
even accounting for several other relevant influences.

e Although there were some small race effects in the models for seclusion time,
that seems to be driven almost entirely by its relationship to disciplinary
infractions, which was quite strong (a correlation of 0.93 on a scale from 0 to
1.0). Similarly, number of disciplinary infractions also has a significant, moderate
relationship with the total length of stay in DYS facilities.

e When analyzed comprehensively, there were no observed differences in race for
length of stay in custody, educational outcomes, or treatment receipt variables.
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Race distributions in county referrals to DYS were explored as part of the
assessment. Similar patterns are generally evident in the site analysis of secure
confinement decisions as well. The vast majority of youth in the sample were
Non-White (~¥83%). Larger counties generally refer more youth (which is
expected), but proportionally they tend to have a higher relative prevalence of
Non-White youth. The analysis also identified some counties that seem to have a
closer split in the prevalence of White and Non-White youth being referred to
DYS facilities (e.g., Clark and Butler Counties)

RECOMMENDATIONS

CONTEXT

As described at points in the report, there are certainly some limitations in the
scope and nature of the data and analyses should be considered in assessing the
findings and key conclusions. Still, efforts were made to look at the data
available in system records and consider the perspectives of those who work in
the system and, in cases where there were data limitations, analyses were
conducted in order to shore up important conclusions to whatever extent
possible. It is also important to note that some agencies have made changes
subsequent to the data collection process (particularly the official record
portion) and those may not be captured here.

The content of the report—which considers multiple sources of evidence and
decision points—highlights the fact that there are disproportionalities in system
outcomes across multiple stages that persist after accounting for alternate
influences. There are some differential offending patterns at work in the findings
from case records and those are highlighted by police and court personnel. The
presence and causes of DMC appear to be quite complex and seemingly difficult
to deal with in some senses.

This likely creates a ceiling on whether the justice system can fully address the
underlying problems, but this does not mean that shifts in thinking or alternative
approaches are destined to fail.

There was some variability in decision points and study sites that might inform
priorities related to DMC efforts. This also suggests the need for focused
analysis of the problem that considers local contexts and decision-making
factors.
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e Although there were exceptions, on balance, the interviews and focus group

participants did not point to many specific aspects of the juvenile justice process

that drove DMC patterns. They did, however, offer a number of insights that
provide a feel for what might be done in future efforts to address these issues.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e With this as background, there are several points that might be considered by
Ohio DYS and other state and local stakeholders. This may involve incentivizing
or providing support to facilitate initiatives in local agencies, but some may
require more direct action. Those recommendations and rationales for them are
offered below:

1.

It is important to find ways to engage those in the field in discussions about
this topic, however challenging they might be. Clearly, the explanations of
DMC based on differential offending have some validity, but they are
generally not constructive in developing means of addressing
disproportionate minority contact among juveniles. Furthermore, the results
suggest that DMC remains after controlling for factors that capture
differential offending explanations.

A number of interviewees suggested the need for collaborative efforts
among those who work with youth. The evidence about the sources of DMC
problems compiled here and elsewhere certainly supports that. The scope
and complexity of the problem suggest that constructive dialogue, focused
analysis of the problem in local area, prioritization of targets for change, and
implementation of strategies will likely fall to multiple agencies or
stakeholders simultaneously. Importantly, to facilitate success in
implementation and achieve desired outcomes, any initiatives that are taken
should be clear about their underlying logic in terms of whether they are
generally directed at affecting all justice-involved youth or intended to
specifically address DMC. This seems prudent in light of the scope and
multifaceted nature of the problem and limited effects of some efforts
carried out to date.

Relatedly, this collaborative approach is particularly important in considering
DMC and policing where officers are omnipresent in certain communities

due to calls for service and/or “hot spots” policing or targeted enforcement
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of particular charges that may have legislated-mandates attached to
dispositions (e.g., firearm possession). The responses of officers in the focus
groups suggest that they perceive distrust on the part of the communities
that they police and objective analysis of some content from the focus
groups suggest that the residents of those neighborhoods would likely
disagree with at least some characterization of the sources of DMC problems.
This creates a challenging dynamic for implementing strategies aimed at
reducing juvenile delinquency and DMC. Still, the evidence here and
elsewhere suggests that it would benefit both police agencies and local
communities to do so.

Like a lot of other research, a number of aspects of the numbers and the
narrative responses from people in the courts in this DMC assessment point
to the importance of pre-adjudication detention as an early decision that
matters in and of itself but which may also have an impact on later outcomes
(e.g., secure confinement). Seriousness of charge and past record
considerations must certainly be factored in these decisions, but agencies
should look for alternative placements when the home or family
environment is the most salient factor in these decisions.

There are race differences in the “deeper-end” outcomes (e.g., secure
placement, bindover) that hold after alternate influences are incorporated.
These outcomes may be more record-driven and hold less possibility of
discretion (e.g., gun specs) than other decision points. Also general reform in
the use of secure confinement have affected the absolute number of
minority youth in custody. Still, these decision points should be given greater
consideration at the local and state level to identify and intervene with any
factors that may be producing disparities.

Ideally, this would be coupled with attempts to try to understand and be
responsive to some of the challenges that are faced (often
disproportionately) by the parents and families of minority youth. Juvenile
court should definitely place a premium on family involvement based on
what we know about effective intervention to prevent recidivism and
promote positive development. Still, this should be coupled with some
flexibility and attempts to break down barriers in cases where they may
disadvantage youth in the justice process.
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7. As alluded to above, the findings from the analysis of DYS facilities are among
the first of their kind and therefore offer less of a “record” to look at in
generating ideas for future policy and practice. The differences that were
observed are likely driven in part by the pattern of referrals that come into
facilities. At the same time, some differences between groups remained
when controlling for factors that might predict how a youth would do in the
facility. The disciplinary infractions outcome, which also was related to
seclusion time and length of stay, was the only outcome that showed a
degree of disproportionality. Although it has recently eliminated use of
seclusion time for disciplinary reasons, Ohio DYS should examine the specific
nature of infractions and related policies and processes to consider whether
or how they might affect different groups of youth. This seems to also have
implications for youths’ seclusion time, which has become a matter of broad
policy interest in recent years due to its possible long-term developmental
impacts on youth in custody.

CONCLUSION

Comparative research across the U.S. and internationally indicates that disproportionate
contact with juvenile justice among racial and ethnic minorities is not unique. Both this
study and that body of research suggest that, however complex the problem, the stakes
are equally high for addressing it due to the long-term developmental implications for
the youth involved, the perceived legitimacy of police and juvenile justice agencies, and
the relationships between communities (often heavily minority) and government. While
limited in certain ways, through multifaceted data collection and analysis spanning
multiple stages of the juvenile justice system, this study provides an assessment of DMC
in Ohio in the first half of this decade. In turn, it offers some information to guide
general and specific initiatives that might be taken in order that police and juvenile
justice agencies contribute as much as possible to reducing the problem in the future.
This final section recounts some of the reports’ major findings before reflecting on their
implications and then concluding with summary recommendations.

KEY FINDINGS

e Disproportionate minority contact was identified in the majority of sites at the
point of arrest and court petition.

e Police records sometimes showed differences in the nature of arrests by race

groups (e.g., seriousness of offenses, firearm involvement), but those findings
varied by agency and county.
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There was a consistent, moderate-sized relationship between race and pre-
adjudication detention when controlling for legally-relevant decision-making
factors. In turn, detention was associated with adjudication and secure
confinement outcomes.

The overall findings for case dismissal and adjudication did not reflect a DMC
pattern, but relationships varied across the counties included in the
assessment.

Non-White youth tended to have a greater likelihood of secure confinement
and bindover to adult court when controlling for legally-relevant factors.
These effects were consistent across the study sites where a relationship was
found.

Police officers overwhelmingly viewed DMC as a product of the differential
offending patterns of minority youth based on individual, family, and
community factors. Despite different individual job responsibilities (e.g.,
School Resource Officers vs. Patrol Officers) and variation in the agencies
(size, population level and density), responses across the various agencies
were fairly consistent.

Only a few officers made comments regarding possible differential treatment
of minority youth. Those who did often mentioned public expectations of
crime control, the presence of implicit biases in the community, and the
direction of law enforcement to “hot spot” locations that coincidentally have
greater minority presence.

Some interviewees reported DMC was not a major issue in their courts, but
the majority thought it was a problem—at least to an extent. Like police,
they suggested that it was mostly driven by external factors. Some
respondents discussed the idea of cultural competence or mentioned how
case outcomes might be affected by differentially by system processes.

Police focus groups and court interviewees offered potentially useful ideas
on how to respond to DMC problems.

In the DYS facility data, the only consistent relationship was one for race and
disciplinary infractions. Non-White youth had significantly more infractions
than White youth—even accounting for several other relevant influences.
This in turn had some relationship to other experiences like seclusion time.
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IMPLICATIONS

e There were some limitations based on the degree of participation among the
agencies originally identified in the Ohio DYS RFP. There was also a good
deal of variability in the scope and nature of the data that were provided (or
available).

e DMC was present in nearly all counties for which data were obtained—at
least in terms of the initial race make-up of arrests and court referrals.

e There was some variability in terms of its presence at different points in the
process, but there tended to be more consistency in that finding at arrest,
detention, secure confinement, and bindover stages.

e Disparities generally shrunk after controlling for legally-relevant factors, but
were still present and at-least moderately-sized.

e Some decisions made at earlier stages of the process had an impact on youth
experiences in the system later on.

e Reasons for disparities come from several sources—both outside and within
the system. System factors include available resources and alternatives as
well as managerial and front-line decision making-patterns that can interact
with case factors to disadvantage minority youth and families.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e Foster collaborative relationships among communities (including minority
youth), police, schools, and juvenile courts.

e |dentify the ways in which targeted enforcement strategies and mandated
dispositions disproportionately affect minority groups and consider
alternatives.

e Consider particular offense types, referral sources, and decision points that
drive DMC trends and develop and utilize alternatives to formal processing
where possible.

e Increase cultural awareness and consciousness of potential stereotypes in
decision-making among police, court, and correctional personnel. Engage in
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broad training efforts, but embed those elements in relevant aspects of
organizational philosophy and practice as well.

Seek out and incentivize counties and cities with leaders and line staff that are
willing to engage in comprehensive efforts to address DMC patterns as
demonstration sites. Engage in focused goal-setting, implementation, and
refinement as needed. Maintain standards for effectiveness in identifying
alternative programs to address DMC.
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1. BACKGROUND FOR OHIO DMC ASSESSMENT

The differential treatment of juvenile offenders based on their race has been
identified as a serious problem by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJIDP). The Ohio Department of Youth Services (DYS) has been concerned
with this issue for a number of years as well and has implemented and/or funded
multiple initiatives to deal with disproportionate minority contact (DMC). Recent
research documents that minority youth disproportionately come into contact with the
juvenile justice system. In 2005, for example, minority youth accounted for 22 percent
of youth ages 10-17 that had the potential to come into contact with the justice system;
however, they comprised 32 percent of juvenile arrests and 65 percent of juveniles
placed in secure confinement (Bishop & Leiber, 2012). Still, at all levels, the issue of
whether minority youth, particularly African Americans, are treated differently based on
race remains uncertain (Kempf-Leonard, 2007; Pope et al., 2002).

Several perspectives attempt to explain observed disproportionality in different
races’ contact with the juvenile justice system (Nellis, 2005). Traditionally, race-related
selection bias, suggesting that the disproportionate number of minorities involved in the
juvenile justice system is a result of discriminatory decisions or stereotypes by system
actors (i.e., differential treatment), has been contrasted with a behavioral-legal
perspective asserting that overrepresentation is due to coincidental possession of
legally relevant decision-making factors among minority youth (e.g., differential
offending levels) (Nellis, 2005; Pope & Snyder, 2003). In recent years, others have noted

that DMC may be a by-product of increasingly prevalent targeted police enforcement or



"zero tolerance" policies and expanded police presence in schools (e.g., Kempf-Leonard,
2007; APA Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008); legislation aimed at curbing violent and
drug-related crime (Chin, 2002; Schlesinger, 2011); differential resource availability for
alternative programs (Nellis, 2005); or the coupling of the Parens Patriae foundations of
the juvenile court system with socioeconomic and family disadvantages predominantly
experienced by minority youth (Kempf-Leonard, 2007; Kupchik, 2006). The theme of
much of this research seems to be that efforts to explain and respond to DMC problems
must account for processes both within and outside of the justice system (Bishop &
Leiber, 2012). This includes various legally relevant (e.g., prior record and offense
severity), extra-legal, and contextual factors (e.g., geographical, community, and court
context). Itis also important to consider the fact that the explanations may vary
depending on the decisions under consideration.
POLICE CONTACT AND ARREST

Police contact is the first stage that Ohio DYS and OJJDP identify as having
potential for racial disparity. Minorities, especially African Americans, get arrested at
much higher rates than their representation in the general population. Although all
subgroups have experienced declines in recent years, in 2009, African-American youth
comprised 51 percent of total arrests for violent crimes and 33 percent of those for
property crime—despite having a prevalence of 16 percent in the age 10 to 17
population (Puzzanchera & Adams, 2011). This translates to a national Relative Rate
Index (RRI) of 2.2 for African Americans and 1.7 for all minority youth (OJIDP, 2011),

which is well beyond an even distribution.



Some recent concerns about racial/ethnic disparities have focused specifically on
issues surrounding drug use, apprehension, and sentencing. Aggressive targeting of
drug offenders and markets at the street level have generally led to increased rates of
incarceration and sentence length (Harris, 1999; Scalia, 2001; Tonry, 2011). Targeted
enforcement strategies were especially felt by juvenile minority males, who were
disproportionately subject to police surveillance and imprisonment for drug offenses
(Harris, 1999; 2002; Kennedy, 1997; Tonry, 2011; Walker, 2001). A research summary by
the American Sociological Association highlights this disproportionate impact by noting
that in 1980, the rates of juvenile drug arrests for Black and White males were similar,
but by 1993 they were more than four times higher for Black youth compared to Whites
(Rosich, 2007: 6). This disparity remains today and the existence of racial/ethnic
differences in contact with police is without debate. Research into its precise causes,
however, is complex as it involves resident and community calls for service and
individual street-level decisions and resource deployment strategies on the part of the
police. What is clear, however, is that higher rates of arrest for minority youth have
implications for the social climate between law enforcement and communities (Tyler &
Rankin, 2011). For example, individuals that view police decision-making as
procedurally unjust has led to an adversarial relationship between legal authorities and
members of the communities, creating an environment where the public are less likely
and willing to work with the police (Tyler & Huo, 2002; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Rankin &
Tyler, 2009). This may also affect youths’ legal socialization such that they will be less

likely to buy in to accepted standards of rule-following in society (Tyler & Rankin, 2011)



and may view the efforts of other agencies in the system less favorably (e.g., juvenile
courts).

Police research examining racial/ethnic disparities typically focuses on initial
contact (e.g., traffic stops) and the decision to arrest. After reviewing decades of
research on the impact of race on the police decision to arrest, the National Research
Council (2004) concluded that the findings were mixed once legal factors were
considered. Looking at juvenile arrests, for example, Pope and Snyder (2003) found that
minority youth were no more likely to be arrested than Whites once offense-related
controls like weapon use were analyzed. Recently, however, Kochel and colleagues
(2011) challenged the conclusions of previous summaries on the impact of race on
police decision-making. Based on findings from a systematic analysis of 40 studies on
this topic, they asserted that “race matters” for arrest decisions. What these analyses
did not assess, however, is how and why that is the case. While new statistical
techniques used in understanding racial disparity are promising (Ridgeway &
MacDonald, 2010), significant progress requires that quantitative research be
supplemented with properly designed qualitative studies to better understand decision-
making processes and contexts.

JUVENILE COURT PROCESSING

Several of the decision points identified by Ohio DYS and OJIDP are prominent in
existing research on racial disparity and court decision-making. Traditionally,
researchers have stated that there are significant court disparities for minorities, but the

influence of race is not universal (Reitler et al., 2013; Spohn, 2000; Tracy, 2005) and its



study requires nuanced theoretical explanations and methodological approaches.
Despite finding racial differences, many previous studies have not fully considered
relevant legal factors to ensure that comparisons were being made with "similarly
situated youth" or utilized jurisdictional and court level data to control for differential
access to court options (like diversion, alternative community sentences) (Bilchik, 1999;
Wooldredge, 1998). These studies also tend to not adjust for inputs from previous
stages of the justice process, which makes it difficult to disentangle the effects of
present disparity from earlier decisions, or consider the degree to which legal or
contextual factors may interact with race. More recent research accounts for the
potential of cumulative effects from disparities in previous stages of the justice system.
Bishop and Leiber (2012) found that the overrepresentation of minority youth
(particularly African American) is more pronounced at the front-end of the system and
less prominent in the back-end of the system (due to carryover of disparities from
earlier stages). Overall, explanatory research on the impact of race on the juvenile court
process is somewhat equivocal at this point, but does identify enough of an impact that
there is cause for concern.
Referrals, Petitions, and Diversion

Comprehensive data on referrals to the juvenile justice system are limited as,
unlike in the adult system, juvenile court referrals come from multiple sources (e.g.
parents, school, and police). However, a review of national juvenile court statistics for

2008 found that, although there was some variation by offense type, the rate at which



youth were referred to court and formally processed (petitioned) was greater for Black
youth than White youth (Knoll & Sickmund, 2011).

Diversion is used by justice decision-makers to remove youth from formal
processing in the juvenile justice system, typically providing some alternative like
community service, treatment, or educational services. Leiber and Stairs (1999) found
that White juvenile offenders were more likely to be diverted from formal processing
compared to African-American youth, resulting in an underrepresentation of African
Americans in diversion programs. Other recent research has not been as clear with
respect to whether minority youth are over or underrepresented in diversion programs
(c.f., Sullivan et al., 2007; Sullivan et al., 2010). Given the nature of the diversion
process, this decision must be analyzed in light of the characteristics of the individual
and case while also considering local resource availability.

Detention

The detention decision occurs relatively early in a youth’s contact with juvenile
justice, but it has important implications. Youth who are detained also tend to have
poorer outcomes at later stages of the process (Leiber & Fox, 2005; Rodriguez, 2010). In
general, minority youth tend to be detained more frequently than Whites (Wordes et al.,
1994). A recent study by Mallett and Stoddard-Dare (2010) using data from one
Midwest County found that this was the case even after controlling for standardized risk

scores.



Adjudication

Bishop et al. (2010) point out that it is important to consider the specific nature
of the decision-making at each stage of the court process. In particular, they identify the
adjudication decision as a point where less disparity is seen based on its clearer legal
standards. Bishop and Lieber (2012) point out that African-American youth are still
overrepresented at this stage. However, the probability of being formally adjudicated
delinquent is lower for African-American youth compared to their White counterparts
(RRI'value of 0.9). They suggest that this finding is partly attributable to the cumulative
effect of overrepresentation at previous stages of the justice process. However, Peck et
al. (2015) found that African-American youth have a higher likelihood of being
adjudicated compared to White youth, but that these findings varied by offense types.

There is no denying that decisions made by criminal justice actors are
interrelated and that there is a cumulative effect on decisions at later stages in the
justice process (Bishop & Frazier, 1996; Mallett & Stoddard-Dare, 2010). Minority youth,
on average, experience overrepresentation at all decision points in the justice process
across various levels (i.e., local, state, and federal). This finding is particularly the case
when considering secure confinement — where disproportionality appears to be the
greatest (Pope & Leiber, 2005). Two reviews have identified the majority of studies to
reveal that minority youth (specifically African Americans) experience more severe
outcomes in the justice system even when accounting for legal and extralegal factors

(Pope & Feyerherm, 1990; Pope et al., 2002).



Experiences in Custody

Researchers have primarily focused on disproportionality in sentencing severity
rather than decisions made by justice officials in secure confinement facilities. This body
of research has produced inconsistent findings of the effect of race on sentence length
(see, e.g., Spohn, 1994). Steffensmeier, Ulmer, and Kramer (1998) found that race
results in harsher sentences for only young males when controlling for a host of
demographic and legal factors. In a more recent study examining 185,275 criminal cases
in New York County, researchers found that African-American and Latino defendants
were more likely to receive punitive sanctions for crimes against persons compared to
other race subgroups (Kutateladze et al., 2014).

Given that minority youth are generally overrepresented in out-of-home
placement facilities, they disproportionately experience the deleterious consequences
associated with confinement (see, e.g., Hagan & Dinovitzer, 1999). These unintended
consequences include immediate and long-term strains on prosocial relationships,
psychological well-being, and financial burdens on individuals, families, and to the larger
society (Davis & Sorensen, 2013; Smith, 2006). Research in this area tends to stop at the
decision point of secure confinement (especially for juveniles) and therefore much less is
known about whether disproportionality exists within secure facilities (e.g. treatment
related activities, length of stay, and seclusion time).

Waiver (Bindover)
Waiving a youth to adult court moves them from the juvenile system, where

there is a stronger focus on rehabilitation, to the adult system where that may be a



secondary goal. Consequently, concerns over DMC extend to decisions regarding the
movement of cases across juvenile and adult jurisdictions. Given the potential for more
severe sanctions and other collateral consequences, waivers, or "bind-overs," have
become an important part of recent discussions around juvenile court decision-making
and policy (Fagan, 2008). Bortner et al. (2000) suggest that racial disparities at transfer
are complex and likely stem from multiple sources. Although data on transfer decisions
are severely limited (Griffin, 2008), reporting of judicial transfers provides some insight
into basic trends. In 2008, Black youth made up 42 percent of those cases judicially
transferred to adult court, nationally; in particular their rates of transfer were higher
than Whites for person and drug offenses.
SUMMARY

Although the measurement and analysis of disproportionate minority contact
(DMC) within police agencies and juvenile courts has improved, there are a number of
shortcomings in prior research that must be overcome to offer clearer conclusions as to
whether and where there may be racial disparities and the potential processes
underlying those disparities. Pope et al. (2002; see also, Nellis, 2005; Wooldredge, 1998;
Tracy, 2005) concluded that fully understanding these questions at particular decision
points in the juvenile justice process is a complex task requiring: (a) disaggregated
analysis of key decision points, (b) mixed methods of data collection and analysis, (c)
inclusion of individual background, attitudes, and other characteristics of the youth and
their offense, (d) consideration of available alternatives at key decision points, and (e)

examination of differences in jurisdiction characteristics and court-level factors on case



processing. Each of these concerns regarding limitations to previous studies was
incorporated into the Ohio DMC Assessment study to whatever extent possible.

Improved understanding of DMC issues in specific state and local contexts is
necessary to offer a sense of the state of the problem (where there is one). This in turn
can inform initiatives designed to attenuate potential differential offending and
differential treatment that results in DMC. Although there have been some recent
examples of success in responding to the problem (e.g., Cabaniss et al., 2007), there is
still a great deal of conjecture concerning the degree to which the interventions and
reforms implemented to deal with this issue have been effective (c.f., Donnelly, 2015;
Leiber et al., 2011). We attempt to assess DMC at multiple points in the justice
process—from police contact through referral to juvenile corrections and experiences in
facilities.
OVERVIEW OF OHIO DMC ASSESSMENT

The previous section offers context about the state of information about
disproportionality in minority youth contact with different stages of the juvenile justice
process. The Ohio DMC Assessment Study was funded in 2012 and had two major aims.
First, data were sought to determine whether there is a problem with disproportionate
contact across race/ethnicity groups for various points in police and court decision-
making processes. This covered arrest through juvenile court dispositions. Second,
guantitative and qualitative data were collected and analyzed to identify some potential

explanations for disproportionality where identified. Eventually, the qualitative data—
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which draw on the comments and perspectives of those in the field—was also intended
to contextualize decision-making in order to make some policy recommendations.

