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A. Title of Assessment

An Assessment of the Disproportionate Diversion and Sentencing of Minority
Youth in Stark County Family Court

B. Name of County Juvenile Court
Stark County Family Court

C. Name of Assessors

Table 1. Staff involved from Center for Innovative Practices, The Institute
for the Study and Prevention of Violence (ISPV), Kent State University, and
the Stark County Family Court
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Associate Director of Evaluation and Research,

Jane Timmons-Mitchell, PhD Center for Innovative Practices, ISPV

Rick DeHeer Court Administrator, Stark County Family Court

Robert B. Fernandez Special Projects Director, Stark County Family Court
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Overview

e Include year(s) of data being assessed and RRI (s)

Table 2: RRI for All Youth: January 1 - December 31, 2006

Data Items Total Number: | Rate of Total Rate of Relative
European- Occurrence: Number: Occurrence: Rate Index
American European- Minority Minority Youth
Youth American Youth
youth
Population at 36,563 5,954
risk
Juvenile Arrests 1,426 39.00 625 104.50 2.69
Referral 2,062 56.40 750 125.96 2.23
Diversion 835 40.49 202 26.93 0.67
Detention 560 27.16 353 47.07 1.73
Petitioned 1,227 58.51 548 73.07 1.25
Delinquent 1,081 88.10 488 89.05 1.01
Findings
Probation 296 3.65 149 3.28 0.90
Secure 31 2.87 33 6.76 2.36
Confinement
Transfer to 1 0.09 3 0.62 6.88
Adult Court
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Table 3: RRI for African-American Youth: January 1 - December 31, 2006

Data ltems | Total Rate of Total Number: | Rate of Occurrence: | Relative Rate :
Number: Occurrence: | African African American African-American

European- | European- | American Youth Youth
American | American Youth
Youth Youth

Populationat 36,563

Risk

Arrests 1,426 39.00 618 125.25 3.21
Referrals 2,062 56.40 728 147.55 2.62
Diversion 835 40.49 195 26.78 0.66
Detention 560 27.16 349 47.94 1.77
Petitioned 1,227 59.51 533 73.21 1.23
Delinquent 1,081 88.10 477 89.49 1.02
Findings

Probation 296 27.38 146 30.61 1.12
Secure 31 2.87 31 6.92 2.41
Confinement

Transfer to 1 0.09 3 0.63 7.00
Adult Court

e Address all 9 decision points and provide a synopsis of each

Racial Breakdown of Stark County Youth
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Census data reveals that there were 4,934 African-American youth ages 10-17
living in Stark County in 2006, representing 11.6% of all Stark County youth ages
10-17. The majority of the 42,517 Stark County youth ages 10-17 are European-

American (86%, n=36,563). The remaining youth are categorized as Hispanic/
Latino (1.3%, n=552), Asian (0.8%, n=346) and American Indian/Pacific islander
(0.3%, n=122).

Due to the fact that African-American youth in Stark County represent 91% of all
minority youth arrested and 97% of all minority youth referred to Family Court, we
decided to focus our assessment on the RRI data for African-American youth.

Juvenile Arrests

As shown in Table 3 above and Figure 1 below, in 2006 European-American youth
were arrested at a rate of approximately 39 per 1,000 youth in Stark County,
compared with a rate of 125.25 per 1,000 African-American youth. The relative
rate index for African-American youth is 3.21, indicating that African-American
youth are more than 3 times more likely to be arrested in Stark County than
European-American youth. It should be noted that the data on juvenile arrests
was compiled with the assistance of ODYS in supplying the COPS reporting data
for the 19 police jurisdictions in Stark County. One of the jurisdictions did not
report any data, and another did not report racial breakdown of arrested youth.
The data is discontinuous and may not be representative of the total pattern of
arrests in the County.

Referrals to Juvenile Court

In 2006, European-American youth in Stark County were referred to Family Court
at a rate of 56.4 per 1,000 European-American youth (n=2,062). Conversely,
African American youth were referred at a rate of 147.55 per 1,000 African
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American youth (n=728). Overall, African-American youth in Stark County are

approximately 2.62 times more likely than their European-American peers to be

referred to Juvenile Court.
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Figure 1. Stark County Juvenile Arrest and Referral Rates for African-
American and European-American Youth: 2006
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An African-American/European-American relative rate index of 0.66 for referrals
indicates that of all youth referred to Stark County Family Court, European-

American youth are a third more likely to be diverted from official court

involvement than African-American youth. Out of the 728 African-American youth

referred to Stark County Family Court in 2006, 195 were diverted from official

charges, a rate of 26.78 per 100 diverted cases involving African-American youth.

In contrast, of the 2,062 European-American youth referred to Family Court, 835

were diverted, a rate of 40.49 per 100 diverted cases involving European-

American youth.

Cases Involving Secure Detention
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A relative rate index of 1.77 indicates that African-American youth who have been
referred to Family Court are slightly more likely to end up being involved in secure
detention than their European-American peers. A little more than a quarter of the
2,062 referred European-American youth were detained (560, for a rate of 27.16
per 100 youth) compared with 47.94 per 100, or about half, of the African
American youth (n=349).

Cases Petitioned (Charges Filed)

European-American youth who have been referred to the Stark County Family
Court are somewhat less likely to have official charges filed against them
compared to African-American youth. Of the 728 cases involving African-American
youth who were referred to Family Court in 2006, 533 were officially charged, a
rate of 73.21 per 100 referrals. In comparison, 1,227 of the 2,062 cases involving
European-American youth resulted in a charge, a rate of 59.51 per 100 referrals.
The 1.23 relative risk index for charges filed indicates a moderate level of
disproportionality.
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FIGURE 2. Stark County Diversion, Detention and Petition Rates for Court
Referred African-American and European-American Youth: 2006
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Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings

Of the 1,227 cases involving European-American youth where charges were filed,
1,081 resulted in delinquent findings, a rate of 88.10 per 100 youth. The relative
rate for African-American youth was similar, with 477 out of 533 petitioned cases
resulting in delinquent findings, a rate of 89.49 out of 100 petitioned cases. The
relative rate index of 1.02 confirms that there are similar rates for African-
American and European-American youth related to official findings of delinquency.

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement

African-American youth are slightly more likely to be placed in probation
compared to European-American youth. Of the 1,081 cases involving European-
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American youth who were found delinquent, 296 resulted in probation
placement, a rate of 27.38 per 100 delinquent cases. In comparison, 146 out of
the 477 cases involving African-American youth found delinquent involved
probation, a rate of 30.61 per 100 delinquent cases.

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities

A relative rate index of 2.41 indicates that African-American youth are much more
likely to be confined in juvenile correctional facilities than European-American
youth. However, the small number of cases resulting in juvenile correctional
confinement for both African-Americans and European-Americans should be
noted. Only 31 out of the 1,081 cases where European-American youth were
found delinquent resulted in secure confinement, compared to 33 out of the 477
African-American delinquent youth. Though the number of youth involved is low,
the impact of secure confinement on the youth and family, combined with the
magnitude of the RRI suggests that this is an important decision point for
assessment.

Cases Transferred to Adult Court

The highest relative rate index, 7.00, obtains for African-American youth relative
to European-American youth transferred to adult court. However, in 2006, 4
youth were transferred (3 were African-American, and 1 was European-
American). This decision point involves a very small number of youth, and an
even smaller percentage of youth, 0.26%.
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FIGURE 3. Stark County Delilnquent, Probation, Secure Confinement Rates

for Court Referred African and European-American Youth: 2006
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¢ Provide a rationale for any decision points not assessed

We identified varying levels of disproportionate minority contact at several

decision points within the Stark County Family Court.

e The highest relative rate was for transfer to adult court which is based on a
very few number of cases following mandate sentencing guidelines (n=4 in

2006).

Further assessment was not conducted for this decision point;

however, a recommendation designed to track and examine contributory
practices is found in the final section, Recommendations.

e The RRI for arrests showed a great deal of disproportionality; we found that
African American youth were 3 times more likely to be arrested than
European-American youth. However, since none of the Stark County law
enforcement agencies are participating in the state DMC initiative and

10
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there is no indication that they would be willing to do so, we have decided
to not focus on juvenile arrests at the present time.

Referrals to court is likewise not a focus of the current assessment, since
the disconnect between cases arrested and cases referred is great. In the
Stark County Family Court, referral can mean a variety of things (see the
attached Flowchart for the Stark County Family Court). Some of the cases
classified as referred do not result in cases being opened; some of the cases
result in diversion, and some result in petitioning or charging. Since the
Court’s database is not structured to capture all of these possibilities, a
baseline for comparison does not exist. This issue is addressed in the final
section, Recommendations. If the data tracking mechanism is developed,
it may be possible to conduct a comparison of the referral decision point in
the future.