A third aim was added to the DMC assessment in early 2014. In particular, the
goal of that aim was to expand DMC-related research into state-level residential
facilities and consider three issues: the degree of disproportionate minority referral into
Ohio DYS facilities; sources of any disparities in the composition of youth being sent to
facilities while adjusting for legally-relevant factors (especially considering the County of
referral); and identify any differences in seclusion time, disciplinary infractions,
extension of time in institution, and treatment exposure among race subgroups in DYS
facilities. As with the broader UC-DYS DMC Study, the intent is to assess the degree to
which there are disparities in representation at this point in the juvenile justice process
and ascertain their source(s) if they are identified.

2. METHODOLOGY FOR OHIO DMC ASSESSMENT

The UC research team collected and analyzed multiple sources of information
from official records and direct data collection with police and juvenile court personnel.
This section of the report describes that process and the resulting information beginning
with the discussion of data collection procedures and sample and concluding with an
overview of the analytic plan used to meet the key objectives of the assessment project.

A general summary is provided in Tablel.
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DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES AND SAMPLES
Case Records: Police

Police record data were obtained through correspondence between the UC
research team and law enforcement agencies throughout Ohio that were identified by
Ohio DYS. Beginning in the Fall of 2012, the research team distributed a formal letter
requesting participation in this study to key personnel within 40 law enforcement
agencies across 14 counties. Following this letter of introduction, emails and phone
calls were made periodically to agencies to further outline the aims of the study and
provide information regarding the nature of the data requested. InJanuary of 2015,
after a significant period of non-response from several agencies, the research team
attempted to contact mid-level personnel within departments that had completed data
submission for DYS in previous years. This was done in order to determine whether
individuals involved in data collection might personally assist in the data collection
process or direct research staff to someone in the agency that might provide the data
associated with juveniles aged 10 to 17 for 2010 and 2011. In all cases, the UC research
team made several contact attempts at multiple levels of these agencies in order to try
to secure their participation.

Through the efforts described above, arrest data were obtained from 20 law
enforcement agencies across 10 counties for 2010 and 2011. The remaining agencies
either formally declined to participate in the study, or declined via no response to
several contact attempts over a several month period. The final police record sample

consisted of 20,334 arrests of youth ages 10 to 17 for the years 2010 and 2011.
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Case Records: Juvenile Courts

Data collection began in 2012 and focused on 2010 and 2011 cases to ensure
cases could be followed through disposition. Quantitative data were obtained via
electronic files submitted by the agencies or direct retrieval and coding by trained data
collectors, followed by entry and cleaning by the primary research team. The process
varied by the preferences of the court and the format of their records. It often involved
submission of a list of requested fields and subsequent calls, videoconferences, or on-
site meetings with administrative and information technology support staff in those
courts.

In some cases obtaining the records involved a transmission of a full file of cases
from that time period (e.g., Hamilton and Lucas Counties) and in others it required
randomly sampling smaller portions of the overall records to facilitate data extraction
from paper files (e.g., Mahoning and Clark Counties) or limited access data systems (e.g.,
Allen County). In one case, we provided a protocol on the stratification across groups
and then an information specialist selected cases randomly within that framework
(Franklin County). In cases where sampling was required, we used stratification and
weighting procedures for case selection and analysis in order to facilitate comparisons
across race groups. In cases where extraction and coding was necessary, research staff
used a uniform template sheet to record relevant details on each case before that was
in turn moved into the data file for analysis and management (see Appendix for data
coding sheet). Full details on data collection procedures for each site is provided in their

respective section below.
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The final court sample contained 75,946 cases referred to 13 of the 14 juvenile
courts identified by Ohio DYS. The records cover cases processed between January 1,
2010 and December 31, 2011. One juvenile court declined to participate. The sample
comprised Allen, Butler, Clark, Cuyahoga, Franklin, Hamilton, Lorain, Lucas, Mahoning,
Montgomery, Stark, Summit, and Trumbull counties.
Case Records: Ohio DYS Facilities

For this portion of the study, UC research staff obtained a stratified, random
subsample of 1,514 youth confined in DYS facilities between 2010 and 2014. During the
data collection process, we developed the sampling frame from a target population
including all youth referred to DYS facilities from February 2010 through April 2014
(N=2,975). Prior to generating the random sample, youth with multiple commitments to
DYS facilities were removed in order to avoid duplicate cases, maximizing the variation
in the youth included in the analysis. We modified the sampling frame to oversample for
youth committed to DYS facilities in 2010 and 2011. The purpose of oversampling was to
ensure that we obtained a sizeable number of youth that would be included in both DYS
and court records from the 13 counties included in the larger study. Thus, we drew 60
percent of the cases for our sample from 2010 and 2011, and the remaining 40 percent
of the cases from 2012, 2013, and 2014 combined.

The final sample contained 452 cases from 2010, 460 cases from 2011, 318 cases
from 2012, and 202 cases from 2013 and 82 cases from 2014, for a total of 1,514 cases.
An overwhelming majority of DYS commitments in the sample were males (93%;

N=1,408) compared to females (7%; N=106). This is consistent with the target
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population where 93.2 percent of DYS commitments were males. The breakdown of
race in the random sample is also representative of the population data. African-
American youth made up 56.2 percent (N=851) of cases included in the random sample
compared to 56.4 percent in the population data. Whites accounted for 34.5 percent
(N=523) of cases included in the random sample compared to 33.9 percent in the
population data. Youth from races other than African American and White made up 8.6
percent (N=130) of the cases in the random sample compared to 9.2 percent in the
population data. The percent of cases from each committing county in the random
sample was also consistent with the population data (see Table in Appendix).

Seven counties accounted for approximately 60 percent of the DYS
commitments in the population data: Cuyahoga (20.0%), Franklin (15.2%), Hamilton
(6.4%), Lorain (5.0%), Montgomery (4.7%), Summit (4.3%), and Lucas (4.0%).2 After
obtaining the stratified random sample we compared these values to ensure that the
sample closely approximates the percentage of commitments within each county. The
percentage of commitments in the random sample for the previously mentioned seven
counties are as follows Cuyahoga (20.0%), Franklin (13.7%), Hamilton (6.5%), Lorain
(5.2%), Montgomery (4.8%), Summit (4.2%), and Lucas (4.0%).

Justice System Personnel Data: Police Focus Groups

Between the months of September 2012 and June 2014, 17 focus groups and 2

interviews were conducted within 17 law enforcement agencies across 9 counties in

Ohio. The initial recruitment of participants for focus groups and interviews involved

3 .
These values reflect the removal of duplicate cases.
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mailing formal letters, followed up by detailed emails, outlining the purpose of the study
to key personnel within 40 law enforcement agencies across 13 Counties. A purposive
selection approach, aided by a key contact in each agency, was used to identify and
involve officers who had higher rates of contact with youth in their jurisdiction. To
increase participation and engagement, the focus groups and interviews were facilitated
by trained police consultants and conducted on-site at the local agencies (Krueger 1988;
Morgan 1988). A document explaining the goals of the research project, participants’
right of anonymity, and the voluntary nature of participation was distributed and
explained to the officers prior to their participation (See Appendix for a copy of the
“Information Sheet”).

Each focus group was facilitated by a trained moderator (or two) who was also a
police officer and graduate student at UC (or former graduate student). This approach
was used to generate as much unconstrained discussion among the officers as possible.
The number of participants within each focus group session varied between 4 and 14
officers. The sessions lasted between 1.5 and 2.5 hours, depending on the degree of
participation on the part of officers within each of them. Collectively, a total of 130 law
enforcement officers were involved in these groups and interviews. These officers
varied in their years of experience in law enforcement (3 to 34 years) and positions held
within their agencies. Specifically, the focus groups and interviews involved school
resource officers (46), patrol officers (42), officers within juvenile units (8), detective and
investigative bureaus (13), as well as officers and personnel (21) in a number of

miscellaneous roles (e.g. administrative, D.A.R.E., field operations).
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Justice System Personnel Data: Court Interviews and Observations

We supplemented police, court, and facility data with key informant interviews
from 13 juvenile courts between February 2013 and July 2014. The initial recruitment of
participants for interviewing and site visits involved mailing formal letters to
administrative judges and court administrators in the 14 sites identified in the Ohio DYS
RFP (this generally occurred alongside requests for agency records as well). This was
followed up with email correspondence, phone calls, video conferences, and in-person
meetings—depending on the site--to outline the purpose and procedures of the study
and to answer any key questions. At the end of this process, 13 of 14 counties agreed to
participate in some capacity.

Then, we selected personnel who worked directly with youth or who had
knowledge of local efforts to address disproportionate contact in the juvenile justice
system. After general agreement was obtained, information was provided to that
contact in order to relay the key themes of the study and related confidentiality
procedures to targeted personnel in these counties (see Appendix). In total, 131 key
informant interviews, lasting approximately 30 to 90 minutes, were conducted. The
interviewees included administrative staff (22), detention center staff (14), intake and
assessment staff (10) supervision and programming staff (60); as well as magistrates and
judges (25). Efforts were also made to interview community stakeholders with
knowledge of efforts to address disproportionate minority contact in the court.

Additionally, 32 days of court observation were conducted between September

2013 and July 2014 in order to supplement the interview data. Data were gathered at
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various decision points including, detention, arraignment, disposition, case review, and
sentencing hearings held on the day(s) of each site visit. When possible, priority was
given to case hearings that occurred later in the decision-making process (i.e., case
review hearings) as opposed to earlier decisions, but this could generally be considered
to be a “convenience sample” that was tied to the timing of the research team’s visit to

each site (see e.g., Berg, 2014).
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Table 1. Summary of Ohio DMC Assessment Methods

Data Source Sample(s) Size Key Measures/Themes Analysis
Arrest Records 19 Police Agencies, 20,344 Race Basic description and
Electronic or Paper Offense Type comparison
Files Offense Level
Court Records 13 Juvenile Courts, 75,946 Race Basic description and
n Electronic or Paper Offense Type comparison;
3 Files, Direct Data Offense Level Multivariate modeling;
§ Collection Number of Charges Supplementary tests
= Six Decision Indicators
DYS Facility Randomly-selected 1,514 (Full) Race Basic description and
Records cases provided 672 (OYAS Info)  Committing Offense comparison;
electronically by Ohio 435 (Txt Info) Four “Experiences” or Multivariate modeling;
DYS Decisions Supplementary tests
Police Focus 17 sessions facilitated 130 Officers of Explanations for delinquency, Grounded theory
Groups by UC personnel various ranks, DMC approach to qualitative
% roles Decision-making factors, analysis
2 Solutions
©
5 Court Interviews, Semi-structured 131 Court Explanations for delinquency, = Grounded theory
& Observations interviews with UC personnel with DMC approach to qualitative
personnel varying roles; Decision-making factors, analysis
32 Days Solutions
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MEASURES AND DISCUSSION THEMES

A number of overlapping, but distinct, record measures and interview themes
related to juvenile delinquency, juvenile justice, and DMC were used as the basis for
assessing and explaining DMC. Those specific variables and general themes from focus
groups and interviews are discussed in this sub-section.
Key Variables: Police

Record data were obtained from 19 law enforcement agencies in 10 counties.
The variables included in the analyses differed by county due to variation in the scope of
the data available in their record-keeping system and what was provided by individual
law enforcement agencies. In addition to these county-specific analyses, a pooled police
file was created for the state-level analysis. This file included both youth- and offense-
related characteristics on key variables that consistently appeared in the data provided
by different law enforcement agencies. A comprehensive summary of the attributes of
these variables is presented in the Appendix, but we describe their key features below.

Given the goals of the DMC Assessment, the race of arrestee is the focal variable
in our analysis. The construction of this variable was influenced greatly by the nature of
the data provided by different law enforcement agencies. Specifically, while few
agencies provided comprehensive descriptions of the race of arrestees (incorporating
multiple categories such as “White”, “Black/AA”, “Asian”, “Biracial”, or “Other”), as a
whole, information identifying the race of the arrestee was limited to “White” or “Non-
White” descriptions. Due to the inconsistencies in measurement across agencies and the

small number of cases falling within the “Asian”, “Biracial”, or “Other” race categories (<



1%), within the pooled police analysis race of arrestee is a binary measure (0 = White, 1
= Non-White). In addition to race, other descriptive factors, such as youths’ age at arrest
in years and sex (0=Male, 1=Female), are included within the analysis.

We also analyze several characteristics of the arrest. Number of offenses
associated with arrest is a continuous measure indicating the number of separate
offenses alleged to have been committed by the youth within the incident that led to
their arrest. If a youth was reported to commit more than one offense within the
incident leading to their arrest, most serious offense category identifies the most serious
crime type among their offenses. However, if a youth was reported to commit only one
offense, this variable indicates the category of that offense. Similarly, the measurement
of most serious offense level identifies the classification of the most serious offense
associated with that arrest (e.g. felony, misdemeanor, status). There was also a
category that indicated that it could be a felony or misdemeanor—this included cases
where the level of the offense was unclear from the record and that offense type (e.g.,
domestic violence, assault, drug related-offenses) could fall into multiple levels by
statute.

When possible, several situational factors related to the youth’s arrest were
measured. This includes a series of dichotomous (yes/no) measures that indicate
whether the arrest involved alcohol, drug use, weapon use, or co-offenders.
Additionally, select cases allow for the analysis of more extensive categorical measures.
In cases that reported the youth’s use of a weapon, weapon type serves to distinguish

the kind of weapon used by the youth. Offender’s role in offense captures the nature of
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a youth’s involvement in the crime leading to their arrest (e.g. was it drug-related, gang-
related, a result of an argument or dispute?). Location of offense identifies the general
setting of the youth’s offense (e.g. residential, school, retail setting). Finally, source of
complaint identifies the person(s) that alerted police about the offense.

Youth’s age at arrest, race, sex, number of offenses, most serious offense
category, and most serious offense level had less than 8 percent missing data. However,
the remaining variables (weapon use, weapon type, drug use, alcohol use, location of
offense, source of complaint, co-offenders, and youth’s role in offense) had more than
50 percent missing data in the pooled file. For this reason, certain analyses were
conducted using subsamples in which there were limited missing data.

Key Variables: Juvenile Courts

The specific variables used in the court analyses varied by county depending on
the breadth of data received from the individual courts. For the state-level analysis, a
pooled data file was created based on case-level information (N=75,946) common to
each of the 13 courts. The primary independent variable of interest is race. Others that
are included in the analysis are: sex, age, number of charges in the current case, most
serious offense category, most serious offense level, counsel, and weapon use. In some
agencies, data were provided on age of first referral and number of prior cases. A
summary of the attributes for these variables is presented in the Appendix.

Race was originally split up into five categories: White (40.5%), African American
(54.4%), “Other” (2.8%), Bi-Racial (2.1%), and Asian (0.1%). Because “Other,” Bi-Racial,”

and Asian only comprise only five percent of the sample, they were combined with the
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African American category to create a “Non-White” category in most analyses. Other
demographic variables in the analyses include sex (0 = Male, 1 = Female) and a
continuous measure of age (in years).

Other relevant aspects of the delinquency case and the youth were measured
where possible. Number of charges is a continuous variable indicating the number of
separate charges in the current case. Number of priors is a continuous measure
identifying the number of petitions a youth had prior to the current case. If a youth was
charged with more than one offense in the current case, most serious offense category
indicates the most serious crime type among all of the charges. If a youth was charged
with only one offense, this variable indicates the category of that offense. Similarly, the
most serious offense level variable captures whether the case involved a felony,
misdemeanor, probation or court order violation, or status offense. Counsel is a binary
measure indicating whether the youth was represented by legal counsel during
adjudication. Onset age is a continuous variable indicating the youth’s age at first
petition to the juvenile court. Weapon use indicates whether the youth used a weapon
during any of the incidents included in the current case.

The varying amounts of missing data for different variables in the pooled court
data file required certain analyses to be conducted using subsamples for which there
was little or no missing data. Each of the following variables had at least 92 percent
coverage (i.e., less than 8% missing data): youths’ age at case initiation, sex, race,

number of charges in the current case, most serious charge category, and most serious
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charge level. Number of prior cases, counsel, onset age, and weapon use had between
50 and 58 percent missing data in the pooled data file.

The primary outcome variables used in the state-wide analyses are dichotomous
(yes/no) measures of case outcomes at six decision points: diversion, dismissal,
detention, adjudication, secure confinement, and bindover. Diversion indicates whether
youth were shifted from formal prosecution at the front end of the court process.
Dismissed identifies whether youth had their case dismissed for any reason. Detention
indicates whether a youth was placed in secure detention while awaiting further
proceedings. Adjudicated indicates whether a youth was formally found delinquent for
the current case. Secure confinement indicates whether adjudicated youth were placed
in an out-of-home secure correctional facility. Finally, bindover indicates whether a
youth was waived to criminal (adult) court for processing and adjudication.

We supplemented the pooled court analysis with some limited analysis of data
that is linked to the Ohio Youth Assessment System (OYAS) risk and needs tool. In
partnership with DYS, the University of Cincinnati Center for Criminal Justice Research
(CCJR) developed the OYAS to measure youths’ level of risk, need, and responsivity
(Latessa, Lovins, & Ostrowski, 2009; Lovins & Latessa, 2013). The OYAS is completed by
conducting a structured interview, reviewing juvenile justice records, and giving youths
a self-report questionnaire. In addition to providing an overall risk score, the OYAS
provides information on a youth’s specific risk/needs. These domains of risk/need are
juvenile justice history, family, peers, education/employment, prosocial skills, substance

abuse/mental health/personality factors, and antisocial attitudes/values/beliefs. Risk
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scores for each domain are summed to create an overall risk score, which is classified as
low, moderate, or high (Latessa et al., 2009).4 The OYAS is useful for evidence-based
decision-making at various points in the juvenile court process, including screening,
detention, disposition, and reentry. For the purposes of this assessment, the OYAS data
provides additional information on youths’ level of risk. Combining these data with the
pooled court file allows us to control for level of risk when examining the relationship
between race and various outcome measures.
Key Variables: Ohio DYS Facilities

The data obtained at DYS intake (or prior to) included: referral county,
disposition judge, race, sex, age, offense seriousness, mental health diagnosis,
education level, and OYAS disposition and residential risk score and level. As noted
above, the key predictor measure used in our analysis is race. Race is coded as several
dummy variables for each race subgroup represented in our sample (i.e., White,
Black/African-American, Other, Bi-Racial). We also created a binary indicator for race
given the small number of youth that fall into the other and bi-racial categories
(0=White; 1=Non-White), which is included in most analyses presented here. We include

several of the following measures as control variables in our analysis: sex (0=Male;

*In the original validation study (Latessa et al., 2009), at each of these points, low-risk youths had a
recidivism rate ranging from 14 to 20 percent, moderate-risk youths had a recidivism rate ranging from 32
to 44 percent, and high risk youths had a recidivism rate ranging from 44 to 67 percent. Among the
domains, the strongest predictors of recidivism included whether the youth had any prior offenses, the
type of charge (i.e., status, misdemeanor, or felony), anger management, perceived importance of family,
strength of relationship with school personnel or employer, drug and alcohol use, support for gang
activity, and pro-criminal sentiments.
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1=Female), age at admission (year), any mental health diagnosis (0=No; 1=Yes), number
of mental health diagnoses, and highest level of education obtained prior to intake.

Several measures capturing the youth’s baseline profile were used when
examining the relationship between race and the key facility experiences and outcomes.
Most serious offense category captures the most serious crime type for each youth
committed to DYS (Violent/Sex; Property; Drug/Alcohol; Other). The number of
committing offenses reflects the number of offenses in the charge for which the youth
was committed. Finally, where available, OYAS risk score (or level), taps into individual
levels of risk observed at the time of admission.

Data were provided on youths’ experiences and behavior while committed to
DYS facilities. These measures serve as the key dependent variables in the analysis of
possible race differences. The number of disciplinary infractions (while confined) is
captured with a count. Seclusion time (in days) is the total number of days each youth
spent in punitive isolation during their custody in a DYS facility. Length of stay (in
months) was measured as well. Time absent from educational services is a proportion
of the total number of days that educational services were available to the number of
days each youth was absent from educational services. The number of treatment
contacts captures the sum of the number of all treatment related activities youth were
involved in while confined in DYS (e.g. CBT, ART). Similarly, time spent in treatment (in

hours) was measured as a count.”

> Treatment data were only available for youth in custody during 2013 and 2014. Therefore, the analysis
of treatment-related outcomes may not be representative of the full subsample of youth in DYS facilities
from 2010 to 2014.
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Discussion Topics: Police Focus Groups

Within the focus groups and interviews, a semi-structured discussion outline
presented lead questions in areas such as recent juvenile crime trends, the perceived
strengths and weaknesses of the juvenile justice system, and disproportionate minority
contact, including factors external to the system that might be linked to minority
overrepresentation. Discussion questions also focused on examining the role of police
within their community and identifying departmental policies, procedures, or
community-based initiatives that may have impacted juvenile crime and/or DMC (see
Appendix).

These themes were generated based on prior research initially and refined after
pilot testing. The flexibility of the discussion outline allowed for its evolution
throughout the research process. Specifically, as new themes emerged within focus
group sessions across agencies, the research team would revise pieces of the discussion
outline to incorporate questions related to those topics. In the end, the discussion
outline was based on prior research and study objectives, evolving refinements by the
research team, and emergent findings from early focus groups.

Discussion Topics: Court Interviews and Observations

The court personnel interviews were also grounded in a semi-structured
discussion outline. The interviews were administered by trained UC research staff who
went through training to become familiar with the interview protocol and learn possible
follow-up probes. Key questions in the protocol covered minority contact with the

juvenile justice system; key factors in the decision-making process and policies regarding
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juvenile delinquency; the role of family in the decision-making process; the effects of
neighborhood and community factors on crime and delinquency; and the legal and
social services available through the court. Discussion questions also focused on
identifying community assets and strategies to address disproportionate minority
contact. Each participant was given an opportunity to answer a lead question on each
theme. This was followed by a general discussion or questions about how they arrived
at that response, which offered the flexibility to probe as needed (Patton, 2001).

Turning to the structure of the court observations, during each hearing, legal
(e.g., level and type of offense, criminal history, supervision or treatment compliance,
legal representation; sanction), administrative (e.g., risk/need assessment
recommendations, supervision recommendations and representation) and individual
(e.g., family or living environment, school or work involvement, parent/guardian
attendance at court) factors were recorded using a structured observation form. Field
notes on the nature of the proceeding or exchanges between court actors and youth
were also recorded (e.g., value and tone of exchanges between court staff and youth, or
expectations for successful termination of court involvement). Importantly, court official
and youth names were not associated with the observation documentation.
ANALYTIC PROCESS

Quantitative data (numeric summaries) and qualitative data (narrative accounts)
were collected and analyzed in order to address the two aims of this DMC assessment.