11
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Stark County Family Court Flow of Cases

R
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e Provide a rationale for decision points selected for assessment (could be all
9 decision points)

The Stark DMC Committee decided to focus on the disproportionality of African
American and European-American Diversion and Secure Confinement for our
assessment. One reason is that, since fewer African American than European-
American youth are diverted, (RRI=0.66), these youth enter the Court as formal
cases. The DMC committee agreed that diversion and sentencing, which may
result in secure confinement (RRI= 2.41) would be good targets for intervention
within the Court. Members of the Committee felt that there was a critical need
for community-based programs that offered minority youth alternatives to
contact with the juvenile justice system; providing these and increasing
awareness on the part of court personnel about them underly the goals of the
assessment.

ASSESSMENT METHOD

¢ Describe additional data sources for Identification Phase (if applicable)

Additional data was used during the identification phase. A research assistant at
the Court pulled all cases coming into contact with the Court during October,
2005 and October, 2007.

¢ Describe data collected to assess decision point(s)

The Court’s own internal database houses and manages all Court data. The Stark
County Family Court MIS Department made available a raw dataset with all data
fields needed to further drill down into juvenile justice decision points. The data
was downloaded into an Excel file, which we subsequently imported into SPSS
software for drill down analysis.

¢ Describe other process used to determine why DMC exists

We conducted key stakeholder interviews with Stark County Family Court staff,
conducted informal focus groups with the Stark County DMC Committee, and
reviewed formal Court procedures with Court staff. These process evaluation
activities allowed us to obtain contextual data that informed our RRI data and

13
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provided us a comprehensive representation of possible mechanisms that are
driving the disproportionate representation of African American juveniles in
referrals to the Stark County Family Court.

e Describe how data was analyzed

Once the two foci for drill down, diversion and secure confinement, were
identified, we examined data provided to the evaluation team. Data was provided
on 450 youth who were referred to Stark County Family Court in October, 2005
and October, 2007. The sample was selected based on an analysis done by the
MIS Department indicating that the number and severity of referrals received
during the school year are approximately equivalent from year to year. A sample
was drawn because it was large enough for analysis but manageable enough to
submit to further analysis. The two year span was selected based on the measure
employed, the Burgess Scale (see below). Analysis indicated that 291 were
European-American youth (64.2%), 153 were African American youth (33.8%),
and 6 youth were Hispanic (1), Multiracial (2), other (2) or American Indian (1).
These 291 European-American youth and 153 African American youth were used
in the analysis that follows. The first drill-down analysis included examining the
most prevalent reasons for being referred to Stark County Family Court by racial
category, specifically comparing African-American and European-American youth.

Referral data was analyzed using simple descriptive frequencies as well as Logistic
Regression analysis. Qualitative analysis of key informant information is also
included in the Assessment.

ASSESSMENT RESULTS

¢ Describe major findings, in detail, on why DMC exists at the selected decisions
points

The drill down process completed in Stark County is based on using the sample
described above and computing Burgess risk scores. The Burgess Method is
described in an OJIDP monograph, entitled, The mathematics of risk classification:

14
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Changing data into valid instruments for juvenile courts (Gottfredson & Snyder,
2005). The monograph describes a way of calculating risk of further offense based
on case history characteristics. The Burgess Method is proposed as an Equal
Weight Linear Model. One point is added for each predictor variable. For the
current assessment, we selected the Burgess 9-ltem Scale, since it required the
fewest data collection points. The scale is calculated as follows:

Burgess 9-ltem Scale

Add one point for each item:

Any prior referral

Any prior adjudication

Any prior formal disposition

Any prior informal disposition

Any prior theft offense referrals

Three or more complaints in history

Any prior delinquency referral

Petition filed

Prior referral for drugs, delinquency, violence or status

Total Score

Classify youth:
Score: Group:
0 1 Lowest risk
1-3 2
4-5 3
6-7 4
5

8-9 Highest risk

Of interest to the present study, the version of the Burgess Scale employed does
not include a risk score for race, although this is included in the expanded (15-
point) scale. An hypothesis of the DMC Committee was that the primary
determinant of court involvement, especially at the select decision points of
greatest interest, is severity of crime and criminal risk, represented by the Burgess
Scale. The racial disparity noted in the RRI tables was hypothesized to relate to
environmental factors that may hamper a family’s (and hence a youth’s) ability to

15
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take advantage of other alternatives early in the process, as in the case of
diversion.