In general, the objective in this process was to try to precisely and validly estimate the
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relationship between race and relevant outcomes in the record data and then
contextualize key findings using focus group and interview responses.
Analysis of Case Records

For the quantitative records all analyses were conducted in stages by county
using multivariate models aimed at assessing key outcomes at each decision point.
Pooled analyses were then performed to consider the key assessment questions for
Ohio in its entirety. Due to the number of agencies and decision points involved and the
fact that the study relies heavily on data collected by public organizations, close
attention was paid to quality and comparability for all data collected for the study
(Jacob, 1984). Data management, cleaning, and analyses incorporated best practices for
screening and quality control (Osborne, 2012; Schafer & Graham, 2002) and appropriate
checks were used to assess the possible limitations of the available data prior to
analysis. Several steps were taken to identify potential disparities and to in turn analyze
those disparities in greater depth. In all cases, we first looked at descriptive statistics to
evaluate the relative proportions of youth in given conditions (e.g., arrested, diverted,
detained, adjudicated delinquent). In the police data, we analyzed a series of relational
comparisons of arrest characteristics by race at both the county- and state-level. These
analyses provided insight into the difference of offense characteristics across racial
subgroups. Occasional supplementary analyses were used to illuminate particular
characteristics of the arrest patterns. With the juvenile court and DYS intake data, we
developed a basic descriptive profile of those youth that were committed to DYS

facilities. This allowed us to assess the degree of disproportionate minority referrals into
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DYS facilities. Furthermore, we identified sources of any disparities in the composition
of youth sent to DYS facilities. Bivariate analysis allowed us to examine whether there
were statistically significant differences in the distributions of various predictors and
potential outcome measures between White and Non-White youth.

We then conducted multivariate analysis in the court and DYS facility data to
effectively control for factors that may influence the relevant decisions and which are
potentially correlated with race. For both the court-level and the state-level analyses,
we estimated three logistic regression models for each of the decision points (diversion,
dismissal, detention, adjudication, secure confinement, and waiver). To obtain a
baseline odds ratio (OR), which identifies the relative likelihood of a particular case
outcome for African American and Other youth as opposed to White youth, the first
model considered only the effects of race on the decision point. The second model
included race and any available extralegal factors (e.g., sex, age). The final model
included the above variables, as well as legally-relevant variables (e.g., prior record,
offense seriousness). Analyses were conducted in such a manner as to observe the
change (if any) in the effect of race on decision-making after the addition of relevant
control variables.

As an extension of this, for each model we calculate initial and conditional
probabilities for each of the outcomes by youth race (White/Non-White) and present
those in figures. The initial probabilities reflect the likelihood that White and Non-White
youth will experience the case outcome without consideration of any of the other

factors mentioned previously. These estimates are similar in intent to the Relative Rate
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Index but allow for conditioning on other relevant factors as we move across statistical
models. The conditional probabilities reflect the likelihood that White and Non-White
youth will experience a particular case outcome given fixed, average values on the set of
measures included in each statistical model. This gives us the ability to examine the

III

likelihood of an outcome for a “typical” case. We also consider whether any differences
between White and Non-White youth observed for the base analysis shift when
accounting for other relevant factors attached to the case.

The degree of missing data found among the variables in both the county- and
state-level analyses varied across analyses. To retain as many cases for analysis as
possible, we used multiple imputation (Ml)—a simulation-based technique for handling
missing data—to insert values for any missing data (StataCorp, 2013). Ml replaces
missing observations with predicted values based on other variables in the data
(accounting for expected variation in the process). Ml first generates a specified number
of datasets (e.g., multiple sets of plausible values for the missing data) and then a
variable is imputed based on all relevant predictor variables. Because the amount of
missing data was relatively low in this dataset, we used 20 imputations in order to
reduce the sampling error inherent in Ml (StataCorp, 2013; for a detailed discussion of
the appropriate number of imputations needed, see Royston, 2004; White et al., 2011).
Next, MI performs the statistical analysis (i.e., logistic regression) separately on each
imputation/dataset and then the results from those twenty analyses are averaged

together into a single estimate. This ensures that the results appropriately account for

the variation in the imputed values. In other words, averaging together the multiple
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plausible values for the missing data—each with its own varying level of potential
error—reduces the potential bias often present with single imputation methods.

A supplementary matching analysis was conducted with the variables described
above in order to create pairs of cases that are similar except for their race. This was an
effective supplement to the model-based adjustments described above in reaching the
most appropriate estimates (Rubin, 2006) and also explaining possible disparities by
creating a sample of cases that, theoretically, should reach similar ends in the justice
system (Kempf-Leonard, 2007; Shadish et al., 2002). As it is difficult to create an
effective one-to-one match on numerous variables, the focus was on those
characteristics (youth or case) that may have a bearing on the justice process.
Additional multi-level analysis considers whether race/ethnicity may have differential
effects on outcomes depending on the jurisdiction examined, and depending on
organizational and population differences between jurisdictions (e.g., differences in
available diversion programs). Multi-level modeling was used to examine potential
differences in outcomes and race effects across sites (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002;
Wooldredge, 2010).

Due to differences in data coverage, some cases or sites could not be included in
every analysis. In cases where there were relevant, but incomplete, data for the pooled
sample, we conducted supplementary analysis in order to better understand particular
issues that are pertinent to DMC and/or that helped to illuminate other findings from
the study. For example, a supplementary analysis focused on whether there were racial

disparities in the degree of penetration into the system (e.g., diversion, adjudication,
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confinement) and whether these disparities could be accounted for by relevant legal
factors. A grouped analysis was conducted to determine whether the effects of other
decision-making factors varied by race (Reitler et al., 2012). For example, it is possible
that in situations where racial disparity was identified, it might be attributable to legally
relevant variables or minority youth (e.g., criminal history, current offense severity).
These “interaction effects” are tested by considering whether the impact of legally-
relevant factors varies by race. Similarly, an analysis considered the degree to which the
early decision point of detention might play a role in the relationship between race and
later outcomes (e.g., secure confinement)—after accounting for other relevant factors.
This type of cumulative or cascade effect has been identified in recent studies (Leiber &
Fox, 2005; Rodriguez, 2010).

With the DYS data, we examined any differences in length of stay, seclusion
time, treatment exposure, and disciplinary infractions among race subgroups in DYS
facilities when accounting for legally-relevant factors (e.g., offense seriousness and
OYAS scores). Similarly, we estimated three statistical models for each outcome using
the DYS data. The first set of models included all variables capturing sociodemographic
characteristics (except race). Race is then inserted into the second set of models.
Lastly, we account for legally-relevant factors in the third set of models to determine
whether there are any changes in the race effect on these various outcomes. We also
conduct a series of additional models where we insert OYAS risk score (excluding the

criminal history subdomain).
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Figure 1. Overview of data inputs and analytic plan in relation to study aims.
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Analysis of Focus Group and Interview Data

The qualitative analysis of focus group and interview data was used to develop a

better understanding of how agency actors make decisions about delinquency cases and

how this might affect disparities. This was consistent with the second Aim of the study.

Specifically, focus group and interview data were analyzed using a grounded theory

approach to develop a sense of the themes emerging from the statements of

participants (for a more detailed explanation of this method see Corbin & Strauss, 1990,

2008, and Strauss & Corbin, 1998). This approach involved several steps. It is
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summarized in Table 2 below. First, research staff read transcripts and marked areas

where interview and focus group respondents discussed both the prevalence of and

explanations for DMC.

Table 2. Overview of Analytic Approach to System Personnel Data.

Phase Analytic Strategy Process
1 Compile Data and Organize all relevant information and transcribe
Materials focus group or interview data.
5 Initial Review of DMC Summarize transcriptions into thematic
Data categories.
Review summaries and begin to conceptualize
3 Revisit DMC Data how themes/responses might contribute to
disparity.
Additional staff review narratives,
4 Systematic Review of transcriptions, and summaries independently to
DMC Data: Phase 1 identify patterned regularities and information
relevant to key questions.
Systematic Review of Discuss salient themes and supportive quotes
5 .
DMC Data: Phase Il and rating scales.
. Discuss the findings in a meaningful way, and
Relate the categories to . .
6 use verbatim quotes to provide support for

the analytic framework

explanations.

Once this first stage was completed, comments on these particular topics were
then drawn out and grouped together for ease of understanding and to allow for some
guantification (e.g., a certain percentage of the participants made a statement on the
role of “department or court policy” or “available resources” in their decision-making)
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). The recurring themes were systematically reviewed by research
staff. Specifically, these themes were independently assessed by at least two research

staff to ensure the accuracy and enhance the reliability of key findings. From there,
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representative quotes and examples from the interview guides were identified to
further contextualize the findings. Data from observations were analyzed in a similar
manner in order to provide context for the quantitative results and interview responses.
SUMMARY OF OHIO DMC ASSESSMENT METHODS

These analyses support a series of county-level reports that touch on key
decision points as well as pooled state-level findings. In addition to providing answers
to the questions included in the main aims of the study, the breadth and depth of
information collected and analyzed here offers a thorough picture of the factors that
guide decision-making at particular decision points and locales. This approach is
necessary in developing evidence-based ideas around systems change, community
intervention, or reduction strategies that might be targeted toward DMC issues.

The key findings and recommendations provided were based on a thorough analysis of
available data on the problem and intensive discussion with individual actors in agencies
that make decisions about delinquent youths. All of the information is couched in
relevant policies and procedures in order to fully unpack the legal (and possibly extra-
legal) factors that affect key decisions.

The multiple methods used here (e.g., archival records, key informant
interviews) allowed for some validation of evidence that emerged across separate
portions of the study to provide a sound answer on the scope of the problem and test
plausible explanations while logically and analytically ruling out others. In general, the
emphasis on securing different types of data (narrative, quantitative) and a rich array of

measures that may be relevant in justice contact and the use of different levels of
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analysis (individual, agency, jurisdiction) and methods offered reasonably valid,
generalizable conclusions based on appropriate adjustments in line with Aim 1 of the
study as well as the depth of information necessary to address Aim 2. They also address
the DYS facilities portion of the study added in 2014.

3. STATE LEVEL RESULTS: ASSESSMENT OF DMC

As described above, the general assessment of DMC was based on official record
data provided to UC by police, juvenile courts, and Ohio DYS. In each section, we start
by describing the data source generally to provide context for later results before
moving to basic descriptive analysis and statistical modeling to identify the possible
presence of DMC. Where possible, we also present results for supplementary analyses
in order to examine the validity of the main results or related questions pertaining to
the presence of or explanations for DMC.

ANALYSIS OF POOLED ARREST RECORD DATA

The analyses below involve data collected from 19 law enforcement agencies in
ten counties across Ohio (see Table 3). Collectively these agencies reported a total of
20,334 juvenile arrests between the years of 2010 and 2011. The largest number of
cases in the pooled police data was provided by Hamilton County (6,758 or 33.2%),
which contributed one-third of the cases to the final sample. Montgomery County
(3,554 or 17.5%) provides the second largest number of cases, closely followed by
Summit and Franklin Counties, which account for 15.3 percent and 15.1 percent of the

cases respectively. After these counties, the number of cases included is as follows:
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Butler County (5.6%), Allen County (4.7%), Clark County (2.7%), Lucas County (2.7%),

Stark County (1.8%), and finally Cuyahoga County (1.6%).

Table 3. Breakdown of County Contributions to Pooled Police Data File

Number of Cases Percent

Allen 950 4.7
Butler 1,129 5.6
Clark 539 2.7
Cuyahoga 329 1.6
Franklin 3,070 15.1
Hamilton 6,758 33.2
Lucas 540 2.7
Montgomery 3,554 17.5
Stark 357 1.8
Summit 3,108 15.3
Total 20,334 100.0

Basic characteristics of individual youth and offense-related information were
retrieved for the cases included in the present analysis. Though the availability of
measures varied across the agencies included in the study (see below), at least some

information was provided on each of the following fields:

e Date of Birth/Age e Drug Use (Y/N)

e Age at Arrest e Alcohol or Drug Use (Y/N)

e Race e Weapon Use (Y/N)

e Sex e Weapon Type

e Number of Offenses e Offender’s Role in Offense

e Most Serious Charge Category e Location of Offense

e Most Serious Offense Level e Source of Complaint

e Alcohol Involvement (Y/N) e Presence of Co-offenders (Y/N)

Youth were identified as either African American or White in the vast majority of
arrests within the pooled police data, with comparatively fewer cases (< 1%) being

identified as Asian or Other. This suggests that the comparison of Non-White youth and
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White youth is the most productive for the analysis outlined below.® Non-White youth
made up the majority of juvenile arrests, accounting for 71.8 percent compared to 28.2
percent for White youth. Additionally, more than twice as many males (67.9%) were
involved in these arrests than females (32.1%). The average age of youth arrested by
these law enforcement agencies was 15.07 years of age (SD = 1.5). However, there
appears to be a moderate amount of variation in the average age of juveniles arrested
by these agencies within the 10 to 17 age range.
Analysis of Key Case Characteristics by Race

The comparative analysis of the arrest characteristics by race revealed several
statistically significant findings. Due to the substantial power of the sample size in the
detection of significant effects, we present both the statistically significant relationships
and the effect sizes of those relationships to provide a better representation of their
strength (Hedges’ g, Cramer’s V, Phi) (Cohen, 1992). As shown in Tables 4 and 5, eight
of the characteristics examined produced significant test statistic values, indicating
statistically reliable differences in these offense characteristics across race subgroups.

First, a statistically significant difference was found in the number of offenses
committed in an arrest case of a youth according to their race. Notably, however, the
mean number of offenses within an arrest case for White youth (1.27) and Non-White

youth (1.29) appear to be very similar. Furthermore, the effect size for the relationship

e Consolidating the “Asian” and “Other” categories into “Non-White” changed the significance of only one
of the explanatory variables: the presence of co-offenders. While this variable is non-significant in the
White/Non-White coding, it is significant in the analysis with all four racial groups. However, only
eighteen cases are in the “Asian” and “Other” groups. Therefore, the result for this variable is somewhat
unreliable due to the small number of cases in these two categories. This coding convention is used
throughout the assessment and owes mainly to the patterns of prevalence of minority groups in these
sites, which heavily trended toward African-American youth.
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between youths’ race and number of offenses (g=-0.03) is small, suggesting there is little

variation in the average number of offenses committed by youth from these different
race subgroups.

Table 4. Comparison of Key Arrest Record Characteristics across Race Subgroups

White Non-White t/Hedges’ g
Age at Arrest
N 5,698 14,530 .607
Mean 15.08 15.07 0.01
Standard Deviation 1.47 1.50
Number of Offenses
N 5,626 14,318 2.02*
Mean o 1.27 1.29 -0.03
Standard Deviation 0.60 0.65

*p<0.05
The analysis of most serious charge category by race showed that Non-White

youth were arrested significantly more often for property offenses (27.8% of arrests)
than White youth (25.1%). Conversely, a greater percentage of White youth were
arrested for violent and sex offenses, as well as for offenses involving drugs and/or
alcohol than Non-White youth (26.4% vs. 24.2% and 6.4% vs. 3.7%, respectively).
Relatedly, a greater percentage of arrests of White youth involved drug use or
possession (7.6% of White arrests) compared to Non-White youth (5.6% of Non-White
arrests), which produces a significant, but weak relationship (x’=10.1; phi = 0.04).
Non-White youth were more likely to be involved in felony arrest cases (17.5%)
than White youth (13.7%) (x*=170.52; V=0.094). Additionally, a greater percentage of
Non-White youth were arrested for misdemeanor offenses (42.8%) than their White
counterparts (37.5%). In contrast, a higher percentage of White youth (21.0%) were

arrested for offenses that could be categorized as either a felony or misdemeanor
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compared to only 14.7 percent of Non-White youth. Furthermore, arrests for status or
disorderly conduct offenses were slightly more likely to involve White youth (27.4%,
compared to 24.7% for Non-White youth).

In addition to those presented above, some relevant fields were available for
certain segments of the data. These fields were analyzed to provide some insight about
particular aspects of juvenile arrests that may differ by race/ethnicity. Weapon
involvement was available for 6,840 total cases. Although the relative prevalence of a
weapon was quite similar for arrests involving Non-White and White youth (and was
very small at approximately 6% of total cases), further examination of arrest
characteristics with available weapon-involvement indicators revealed a moderate
association between the type of weapon used and race (x?=40.0; phi=0.312).
Specifically, when a weapon was involved, a higher percentage of Non-White arrests
involved possession or use of a handgun or firearm (73.6% of arrests) as opposed to
White youths (38.3%). This was in contrast to arrests involving other types of weapons.

Significant race differences were also found in the analysis of the arrestee’s role
or involvement in their offense (x2=61.02), which included 1,157 cases. Specifically, the
findings indicate a weak-to- moderate association (V=0.231) between youth race and
their role in the arrest offense. Non-White youth (26.7%) were more likely to become
involved in an offense due to an argument or dispute (compared to 11.7% of White
youth). Additionally, the offending of Non-White youth appears to be slightly more
opportunistic in nature. In 30.8 percent of Non-White juvenile arrests, the presentation

of the opportunity to offend was cited to motivate the youth’s involvement (compared
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to 26.9% for White youth). White youth, however, were more likely to be “unruly” or
“incorrigible” during their offense (in 22.8% of arrests of White youth) than their
counterparts (in 16.8% of offenses by Non-White youth). Furthermore, White youth
were more likely to have drug-related roles (15.8%) in their offending than Non-White
youth (12.3%).

An examination of the nature of juvenile arrests revealed two final significant
differences by race: source of complaint (x?=15.28; V=0.113) and location of offense
(x*=28.31; V=0.07). Source of complaint, which was available for 1,193 cases, is a five
category measure identifying the origin of the complaint from which the arrest of the
juvenile was initiated. The categories include “Parent/Guardian”, “Private
Citizen/Neighbor”, “School Related Official” — including school officials, teachers, and
school resource officers (SROs), “Police Associated” —including police response while in
progress and calls for service, and “Other” — including complaints from significant
others, summons or warrants, and complaints originating from other social service
agencies. The analysis reveals a fairly weak, but nontrivial association (V=0.113)
between the source of complaint and race. Specifically, the arrests of White youth are
more likely to be the result of complaints from their parents or guardians (28.1%)
compared to 21.6 percent for Non-White youth. Conversely, a larger percentage of Non-
White youth arrests arise from referrals by school officials (14.4% compared to 9.0% for
White youth). Furthermore, while the majority of arrests for both White and Non-White
youth stem from police associated complaints, a slightly larger percentage of Non-White

youth (48.4%) arrests originate from this source compared to their White peers (44.7%).
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Location of offense identifies the setting in which the youth where the arresting
offense(s) was committed (n=5,762). Though this measure originally comprised fifteen
categories, in the present analysis it has been collapsed into six location types
(“Residential”, “School”, “Street/Public Sidewalk”, “Parking Areas/Public Access Spaces”,
“Commercial/Retail Settings”, and “Other”) based upon the significant overlap among
certain categories and the limited number of cases within others. The analysis of
location of offense revealed that 55.0 percent of offenses for White youth occurred in
residential settings, such as their family home, compared to 51.8 percent of Non-White
youth arrests. Additionally, White youth were more likely to be arrested for offenses in
commercial or retail settings (8.8%) than were Non-White youth (5.9%). In contrast, a
larger percentage of arrests of Non-White offenses occurred on streets or public
sidewalks (16.9%) than for White youth (14.0%), suggesting that the former group was

somewhat more likely to be arrested for offenses in public spaces.

Table 5. Comparison of Key Arrest Record Characteristics across Race/Ethnicity (cont.)

2

White Non-White X
% (N) % (N) V/Phi
Most Serious Charge Category
Violent/Sex 26.4 (1,487) 24.2 (3,468) 95.86*
Property 25.1(1,412) 27.8 (3,986) .069
Drug/Alcohol 6.4 (359) 3.7 (533)
Other 12.1 (678) 14.1 (2,023)
Status/DC 30.0 (1,688) 30.1 (4,303)
Most Serious Offense Level
Felony 13.7 (743) 17.5 (2,408) 170.52*
Misdemeanor 37.5(2,040) 42.8 (5,893) .094
Status/Unruly 27.4 (1,491) 24.7 (3,403)
FTA/Probation Violation/VCO 0.4 (24) 0.2 (34)
Can be Felony or Misdemeanor 21.0(1,141) 14.7 (2,024)
Alcohol Involvement
No 94.2 (1,251) 94.2 (4,757) 0.001
Yes 5.8 (77) 5.8 (138) .001
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White Non-White X
% (N) % (N) V/Phi
Drug Use?
No 92.4 (1,761) 94.5 (3,874) 10.1*
Yes 7.6 (145) 5.5 (225) .04
Alcohol or Drug Use?
No 96.8 (1,967) 97.2 (4,757) 0.56
Yes 3.2 (64) 2.8 (138) .01
Weapon Involved?
No 92.6 (1,702) 92.0 (4,599) 0.64
Yes 7.4 (137) 8.0 (402) 0.01
Weapon Type
Handgun/Firearm 38.3(36) 73.6 (234) 40.0*
Other 61.7 (58) 26.4 (84) 312
Offender’s Role in Offense
Approached/Provoked 1.6 (9) 1.2 (7) 61.02*
Argument/Dispute 11.7 (66) 26.7 (156) 231
Drug-Related 15.8 (89) 12.3 (72)
Gang-Related 3.2 (18) 1.2 (7)
Organized 3.4 (19) 3.6 (31)
Opportunistic 26.9 (151) 30.8 (180)
Unruly/Incorrigible 22.8(128) 16.8 (98)
Other 14.6 (82) 7.5 (44)
Source of Complaint
Parent/Guardian 28.1(162) 21.6 (133) 15.28*
Private Citizen/Neighbor 7.3(42) 7.1 (44) 113
School Related Official 9.0(52) 14.4 (89)
Police Associated 44.7 (258) 48.4 (298)
Other 10.9 (63) 8.4 (52)
Location of Offense
Residential 55.0 (908) 51.8 (2,128) 28.31*
School 10.1 (167) 11.3 (466) 0.07
Street/Public Sidewalk 14.0 (232) 16.9 (696)
Parking Areas/Public Access Spaces 4.7 (78) 5.2 (212)
Commercial/Retail Settings 8.8 (145) 5.9 (242)
Other 7.4 (122) 8.9 (366)
Presence of Co-Offenders
No 87.9 (1,194) 89.2 (2,627) 1.45
Yes 12.1 (164) 10.8 (319) .018
*p<0.05
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Missing Data

There is some degree of missing data for the variables included in the analysis
above. While ideally the amount of missing data for each category would be consistent
for both White youth and Non-White youth, five of the eight variables that were
statistically significant in the analysis above showed differences in missing data across
race. The largest differences in missing data were for role in the offense (x*=260.71; phi
=0.11) and the source of the complaint (x’=255.57; phi = 0.11). Other variables with
significant differences in missing data across race include drug use (x°=53.83; phi =
0.05), weapon use (x°=8.41; phi = 0.02), and most serious level (x*=4.65; phi = 0.02).
While most of the effect sizes for these differences are weak, it is important to
acknowledge that some of the identified differences may impact these findings.
Summary of Analysis of Pooled Police Record Results

The analysis of police record data is somewhat limited by the fact that there is
variation in the availability of relevant measures and also that we do not have
information on cases that did not result in arrest. Still, the analysis of approximately
20,000 records from 19 police agencies in 10 counties provided some insightful results.
More than 70 percent of arrests in this sample involved Non-White youth, which is
disproportionate to the prevalence of minority youth in Ohio’s population (22% of youth
ages 10-17 in 2010 Census).

The comparisons of arrests for White and Non-White youth identified several
statistically significant differences, but most were fairly small in size. This includes the

number of offenses for which youth was charged, most serious category of offense, and
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arrest for drug use or possession/not. Non-Whites tended to be arrested slightly more
often for felony and misdemeanor offenses. Whites were more frequently arrested for
offenses that could be categorized as either of those as well as status or unruly offenses.

Information on weapon-involved arrests was available for 6,840 arrest records.
A relatively small percentage of the arrest records in this sample involved weapons.
White and Non-White youth are very similar in their prevalence of arrests for weapons
offenses (7.4% and 8.0%, respectively). In those cases where there was a weapon
involved, and data were available on the type, Non-White youth were far more likely to
be arrested in an offense involving a firearm than White youth (74% to 38%).

The role played in offenses differs slightly across White and Non-White
arrestees. For example, Non-White youth arrests more often involve
arguments/disputes whereas incorrigible/status offenses are relatively more frequent
for White youth. Similarly, arrests of White youth tend to more often result from parent
or family member complaints, but those for Non-White youth more often come from
referrals by school officials or school resource officers (SROs).

ANALYSIS OF POOLED COURT DATA
Description of Data

The 13 counties involved in the study provided a total of roughly 75,000 records
spanning 2010 and 2011. The county with the largest number of cases in the pooled
court data is Cuyahoga (16,431 or 21.6%), followed closely by Hamilton (16,107 or
21.2%). The third largest sample of cases in the pooled court data comes from

Montgomery County (14.9%). After that, the largest samples come from Summit (11%),
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Lucas (9.4%), Butler (6.8%), Stark (6.4%), and Lorain. Allen, Franklin, Clark, Trumbull,
and Mahoning each make up less than two percent of the cases in the data.

Table 6. Contribution of Each County to the Overall Sample

Number of Cases Percent
Allen 1,109 1.5
Butler 5,142 6.8
Clark 525 0.7
Cuyahoga 16,431 21.6
Franklin 884 1.2
Hamilton 16,107 21.2
Lorain 3,184 4.2
Lucas 7,143 9.4
Mahoning 330 0.4
Montgomery 11,305 14.9
Stark 4,894 6.4
Summit 8,385 11.0
Trumbull 507 0.7
Total 75,946 100

Race is a key field in the DMC assessment: 54.4 percent of the sample is African

American, 2.8 percent of the sample is classified as “other,” 2.1 percent is classified as

bi-racial, and 0.1 percent is Asian. Because they make up such a small percentage of the

sample, bi-racial youth, Asian youth, and youth classified as “other” were combined

with African American youth to create a “Non-White” category. In 2010-2011, Non-

White youth comprised 59.percent of the petitions to the 13 juvenile courts and White

youth accounted for the remaining 41 percent. According to the 2010 U.S. Census for

the state of Ohio, these groups accounted for 22 percent and 78 percent of the juvenile

population ages 10-17, respectively. Taken at face value, these figures indicate

disproportionality in terms of the profile of court cases in this sample.
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Table 7. Demographic Characteristics of Pooled Court Sample

Number of Cases Percent
Race
White 30,652 40.5
Non-White 44,884 59.5
Sex
Male 51,227 67.5
Female 24,682 32.5

Descriptive aspects of the court case are presented in Tables 8 and 9.
Approximately 28 percent of the sample’s most serious offense category is either a
status, unruly, or disorderly offense. The second most common category is property
(25.6%), followed by violent or sex (23.2%). The rest of the sample’s most serious
category is classified as “other” (10.1%), drug or alcohol (6.7%), and violations of court
orders or probation (6.5%). In terms of offense level, misdemeanor is the most common
(55.5%), followed by status (20.3%), felony (17.9%), and violations of court orders or
probation (6.3%). In addition, 7.8 percent of the sample used any kind of weapon
during the commission of their offense and 51.7 percent of the sample was represented
by counsel during court proceedings. However, it is important to note that both of
these variables are missing on nearly 50 percent of the cases. The mean number of
charges for the sample is 1.9 with a standard deviation of 2.05, indicating that this
measure had a high level of variability. The youth in the sample averaged 3.03 prior
offenses with a standard deviation of 5.46, indicating that there was a lot of variability
on this measure. Finally, the respondents’ mean age at their first petition is 14.35 (S.D.

=2.11).
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Table 8. Offense-Related Mean and Standard Deviation Values in Pooled Court Sample

Mean Standard Deviation N
Number of Charges 1.9 2.05 75,881
Number of Priors 3.03 5.46 40,939
Age at First Petition 14.35 2.11 32,324

Table 9. Breakdown of Offense Related Measures in Pooled Court Sample

Number of Cases Percent

Most Serious Category

Violent/Sex 16,459 23.2

Property 18,154 25.6

Drug/Alcohol 4,766 6.7

Other 7,152 10.1

Status/Unruly/Disorderly 19,765 27.9

Probation Violation or Court Order Violation 4,590 6.5
Most Serious Level

Felony 13,326 17.9

Misdemeanor 41,361 55.5

Status/Unruly 15,124 20.3

Probation Violation or Court Order Violation 4,715 6.3
Weapon Use

No 35,379 92.2

Yes 2,995 7.8
Counsel

No 18,655 48.3

Yes 19,990 51.7

Only 3.7 percent of the sample was diverted by the juvenile court, but it is
important to note that this measure is missing on 22.1 percent of the cases. Some
counties in the sample only provided information on non-diverted cases and/or those
that were available contained records that were sealed and therefore unavailable.” In
addition, 22.2 percent of the youth had their cases dismissed, 17.6 percent were

detained before adjudication, 69.4 percent were adjudicated, and 4.2 percent were

’ Allen, Butler, Lucas, Hamilton, Summit and Stark Counties had no cases that indicated “diversion” as the
primary outcome.
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placed in secure confinement. In addition, less than one percent of the sample was
bound over to the adult court. These descriptive statistics are important in
contextualizing the findings below as they provide a sense of the relative prevalence of
each decision in this sample of courts and also provides some sense of the degree to
which the records might be representative/not of the population of cases. Additionally,
they provide descriptive insight on the initial differences/similarities between Non-
White and White youth on these case outcomes.

Table 10. Overview of Court Outcomes Across Sample and Race Groups

% Non-White (N) % White (N) X2 (df)
(phi)

Diversion

No 96.7 (33,673) 95.7 (22,967) 45.0 (1)

Yes 3.26 (1,136) 4.33 (1,039) .03
Dismissal

No 76.7 (33,229) 79.7 (22,996) 90.8 (1)

Yes 23.3(10,144) 20.3 (5,868) 0.04
Detention

No 79.2 (31,737) 87.3 (22,356) 699.8 (1)

Yes 20.8 (8,336) 12.7 (3,262) 0.10
Adjudication

No 32.0(12,240) 28.3 (7,666) 101.9 (1)

Yes 68.0 (26,039) 71.7 (19,434) 0.04
Secure Confinement

No 95.0 (39,053) 97.0 (26,083) 161.4 (1)

Yes 5.0 (2,070) 3.0 (814) 0.05
Bindover

No 99.2 (42,982) 99.8 (28,817) 134.7 (1)

Yes 0.85 (369) 0.18 (52) 0.04

Note: Bolded statistic signifies statistical significance at a p <.05

III

Table 11 provides an overview of the key “control” variables in the statistical
models. These are generally used to adjust for alternative, often legally-relevant,
influences on case outcomes. In order to consider potentially important differences

across race groups, we conducted bivariate comparisons between each of the key court
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variables and youth race. Due to the large sample size, we present both the test statistic

(chi-square or t) and a measure of the strength of the relationship (V/Phi/Hedges’ g). As

shown in the table, the relationship between youth’s race and each of the nine variables

was statistically significant. The strength of the relationships, however, varied

considerably. We describe those results here in order to provide some insight as to why

many of them should be included as control variables in later modeling and also to offer

a foundational discussion of the baseline differences between the two race groups.

Table 11. Overview of Other Model Variables Across Race Groups

2

White Non-White X
% (N) % (N) V/Phi
Most Serious Offense Category
Violent/Sex 19.1 (5,171) 25.9 (11,212) | 2229.57*
Property 24.1 (6,536) 26.5(11,508) | 0.18
Drug/Alcohol 9.9 (2,681) 4.8 (2,060)
Other 8.0 (2,170) 11.4 (4,961)
Status/DC 34.5 (9,342) 23.6 (10,216)
PV /VCO 4.4 (1,196) 7.8 (3,390)
Most Serious Offense Level
Felony 12.3 (3,657) 21.7 (9,630) 1064.75*
Misdemeanor 59.2 (17,572) 53.0(23,531) 0.12
Other 28.5 (8,464) 25.3 (11,215)
Sex
Male 66.7 (20,391) 68.1 (30,557) 15.44*
Female 33.3(10,167) 31.9 (14,318) 0.01
Counsel
No 57.4 (7,317) 43.5(11,202) | 658.83*
Yes 42.6 (5,422) 56.5(14,524) | 0.13
Weapon Use
No 94.8 (17,308) 89.8 (17,744) 334.36*
Yes 5.2 (948) 10.2 (2,022) 0.09
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White Non-White t
Hedges’' g

Age
N 30,373 44,813 9.328*
Mean 15.932 15.821 0.07
Standard Deviation 1.595 1.612

Number of Prior Charges
N 17,870 22,804 -27.550*
Mean 2.21 3.70 -0.28
Standard Deviation .630 5.962

Number of Charges
N 30,535 44,865 15.260*
Mean 2.04 1.81 0.11
Standard Deviation 2.478 1.695

Age of Onset
N 13,769 18,392 31.220*
Mean 14.761 14.031 0.35
Standard Deviation 2.091 2.061

*p<0.05

The analysis of most serious charge category by youth’s race showed that, on
average, Non-White youth were charged with significantly more serious offenses than
their White peers (x°=2229.57). For example, 19.1 percent of White youth were charged
with a violent or sex offense, while 25.9 percent of Non-White youth were charged
these offenses. Similarly, 34.5 percent of White youth and only 23.6 percent of Non-
White youth were charged with a status offense or disorderly conduct. Of the five
categorical variables (see the top half of Table 11), the relationship between offense
type and race was the strongest (V=0.18). The results for most serious offense level
produced a similar picture. Specifically, Non-White youth were significantly more likely
to be charged with a felony than White youth, although this was a relatively weak

relationship (V=0.12).
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Although the relationship between youth’s sex and race was statistically
significant (x’=15.44), there was little substantive difference in the percentage of
petitioned White youth (66.7%) and Non-White youth (68.1%) who were male, as
indicated by the small phi value (-0.01). There was a statistically significant difference in
the percentage of White (5.2%) and Non-White youth (10.2) who used a weapon during
the commission of their offense(s) (x’=334.36), although this relationship was fairly
weak (phi=.094). Surprisingly, White youth (42.6%) were significantly less likely to be
represented by counsel compared to Non-White youth (56.5%) (x°=658.83; phi=0.13).

Although the t statistic for offenders’ age at case initiation was statistically
significant, a comparison of the means for White (15.93) and Non-White youth (15.82),
as well as the low Hedges’ g value (0.07), indicated that there was little substantive
difference in youth age across race. Non-White youth had a significantly higher number
of prior charges (3.70) compared to their White peers (2.21), and this was a small-to-
moderate strength relationship. Similarly, although White youth had a greater average
number of charges in the current case (2.04) compared to Non-White youth (1.81), the
relationship between these two variables was relatively weak and the difference was
pretty small (Hedges’ g=0.11). Finally, the strongest bivariate relationship with youth
race was age of onset (g=.352); the average onset age for White youth (14.8) was
significantly higher than that for Non-White youth (14.0).

Data Completeness
As is evident in the sample sizes in different comparisons in Table 11, there is

variation in terms of the degree of coverage for certain variables. The completeness of

53



sample data affects the various analyses carried out here (See Table in Appendix for
Overview). The demographic predictors, race and sex, are for the most part, complete
across all counties. Sex is valid for at least 99 percent of cases for every county. Race is
covered across all counties fairly well, with the exception of Clark County, which is
missing on race for 10 percent of its cases. As for the offense-related predictors,
number of charges and most serious level are valid for at least 98 percent of their cases.
However, 12 percent of the cases in Clark County are missing data for these variables.
In addition to Clark County, most serious offense level is missing for approximately 20
percent of the cases in Stark County. Most serious category, like most serious level and
number of charges, is missing on 12 percent of the cases in Clark County. In addition, it
is missing entirely among the cases in Stark County.

The rest of the key model variables are missing on at least 46 percent of the
pooled data. Number of prior charges is missing entirely in Allen, Clark, Cuyahoga,
Franklin, Loran, Lucas, Mahoning, and Stark (46.1% missing overall). Similarly, whether
or not the youth had counsel is missing entirely in Franklin, Lorain, Lucas, Mahoning,
Stark, and Trumbull. It is also missing on over 80 percent of cases in Clark and 38.8
percent of cases in Allen. Weapon use is missing entirely on cases in Cuyahoga,
Hamilton, and Stark and on 12 percent of cases in Clark. Age at first petition has the
highest percentage of missing cases (57.4%) among the explanatory variables. It is
missing entirely on cases in Allen, Clark, Cuyahoga, Lorain, Lucas, Mahoning, Stark,

Summit, and Trumbull, but has good coverage across the other counties.
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Court Outcomes

Diversion. In the initial model that included only race (N=69,626), Non-White
youth were 30 percent less likely to be diverted from official processing relative to their
White peers (OR=0.70). In the second model that included extralegal factors (N=69,531),
the effect of race remained almost identical to that in the first model (OR=0.75). In
addition, a one-year increase in youths’ age predicted a significant 15 percent decrease
in the odds of diversion (OR=0.85), and females were almost twice as likely to be
diverted compared to males (OR=1.86).

When the legally-relevant factors were added in the final model (N=58,075), the
effect of race was no longer significant.® This is shown in Table 12. A one-unit increase
in the number of prior petitions decreased the odds of diversion by 20 percent
(OR=0.80). Youth charged with a property offense (OR=1.71) or drug/alcohol offense
(OR=1.56) were significantly more likely to be diverted than those charged with a violent
or sex offense, while those charged with other offenses were significantly less likely to
be diverted (OR=0.73). The odds of diversion for cases involving a status offense or
disorderly conduct were not significantly different from those involving a violent or sex
offense.’ Youth charged with a misdemeanor (OR=4.43) or other (e.g., status offenses,
PV, FTA; OR=31.35) were significantly more likely to have their case diverted from the
juvenile court relative to those charged with a felony. Overall, the effect of race was

mixed among the three models. In the first two models, Non-White youth were

¥ Number of charges and the extralegal factors age and sex were not included in the final model for
diversion because it would not converge when these imputed variables were included.

° PV / VCO was not included in the final diversion model because no youth charged with a probation
violation or violation of court order was diverted.
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significantly less likely to be diverted relative to White youth. However, the effect of
race was not significant in the final model. Instead, results indicated that the legally-
relevant factors—number of prior petitions, offense category, and offense
seriousness—were more closely associated with the diversion decision. As mentioned
above, we use an imputation procedure to alleviate these problems and analyze
subsamples where necessary, but there likely is still some impact on our ability to fully
investigate the impact of some factors.

Detention. In the race-only model (N=72,005), Non-White youth were 79
percent more likely to be detained prior to adjudication relative to their White peers
(OR=1.79). The significant effect of race was almost identical to that in the initial model
after adding the extralegal variables in the second model (OR=1.77). A one-year
increase in youths’ age at case initiation predicted a significant 3 percent increase in the
odds of detention (OR=1.03). Females were 39 percent less likely to be detained relative
to males (OR=0.61).

As shown in Table 12, when the legally-relevant variables were added in the final
model (N=62,422), the effect of race on the detention decision remained significant, yet
the magnitude of the effect decreased substantially from what was identified in the
previous two models. Specifically, Non-White youth were 31 percent more likely to be
detained relative to White youth (OR=1.31). The significant effect for youths’ age found
in the second model was no longer present in the final one, although the significant
effect for sex remained (OR=0.88). A one-unit increase in the number of prior cases filed

predicted a significant 8 percent increase in the odds of detention (OR=1.08), while a
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one-unit increase in the number of charges in the current case increased the odds of
detention by 14 percent (OR=1.14). Youth charged with a property offense (OR=0.46),
drug/alcohol offense (OR=0.33), status offense/disorderly conduct (OR=0.30), or other
offense (OR=0.53) were significantly less likely to be detained relative to those charged
with a violent or sex offense, while those charged with a probation violation or violation
of a court order were 30 percent more likely to be detained (OR=1.30). Finally, youth
charged with a misdemeanor (OR=0.35) or other offense (OR=0.13) were significantly
less likely to be detained compared to those charged with a felony. Overall, race had a
significant effect on the odds of detention in each of the three statistical models.

Table 12. Multivariate Analysis of Diversion, Detention, Dismissal Decision Points

Diversion Detention Dismissed
B OR SE B OR SE B OR SE

Race (1=Non-White) -0.06 0.95 0.05 0.27 131 0.03 0.15 1.16 0.02
Age -0.00 1.00 o0.01 0.00 1.00 o0.01
Sex -0.13 0.88 0.03 0.13 1.14 0.02
Num. of Priors -0.23 0.80 0.01 0.08 1.08 0.00 | -0.01 0.99 0.00
Num. of Charges -—-- -—-- -—-- 013 114 0.01 | -046 0.63 0.01
Offense Category1

Property 054 171 0.09 | -0.78 046 0.03 | -0.37 0.69 0.03

Drug/Alcohol 045 156 012 | -1.11 033 0.05 | -0.31 0.73 0.05

Status/DC 000 100 0.13 | -1.20 0.30 0.06 | -0.57 0.57 0.05

PV/VCO 026 130 0.09 | -0.29 0.75 0.06

Other -0.31 073 0.14 | -064 053 0.04 | -0.17 0.84 0.04
Offense Seriousness®

Misdemeanor 149 443 0.12 | -1.04 0.35 0.03 | -0.18 0.84 0.03

Other 345 3135 0.16 | -2.04 0.13 0.08 0.29 133 0.06
Constant -4.79 0.14 | -0.46 0.12 | -0.60 0.12

Notes: Bolded entries represent statistically significant estimates at p<0.05; B = logit coefficient;
OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error
! Reference is Violent/Sex Offense, > Reference is Felony

Dismissed. In the initial model (N=74,970), the effect of youths’ race was

significant, although Non-White youth were 19 percent more likely to have their case
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dismissed relative to White youth (OR=1.19). After adding extralegal variables in the
second model (N=74,724), Non-White youth were 21 percent more likely to have their
case dismissed compared to White youth (OR=1.21). A one-year increase in youths’ age
at case initiation predicted a significant 2 percent decrease in the odds of case dismissal,
and females were 22 percent more likely to have their case dismissed compared to
males (OR=1.22).

In the final model, which included legally-relevant factors (N=62,422), the effect
of race remained significant, although the effect size decreased slightly. Specifically,
Non-White youth were 16 percent more likely to have their case dismissed relative to
White youth (OR=1.16). Females were 14 percent more likely to have their case
dismissed compared to males (OR=1.14). A one-unit increase in the number of prior
petitions filed predicted a significant 1 percent decrease in the odds of case dismissal,
and a one-unit increase in the number of charges in the current case predicted a 37
percent decrease in the odds of dismissal (OR=0.63). Youth charged with a property
offense (OR=0.69), drug/alcohol offense (OR=0.73), status offense/disorderly conduct
(OR=0.57), probation violation/violation of court order (OR=0.75), or other offense
(OR=0.84) were significantly less likely to have their case dismissed relative to those
charged with a violent or sex offense. %youth charged with a misdemeanor were 16

percent less likely to have their case dismissed relative to those charged with a felony

%70 investigate this further, we created an offense type by offense seriousness interaction variable. This
indicated that 66% of the violent offenses were misdemeanors and 34% were felonies. A relatively high
rate of violent offenses (mostly misdemeanors) were dismissed, this is likely why we observed these
relative effects for the other categories. This explanation applies to the offense type results in the analysis
of adjudication below as well.
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(OR=0.84), while youth charged with “other” offenses (OR=1.33) were 33 percent more
likely to have their case dismissed compared to those charged with a felony. Overall, the
effect of youths’ race was a significant predictor of case dismissal in each of the three
models and favored Non-White youth, although the strength of the effect decreased
slightly when the legally-relevant factors were added.

As discussed below and demonstrated later in the report, the relationship
between race and case dismissal varied across the thirteen sites meaning that this
“average effect” did not necessarily hold across courts. Although all sites provided the
requested information on whether or not a case was dismissed, the measurement of
case dismissal and the reasons for it seemed to vary a fair amount. This made it difficult
to know whether this was an effect of differential measurement or one that reflects real
differences in the relationship between race and case dismissal across sites. Only a few
of the counties provided details on the reasons for dismissal and/or the nature of
dismissal (i.e., with or without prejudice), but there were definitely different degrees of
dismissal in those five sites, ranging from 13 to 48 percent.

The balance of cases dismissed with and without prejudice, which may provide
some insight into whether there were relevant conditions accompanying that
disposition, differed substantially across sites. For example, the distribution was roughly
60-40 percent in favor of dismissal with prejudice in Summit County, but 55 percent of
the sampled cases dismissed in Franklin county were done so without prejudice. Among
the reasons provided across the different sites were “request of

prosecution/complainant,” “rule 29” (motion for dismissal), “on merits,” and “heard
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unofficially.” The nature of the circumstances that might drive each of those types of
case dismissal may differ considerably and may also hold different implications for
understanding patterns of DMC. All of this suggests that there are probably multiple
factors at work in the overall results for case dismissal and that they are likely driven in
part by local decision-making protocols.

Adjudication. The results for the analysis of Delinquency Adjudication are shown
in Table 13. In the race-only model (N=74,870), Non-White youth were significantly less
likely to be adjudicated delinquent relative to their White counterparts (OR=0.84). The
significant effect of youths’ race (OR=0.83) remained almost identical in the second
model that included extralegal factors (N=74,624). In this model, a one-year increase in
youths’ age at case initiation predicted a significant 2 percent increase in the odds of
adjudication (OR=1.02), and females were 21 percent less likely to be adjudicated
relative to males (OR=0.79).

When the legally-relevant factors were added in the final model (N=62,422),
Non-White youth were 18 percent less likely to be adjudicated delinquent compared to
White youth (OR=0.82), a slight increase from the first two models. A one-year increase
in age at case initiation predicted a significant 2 percent decrease in the odds of
adjudication (OR=0.98). A one-unit increase in the number of prior petitions filed
predicted a 4 percent increase in the odds of adjudication, while a one-unit increase in
the number of charges in the current case increased the odds of adjudication by 66
percent (OR=1.66). Youth charged with a property offense (OR=1.30), drug/alcohol

offense (OR=1.22), status offense/disorderly conduct (OR=1.90), probation violation or
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violation of court order (OR=3.56), or other offense (OR=1.18) were significantly more
likely to be adjudicated delinquent compared to those charged with a violent or sex
offense.