This hypothesis was tested by performing a Logistic Regression analysis (LOGIT)
using SPSS. The results are presented below:

Burgess Scale Scores: African American and Total Sample Youth

African American Total

1: Lowest Risk: 26.1% 29.8%
2 2% 1.3%
3 17.6% 20.1%
4 32% 29.4%
5: Highest Risk: 20.9% 17.7%

The Logistic Regression (LOGIT) analysis for Diversion, using a Forward Wald
procedure, resulted in the following:

Two variables were entered in the equation, Burgess Level and Race. This was
done to isolate the relative contributions of offense severity of risk and race
separately. As might be predicted given the close comparability of the African
American and Total Sample Youth per cents at each Burgess Level tabled above,
Race alone was not predictive of whether a youth would be diverted. However,
there is a disparity at this decision point. The Burgess Level did predict whether a
youth would be diverted (Score = 132.44, df=1, R = 0.497, p < .0001).

The other decision point for which LOGIT was calculated using the Burgess Scale
Score, Violation of Technical Order, showed similar results. Burgess Level and
Race were entered into the equation. Race dropped out as it did not predict
violation. Burgess Level did predict whether a youth would receive a violation of
a prior court order (Score = 87.12, df=1, R = 0.375, p < .0001). Violation of
technical order was selected since this is often the beginning of a path that results
in sentencing and secure confinement.

Major findings include that probation violations (violation of technical order) and
unruly/disorderly conduct comprise 38.5% of African-American referrals to Stark

16
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County Family Court represented in the sample. These findings are discussed in
greater detail below.

Figure 3. Stark County DMC Drill Down Process

I African Americans |

v

Decision Points on the Juvenile Justice Continuum
(arrest, referral, diversion, detention, charges filed, delinquent findings, probation, confinement, transfer to adult court

!

African American youth not Diverted as frequently as European
Americans youth

v v

African Americans African Americans experience additional
Probation Violators sentencingoptions, including secure
. confinement, at rate s greater than
= European Americans
o L]
-
- ' .................................. ) -
: African Americansin : -
Zipcodes 44703, 44704, 44705 & 44707 v ..............................

African Americansin
Zipcodes 44703, 44704, 44705 & 44707

Describe the most likely explanations including graphics and tables when possible

DRILL DOWN #1: Fewer African American Youth Diverted

Discussion with the DMC Committee resulted in some very interesting thinking
about why African American youth might not be diverted as often a European-
American youth. An organizational problem solving process was used to solicit
the primary reasons that occurred to these expert informants. After generating a
number of likely contributors, the participants prioritized what in their view
constitute the primary factors. In the schematic below, primary factors are
outlined in bold.
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The prioritized area, family willingness to work with diversion, was then further
explored. The consensus was that this is an area in which the court could develop

additional programming, in conjunction with community agencies, to decrease
the disparity relative to diversion.
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As can be seen, the primary factors relating to lack of diversion for African
American youth, in addition to the severity factors reflected by the Burgess Scale,
relate to the willingness of the family to work with diversion. Factors contributing
to family willingness are thought to be lack of familiarity with the process, lack of
trust in law enforcement, a culture clash, and disagreement with the
interpretation of the facts.

DRILL DOWN #1a: Probation Violation Referrals of African-American Youth

More than one-fourth (26.1%) of the sample African-American referrals to Family
Court were the result of a youth violating an existing probation or parole order.
The next most prevalent referral type was crimes against persons (24.8%), which
included domestic violence and assault. Theft was the next most prevalent
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offense (17.6%), while crimes against property, including vandalism and
trespassing, comprised 11.6%. Curfew and chronic truancy accounted for 5.2% of
the offenses, and a combination or unruly and disorderly contributed 12.4%.

DRILL DOWN #1b: Probation Violation Referrals of African-American Youth by
Zip Code

A drill down into offense zip code allowed us to compute the RRI’s for youth in
target zip codes compared with the entire group of youth referred in 2006. The
target zip codes 44703, 44704, 44705 and 44707, were selected based on the
knowledge of court personnel and observation over the years. This concentration
of probation violators may inform program target geography selection. In 2006,
there were 156 African-American youth involved with the Court from the
designated zip codes.