Offense seriousness had a significant effect on adjudication in that youth
charged with misdemeanors were 27 percent more likely to be adjudicated delinquent
relative to those charged with a felony (OR=1.27), while those charged with other
offenses were 54 percent less likely to be adjudicated delinquent (OR=0.46). Given the
significant race effects for detention discussed above, we re-estimated the final
adjudication model and included detention as a possible explanatory variable. This
analysis revealed that youth who were detained were 87 percent more likely to be
adjudicated relative to those youth not detained (OR=1.87)—controlling for the other
factors described to this point. There was no change in the significance level of any of
the other variables in the model after detention was included. Overall, the effect of
youths’ race was a significant predictor of adjudication in each of the three models.
Specifically, Non-White youth were less likely to be adjudicated delinquent relative to
White youth—even after controlling for extralegal and legally-relevant factors.

Secure Confinement. The secure confinement analysis used the subsample of
cases for youth who were adjudicated delinquent. In the initial model (N=51,197), Non-
White youth were 82 percent more likely to be removed from their home and placed in
a secure facility relative to their White counterparts (OR=1.82). After adding extralegal
factors in the second model (N=51,112), the effect of race on secure placement

remained almost identical to that in the initial model (OR=1.84). A one-year increase in
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youth age predicted significantly greater odds of secure confinement (OR=1.15), and
females were 66 percent less likely to be placed in a secure facility relative to males
(OR=0.34).

When the legally-relevant variables were added in the final model (N=44,916),
the effect of race on secure confinement decreased markedly but remained statistically
significant (see Table 13). Specifically, adjudicated Non-White youth were 12 percent
more likely to be placed in a secure facility compared to adjudicated White youth
(OR=1.12). The effects for age (OR=1.07) and sex (OR=0.61) remained significant in the
final model, although both decreased a fair amount from the second model. One-unit
increases in the number of prior petitions filed (OR=1.12) and number of charges in the
current case (OR=1.06) predicted significant increases of 12 percent and 6 percent in the
odds of secure confinement, respectively. Youth charged with a property offense
(OR=0.82), drug/alcohol offense (OR=0.53), status offense/disorderly conduct
(OR=0.58), or other offense (OR=0.59) were significantly less likely to be placed in a
secure facility relative to those charged with a violent or sex offense. The effect for
those charged with a probation violation or violation of a court order was not
significantly different than those charged with a violent or sex offense. Finally, youth
charged with a misdemeanor (OR=0.12) or “other” offense (OR=0.01) were significantly
less likely to be placed in secure confinement compared to those charged with a felony.

Building on the analysis of adjudication above, because of the significant race
effects for detention, we re-estimated the final secure confinement model including

detention as an explanatory variable. In this model, race was no longer a significant
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predictor of secure confinement. Preadjudication detention, however, was statistically
significant. Specifically, youth who were detained prior to adjudication were 93 percent
more likely to be placed in secure confinement compared to those who were not
detained (OR=1.93). Thus, although race no longer had a direct effect on the odds of
secure confinement it likely has an indirect effect on secure confinement via detention:
Non-White youth were more likely to be detained than their White counterparts, and
detained youth were more likely to be placed in secure confinement following
adjudication. The effect of race was also statistically significant in each of the three
models predicting placement in a secure facility. Adjudicated, Non-White youth were
more likely to be placed in secure confinement than their adjudicated White peers,
although this effect decreased substantially when relevant controls were added to the
analysis and was no longer statistically significant when detention was introduced into
the analysis. We also checked for an “interaction” between race and detention; the
results suggested that there was no difference in the size or direction of the effect for
detention across the two race subgroups.

Bindover. The final decision point examined was waiver to criminal court
(bindover). Since no youth charged with a misdemeanor or status offense were waived
to criminal court, this analysis used the subsample of youth charged with a felony
offense (N=13,287). A very small proportion of youth were waived to criminal court (416
youth, or 3.2% of the sample), which means that a relatively small numerical difference
in its prevalence in each racial group could affect the estimates and odds ratios

substantially.
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In the race-only model (N=13,233), Non-White youth were almost three times
more likely to be waived to criminal court compared to White youth (OR=2.77). After
adding extralegal factors in the second model (N=13,225), Non-White youth remained
over 2.5 times more likely to be bound over relative to White youth (OR=2.66). A one-
year increase in youths’ age at case initiation predicted a 164 percent increase in the
odds of bindover (OR=2.64), and females were 94 percent less likely to be waived
compared to males (OR=0.06).

The results for the model including legally-relevant factors are shown in Table 13
(N=11,672). Non-White youth were still twice as likely as White youth to be waived to
criminal court (OR=2.12). The effects for age and sex remained significant. A one-unit
increase in the number of prior petitions filed significantly increased the odds of waiver
by 8 percent (OR=1.08). The effect for number of charges in the current case was not
significant. Finally, youth charged with a property offense (OR=0.15), drug/alcohol
offense (OR=0.09), or other offense (OR=0.28) were significantly less likely to be waived
relative to those charged with a violent or sex offense.* Overall, the effect of race was a
significant predictor of waiver to criminal court in each of the three models. Specifically,

Non-White youth were over twice as likely to be bound over to the adult system.12

! Status/DC and PV / VCO were removed from the analysis because no youths charged with these
offenses were waived to criminal court.

12 Given the focus on multiple years within courts, there are some cases that involve youth who are repeat
offenders (44%). This may affect the independence of cases that is assumed in most of the analyses. We
used clustered standard error procedures to adjust for this and investigate the potential that this affected
the findings. That process identified no more than trivial differences for each of the juvenile court
decisions analyzed here suggesting that this clustering does not alter the key findings or conclusions. The
sole exception across dozens of estimates was the prior offenses variable, which has more missing data
than the others included in the model is no longer statistically significant in these alternate analyses.
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Table 13. Multivariate Analysis for Adjudication, Confinement, and Bindover Decision Points

Adjudicated Secure Confinement® Bindover®
B OR SE B OR SE B OR SE

Race (1=Non-White) -0.20 0.82 0.03 0.11 1.12 0.05 0.75 2.12 0.17
Age -0.02 0.98 0.01 0.07 1.07 0.02 0.97 2.64 0.07
Sex -0.12 0.89 0.02 -0.49 0.61 0.07 -3.12 0.04 0.51
Num. of Priors 0.04 1.04 0.00 0.11 1.12 0.01 0.08 1.08 0.01
Num. of Charges 0.50 1.66 0.01 0.06 1.06 0.01 0.02 1.02 0.02
Offense Category"

Property 0.26 1.30 0.03 -0.20 0.82 0.05 -1.91 0.15 0.15

Drug/Alcohol 0.20 1.22 0.05 -0.63 0.53 0.10 -2.43 0.09 0.37

Status/DC 0.64 1.90 0.05 -0.54 0.58 0.14

PV /VCO 1.27 3.56 0.06 -0.61 0.54 0.46

Other 0.17 1.18 0.04 -0.52 0.59 0.09 -1.26 0.28 0.22
Offense Seriousness®

Misdemeanor 0.24 1.27 0.03 -2.16 0.12 0.05 - e -

Other -0.78 0.46 0.05 -4.32 0.01 0.30
Constant 0.24 0.11 -2.61 0.25 | -19.69 1.18

Notes: Bolded entries represent statistically significant estimates at p<0.05; B = logit coefficient;

OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error; ! Reference is Violent/Sex Offense; 2 Reference is Felony; ® This
analysis used the subsample of youth who were adjudicated delinquent; * This analysis used the
subsample of youth who were charged with a felony

Initial and Conditional Probabilities of Case Outcomes

The conditional probabilities indicate the likelihood that White and Non-White
youth will experience a particular case outcome—given fixed, average values on the set
of measures included in each statistical model.™ This gives us the ability to examine the
likelihood of an outcome for a “typical” case and also to consider whether any
differences between White and Non-White youth observed in the initial analysis shift
when accounting for other relevant factors. Overall, the results followed those

discussed above (see Figures 2 and 3). Cases involving Non-White youth had higher

 The mean values for age (15.87), prior petitions filed (2.09), and number of charges in the current case
(1.91) were used to calculate predicted probabilities for diversion, detention, dismissal, and adjudication.
The remaining variables were set to their most frequently appearing categories: most serious offense
category — property; offense seriousness — misdemeanor; and sex — male. Because secure confinement
and bindover are typically reserved for the most serious offenses/offenders, the values for offense type
and offense seriousness were changed to violent/sex offense and felony, respectively, in the calculation of
the conditional probabilities for these two decision points. The values for the other variables remained
the same.
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initial and conditional probabilities of detention, dismissal, secure confinement, and
bindover. Conversely, Non-White youth had lower probabilities of delinquency
adjudication. Generally, the gaps between White and Non-White youth tended to be
larger in the initial probabilities and narrowed somewhat when other legally-relevant
and extralegal variables were considered in the conditional probabilities, but they did
not diminish fully. For example, the unconditional probability of pre-adjudication
detention was 0.130 for White youth and 0.210 for Non-White youth—a difference of
0.08 points on a proportion scale. Once the other variables were included, the
conditional probability of detention was 0.132 for White youth and 0.166 for Non-White

youth, a difference of 0.032.
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Figure 2. Summary of Initial and Conditional Probabilities for Juvenile Court Outcomes
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Figure 3. Summary of Initial and Conditional Probabilities for Juvenile Court Outcomes (contd.)
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Although it is useful to assess each of these decision points in a distinct fashion,
potential disproportionality in court outcomes was also considered in terms of the
degree of penetration into the system (see MacDonald, 2001). This analysis considers
the effect of the youth’s race on whether s/he ends up at one point in the system as
opposed to an “earlier” one. We constructed an ordinal court disposition measure
comprised of four different decision points based on the best possible configurations of
the various outcome measures: diversion or dismissal, adjudication without secure
confinement, adjudication with secure confinement, and bindover. The degree of
penetration is captured by the indication of where the case fell in one of these four
categories. This analysis uses only a subsample of the pooled court data (N = 23,883),
but includes the same explanatory variables as in the main analysis.

Because the dependent variable for this analysis is ranked in terms of the
severity of outcomes in the juvenile court, ordinal regression is the ideal method of
analysis for this data (Long, 1997). After controlling for other legal and extralegal
factors, the ordinal logistic regression model indicates that race is a significant predictor
of degree of penetration into the system. However, the direction of the relationship
runs contrary to expectations. Still, this statistical model carries an assumption that the
explanatory factors have the same effect at each point on the outcome scale. This,
however, was not the case here as a test indicates that the effect of race does not
progress in a linear fashion across different decision points (see Brant, 1990). In other
words, as described above, race was positively related to some dispositions but

negatively related to others and the effects were significantly different in size.
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Given this, we conducted an alternate, more conservative model to consider the
relative effect of race on the likelihood of a youth winding up further in the system as
opposed to at a lower point. Figure 4 presents Odds Ratios (OR) reflecting these
relationships. When controlling for extralegal and legal factors, race was a significant
predictor of each possible outcome. These results suggest a greater degree of contact
with the system in all cases except for one: Adjudication without Confinement vs.
Dismissal or Diversion. This follows the results above in that Non-White youth have
about 14 percent lower odds of adjudication (without confinement) than being
dismissed or diverted. Still, for both Adjudication w/ Secure Confinement (+15 percent)
and Bindover (+87 percent),14 cases involving Non-White youth were significantly more
likely to result in those outcomes as opposed to Diversion or Dismissal.

Figure 4. Percent Difference in Odds of Given Case Outcome: Non-White vs. White
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% As noted elsewhere, there are very few bindover cases in the overall sample, which means that these
estimates may be affected by small differences in the number of cases falling into each group.
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Adjudication with Confinement and Bindover can also be compared with cases
where youth were adjudicated delinquent, but placed in the community, in order to
assess the degree of contact with the juvenile justice system. Relative to their White
peers, minority youth were significantly more likely to be adjudicated and committed to
DYS (+13 percent) or bound over to the adult system (+219 percent) than be adjudicated
without a commitment. Finally, Non-White youth were also more likely to be
transferred to adult court as opposed to adjudicated and placed in a secure facility (+62
percent). Overall, this analysis suggests that—with the exception of case dismissal
versus adjudication—Non-White youth tend to go further into the system than White
youth, even after controlling for relevant legal factors and other factors like age and sex.
Matched Comparison of Court Outcomes Across Race

We created a matched cohort sample from the larger population where youth
were matched as closely as possible on all independent variables, with the only
difference being race, in order to provide a further check on the regression results
above. We used “nearest neighbor” matching (NNM) to better compare “similarly-
situated” youth of different races with respect to whether they experienced each of the
six court outcomes. In most applications, NNM calculates an average treatment effect
for a sample of treated and control cases. NNM randomly orders the treatment cases
and matches each treatment case to the “nearest” control case based on a series of
matching variables (Adabie, Drukker, Herr, & Imbens, 2004; Morgan & Harding, 2006).
The “treatment” examined here is juveniles’ race so NNM compares White and Non-

White youth based on a series of matching covariates in order to estimate the average
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treatment effect (ATE) by within-match differences in the outcome variables between
the two sets of cases (Abadie & Imbens, 2006; Morgan & Harding, 2006).15 This also
moves beyond the previous modeling in its ability to compare “like” cases.

The matching variables included in the analysis were the same legally-relevant
and extralegal variables included in the regression analyses above—except that county
was added to the analysis to ensure that cases were matched to others in the same site.
To ensure matches that were as close as possible, exact matching was used for the
following variables: county, sex, most serious level, and most serious category. The
remaining variables—age, number of priors referrals, and number of charges—were
matched as closely as possible. Because they are continuous variables, an exact match
was not feasible.

The results of the NNM analysis are presented in Table 14. The coefficients
presented in the second column indicate the average treatment effect (ATE), or the
average difference between the matched pairs in the proportions of youth who
experienced each outcome. The relatively small ATEs—not just for case dismissal and
adjudication, but for all of the outcomes—were expected because the matching process
created a sample of youth who were as close to identical as possible except for race.
The results for four of the six court outcomes—diversion, detention, secure

confinement, and bindover—mirrored those found in the final regression models

!> Because the scales of the matching covariates were different, the inverse variance weighting matrix was
used in the matching process to account for these differences (Abadie et al., 2004). In addition, we used
matching with replacement, which allows each observation to be used as a match multiple times and
lowers the bias associated with the matching process (Abadie et al., 2004). Matching with replacement is
preferred over matching without replacement because in the latter the matching estimator that is
produced is dependent on the initial ordering of the treatment cases (Todd, 2008).
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presented above. After youth were matched, there was no significant difference in the
proportion of White and Non-White youth who were diverted from formal prosecution.
The difference in the proportions of youth who were detained (0.05), placed in secure
confinement (0.03), and bound over to criminal court (0.02) between White and Non-
White youth indicated that Non-White youth were significantly more likely to
experience each of those outcomes compared to similarly-situated White youth, even
after matching on the legally-relevant and extralegal indicators.

Table 14. Matched Comparison of White/Non-White Youth on Court Outcomes

Coef. S.E. z 95% Ci
Diversion -0.0008 0.0036 -0.22 -0.0077 0.0062
Detention 0.0549 0.0059 9.20 0.0429 0.0661
Dismissed 0.0029 0.0056 0.51 -0.0082 0.0139
Adjudicated -0.0074 0.0070 -1.05 -0.0211 0.0063
Secure Confinement 0.0347 0.0067 5.15 0.0215 0.0479
Bindover 0.0224 0.0044 5.03 0.0137 0.0311

Bolded entries indicate statistically significant estimates at p<0.05; S.E. = Standard Error
of Estimates; Cl = 95% Confidence Interval

Conversely, the results for case dismissal and adjudication indicated no
statistically significant difference in the proportions of White and Non-White youth
experiencing each outcome after the matching process. These results were contrary to
those found in the regression analyses. However, the direction of the relationship
between these two variables and race was the same as that found in the regression
analysis. This finding is likely due to the fact that we can account for site more precisely
in this analysis by forcing youth to be matched within the same court. Asis shown in
the discussion of county-level results, there was some variation in the pattern of
findings for the dismissal and adjudications outcomes. We demonstrate this variation

using the adjudication outcome and results of the statistical models described above
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and in each site’s section in Figure 5 below. As noted above, the overall effect 0.82, this
suggests that Non-Whites have 18 percent lower odds of adjudication compared to their
white peers. Still, the bars for each site show that there is variation in the nature of this
effect across the different courts that showed a statistically significant relationship
between race and adjudication. Some were indicative of DMC at this decision point and
others were not.

Figure 5. Overview of Pooled and Site-Level Analysis for Adjudication
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Increase or Decrease in the Odds of Adjudication for Non-White/White Youth

Analysis of Limited-Availability Influences

Small subsamples of cases had valid data for measures of onset age (43 percent
valid data), weapon use (50 percent) and counsel (50 percent). Given the possibility that
these variables could potentially affect the observed relationship between race and
court decisions, we estimated the final models for each of the six court outcomes
inserting them one at a time. As such, the subsamples used in each analysis varied in

size depending on which of the three variables was included: onset age (N=30,993),
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weapon use (N=29,965), and counsel (N=32,840). Onset age is a continuous measure
indicating youths’ age at their first official case filing. Weapon use is a binary indicator of
whether a weapon (e.g., firearm, knife, blunt instrument) was involved in any offense in
the current case. Counsel is a binary measure of whether the youth was represented by
legal counsel during the court process.

In the diversion model, a one-year increase in onset age predicted a significant
10 percent decrease in the likelihood of diversion (OR=0.90). An increase in onset age
also predicted a significant decrease in the odds of detention (OR=0.85), case dismissal
(OR=0.97), secure confinement (OR=0.82), and bindover (OR=0.91). Conversely, a one-
year increase in the first officially recorded offense predicted a significant 3 percent
increase in the odds of being adjudicated delinquent (OR=1.03). When onset age was
included in the secure confinement model, the effect of race was no longer significant.
The significant effect of race remained unchanged from the models for the remaining
case outcomes, however.

Cases involving a weapon were 87 percent less likely to be diverted relative to
those not involving weapons (OR=0.13). When weapon use was included in the
diversion model, the effect of race was significant in that Non-White youth were now 26
percent more likely to be diverted relative to Non-White youth (OR=1.26). Youth who
had a weapon during their offense were 51 percent less likely to be detained relative to
those who did not use a weapon (OR=0.49). Similarly, youth whose case involved a
weapon were 90 percent less likely to have their case dismissed (OR=0.10) and almost

five times more likely to be adjudicated delinquent (OR=4.86) compared to those not
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involving a weapon. Youth who were adjudicated of an offense involving weapon use or
possession were 26 percent more likely to be placed in secure confinement than those
cases where a weapon was not involved (OR=1.26). Finally, youth who used a weapon
were over two and a half times more likely to be bound over to criminal court relative to
those who did not use a weapon (OR=2.57). In addition, when weapon use was added to
the bindover model, the effect of race was no longer significant. The effect of race did
not change for any of the other models when the weapon use indicator was added.
Youth who were represented by legal counsel during the court process were
roughly 50 percent more likely to have their case diverted relative to those without
counsel (OR=1.49). Similarly, youth who had counsel were 54 percent more likely to
have their cases dismissed (OR=1.54). The presence of counsel significantly decreased
the odds of adjudication by 31 percent (OR=0.69) over cases with no legal counsel.
Youth represented by counsel were over six times more likely to be detained prior to
adjudication (OR=6.66), over twice as likely to be placed in secure confinement
(OR=2.24), and over 17 times more likely to be waived to criminal court (OR=17.87)
relative to youth who did not have legal representation. Each of these findings may be
explained, in part, by the fact that most youth represented by counsel were charged
with more serious offenses and therefore the use of counsel was in fact affected by the
seriousness of the case. For example, 95 percent of those charged with a felony were
represented by counsel, while only 54 percent of those charged with a misdemeanor
and 16 percent of status offenders had counsel. It follows that youth charged with a

felony—and thus those most likely to have representation—would be more likely to be
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detained, placed in secure confinement, and waived to criminal court compared to
those charged with less serious offenses. Looking back at the main objective of the
analysis, the significant race effects for detention, adjudication, secure confinement,
and bindover—as well as the nonsignificant effect for diversion—found in the final
models discussed previously remained unchanged when counsel was included. The
effect for case dismissal was no longer statistically significant when counsel was added
to the analysis.

Similarly, we obtained OYAS information for a small portion of the total sample
of juvenile court records. Given that it is a tool for identifying potential decision-making
factors other than youth race, it was a useful supplemental analysis. Merging cases
from the OYAS data with those from the pooled court data allows us to control for a
youth’s level of risk in addition to offense-related variables when estimating the effect
of race on juvenile court outcomes. Unfortunately, OYAS information was not available
for an extensive portion of our overall sample of about 75,000 court records. Because
OYAS risk scores were not available for all cases, we focused our supplementary analysis
on two counties with relatively good coverage: Hamilton (12,606 or 78.3%) and Lucas
(n=3,134 or 43.4%). This represents roughly 20 percent of the full sample.

Race was statistically associated with risk level in both counties—although the
effect was somewhat stronger in Lucas County (Cramer’s V of 0.06 in Hamilton and 0.15
in Lucas). In Hamilton County, White youth were mostly low (45.2%) or moderate
(43.8%) risk on the OYAS. This meant that roughly 11 percent were high risk. In

contrast, 37 percent of Black youth fell into the low risk category with nearly 50 percent
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in the moderate category and the other 13.5 percent in the high risk category. The
“other” race group had comparatively more low risk youth than the other two groups
(51.6%), but fewer moderate risk youth (36.0%). They fell in between the other two
groups in terms of their proportion of high risk cases (12.4%). In Lucas County, the
pattern is a bit clearer in the sense that Non-White youth have proportionally fewer low
risk cases (25.8% and 38.2% for Black/African-American and Other races, respectively)
than White youth (49.0%). They also have proportionally more high risk cases (24.2%
and 26.2%, respectively) than the group of White youth (14.4%). This suggests that it is
worth taking a look at the OYAS measure in potentially understanding DMC (to the
extent that we can).

Hamilton County had the most comprehensive data in this regard so we include
that analysis in the site-level analysis below. That analysis included a sample of over
12,606 cases. The relationship between race and the outcome variable held for all five
decision points (detention, dismissal, adjudicated, secure confinement, bindover)
analyzed in Hamilton County when including the OYAS risk level measure. This suggests
that the race effect observed here would be presence even after factoring in the youth’s
risk level. We did consider whether the OYAS risk level might interact with race to
further enhance (or diminish) the overall DMC effects, but found that was not the case
in this analysis.