Decision Point African-American youth African-American youth
Total RRI RRI for target zip codes

Diversion 0.66 0.45

Probation 1.12 1.17

Secure confinement 241 2.53
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DRILL DOWN #1c: Contributions to Probation Violation

The Court DMC Committee also used the problem-solving process to address
contributory factors that relate to disproportionate representation among African
American youth in probation violation. The results are presented below, with
factors thought to be most salient highlighted in bold. The primary contributing
factors are thought to be: willingness of the worker to explore sanctions,
including knowledge about available options, and what options are available.
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DRILL DOWN #2: Sentencing to Secure Confinement

The DMC Committee engaged in the brainstorming process with respect to
sentencing and its possible outcome of secure confinement. As can be seen, the
primary factors were again thought to be lack of knowledge about available
options and the lack of a needed service, in addition to the Burgess Scale score.

e Stakeholder feedback is incorporated into these schematics.

Disposition may not be in
best interest of client

Mitigating/protective
factors; youth motivation;
cooperation of youth

Level of offense;
prior history;
offense of
violence--victim

Attitude/support
of judge

Attorneys work out
disposition

X

attorneys: want

Defense and
prosecuting

case cleared

sentencing

Preconceived
notions

Lack of knowledge

about available
options

)

Financial
resources

Availability of

sentencing options;
available alternatives

Focus: strengths vs.
weaknesses; how
does focus relate to
outcomes?

Knowledge
of team
members

Mismatch between complexity
of problems and process for
disposition of cases

Lack of
needed
service

~

Communication;
cross-training among
Departments at Court




Stark County Family Court

DMC Logic Model for Diversion
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DMC Logic Model for

Sentencing/Secure Confinement

D. Strategy C. Contributing Factor B. Target Population
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Recommendations

e Discuss recommendations for intervention(s) that could address the
findings.

(1) It is recommended that High Fidelity Wraparound, a program that
exists in Stark County, be employed to address the needs of youth in
the target population. Recall from the Assessment that there were 156
African American youth adjudicated in 2006 who reside in zip codes
44703, 44704, 44705, and 44707.
referrals to the High Fidelity Wraparound program in 2006-2007. Even
if all of the African American youth referred were court involved and

The table below summarizes

lived in the target zip codes, there would be over 100 target youth who
were not referred. The recommendation is that these referrals should
be targeted and staffing should increase as needed to accommodate

them.

Referrals to High Fidelity Wraparound in 2006-2007*

All Referred Afrlca.n- Multi-racial A” ST
American single race

Referral 208 51 24 133
total
Male 144 33 22 89
Female 64 18 2 44
% 100% 25% 12% 64%

*Source: Stark County Family Council High Fidelity Wraparound Supervisor

High Fidelity Wraparound addresses the Contributing Factors identified
in the Logic Models, since it advocates for and supports families while

providing intervention with youth.
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(2) In addition, the Stark County Family Court proposes to design and
implement its own Cross Training initiative to increase knowledge of
and familiarity with program options for youth and families by
personnel in all departments.

(3) It is further recommended that the Court collect additional data
relating to
a. family constellation and involvement with youth and the Court;
b. youth arrested but not charged (from the Prosecutor’s Office).

(4) Itis also recommended that the Court establish a committee to review
the few cases that are transferred to Adult Court (n=4 in 2006). The
purpose of the committee would be to determine what if any
additional intervention in these cases, and at what point, could have
avoided the ultimate outcome of transferring the youth to Adult Court.
The recent review of studies, done by OJIDP, indicates that transfer to
Adult Court is detrimental to positive outcomes for youth.

High Fidelity Wraparound

Wraparound is a comprehensive means of addressing the needs of youth, family
and community with respect to the issues that brought them into contact with
the Family Court. The Wraparound approach has been employed with great
popularity since the early 1980’s. In addition to being identified by Barbara Burns
(2002) as a promising community-based practice, Wraparound is the primary
intervention associated with the principled of the System of Care approach
summarized by Stroul (2002) and others. With the advent of Evidence-Based
Treatments for youth, emphasis has shifted to operationalizing and delivering the
critical elements that constitute the effectiveness of Wraparound. John
Burchard, Eric Bruns, Michael Epstein and others have developed two scales to
measure whether Wraparound is delivered with fidelity: the Wraparound
Observation Form (WOF)(Epstein, Jayanthi, McKelvey, Frankenberry, Hary, Potter,
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et. al.,, 1998) and the Wraparound Fidelity Index (WFI) (Bruns, Burchard, Suter,
Leverentz-Brady, & Force, 2004).