As noted, Lucas County had more coverage than other study sites, but it was far
from complete. For that reason, we simply conducted a supplemental analysis to

explore the potential impact of OYAS information on the relationship between race and
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the four common court outcomes: detention, dismissal, adjudication, and secure
confinement. As will be discussed in greater detail in the site report section below,
analysis of each of the four decision points did show some evidence of DMC in that race
did have a statistically significant and small-to-moderate relationship with these
decision points. When the OYAS risk level was added to the statistical models it
generally led to a scenario where race was no longer a significant predictor of the
outcome of interest. For instance, Black youth were 68 percent more likely to be placed
in detention relative to Whites in the main Lucas County model. Inclusion of the OYAS
renders that relationship non-statistically significant, though. In that case, high risk
youth were 55 percent more likely to be placed in detention than low risk youth and
there was no difference between moderate and low risk youth as far as that outcome.
This pattern of results repeated itself across the four outcomes—although the OYAS
information was not always statistically significant in predicting outcomes.™® As was the
case in Hamilton County, there were no significant interaction effects between race and
OYAS risk level, suggesting that while youth in this small subsample seem to have
somewhat different categorizations across race the information is impacting outcomes
in the same way across groups.

This supplemental analysis suggests the relative importance of considering how
relationships between race and risk assessment might affect court outcomes (or not).
This gives us another point to “control” for alternative influences on cases as they move

through the juvenile court. This led to mixed conclusions and indicates that the effects

'® Some outcomes, like dismissal or adjudication, should probably not be expected to be affected by the
OYAS information as readily as others.
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may vary across counties. Still, the data coverage is arguably better in Hamilton County
and those findings seem to hold to a pretty similar pattern compared to what was found
in the main site-level analysis discussed below.

Integrated Analysis of Pooled County Court Data

The site-level analyses included in this report highlight the similarities and
differences among the 13 counties included in the study. Given this apparent variation,
we sought to formally test the degree to which there were differences in the court
outcomes and their relationship to race across the counties using multilevel statistical
modeling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). This provides a more formal test for site-level
variation—albeit one that is somewhat constrained by the fact that we have only 13
counties (Bingenheimer & Raudenbush, 2004; Maas & Hox, 2005). It also allows us to
reassess the results presented earlier while controlling for possible variation between
sites on characteristics like use of particular dispositional options, race composition of
sample, or the number of cases contributed to the pooled analysis. Consequently, this
analysis can potentially add new information to the assessment while also checking on
results that were presented above.

Table 15 provides a summary of court outcomes across the 13 counties included
in the study. It demonstrates that there are differences in the degree to which certain
decisions occurred across counties. At the same time, it highlights variability in data
availability. This is especially true with respect to earlier decisions in the court process

where some counties did not provide data on diverted or dismissed cases and those
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outcomes had to be inferred from the fact that cases were or were not present at later
stages of analysis.

Table 15. Site-Level Description of Key Court Outcomes

Diverted Detained Dismissed Adjudicated = Committed Bound Over

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Allen 0.0 15.8 7.5 91.6 7.8 0.28
Butler 0.0 21.1 15.8 81.0 4.9 0.57
Clark 2.1 41.7 15.3 73.5 7.1 4.9
Cuyahoga 1.7 22.4 234 57.1 15.9 1.0
Franklin 2.8 12.8 37.7 58.6 8.5 0.73
Hamilton 0.0 16.2 25.5 72.1 0.72 0.58
Lorain 3.1 0.0 13.0 79.2 8.2 0.39
Lucas 0.0 9.3 44.6 52.2 15.8 0.40
Mahoning 4.6 28.6 3.1 82.6 7.4 2.1
Montgomery 17.4 17.7 14.5 67.7 11.0 0.40
Stark 0.0 1.0 12.6 76.3 13 0.08
Summit 0.0 41.8 18.2 81.3 1.5 0.27
Trumbull 32.8 47.9 6.5 59.7 2.8 0.41
Est. Variance in 25.3 131 0.65 0.38 0.97 0.54
Outcome (15.2) (0.54) (0.27) (0.15) (0.39) (0.26)
(std. error)
Similar Result N/A X X X X X
for Race Effect?
Est. Variance in N/A 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.34 0.35
Race Effect (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.25) (0.25)

(std. error)

Note: Bolded cells represent estimates that are statistically significant at p<0.05

The bottom panel of Table 15 summarizes the key results of the formal modeling
of potential differences across sites. There are three results in each column. The first
of those rows summarizes the degree of variation in a given outcome between sites.
Five of the six entries are bolded, representing the fact that there were statistically
significant differences across sites in the prevalence of each given case decision. This is
evident by looking at each column as well where there is clearly a good deal of variation
in terms of the frequency with which each of these decisions occurs. The one exception

is the “diverted” decision point where there was not enough information for several
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sites (e.g., six courts with zero cases diverted), which precluded any further formal
modeling of that particular decision point in this multi-level context.

The second row, which is labeled “Similar Result for Race Effect?,” considers
whether each of the key estimates reflects what we found in the full statistical model of
the pooled data —in terms of its statistical significance, direction of the relationship,
and strength. In each case, the results for the relationship between race and the
outcome were the same as those for the final models presented above. This means that
accounting for the variation across sites does not alter the conclusions about race and
detention, dismissal, adjudication, commitment, and bindover covered earlier.

The final row of this table summarizes the results for a different question: was
there significant variation in the impact of race across sites? Clearly, the site-level
reports do suggest that there are some differences that are worth considering (e.g.,
Hamilton County effect for dismissal and adjudicated delinquent). This modeling
approach provides a formal statistical test that could serve as a gateway to more
explicitly analyzing factors that could weaken, strengthen or affect the “direction” of an
identified relationship between race and a given decision. Formally, we allow the effect
of race to vary across sites and then test whether it varies across the thirteen sites."’
Each of the five results presented in the table indicates that there is no significant
difference between sites in the relationship between race and the case outcome—
controlling for the other possible influences. So, while there are some differences when

comparing and contrasting the results of site-level analyses, they cannot be formally

Y This part of the modeling process may be particularly dependent on a relatively large number of “level
2” units (i.e., counties in this study).
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modeled beyond confirming/refuting the findings of the pooled assessment described
above. In this case, the results of the multilevel modeling suggest that the core
conclusions of the study hold when accounting for the potential effects of each site on
the estimates for the pooled sample.
Interaction Analysis: Race and Legally-Relevant Factors

In addition to the primary analyses reported above, we considered whether the
effects of the legally-relevant variables on each court outcome varied by youths’ race.
This provides some insight as to whether those factors may have relatively stronger
influences for one subgroup versus another—even in some cases where the main effect
of race seems to have little impact on an outcome after adding other influences (Leiber
& Fox, 2005. To carry out this analysis, we estimated the logistic regression models for
each outcome separately for White and Non-White youth. Next, we determined the
significance (or lack thereof) of the difference between the two regression coefficients
(for White and Non-White youth). We used the method and formula first suggested by
Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou (1995) to create a test statistic to determine whether the
effect for each legally-relevant factor was conditioned by race.’® This method involves
using the two regression coefficients and the estimated standard error of the difference
to calculate a “z score” statistic. An absolute value of the z-score greater than 1.96
indicates a significant difference in the regression coefficients for White and Non-White

youth (see Tables 16 and 17).

®Fora summary of this method, also see Paternoster et al. (1998).
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Number of prior petitions was a significant predictor of each case outcome
except for dismissal for both White and Non-White youth. The difference between the
strength of this variable for White and Non-White youth, however, was significant only
for pre-adjudication detention. While number of priors significantly increased the odds
of being detained for both White (1.08) and Non-White (1.06) youth, the effect was
slightly stronger among White youth. Number of charges in the current case had a
significant negative effect on case dismissal and a significant positive effect on
detention, adjudicated, and secure confinement for both White and Non-White youth.
Although number of charges was a significant predictor of detention for both groups,
the effect for Non-Whites (1.24) was significantly stronger than that for Whites (1.15).
Similarly, the number of charges had the effect of increasing the likelihood of bindover
for Non-White youth (+3%), but reduced the odds of transfer for White youth (-8%).

In general, this analysis suggests that the effects of legally-relevant factors were
similar in both the White and Non-White groups. Still, there were some instances
where the effects number of prior offenses or number of charges for the current offense
were more pronounced for one group versus the other. For example, the effect of
number of charges in a given case on detention and bindover was a fair bit stronger for

minority youth as opposed to Whites.
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Table 16. Test of Differences in Estimated Effects between White and Non-White Youth

Num. of Priors
Num. of Charges
Offense Category'
Property
Drug/Alcohol
Status/DC
PV /VCO
Other
Offense Seriousness®
Misdemeanor
Other

Diversion Detention Dismissed
White B Non-White B z White B Non-White B z White B Non-White B z

-0.31 -0.27 -1.31 0.09 0.06 3.02* 0.01 -0.00 1.50
0.14 0.22 -6.48* | -0.50 -0.49 -0.21
0.24 0.59 -2.04* | -1.04 -0.75 -4.44* | -0.26 -0.37 1.54
0.08 0.69 -2.53* | -1.45 -1.01 -3.97* | -0.18 -0.41 2.10%*
-0.39 0.09 -1.92 -1.38 -1.21 -1.43 -0.53 -0.52 -0.10
0.60 0.28 2.67* -0.39 -0.35 -0.27
-0.17 -0.22 0.16 -0.83 -0.51 -3.52* | -0.03 -0.28 2.77*
0.96 1.44 -1.94 -0.94 -1.18 3.80* -0.15 -0.15 0.02
2.85 3.54 -2.13* | -2.24 -2.00 -1.56 0.25 0.37 -0.98

Note: Bolded entries represent statistically significant estimates at p<0.05
* Statistically significant difference at p<0.05, ! Reference is Violent/Sex Offense, > Reference is Felony
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Table 17. Test of Differences in Estimated Effects between White and Non-White Youth (contd.)

Adjudicated Secure Confinement Bindover
White B Non-White B z White B Non-White B Z White B Non-White B Z

Num. of Priors 0.03 0.02 1.76 0.12 0.09 1.81 0.11 0.09 0.63
Num. of Charges 0.57 0.52 1.83 0.08 0.09 -1.13 -0.08 0.03 -2.01*
Offense Category'

Property 0.09 0.27 -2.78*% | -0.25 -0.21 -0.32

Drug/Alcohol 0.06 0.27 -2.21* | -0.57 -0.76 0.99

Status/DC 0.52 0.61 -0.89 -0.41 -0.76 1.26

PV /VCO 1.24 1.41 -1.31

Other -0.02 0.30 -3.62* | -0.18 -0.61 2.22%
Offense Seriousness®

Misdemeanor 0.13 0.21 -1.22 -1.91 -2.36 3.95*

Other -0.75 -0.92 1.50 -4.78 -3.95 -1.23

Note: Bolded entries represent statistically significant estimates at p<0.05

* Statistically significant difference at p<0.05

! Reference is Violent/Sex Offense

? Reference is Felony
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Summary of Pooled Juvenile Court Record Analysis

White youth comprised 40 percent of the referrals in the 13 juvenile courts we
examined and Non-White youth accounted for 60 percent. According to the 2010 Census,
however, these groups accounted for 78 percent and 22 percent of the juvenile population in
Ohio, respectively. These figures indicate that, on the surface, there is a substantial degree of
disproportionate minority contact in the cases coming into the juvenile courts during the years
for which we have records. In the bivariate statistical models, youth race was a significant
predictor—to varying degrees—in each of the six outcomes. Specifically, Non-White youth were
significantly more likely to be detained, have their case dismissed, be placed in a secure
confinement facility, and be waived to criminal court relative to their White counterparts.
Conversely, Non-White youth were less likely to be diverted from official court processing and
to be adjudicated delinquent.

To better understand how race might affect juvenile court decision-making relative to
other influences, we estimated statistical models that controlled for legally-relevant and
extralegal factors. For detention, case dismissal, adjudication, secure confinement, and
bindover, the results of the full models mirrored those of the bivariate models and indicated
that race still played a significant role in each of these five decision points. Race was not a
significant predictor of diversion, however. Instead, the results indicated that the legally-
relevant factors (number of prior petitions filed, offense category, and offense seriousness)
appeared to be more closely associated with the diversion decision. The statistical analysis of

the integrated measure reflecting the degree of penetration into the juvenile justice process
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suggests that Non-White youth tend to fare worse in terms of the severity of court decisions,
however.

In general, once all possible influences were included in the final models, the effect of
race decreased in each model but was still statistically significant in five of the six case outcome
measures. For example, in the initial model for secure confinement, Non-White youth were 82
percent more likely to be placed in a secure facility relative to White youth. This percentage
dropped to only 12 percent in the final secure confinement model, a pronounced drop of 70
percentage points. Similarly, in the race-only model, Non-White youth were 24 percent less
likely to be diverted compared to White youth, but the effect of race became nonsignificant in
the final model that controlled for legally-relevant and extralegal factors.

For case dismissal, youth charged with a property offense, drug/alcohol offense, status
offense/disorderly conduct, or other offense were all significantly less likely to have their case
dismissed relative to those charged with a violent or sex offense. On the surface, this finding
may seem counterintuitive. However, 66 percent of the violent offenses in the sample were
misdemeanors (e.g., minor assaults, school fights) and only 34 percent were felonies. As such,
because a high rate of violent misdemeanors were dismissed, the relative effects for the other
offense categories are not surprising.

Race had a significant effect on the odds of detention in all three statistical models. This
has important implications because multiple studies have concluded that detention can have a
cascade effect in which decisions made at earlier stages in the process can affect (and lead to
greater overrepresentation in) decisions made at later stages (Davis & Sorensen, 2013; Engen,

Steen, & Bridges, 2002; Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). Indeed, when detention was included
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as an explanatory variable in the adjudication and secure confinement models, youth who were
detained were 87 percent more likely to be adjudicated delinquent and 93 percent more likely
to be placed in secure confinement relative to those not detained.

Overall, youths’ race had a statistically significant effect on five of the six court
outcomes. Relative to White youth, Non-White youth were more likely to be detained prior to
adjudication, have their case dismissed, be placed in a secure confinement facility, and be
waived to criminal court. Conversely, Non-White youth were significantly less likely to be
adjudicated delinquent compared to White youth. The results for adjudication and case
dismissal are particularly noteworthy because the direction of the relationships between race
and these two outcomes are opposite of what would be expected based on most prior research
(Rodriguez, 2010); they are not unprecedented, however (Kutateladze, Tymas, & Crowley,
2014). One possible explanation for the significant race effect favoring Non-White youth in
adjudication and dismissal is that these effects were also statistically significant in the Hamilton
County analysis. Because cases originating in Hamilton County accounted for 21.6 percent of
the sample analyzed here, the results from this single county could have a significant impact on
the pooled results.

The statistical analysis of the integrated measure reflecting the degree of penetration
into the juvenile justice process suggests that Non-White youth tend to fare worse in terms of
the severity of court decisions, however. As with the analysis just summarized, there is a
distinction with the dismissal outcome that tends to suggest more minority youth have their
cases dismissed. A matched pairs analysis of the race group differences for this outcome

suggested that the case dismissal effect dissipated when scrutinized further, making it difficult
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to come to a firm conclusion about this relationship. In addition, most agencies did not provide
information for the underlying reasons for dismissal so it is as likely that this captured some
cases that were informally handled and dismissed as it is that it comprised cases that were not
prosecuted from factual reasons. This means it is somewhat difficult to know precisely the type
of decisions that go into a “yes” on this dismissal outcome.

POOLED FOCUS GROUP DATA ANALYSIS

Between the months of September 2012 and June 2015, the UC research team
conducted 16 focus groups and 1 interview across 16 law enforcement agencies in nine
counties of Ohio. Collectively these focus groups and interviews involved 130 law enforcement
personnel. The majority of these officers held positions within the school resource (46) and
patrol (41) units. However, several officers represented other diverse specialties such as the
adult and juvenile investigative units (14), detective units (6), field operations (3),
administrative (3), and other (15). Given the variability in the number of law enforcement
personnel and the willingness of those personnel to actively participate within the sessions, the
focus groups and interview lasted between approximately one and a half to two and a half
hours.

Overall, the officers participating in the focus groups and interview identified several
explanations for disproportionate minority contact (DMC) with law enforcement and the
juvenile justice system within their respective jurisdictions. Notably, though the participating
agencies varied considerably in history, size and location, officer explanations for DMC were
generally consistent. Specifically, it was found that officers largely favored differential offending

explanations that outlined the influence of external factors on the criminal involvement of
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minority youth. Despite this emphasis, however, officers within several agencies also suggested
that DMC could be a product of law enforcement’s practice of differential treatment toward
minority youth. Figure 6 presents the findings from the pooled focus group analysis, outlining
the factors that were consistently described to contribute to disproportionate minority contact
with police. Falling within the two main categories of differential offending and differential
treatment, these factors are organized left to right, depicting the most common consistent
responses (left) to the least common but consistent responses (right). A full description of these

findings is presented below.
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Figure 6. Summary of Key Themes in Pooled Police Focus Groups: Reasons for DMC

FACTORS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY
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Differential Offending

Officers in the various focus groups consistently identified the differential offending
patterns of minority youth as the primary explanation for this population’s higher rate of
contact with police. These differential offending explanations typically emerged with the
presentation of arrest statistics for the respective law enforcement agencies, which generally
showed (with one exception — see Montgomery County) that minority youth are
overrepresented in overall juvenile arrests. These differential offending explanations were
further supported by officers’ perceptions of recent trends in juvenile crime and through their
discussions concerning factors they believe to contribute to youths’ involvement in criminal
offending.

Overall, a review of the officers’ statements within the focus groups reveals that
participants typically outlined two primary mechanisms of differential offending that were
viewed to increase the likelihood of minority youth coming into contact with law enforcement.
These mechanisms were (1) the higher rate of offending and prevalence of repeat offenders
among minority juveniles and (2) minority youth’s greater involvement in more serious types of
crime.

Prevalence of Offending and Repeat Offenders. In their discussions regarding the
differential offending patterns of minority youth, officers across the participating agencies
consistently identified a higher prevalence of offending among minority youth. Specifically,
officers argued that minority youth participate in crime and general delinquency at a much
higher rate than White youth in their respective jurisdictions. One officer succinctly

summarized this observation, saying,
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“But percentage-wise those [minority youth] are the ones that are getting in trouble,
those are the ones that are robbing, those are the ones that are fighting, those are the
ones that are stealing.”

This perception transcended officer type as both patrol and school resource officers
alike noted the greater number of repeat offenders among the minority juvenile population.
This small percentage of problem youth were thought to be responsible for the majority of
juvenile crime in these jurisdictions. Importantly, several officers observed that delinquency
becomes expected from these repeat offenders, which ultimately facilitates the identification
of youth that are more criminally inclined as officers become more familiar with the residents in
the communities they serve. In one exemplary discussion, an officer outlined how officer
knowledge and targeting of repeat offenders might contribute to DMC:

“..We have a core group of juveniles in each part of our city that are routine offenders.
They are routine offenders. If a crime happens in a certain neighborhood we know
which juveniles to target. If a burglary or something happens in a certain part of a
neighborhood we know which juveniles to target. We know which juveniles are involved
in certain types of crimes. We know which juveniles to target. So, we have our patterns,
and we know what groups, and unfortunately that’s (sic) the majority of them are Black,
but we see their continued patterns over the last four or five years of who is doing all
the work.”

Types of Offending. Unlike officers’ discussion regarding the prevalence of offending
among minority youth, there was some variation in observations regarding differences in the
types of offenses committed by minority youth. Specifically, few officers observed similarities in
the offending of youth regardless of their race, while others reported the types of offenses
committed by youth to vary by the neighborhood they are located in rather than by any
individual trait. Overall, however, minority youth were identified by the majority of focus group
participants to participate in more violent offenses as well as other more serious criminal

activities compared to their White counterparts. Officers consistently suggested that this type
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of offending often results in higher levels of confrontation with law enforcement that involve
little officer discretion. Therefore, in many cases, it was observed that minority youth are more
likely to come into formal contact with police due to situational and legal constraints on police
decision-making. Furthermore, it was suggested that, the prevalence of violent offenses
committed by minority youth impacts their likelihood of being processed further into the
juvenile justice system. In sum, it was viewed that minority youth’s greater involvement in
more serious, violent offending increases DMC throughout multiple stages of the juvenile
justice system.

Across the participating agencies, officers provided several explanations for these higher
rates of offending and greater involvement in more serious, typically violent crimes. While
there were few explanations that were unique to specific agencies (see county level focus
group analyses), as a whole, there was substantial consistency in officers’ assessment regarding
the factors that create differential offending patterns among minority youth. Overall, these
differential offending explanations generally involved factors associated with three main
categories: family, geographic location, and socioeconomic status.

Family Factors. Family factors were typically the first mentioned and most cited
explanation for the differential offending and subsequent contact of minority youth with police
and the juvenile justice system. As one officer stated, “I think if you broke it down by: who or
what’s the family structure? What is the family unit? That’s going to be the biggest key in this
whole study...” Officers pointed to several factors that they believed to characterize the home
environment in lower income, minority communities. In turn, these factors were viewed to

influence the general behaviors of minority youth. Specifically, officers pointed to the
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breakdown in the family structure in minority communities as creating a lack of parental
accountability, a lack of discipline, and a lack of prosocial models within minority homes.
Collectively, these factors were thought to increase the likelihood of minority youth becoming
involved in crime, coming into contact with police, and receiving more punitive outcomes from
the juvenile court.

Lack of parental accountability. When asked to outline explanations for their
higher rates of contact with minority youth, officers from each of the participating law
enforcement agencies emphasized the influence of family and the home environment
on the overall behavior and offending patterns of minority youth. As a whole, this
family-based explanation mirrored the officers’ observations regarding factors that
contribute to the criminal offending of youth in their respective jurisdictions. Within
these discussions, it was consistently observed that inner-city, lower income, minority
neighborhoods have an overwhelming number of households characterized by the
breakdown of the traditional two-parent family structure. Viewed to be the product of
younger people having children (i.e. “babies having babies”), the prevalence of these
“broken homes” was argued to exacerbate the pervasiveness of absentee parents and
the lack of parental accountability in minority communities. It was observed that
minority youth coming from this type of home environment have more freedom, less
structure, and, therefore, more opportunity to become involved in delinquency. Several
officers across the participating agencies spoke on this matter:

“That is another issue [Participant 3] touched on is the parents. Where are the
parents? You go to these houses at four in the morning, | worked nights for 22
years and | would go to these houses at four in the morningand 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8-
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year-old kids are up. They’re not going to get up and go to school the next day.
What do you do about this? These kids are just turned loose.”

Another officer spoke out concerning the impact of these familial factors, saying,

“Not to beat a dead horse, but | think almost everybody in here at one point has
went back to the family. They have mentioned that in their answers. | agree with
that wholeheartedly and | have heard this alot. There is nothing for these kids to
do, there is nothing for them to do...I get that they are in a poor economic
situation, | get all that, and that can be very unfortunate, but a lot of the stuff
they have to do is the same stuff | had when | was a kid, you know? They have
school and homework and chores, cleaning the house, cleaning their room,
extracurricular activities at school. Now, most of them don’t do that stuff. Why
not? No parent. No father in the home, mother’s always getting evicted, moving.
You know, you guys have all said it. And ultimately it just seems like what it’s all
going back to....”

In addition to enhancing the likelihood of delinquency and criminal involvement, several
officers across the focus groups suggested that the prevalence of absentee parents in
minority households increases law enforcement’s formal contact with minority youth by
constraining police discretion in police-youth interactions. Specifically, officers
commented that officer discretion in the management of incidents involving youth is
significantly impacted by the availability of parents to whom the youth might be
released. Some officers suggested that when parents are available and willing to take
responsibility for their child’s actions, officers are more inclined to informally handle
incidents involving youth. In fact, officers consistently suggested that keeping their
interactions with youth informal was generally preferred. However, if the youth has a
history of offending and the parents are absent or appear not to care about their child’s
behavior—which suggests that the youth’s transgressions will not be addressed in the
home—officers described that they are forced to take more formal actions. It was
observed that this reliance on parent accountability for their children often results in
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minority youth being held by law enforcement for longer periods of time compared to
White youth whose parents were perceived as generally more available. In one
example, a patrol officer explained their department’s higher rate of contact with
minority youth, saying,

“I' think it breaks down to the breakdown of the family. | think most officers
would give a kid a break if they felt the parents or parent is a parent. But if they
feel there are no other options but to charge this kid, or hammer this kid, then
that’s where they’re going to go. And unfortunately the minority kids are coming
from the broken homes. | think that might be a reason why the numbers are
high.”

Furthermore, officers within several focus groups suggested that lack of involvement
and accountability of parents in minority communities greatly influences the outcomes
of individual cases being processed through the juvenile justice system. Officers
asserted that the juvenile justice system is generally more willing to commit time and
resources to youth that have a stronger support system within their home environment.
Additionally, it was consistently suggested that, when parents are unable or unwilling to
be involved in the justice process, the discretion of juvenile court actors is constrained,
often resulting in the exclusion of minority youth from beneficial diversion programs
that might effectively address the source of their criminal involvement. In one example
of this issue, an officer commented,

“...You also gotta remember our policy is the parents have to agree to cooperate

with the juvenile diversion program also (sic). Sometimes, with the same kind of
problems we had in the Black community, is sometimes a parent, single mom, is
working twelve hours a day, who is not at home anyway to raise her kid. [She]
certainly isn’t going to take the time out to come in here once a week, or twice a
month, or whatever to drop their kid off for juvenile diversion.”
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Other officers highlighted the importance of family in assisting the juvenile justice
system in the rehabilitation of delinquent youth. In particular, it was observed that the
counseling-based methods of the juvenile justice system are most effective for youth
that come from a strong family dynamic (generally described as a two-parent
household) that can reinforce the influence and teachings of counseling within the
home. In contrast, when youth come from broken homes characterized by little
discipline or guidance, rehabilitation and diversion programs were thought to be
ineffective in stemming future offending. Therefore, officers across several of the
participating agencies observed the presence of significant barriers to the successful
application of counseling and rehabilitative based services to inner-city, lower income,
minority youth. In sum, the lack of support from the families of minority youth was
viewed to exacerbate the criminal proclivities of youth, enhancing their likelihood of
coming into contact with police in the future.

Lack of discipline. Officers within the majority of focus groups argued that the
differential offending of minority youth is a product of lack of discipline in homes. This
lack of discipline was viewed to provide little structure, as well as little threat of
authority in the lives of youth, allowing their delinquency to escalate to more serious
types of behaviors that warrant police contact. Furthermore, it was observed that,
because minority parents are not disciplining their children for their misbehaviors, they
rely on police to handle even the most minor of behavioral problems (e.g. child refusing
to get out of bed, child refusing to take a bath, child refusing to go to school). Overall,

focus groups across the participating agencies argued that a significant amount of patrol
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officers’ time is spent in the homes of minority youth. Officers often vented their
frustrations, commenting that, as time progresses, parents continue to abdicate more of
their responsibilities to law enforcement and the juvenile justice system. Therefore,
officers suggested that disproportionate minority contact is directly related to this
perceived shift in child rearing responsibilities, such as the administration of discipline,
away from parents to the juvenile justice system. In one example, an officer outlined
this shift, saying,

“More and more responsibility is being placed on our department, on probation,
at juvenile court and more and more younger arrests are being made where
especially when | got started and certainly when we were all kids our parents
simply handled that kind of stuff.”

Another officer observed:

“I'll be frank in that a lot of parents expect the juvenile justice system to parent
their child. You know, what would have been handled by mom and dad years ago
is being handled by the juvenile court system now and that increases the burden
[on the juvenile court system]...the parents aren’t parenting their children.
..When they get in trouble instead of mommy and daddy taking care of it and
handling it, and there are so many broken homes, that now it’s ‘call the police’
and ‘I can’t deal with Johnny anymore’, and ‘you need to take Johnny and put
him someplace.”

Lack of prosocial models. The lack of prosocial models in minority homes was
often identified as a source for the differential offending of youth. Officers observed
that parents within lower income, minority households fail to set a positive model for
behavior within their home. Viewed as the product of absentee parents (particularly
father figures) in minority homes, youth were observed to be deprived of basic guidance

in their formative years. Officers across the focus groups suggested that, as a result,
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many minority youth fail to be taught essential lessons such as distinguishing between
‘right’ and ‘wrong’ or that crime is an unnecessary way of life. One officer commented:

“The one thing they [minority youth] didn’t have unfortunately is the knowledge
of knowing someone around saying this isn’t how this is supposed to be done.
But probably if these kids had some guidance when they were young then
maybe...maybe he or she may have turned themselves around if they had had
some type of guides of knowledge.”

It was also suggested by many focus group participants that, when not provided in the
home, minority youth find role models elsewhere in their community often spending
time with their peers or with older individuals who affiliate with gangs and live following
“hood-life expectations” rather than expectations that promote more prosocial
lifestyles. Therefore, the lack of supervision and prosocial role models was thought to
make youth more susceptible to negative peer and media influences, increasing their
likelihood of becoming involved in crime and subsequently coming into contact with
police.

In contrast to the observations that minority homes lack role models due to
absentee parents, several officers suggested that in many cases parents are present, but
that they instill antisocial or criminal values in their children. Stated differently, it was
often observed that minority youth learn their antisocial and criminal behaviors from
their parents. In their discussions of juvenile offending, the more veteran officers
consistently observed generations of offending in many of the minority families within
their jurisdiction. One officer captured these views by referring to minority youth in

present-day communities as “a generation lost,” because, in his opinion, these youth
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lack the positive guidance that traditionally youth would obtain from their parents. This

officer went on to say,

“The other thing, having been here for so long, what | am seeing is the old saying
the apple doesn’t fall far from the tree. Unfortunately, that is almost what you
are starting to see. Those same kids that | dealt with when | first started my
career are now adults, they now have kids and | am dealing with their kids and
they are even worse than their parents were.”

Geographic Location. The influence of geographic location was the second most cited
explanation for DMC provided by officers across the participating law enforcement agencies. It
was often suggested that minority youth are more likely to come into contact with police due to
the concentration of police time and law enforcement efforts in neighborhoods characterized
by higher rates of crime and higher calls for service. Importantly, it was consistently observed
that these high-crime areas typically coincide with inner-city, lower income, minority
communities. Therefore, police focus on these high-crime areas for patrol and enforcement
was thought to increase the likelihood of officers coming into contact with minority youth both
through proactive (hot spots policing) and reactive (responding to calls for service) policing
strategies.

Hot spots policing. Officers within several of the participating agencies identified
their departments’ use of proactive policing methods as contributing to DMC. Notably,
officers that made this observation typically worked in larger departments that had the
resources to collect data to assist in the direction of the agencies’ officers to the high-
crime areas (i.e. crime hot spots) determined to be in greatest need of police presence
and support. Officers explained that the identification of crime hot spots in their

respective jurisdictions accounts for the concentration of law enforcement in patrol
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beats located in lower income, minority communities. Furthermore, officers indicated
that when not responding to calls for service, patrol officers are typically directed by
their superiors to monitor crime hot spots. Similarly, several SROs commented that they
are often instructed to focus on their “problem schools” (i.e. schools with more
incidents of crime). Ultimately, this data driven policing strategy was thought to
contribute to DMC (both at the adult and juvenile level) because lower income, minority
neighborhoods are more likely to be labeled as hot spots, based on crime mapping, the
examination of general crime statistics, and records of calls for service.
Importantly, a few patrol officers commented that, though they are assigned specific
beats within their jurisdiction, and thus directed to specific areas, they are also allowed
a certain amount of freedom of patrol within these beats (when not responding to a call
for service). It was observed that, when given this freedom, patrol officers align with the
hot spots policing strategies of their department, choosing to spend more time in lower
income, minority dominated areas known to have significant crime problems. In sum, it
was suggested that law enforcement’s consistent presence in these high-crime, problem
areas, either by means of hot spots policing or individual officer discretion, enhances
the likelihood of officers coming into contact with minority youth in their jurisdiction.
Calls for service. Though many officers from the participating law enforcement
agencies identified their use of proactive policing methods, officers even more
consistently described the dominant strategy used by their respective departments in
the policing of juveniles as reactive in nature. Officers emphasized that, given the high

level of juvenile crime (officers consistently observed an increase in the prevalence of
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juvenile offending) and the limited resources of their agencies, reactive policing
strategies were generally all their departments can manage. As such, DMC was viewed
to be a product of the high number of calls for service generated by residents within
inner-city, lower income, minority communities. Patrol officers, in particular, observed
that, overall, more calls for service come from minority areas in their jurisdiction.
However, several SROs responded similarly, observing that they are most often called to
manage incidents that have occurred in inner-city schools that are attended primarily by
minority youth. Collectively, the focus groups provided several points exemplifying this

process:

“...If you are bound to the radio you must serve that caller regardless of what
race comes across as your suspect or suspects...I think some of it can just be
simply if you get called to a place, you can’t dictate the race of the people you
are being sent to, you either speak with, or interact with whether as
complainants, or victims, or suspects.”

“We get called more to handle situations for minorities than we do White
people. That is why minorities get arrested more. You know if | went on 100 calls
a day, and 50 of them involve White people and 50 involved Black people, they
would be equal. If | go on 100 calls a day, and 90 of them are Black people and
ten of them White people, | am going to end up arresting more minorities.”

“We are responding to calls, we are dealing with a situation that we were called
to. How can they compare the statistics when we are responding to the calls
they tell us to go to and taking action? Who cares about the statistics, we take
care of the problem and obviously these are where the problems are coming
from.”

Socioeconomic Status. In addition to factors related to the family and geographic
location of youth, it was regularly observed that the SES of individual youth greatly affects the
likelihood of their initial involvement in crime, their contact with law enforcement, and their

progression into the juvenile justice system. While the majority of officers observed that
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socioeconomic status seemed to explain higher rates of offending among all youth in their
respective jurisdictions regardless of race (e.g. “If you overlaid poverty on our city you would
see the two poorest areas are where we make the most arrests or where the kids that we arrest
are at. That is the thing, not race, it is poverty because | would bet that most whites we arrest
are from those two areas t00”), it was consistently highlighted that a disproportionate number
of minority youth appear to come from these lower SES neighborhoods compared to White
youth.

The socioeconomic status of minority youth was observed to greatly influence DMC
across various jurisdictions in Ohio by limiting the availability of opportunities for successful,
prosocial life outcomes. Several examples were provided across focus groups regarding the
influence of SES on individual opportunity, ranging from differences in the quality of education
across socioeconomic status, inequality in access to prosocial activities, variation in the
structure and stability of the home environment according to income, as well as differences in
the ability to curb delinquent behaviors without invocation of the juvenile justice system.

Involvement in crime. Officers often suggested that socioeconomic status
influences both youth’s involvement in crime and the types of crimes youth commit.

Specifically, officers observed that, due to their lower socioeconomic backgrounds,

minority youth typically have fewer financial advantages than their White counterparts,

drawing them to commit crimes, particularly more serious types of offenses (e.g.

robberies; drug crimes), that involve greater monetary gains.

In addition to influencing their types of offending, low SES, minority youth were

observed to have less parental supervision or options for prosocial activities than
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affluent (typically White) youth, motivating them to spend more time on the streets of
their communities, enhancing the visibility of this population to community members
and police on patrol. As one example, an officer summarized the impact of SES on the
visibility of youth and their subsequent contact with police:

“I think [DMC], | don’t know that it necessarily has a lot to do with race, but
socioeconomic status... It’s not just a White or a Black problem. It’s the lower
socioeconomic lifestyles, White or Black. You know, single parent home, which is
going to lead to less supervision and less disposable income that these kids can
find themselves, so they are stuck walking around an apartment complex with
their friends with nothing to do. So what do you think is going to happen? And
those are the types of kids we are going to get calls on... [It's] not necessarily
racially disproportionate, | know the numbers say it’s racially disproportionate
but that's probably because African Americans, Hispanics are probably
disproportionately on the lower socioeconomic strata.”

Ultimately, the visibility of offending combined with the prevalence of more serious
offending among minority youth was viewed to impact both the likelihood of minority
youth coming into contact with police and the extent of their processing through the
juvenile justice system.

Introduction into juvenile justice system. Officers most often argued that in
affluent, White neighborhoods the delinquent behaviors of youth are often managed by
informal means, such as therapy, counseling, or medication, because, within these
neighborhoods, families have access to greater financial resources to afford such
informal measures. Importantly, the availability of these measures was argued to assist
in the prevention of youth involvement in delinquency and contact with law
enforcement in the long-run. In contrast, the focus group participants perceived that

minority youth, who overwhelmingly come from poverty-ridden areas, do not have the
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same resources, forcing families to rely on formal measures (such as the police) to
handle the behavioral problems of youth.

“What’s interesting is when you talked about the total number of arrests. We
have to talk about opportunities and | think that for the most part, like anywhere
else, opportunities are afforded to stop and delay the behavior much quicker in
an affluent family, whether it be for drug treatment, or whether it be
opportunities for family members to get involved in their life, better school
system and mentoring programs and things of that nature; versus allowing the
person that does not have that - he is basically kicked to the curb. So, therefore,
his chances of getting involved in another crime is high.”

Furthermore, it was observed that crimes committed by White youth from affluent
families often go unreported or are not formally processed to the same extent because
parents have the money and connections are better equipped to prevent the
involvement of the justice system, instead handling problems with their children in their
home. Minority families, in contrast, were observed to lack such resources, resulting in a
greater likelihood of cases involving minority youth being processed to the full extent of
the law. One officer highlighted this point saying, “l am just saying unfortunately the
neighborhoods we police, our children don’t have the ability or their parents don’t have
the ability or the resources.”
Differential Treatment
Comparatively fewer officers from the participating law enforcement agencies identified
the differential treatment of minority youth as an explanation for the high rates of police
contact with this population. In many of the focus groups, the possibility of differential
treatment was not even considered (i.e. officers made no reference to this practice). In some,
officers recognized that it might exist, but could not think of examples within their own

experience or in their own department more generally. In several others, officers outright
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rejected the idea of the differential treatment of minority youth by law enforcement. In these
instances, participants emphasized the importance of legal factors, arguing that similarly-
situated juvenile offenders receive the same treatment and response from law enforcement in
their respective jurisdictions regardless of race. Furthermore, it was often suggested by
participants that law enforcement agencies have safeguards within their departments to
prevent any undue influence. As one example, officers described that when making out reports,
giving tickets, or issuing citations, law enforcement personnel are required to fill out
information cards on the person they have come into contact with (including race). This allows
the department to generate statistics on who is being arrested by whom, effectively monitoring
officer conduct.

Despite these suggestions, there were a few officers that expressed thoughts about the
existence of the differential treatment of minority youth by law enforcement. In these
instances, officers observed that law enforcement agencies tend to patrol heavier and enforce
more laws in minority communities. The majority of focus group participants recognized the
concentration of law enforcement in minority neighborhoods and subsequent DMC as a
product of data driven policing strategies, but viewed it as a matter of going where there
supervisors and the community directed them. One officer, however, highlighted the
possibility of racially-based motivations for such strategies, as well as the differential outcomes
for minority youth that arise from consistently directing police focus on minority areas. When
asked if the treatment of youth by the juvenile justice system is the same, regardless of their
race, this officer spoke from their personal experience, saying,

“We patrol heavier and enforce more laws in the Black community. We exercise less
discretion in the Black community than in the White community...[Because of]
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expectations, how the system is, the racism in the community, what is expected
basically. We do what is expected and the enforcement is disproportionately done in
Black communities. Would | say the homes are better, would | say there is more
parental supervision? Not necessarily. | think that, you know, | may arrest one person
and talk to them and then another person may do the same thing and due to color, race,
or gender they may be going to [juvenile detention].”

Notably, this was the only officer among the 130 participating law enforcement
personnel that directly observed the influence of race on their own decision-making. More
specifically, this officer highlighted the impact of departmental strategies, community
expectations, and racial bias on the concentration of police resources in minority communities
and the enhanced likelihood of minority residents experiencing differential treatment by
individual officers. Another officer made similar comments concerning officers’ general use of
discretion in their decision to make arrests, commenting that it is not uncommon for officers to
limit their discretion in situations involving minority youth. This officer pointed to the fact that
historically, minorities have been less likely to get the benefit of the doubt commenting that,
“the reality is that every officer who has discretion, the Black kid is less likely to get the
discretion even when you get the good kid caught up in the foolishness.” Though this officer
also observed that DMC is strongly connected to minority youths’ differential involvement in
delinquency, s/he suggested that the tendency for law enforcement to treat minority youth
differently persists today.

The remaining officers were less direct in their commentary regarding the presence of
differential treatment practices in law enforcement. Specifically, these officers pointed to the
influence of larger communities and cities that law enforcement agencies are placed within,

observing that these outside entities can greatly influence law enforcement practices. As one
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example, an officer emphasized how the community can influence the use of different tactics
by law enforcement according to the areas they are working within:

“It’s a terrible thing to be a police officer and think that Black people hate you because
you are White, but there’s also kind of a thought that White police officers want to take
more Black people to jail than White people. In my thirty-one years | couldn’t count on
one hand knowing a guy that preferred to take to jail a Black guy than a White guy, but
there is a perception of that, | think. Some in the community think that White cops like
to take Black people to jail and I think this town, some of the people in this town have
encouraged that which makes it even that much harder... ”

Similarly, another officer mentioned the impact of city initiatives on law enforcement’s contact
with minority youth. Specifically, the officer commented that city officials will often direct
police attention to the management of events and locations that attract large groups of
minority youth. In one particular example, an officer discussed their city’s practice of hiring
local police to patrol events expected to have a higher attendance of minority youth, when
similar events, expected to have greater White youth in attendance typically do not have
comparable police presence.

Finally, a more mixed view regarding the presence of differential treatment practices in
law enforcement was presented by a few of the participating officers. In these instances,
participants pointed to the variation in officer characteristics and certain extralegal factors that
might produce differential treatment practices by police. For example, in one particular focus
group, it was suggested that the inclusion of race as a factor in police decision-making may vary
depending on the number of years an officer has served on the police force. Specifically, it was
suggested that while older officers will remember when race had greater influence in the
decision-making of law enforcement, newer officers have less exposure to this history and

more access to training and education that prioritizes unbiased decision-making in police-
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citizen interactions. Therefore, this officer argued that it is less likely for younger officers to use
race as a factor in their decision-making, while older officers may subconsciously consider race
in the back of their minds.

The notion of differential treatment may also come up in response to situational
characteristics of the interaction between youth and the police. Officers from the majority of
the participating agencies confirmed that, when the legal factors of the incident allow for
officer discretion, the attitude and demeanor of youth greatly impact officers’ decision to
arrest. In particular, youth that exhibit negative attitudes were identified as more likely to
receive formal outcomes from police. Officers overwhelmingly observed that the attitudes of
youth in their interactions with police are similar across race, with the overall juvenile
population being viewed as very disrespectful to law enforcement. In the few instances where
variation in attitudes and demeanor were noted, officers highlighted the impact of the youths’
socioeconomic status (low SES youth observed to be more disrespectful), youths’ family and
home environment (i.e. youth learning disrespect from parents), as well as the impact of the
officers’ characteristics (e.g. race, demeanor, position within agency). Overall, while officers
from only a few agencies observed a greater lack of respect among minority youth, it was
suggested that officer perceptions of these attitudes were influenced by the concentration of
police time in minority communities and, as such, their greater experience with disrespectful

minority youth compared to disrespectful White youth.
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Recommendations to Reduce Juvenile Crime

Collectively, officers across the 16 focus groups and 1 interview provided a wide range
of suggestions to reduce juvenile crime in their respective jurisdictions. Though not explicitly
asked for recommendations of effective ways to decrease disproportionate minority contact, it
is apparent that, in addition to addressing juvenile crime overall, the suggestions outlined
below could impact the minority population’s rate of contact with the police and the juvenile
justice system. Generally, participants did not point out ways in which police agencies or
officers might be involved in responding to DMC as they saw the problem emerging from
factors that were largely out of their control, but some recommendations do suggest strategies
for system improvements or collaborative efforts that may impact juvenile crime and
disproportionate contact.

Figure 7 presents the various recommendations highlighted by focus group participants
in their discussions regarding ways to reduce juvenile offending. For the most part, officers
from each of the participating agencies emphasized the importance of a holistic approach in
addressing the juvenile crime problem within their respective jurisdictions. Within this
approach, officers outlined specific strategies that incorporate early intervention programs,
schools, families, the various communities, and the juvenile justice system as a whole. These

recommendations are outlined in detail below.
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Figure 7. Summary of Key Themes in Pooled Police Focus Groups: Officer Recommendations to Reduce Juvenile Crime (DMC)

STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS AND REDUCE JUVENILE CRIME

SCHOOL-BASED

Link families to
counseling and parenting
classes

Expand education
opportunities

Create early-intervention
programs

Create more sanction
options

Require (court-
mandated) education
and counseling

Utilize school resource
officers (SROs)

Offer mentorship
opportunities

Expand juvenile
detention facilities

Incentivize effective
parenting

Devise school-juvenile
justice system
partnership

Provide supervised
recreational activities

Hire personnel at all
stages of system

Incorporate police in
youth activities

Open community
centers
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Family. Given the emphasis on the influence of family factors in the offending of
minority youth, the majority of officer recommendations to reduce juvenile crime focused upon
linking families of delinquent youth to agencies and programs before a youth becomes involved
in delinquency (or early on). Officers discussed the role of the juvenile justice system in this
endeavor, greatly advocating for the use of referrals to provide individual and family counseling
and classes to improve the home environment of youth within their respective communities.
Officers specifically mentioned the utility of programs such as FamiliesFORWARD® that assist
families in gaining skills and tools to establish and maintain self-sufficiency, ultimately providing
a more stable environment for their children. This type of program was viewed to address the
root of many juvenile problems and overall have a very positive effect on the home life of youth
and subsequently their behavior outside of the home.

In the absence of such programs and services, officers emphasized the need to enhance
the accountability of parents within the juvenile justice system. Specifically, it was suggested
that courts must place more pressure on parents to be involved in the counseling,
rehabilitation, and ultimately the lives of their children. To accomplish this, officers proposed
that the juvenile justice system should incorporate court-mandated education and counseling
courses for parents. Furthermore, it was suggested that the court might provide monetary
compensation, or similar rewards, for effective parenting in certain communities — incentivizing
the development of those skills.