The elements of Wraparound that are assessed include:
Voice and Choice
Youth and Family Team
Community-based Services
Cultural Competence
Individualized Services
Strength-based Services
Natural supports
Continuation of Care
Collaboration
Flexible Resources
Outcome-based services

These elements mirror the ten guiding principles defined by the U.S. National
Wraparound Initiative. The Initiative adds Persistence to their list, which does not
include Continuation of Care or Flexible Resources.

The stages and foci of High Fidelity Wraparound include:

Step One: Engagement. During this step, the facilitator establishes initial
communication with the youth and family. Using deep listening, the facilitator
attempts to identify the needs of the family and to establish goals.

Step Two: Immediate Crisis Stabilization. The purpose of this step is to establish
safety, without which other intervention cannot proceed. Primarily, safety is
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addressed by mobilizing resources to address primary concerns about the youth
being in an unsafe situation, or about the youth creating an unsafe situation.

Step Three: The Strengths, Culture and Challenges Discovery (SCCD). Three goals
constitute the main work of this step.

a. ldentifying strengths, assets, and resources to meet family needs;

b. Learning about the culture of the family so that the Wraparound plan is
culturally competent;

c. ldentifying needs, setting goals, and developing a plan to address needs.

Step Four: Child and Family Team Formation. From the previous step, the
persons who support the family, both formal and informal, are approached to join
the Child and Family Team. The targets for the team include:

a. Four to eight persons who know the family well;

b. Not more than 50% of the team is made up of professional service
providers. It is important to note that team membership is subject to
family approval, unless the child is in custody of a system, in which case
its representative is automatically included.

Step Five: Developing the Wraparound Plan. The facilitator helps the family
develop their Wraparound Plan. The goals of the plan include:

Identifying the child’s major life events;
. Describing and recording the family’s current situation;
. ldentifying ways for the family to be successful;

a
b
C
d. Identifying people and resources to assist;
e. Assigning tasks (who will do what);

f.

Following up and evaluating progress.

Step Six: Crisis Planning. This step include safety planning, which proceeds in
accord with the following steps:

Step One: Clearly describe the situation;
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Step Two: Start with clarifying goals;

Step Three: Define inappropriate and appropriate behaviors;

Step Four: Establish family and community rules;

Step Five: Be proactive about educating siblings and others;

Step Six: Plan for community safety;

Step Seven: Plan for the 24 hour day;

Step Eight: Have a back-up plan;

Step Nine: Create a proactive plan for negative community reactions;
Step Ten: Support the family through teaching healthy alternatives

Step Seven: Tracking and Adapting. The facilitator tracks whether steps are
being carried out and how well they are addressing the targeted behavior. Plans
are revised if progress is not being made so that new options can be
implemented.

Step Eight: Transition. The last step is transition from Wraparound, and perhaps
from all formal services, to a positive reliance on natural supports. The following
milestones help define progress toward transition:

Sufficient informal supports in place to support successful transition;

Youth and families have been able to facilitate child and family team
meetings;

Priority goals have been achieved as supported by tracked data.

Cross-Training

The Court will establish a work group to develop a manual and training modules
to inform all staff of the specific tasks performed by all other staff and
departments. The aim of Cross Training is to provide all staff with the needed
information to aid a court-involved family in finding appropriate resources, both
within and outside of the Court. The focus of the manual will be on early
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identification and referral of African American youth and families who can be
diverted from the Court process. In this way, it is hoped that the Cross Training
project will reduce the RRI at all subsequent decision points.

Training will proceed for all current staff and will be incorporated into orientation
for newly hired staff.

Data Collection

The Court has a very complete database with respect to youth. However, one
aspect addressed by the current assessment begs the question of collecting
additional data. Currently, youth arrested but not charged are not included in the
Court’s database. It is recommended that information from the Prosecutor’s
office concerning youth arrested but not charged be included in the Court’s
database. The inclusion of this information would allow the establishment of a
baseline against which to measure future referral information.

It is recommended that information related to family composition and
functioning should also be tracked. The aim of this data collection effort is to
identify families in need of additional assistance for referral the High Fidelity
Wraparound. In a similar initiative, Garvazzi , Bostic, Lim and Yarcheck (2008)
have recently identified that African American females who present to the Court
often report family disorganization and that addressing this family issue appears
to be needed in order to aid with the youth’s behavior.

Review Committee on Transfer

The number of youth transferred to Adult Court in 2006 was very small (n=4), but
the disproportionality was large (RRI=7.00). The best way to continue to
investigate the number of minorities transferred is to establish a review
committee to staff each case transferred to adult court. The purpose of the
staffing would be to identify what, if anything, might have been an effective
intervention at an earlier point in the Court process.
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e Describe the link between the recommended intervention and the

assessment findings.

Following the logic models, the recommendations include:

1) Address factors contributing to Diversion RRI by

a.

Providing a community policing program that will increase
the likelihood that police will offer diversion;

(Note: because police departments are not part of the DMC
initiative in Stark County, this strategy will not be pursued.)
Provide a program, such a High Fidelity Wrap Around, that

will increase the willingness of the family to participate in
diversion.

2) Address factors contributing to the Secure Confinement RRI by

a.

Providing an intervention program such a High Fidelity
Wrap Around that creates a realistic option for addressing
the needs of court involved youth in the community;

. Initiating a program of Cross Training for court personnel to

increase awareness of sentencing options. While the staff
of the Stark County Family Court is extremely conscientious
and well trained, the requirements of the various
departments do not include knowing in detail about the
functions of the other departments. Such knowledge is key
to being able to make referrals to programs that promote
maintenance of adolescents in the community,

¢ Identify objectives and expected outcome for intervention.

Objectives include:

1) increasing family willingness to participate in diversion by

increasing parental buy-in and engagement with the
juvenile justice process

31



Stark County Family Court

2) increase alternatives to secure confinement by providing
additional knowledge of options to Court personnel (cross-
training)

3) increase access to viable community-based alternatives,
such as High Fidelity Wraparound, for the target
population.

Intermediate outcomes include:

(1)

(2)

a more nearly proportional use of Diversion for the target population
beginning in the fourth month after implementation of the
intervention program;

a more nearly proportional (decreased RRI) for the target population
for Secure Confinement, beginning in the fourth month after
implementation of the intervention program;

increased number of target population families accepting Diversion;
increased number of target population youth involved in High Fidelity
Wraparound;

Decreased number of target population youth who reoffend;

Increased number of youth completing program requirements and
completing High Fidelity Wraparound through Transition.

Describe resources needed to implement intervention.

Since High Fidelity Wrap Around is a functioning program in Stark County,

the resources needed to implement it with the target population are

modest. Funding for a staff person to work with the target families, and for

a supervisor to oversee the work, to act as a liaison with the Court, and to

review referrals, would be needed to expand implementation of the

intervention to the target population.

32



Stark County Family Court

References

Bruns, E. J., Burchard, J. D., Suter, J. C,, Leverentz-Brady, K., & Force, M. M. 2004).
Assessing fidelity to a community-based treatment for youth:
The Wraparound Fidelity Index. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 12, 79-89.

Burns, B.J. (2002). Reasons for hope for children and families: A perspective and
overview. In B. Burns & K. Hoagwood (Eds.), Community treatment for youth:
Evidence-based treatment for severe emotional and behavioral disorders (pp.
3-15). Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Epstein, M., Jayanthi, M., McKelvey, J., Frankenberry, E., Hary, R., Potter, K., et. al.
(1998). Reliability of the Wraparound Observation Form: An instrument to
measure the wraparound process. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 7,
161-170.

Garvazzi, S. M., Bostic, J. M., Ji-Young-Lim, & Yarcheck, C. M. (2008). Examining
the impact of gender, race/ethnicity, and family factors on mental health
issues in a sample of court-involved youth. Journal of Marital and Family
Therapy, 34, 353-368.

Gottfredson, D. M., & Snyder, H. N. (2005). The mathematics of risk
classification: Changing data into valid instruments for juvenile courts.

(Report No. NCJ 209158) Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and

33



Stark County Family Court

Delinquency Prevention.
Stroul, B. (2002). Systems of care—A framework for system reform in
children’s mental health (Issue Brief). Washington, D.C.: National Technical

Assistance Center for Children’s Mental Health.

34



	A. Title of Assessment
	B. Name of County Juvenile Court
	C. Name of Assessors
	Overview
	 Include year(s) of data being assessed and RRI (s)
	 Address all 9 decision points and provide a synopsis of each
	 Provide a rationale for any decision points not assessed
	 Provide a rationale for decision points selected for assessment (could be all  9 decision points)
	Burgess Scale Scores: African American and Total Sample Youth