School. Across the focus groups, officers often highlighted the potential impact of
schools and the school system on the control and prevention of juvenile delinquency. School

resource officers, in particular, discussed the need to improve the scope of education provided
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by schools in low SES communities so that youth might be provided legitimate opportunities to
avoid criminal lifestyles. Specifically, several school resource officers suggested incorporating
trade schools for youth in high school so they may learn marketable skills. Providing such
classes was argued to have the potential to motivate learning among students because the
course material is more applicable to the real-life situations of the students. Additionally,
officers emphasized the potential efficacy of a school/juvenile justice partnership involving
open communication between the two systems regarding the history of youth’s offending,
behavioral profiles, and education status to make sure that delinquency is being addressed
properly.

In addition to the school-related suggestions above, the focus groups conducted at
departments with school resource officers consistently emphasized the importance and utility
of programs that place officers within schools. Many of these officers suggested that
incorporating officers into schools can be an effective way to reduce the number of juvenile
arrests in any jurisdiction. Specifically, these officers argued that their increased knowledge of
particular youth assists them in handling juvenile delinquency through more informal
measures. As a whole, however, these focus group participants suggested that SROs are an
asset both in creating contacts with youth in schools and in providing patrol officers/other units
information regarding specific youth that can help inform the decision-making of officers in
specific encounters with youth. As one of the detectives commented, “the intelligence they
have on the kids is phenomenal and that’s hard to measure.” Furthermore, SROs were
identified to build rapport with youth in schools, providing a positive image of law enforcement

and an overall positive influence in the lives of youth. Ultimately, their daily interactions were
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argued to create a more positive relationship with the majority of youth within school by filling
the role of a mentor that emphasizes trust and accountability between youth and police.

Community. Officers consistently suggested the importance of early intervention and
education programs for youth, arguing that community-based counseling, education, and
mentor-type programs should be provided to youth at younger ages (i.e. elementary school
ages) to increase their likelihood of positive life outcomes. These types of programs were
argued to have the potential to increase youth’s association with prosocial models and provide
structured time outside of school. Furthermore, these mentorship programs were viewed as a
step toward decreasing youth’s involvement in crime through the provision of the supervision
and support that is often lacking within their homes.

Additionally, participants from each of the participating agencies consistently
emphasized the need for community initiatives that invest in the creation of juvenile activities,
such as athletic leagues and other recreational programs, providing prosocial, structured
activities for youth within the community. The implementation of these types of programs were
thought to emphasize team building, demonstrate the importance of long-term goals, and
ultimately work towards crime prevention. Furthermore, officers argued that these type of
programes, in collaboration with community initiatives can provide prosocial alternatives to
crime that work to keep youth busy, supervised, and out of trouble.

To some extent, officers identified the ability of local law enforcement to be active
participants in these types of programs. Specifically, few officers suggested the efficacy of
police departments participating in programs such as Boy/Girl Scouts or Boys & Girls Clubs.

Department involvement in these types of programs was argued to be beneficial by exposing

115



officers to youth within their community in a positive, less formal light. One officer commented
on this fact, saying, “When they see us in that light it’s totally different than the light of
arresting their brother, their uncle, their dad, their mom.”

System Changes. Invariably, officers from each of the agencies pointed to changes that
must be made within the juvenile justice system to effectively reduce juvenile crime in their
respective jurisdictions. Officers consistently commented that youth are rarely provided
substantive punishments and, therefore, are not being held accountable for their criminal
behaviors. Ultimately, officers believed that the lack of repercussions allows for the escalation
in the amount and seriousness of offending among youth. In one of the many discussions
exemplifying this problem an officer stated,

“..That deterrent is not there to the same extent that it was when | came on to the
department [25 years ago] and, as a result, since there is no deterrent, | feel the...the level
of their criminal activity, not across the board, but for some kids increases because
nothing...they do something and they get away with it. So, their behaviors will increase and |
see more of that as time goes on, and | believe we have gotten away from holding people
responsible for their actions too and given counseling instead.”

For this reason, officers across the focus groups agencies highlighted the need to expand the
range of responses to juvenile crime to hold youth accountable for their actions. Though they
did not provide specific examples of the responses that they believed would be most effective,
officers consistently emphasized that, due to the sheer number of juvenile cases, alternatives
beyond the release or detention of youth must be incorporated in the juvenile justice system.
Furthermore, though the focus group participants recognized the efficacy of counseling
and rehabilitation services for less serious youth offenders, they emphasized the importance of
expanding juvenile detention facilities to separate the more serious, dangerous, habitual

juvenile offenders from society. It was believed by officers that providing more punitive
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responses to juvenile crime, rather than just a ‘slap on the wrist’, would enhance the
accountability among these youth while serving as a deterrent for others. One officer discussed
this approach, saying,

“Again we want to try to the soft approach for the kids that it’s appropriate for. For the
ones it’s just not working for know when to hold ‘em and when to fold ‘em and put them
into a facility where they can’t hurt the rest of society. So we need a multi-pronged
approach not just a counseling aspect.”

Finally, the focus group participants argued for the hiring of additional personnel within
the across all stages of the juvenile justice system. They argued that the system is typically
overwhelmed so the addition of personnel would increase the ability of law enforcement,
courts and probation offices to manage the ever growing population of juvenile offenders in
both an efficient and more effective manner.

Summary and Discussion

The analysis of the police focus groups and interview reveals that the participating
officers overwhelmingly viewed disproportionate minority contact as a product of the
differential offending patterns of minority youth. Officers across the agencies consistently
identified familial, socioeconomic, and geographic factors within minority communities as a
driving force in delinquency by minority youth and their subsequent contact with police.
Inherent in the officers’ discussions was their belief that these factors were connected.
Specifically, while a breakdown of family structure and associated factors (i.e. lack of parental
accountability, discipline, and prosocial models) were the most common explanations for the
differential offending of minority youth, it was typically noted that this family dynamic was
more common in lower income, minority neighborhoods characterized by more calls for service

and higher police presence. Overall, the officers’ message regarding the effects of differential
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offending on minority youths’ disproportionate contact with police and the juvenile justice
system was clear: the convergence of familial, socioeconomic, and geographic factors within
the same neighborhood context places minority youth at a disadvantage that persists from
their likelihood of involvement in crime to their introduction and processing into the juvenile
justice system.

The officers’ broad explanations for the differential offending of minority youth and
their disproportionate contact with police was mirrored in their expansive range of
recommendations to reduce juvenile crime (and, potentially, DMC). As a whole, these
recommendations fell outside of law enforcement, focusing instead on the capabilities of
families, communities, schools, and later stages of the juvenile justice system to both prevent
youth involvement in crime and effectively manage the behavior of delinquent youth.
Ultimately, officers advocated for a holistic approach, targeting multiple areas in the lives of
youth and, therefore, increasing the likelihood of making a positive impact.

Although only a few officers made comments regarding the influence of differential
treatment practices on DMC, those who did provided significant insight. Specifically, officers
pointed to several community, departmental, and individual factors that can impact outcomes
for minority youth, such as public expectations of crime control in minority neighborhoods, the
presence of underlying racial biases held by the community, the direction of law enforcement
to city events and locations that have greater minority presence, and the inclusion of extra-
legal factors in officer decision-making. Fundamental to these discussions was the fact that
police departments and their officers are not impervious to the historical inequalities and social

problems that face the communities they serve. As such, their conversations suggest the
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importance of improving race relations and understanding both within communities and
between police and community members. Furthermore, while several participants highlighted
efforts, such as departmental checks, training, and emphasis on egalitarian values, to reduce
differential treatment practices by officers, the rigor of these checks and consistency in training
appears to be dependent on the size of the law enforcement agency and the financial resources
available to the agency. In sum, the explanations provided by these few officers suggest that
the differential treatment of minority youth persists in law enforcement, necessitating greater
efforts to prevent such practices.

As a whole, the examination of these differential offending and differential treatment
explanations demonstrate the importance of moving discussions regarding DMC away from
accusations of outright racism or racial animus among law enforcement to the understanding of
practices that might influence unconscious biases and DMC within the policing profession. As
stated above, officers were generally adamant that their high rates of contact with minority
youth is a function of the structural inequalities and overall disadvantages (i.e. family dynamic,
SES) within minority communities which, in turn, are observed to produce minority youths’
disproportionate involvement in crime and delinquency. However, it stands to reason, that
certain policing strategies may influence officers’ perceptions of the criminality of minority
youth, affecting their extent of contact with this population (Smith & Alpert, 2007). For
example, the concentration of police time and resources in lower income, minority
communities (i.e. hot spots policing) was identified to increase officers’ day to day experiences
within minority neighborhoods, enhancing their exposure to minority youths’ offending.

Though not immune to the reality that crime is unevenly distributed within their respective
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jurisdictions, officers’ consistent experiences within disadvantaged, minority communities
appeared to influence their development of stereotypes, and thus their perceptions of juvenile
crime trends as well as officer discretion in their patrol. Specifically, several officers commented
that their observations of heightened crime in minority communities motivates many patrol
officers to spend time in these areas even when not explicitly directed by their superiors.
Furthermore, conversations regarding the prevalence of repeat offending among minority
youth highlighted that officers “know which juveniles to target” and that this knowledge
typically directs them to the minority communities within their respective jurisdictions.

Given the impact of these deployment strategies on DMC, it is important to consider
approaches that might prevent the introduction of racial biases in both departmentally-directed
and individually initiated police contacts. In particular, it appears advantageous to monitor
proactive policing approaches, such as hot spots policing, for unusual DMC activity.
Furthermore, it is imperative to garner community support for these types of initiatives to
maintain positive police-community relationships and to reduce perceptions of police use of
racial profiling. As an added preventive measure, law enforcement agencies must incorporate
training and other education concerning the effective management of youth and juvenile crime,
the realities of DMC, and the influence of implicit biases. Notably, this education and training
must be administered to all officers on a regular basis (i.e. beyond police academy education).
Collectively, these suggestions, in combination with the recommendations outlined by officers
above, can function together to address factors associated with both the differential offending

and differential treatment explanations for DMC.
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POOLED COURT INTERVIEW DATA ANALYSIS

We supplemented police, court, and facility data with 131 key informant interviews
across thirteen counties in Ohio between February 2013 and July 2014. The majority of
interviews were conducted with supervision and programming staff (60), but personnel from
administrative (22), detention (14), and intake (10) departments were also included in the
study. Additionally, efforts were made to interview community stakeholders and judicial actors
with knowledge of efforts to address disproportionate minority contact in the court.
Factors that Contribute to DMC

While some staff reported disproportionate minority contact (DMC) was not a major
issue in their courts (see Clark county, for example), respondent discussions overall suggested
that system, education, family, and neighborhood factors contributed, at least in part, to DMC
issues in Ohio. A summary of these factors is presented in Figure 8. Frequently recurring
themes related to system, education, family, and neighborhood factors are highlighted and
discussed comparatively in the summary below. Illustrative quotes and examples from
individual county reports were also included to provide context and support key findings.
Overall, responses tended to focus on how family-related and community risk factors
contributed to disproportionate minority involvement across multiple contexts. The lack of
inter-agency collaboration and the need for programming, particularly community-based
programming, was also cited by staff as a strong contributing factor to DMC.

The System. Although opinions on how system-level factors contributed to DMC varied,
respondents in every site mentioned resource constraints and the lack of prevention and

intervention programs as contributing to the overrepresentation of minority youth in the
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juvenile justice system. In particular, staff stressed the need for mental health, substance
abuse, after-care, and re-entry programs to better meet the risks and needs of the youth that
come into contact with the court. Although interviewees did describe some points of the
system where disparities might emerge (e.g., detention), responses overall centered on the
need for sustainable programs that address the risks and needs of youth across multiple
domains, rather than on court-related decisions or policies aimed specifically at DMC. Similarly,
there were relatively few comments or suggestions around custodial placement and bind-over
decisions. However, at least some staff discussed the importance of “deep-end”

practices/policies to address these issues (e.g., re-entry).
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Figure 8. Factors that Contribute to Disproportionate Minority Contact in Pooled Court Interviews
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Participants from eight of the participating counties attributed DMC in part to police
decisions, and discussed calls for service and targeted enforcement areas as being important
influences on where officers patrol and, by extension, encounter and/or apprehend delinquent
youth. Others noted that the type and context of police-juvenile interactions were important
considerations in arrest and processing decisions. Making this point directly, one staff member
commented that the “attitude of the person making the arrest [and] the attitudes of the
juvenile are related to disparities in the system.”

Some interviewees suggested that minority youth are more likely to be involved in
serious, violent, and/or weapons-related offenses, and that the [differential] involvement of
young, Black males in serious/violent crime is what contributes to DMC as opposed to the
differential treatment of youth. Accordingly, staff from a number of court agencies regarded
weapons and criminal history factors as important considerations in the decision-making
process, particularly at the front-end of the system with referral and detention decisions. For
example, when asked what contributes to DMC in the area one staff member explained that,
“About half admitted on probable cause, most are male [and] African American, all are gun
related...filed on concealed carry weapon.” Another interviewee stated that in their jurisdiction,
“typically, youth are detained for armed robbery (weapons), domestic violence, and violations
charges and are African American.” This is in large part because these youth commit “most of
the charges” and are “repeat offenders.”

Respondents recognized the importance of inter-agency collaboration with law
enforcement and treatment agencies to address these issues, and suggested the need for

holistic, integrated approaches. One staff member noted that “[Criminal Justice] agencies are
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not pro-active” and “not much has changed with regard to system-reform.” A second
interviewee from that agency mentioned that “constituents need to be open, honest, and more
willing to engage in change efforts.” As noted below, explanations of how education, family,
and community factors contribute to disproportionality also offered further insight on the need
for various stakeholders to work together to reduce delinquency and DMC.

The Educational System. System actors varied in their responses to key questions, but
generally recognized the significant role that schools play in the prevention and, in some cases,
escalation of juvenile offending. Opinions focused on the failure of schools to adequately serve
and educate minority youth (e.g., differential use of suspension and expulsion, zero-tolerance
policies) or the failure of minority youth to fully participate (or engage) in the education system
(e.g., chronic absenteeism and truancy). One interviewee mentioned that, in some instances,
behavioral problems are unnoticed until something occurs in school and that officials “may file
a case,” which leads the youth to contact with the juvenile justice system.

Butler, Clark, and Trumbull counties rated the education system as not contributing or
only slightly contributing to school disengagement and DMC, however. Conversations with
these staff identified potentially promising approaches like Truancy Intervention and diversion
programs (e.g., Butler and Trumbull county) to address school misconduct.

The Family. Staff identified familial issues as contributing to DMC, but also noted how
perceptions (or misperceptions) of family might interact with the court’s operations and
recommendations for intervention. This incorporates elements of differential treatment in
explanations of disproportionate minority contact. Making this point directly, one interviewee

mentioned that court actors “rely on perceptions to make decisions, particularly regarding
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family dynamics/structure, dress, and demeanor...single mother families [may be] perceived to
less capable in providing supervision.” Another staff member in a later interview commented
that these issues can be a “challenge to this court as we label/stereotype of (sic) race as soon as
they walk through [the] door.” This respondent went on to mention that s/he does not even
refer to certain programs/caseloads “because they are racially unaware and culturally
ignorant.”

Like police officers, court staff perceived youth as being more vulnerable to or at greater
risk for juvenile justice involvement when they came from unstable homes with poor family
management, limited supervision, and discord. Staff also discussed how the breakdown or
weakening of the family unit contributed to the overrepresentation of minority youth and
justified court intervention. Respondents across various counties echoed this point. When
asked a question about the role that family plays in decision making, one stated that they have
a “direct impact” as their “dynamics should be taken into account at disposition.” S/he went on
to mention that some families lack the skills to handle their children and therefore shift them to
the court. In other cases, the respondent suggested that families indirectly or directly
supported their child’s behavior and attitudes, using an example of a parent who supported the
youth’s theft of an Ipod from another child.

Another interviewee stated that,

“Family participation is key to success, [but] one of our biggest obstacles is
engaging them. If nothing changes within environment, how successful can a
youth with new skills be? In general this is something the system struggles
with.”

This interviewee then mentioned situations where the youth would come back to
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court and treatment staff and identify a conflict between the skills they had recently
worked on and the fact that they did not receive much support or reinforcement from
their family. In turn, that led them to return to their previous way of doing things.
This was succinctly described by another respondent who said, “a lot of times youth
behavior is a reflection of parents’ behaviors and experiences at home” and “the
support system will always contribute to [the] success of the youth.” S/he then went
on to tie that to youths’ experiences in the court by noting their belief that some
parents “push for formal prosecution because [it is] easier to just get through court
than diversion.”

These comments seemingly reinforce the notion that youth and their families are
uncooperative or resistant. Other interviewees in several counties, however, identified
economic strain and distrust of the juvenile justice system as contributing to family risk and
potential pathway into the juvenile justice system. They reasoned that “families, particularly
minority families living in disadvantaged areas, lack the resources to fully engage,” or they
experience multiple problems related to financial stressors, experiences of violence, or
substance abuse that affect their ability to engage in the court process. One mentioned that the
families on their docket “struggle in every element.” “Suspicions about the intentions of the
court” were also thought to further discourage families of system-involved youth from
participating in the court and treatment process. Specifically, staff in two counties discussed
how families’ mistrust of the system impacted the court’s recommendations and level of
involvement stating,

“Though resources are limited, this is not the county’s biggest issue or barrier.
Instead our biggest issue is families’ lack of trust in the court and its services,
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and reluctance to engage with the court and its staff. Consequently, our
approach is not working. We must implement more intensive, home-based
services like ‘wraparound.” We need to have the resources to go to them and
work around their schedules, rather than ask that they come to us.”

“Cultural differences are an important factor. Families, particularly minority
families, have difficulty relating to staff. It's important they feel comfortable,
and that staff are empathetic to their needs. That’s part of our job.”

Despite the challenges of working with families of youth involved in the system, staff
encouraged parental involvement based on the perception that youth would be more
compliant/successful under court supervision, and that actively engaged parents are more likely
to prevent (or at least disapprove of) antisocial, deviant behavior. Discussing intensity of
supervision or treatment, one respondent stated that their court “gauge[s] family
involvement/role at day one and adjust[s] the levels accordingly.” Another court staff member
commented,

“If parents/guardians are willing to cooperate and are able to provide
adequate living conditions then the magistrate is more likely to release the
juvenile to the community [under] intensive [supervision] (unless the charge
is too severe or violent in nature).”

Finally, after indicating that family plays a “very important” role in decision-making,
another interviewee stated that,

“Kids won’t be successful without a support system. If they cannot
understand their systems, risks, or needs, they can’t assist in their own
treatment. Without parental support, we just waste money and disservice
the youth.”

Socioeconomic Status and Community Disadvantage. Staff linked high resident turnover
(or transiency), an increase in single-parent, disrupted households, higher rates of

unemployment, higher likelihood of crime in densely populated neighborhoods, and exposure
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to antisocial peers, gangs, and weapons to disparate levels of juvenile justice involvement
between Non-White and White youth. Differential access to community resources, (e.g.,
transportation, healthcare resources, poor housing) and the lack of social opportunities (e.g.,
lack of pro-social networks or organizations) in urban neighborhoods were also linked to poor
adolescent development and disproportionate minority contact by the majority of staff who
were interviewed. Although explanations varied by site, system actors in all thirteen counties
agreed that poverty, and the poverty-related circumstances described above, contributed to
the overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. Connecting the lack of
public and private resources to delinquency and DMC directly, one staff member explained that
many of the youth and their families have struggled with the recent downturn in the economy
that has brought job losses for adults and elimination or cut-backs in public programming and
job opportunities for teenagers. After judging the impact of SES on DMC to be “tremendous,”
another staff member note that “when people struggle they make poor choices.”

Respondents in other counties stated explicitly that poverty contributes to DMC,
especially through activity patterns and public behavior that may precipitate crackdowns on
crime in particular areas. These themes echo the comments made by focus group and court
participants about the potential trade-off between public safety concerns and DMC that
emerge from area-based enforcement strategies. They also reflect perceptions of “root causes”
of differential offending that, in turn, factor into explanations of DMC.

Strategies to Address and Reduce DMC
Interview participants identified modifications that would both improve the system and

deal with DMC issues in Ohio. In particular, they highlighted the need to foster multi-faceted
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and collaborative strategies with community and justice agencies. Responses also focused on
strategies aimed at reducing court referrals and family-focused interventions as promising
approaches to reduce DMLC. A list of potential strategies in each of these domains—system,
family, education, and neighborhood—are presented in Figure 2. These strategies were
grouped to correspond to the different dimensions of explanation that were highlighted in
Figure 1 and the overview of results. Frequently recurring themes are highlighted and
discussed comparatively in greater detail below.

Strategies to Address System and Procedural Issues. As noted above, most court officials
attributed DMC to the limited number of community-based intervention and prevention
programs, and stressed the need (or, the expanding need) for mental health, substance abuse,
and re-entry services to meet the risks and needs of youth involved in juvenile justice system.
Others at Butler, Franklin, Mahoning, and Trumbull identified the need for gender-responsive
programs such as Girls Circle by One Circle Foundation to meet the risks and needs of at-risk
females. Interviewees also mentioned broader reform efforts, including the development of
alternatives to arrest, the consistent use of structured decision-making tools such as the Ohio
Youth Risk Assessment System (OYAS), and cross-agency cultural diversity and communication
training as important future steps to address and reduce disproportionate minority contact in
Ohio. In particular, staff discussed how cultural competency trainings, the implementation of
evidence-based community services, the re-allocation of funding, and hiring of culturally
diverse staff alleviated some DMC issues in Stark County. Participants in Lucas County
emphasized the benefit (and continued need) for the Intake Assessment Center and the use of

“pocket cards” to help officers identify detention guidelines and possible alternatives in the
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jurisdiction. Similarly, Hamilton County suggested having “a call system” to remind parents of
their child’s court date and the expansion of local placement alternatives as a useful strategy.
One interviewee suggested that this relatively simple program, staffed by college interns, was
useful in reassuring magistrates that youth and their families would appear before the court as
required, which, in turn, freed them to leave more youth in the community, opposed to
detention. Trumbull County discussed an Intensive Community Probation program as a way to

reduce violations.
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Figure 9. Strategies to Address and Reduce Disproportionate Minority Contact in Pooled Court Interview
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Respondents also recognized the need to work collaboratively to enhance the quality of
interventions, build capacity for reform, leverage resources, and forge partnerships with mental
health, academic, and child-welfare agencies to temper existing DMC problems. In Cuyahoga
County, for example, staff identified partnerships with school (e.g., early intervention strategies
to identify behavioral issues and at-risk youth), police (e.g., Project STANCE and arrest
reduction strategies for unruly youth), and social service agencies (e.g., de-escalation housing
and the Tapestry Care pilot project) to address these issues. Staff members in Allen and Summit
County also recognized that inter-agency collaboration is key and referenced the importance of
the Court Assessment Service Team (CAST) and Family Resource Center (FRC) in their
jurisdictions. Others identified the potential of partnerships with large-scale philanthropic
organizations like the Annie E. Casey Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI), Catherine
MacArthur Foundation’s Model for Change, and W. Haywood Burns Institute (BI).

Some respondents suggested that data review and decision-point mapping were
important factors in their response to DMC problems. For example, data were gathered on a
qguarterly basis by Montgomery County to assess the extent of DMC at arrest and processing
decisions. In response to this, the court implemented the Disproportionate Minority Contact
Diversion Program (DMC/DP). Similarly, the Hamilton County Juvenile Court developed a
structured protocol to guide detention decisions after a review of discretionary, pr