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FFY2012 Three Year Plan/Formula Grant Application 
a. 
PROJECT ABSTRACT
The Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS) is applying for FFY2012 Formula Grant funds with fifty percent of the award going towards addressing the Sight and Sound Separation core requirement of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 2002 (JJDPA). In September 2010 the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) informed the Commonwealth of its noncompliance with this core requirement due to the challenges many of the Commonwealth’s court holding facilities present.


The Commonwealth’s goals and objectives will continue to focus on providing a safe environment for juveniles throughout the juvenile justice system, while complying with the Commonwealth’s statutory and federal requirements. With a FY2012 Formula Grant the compliance monitoring line will fund a full-time compliance monitor.  This line will cover the compliance monitor salary, travel, and any additional expenses related to minor modifications of court holding facilities. Specifically, the Commonwealth will identify and target court holding facilities that have the most significant problems. Future activities include meetings with the Administrative Office of the Trial Court (AOTC) and the Division of Capital Asset Management (DCAM) to develop and implement a strategy that will ameliorate sight and sound related issues in the Commonwealth. The JJAC and EOPSS in collaboration with other state agencies continue to make significant progress in this area. The remaining money will be utilized to support a full time DMC coordinator.
b.
SYSTEM DESCRIPTION: STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
The juvenile justice system in Massachusetts is an interdependent set of systems that work together to provide for the safety and security of our youth and our communities.  Local agencies include the city and town police departments and nonprofit organizations.  State agencies include the Juvenile Court (including the Department of Probation), the Department of Youth Services, the Department of Children and Families, District Attorney’s offices, and the Committee for Public Counsel Services.  The juvenile justice system also consists of various decision points, which frequently start with the decision of a police officer about whether to approach a juvenile to investigate his/her activities for potential violation(s) of the law.  After approaching a juvenile, the officer has many options including letting the juvenile stay where he is, taking the juvenile home to a parent or guardian, taking the juvenile to the police station for protective custody, taking the juvenile to the police station for investigative detention, issuing a summons to appear in court, or making an arrest.
  This is the beginning of many decision points in the juvenile justice system (as outlined in the systems flow chart on page 9). 

In the United States, delinquency services are delivered through three different systems: centralized, decentralized and combination.  In Massachusetts, delinquency services are implemented by a combination state system, which means that the state operates most delinquency services for youth, and responsibility is divided between the executive and judicial branches (National Center for Juvenile Justice, 2004).
  The Juvenile Court administers intake, predisposition investigations, probation supervision, and some aftercare. The Department of Youth Services (DYS) administers secure detention, residential commitment facilities, and a range of community corrections programs. DYS is also the primary administrator of aftercare services for youth returning to the community from placement (National Center for Juvenile Justice, 2004).

Below are descriptions of the major components of the formal juvenile justice system in Massachusetts.

Law enforcement: In Massachusetts law enforcement is managed and implemented by three types of agencies: local police departments, the Massachusetts State Police, and county sheriff’s departments. Juveniles initially enter the system at this point during arrest.  When arrested, juveniles are sent to one of 204 police departments that maintain a DYS approved juvenile lockup. If securely detained juveniles must be released from lock-up in a police station within six hours either to a parent/guardian or to an Alternative Lockup Program which detains the youth until their initial court date on the following business day.

· Local and Campus Police Departments: There is a rate of over 25 local and campus police per 10,000 residents.  These numbers are skewed, with more urban departments commanding more officers.  For example, the Boston Police Department employs over two thousand police officers, while rural communities in the western part of the state may have one police cruiser and a part-time chief.

· Massachusetts State Police: The State Police employ approximately 2,400 law enforcement officers to police the Commonwealth.  This agency also provides services to those small towns of central and western Massachusetts whose police departments operate on a part-time basis or in jurisdictions that do not have a police department.

· Sheriff’s Departments: The primary function of the sheriff departments is oversight of adult jails and Houses of Correction. In addition, some sheriff’s departments also provide transportation to and from court for juveniles committed to secure facilities.  
District Attorneys: There are eleven district attorneys throughout the Commonwealth who oversee a combined total of approximately 700 prosecutors. In addition, there are approximately 250 victim-witness advocates. Each year about 300,000 criminal cases are prosecuted about 20,000 of which are juvenile cases. District attorney’s offices approach ameliorating juvenile crime through various means, in addition to traditional prosecution. Some counties have special diversion programs in which non-violent, first time offenders are diverted from prosecution and required to participate in community service activities or interventions such as mentoring, counseling or substance abuse programs. Other approaches include community outreach efforts designed to improve relations with community organizations and members, as well as outreach to schools to educate youth about the consequences of delinquent behavior and encourage school attendance.  
Committee For Public Counsel Services (CPCS): The Committee For Public Counsel Services (CPCS) oversees the legal representation for indigent defendants, both juvenile and adult.  CPCS is divided into five divisions: the Private Counsel Division, the Public Defender Division, the Youth Advocacy Division, the Child and Family Law Division, and the Mental Health Division.  Private attorneys, known as “bar advocates” comprise the majority of defense attorneys in the Commonwealth (2,400). There are twelve bar advocate programs throughout the Commonwealth with which CPCS contracts. There are several hundred  public defenders who salaried employees of CPCS which has about fifty regional offices. Legal defense services are provided on approximately 300,000 criminal cases each year. About 20,000 of those cases are juvenile delinquency or youthful offender cases.  The Youth Advocacy Division (YAD) provides leadership, training, support, and oversight to both the staff and private assigned counsel handling the delinquency and youthful offender cases.  These lawyers are all trained in the Youth Development Approach to Zealous Advocacy. 
The Judiciary: In Massachusetts, two branches of the trial court currently play a role in the juvenile justice system: Juvenile Court and the Superior Court.  

· Juvenile Court: The Juvenile Court has jurisdiction over delinquency, youthful offender, Children in Need of Services (CHINS), care and protection petitions, adult contributing to the delinquency of minor cases, adoption, guardianship, and termination of parental rights proceedings.
· Superior Court: The Superior Court has jurisdiction over juvenile murder cases where the defendant is 14-years-old or older and bail appeals.

Probation:  The court may place a juvenile adjudicated delinquent on probation with conditions and various levels of supervision that can be enhanced and advanced depending on further culpability as well as any action the probation officer deems proper relative to the extension, termination, and surrender of the offender.  The Probation Department is “supervised” by the Courts.  However, the Commissioner of Probation is appointed by the Legislature.

Department of Youth Services (DYS): DYS is the juvenile corrections agency for the Commonwealth.  DYS is legislatively mandated to provide comprehensive and coordinated services to delinquent youth that include physical, mental health, and social services.  Educational, clinical, case management and a range of other rehabilitative services are also offered.  The agency has a dual mandate which is community safety and the rehabilitation of and committed juveniles. DYS operates approximately 95 programs ranging from secure units to community based offices to support committed youth when they return to their home communities.  The DYS caseload has decreased over the past decade. Currently, in 2012 there are approximately 1,250 youth committed to the Department. Additionally DYS houses approximately 175 youth per day on detention status.  Under DYS custody, a child may receive one of a wide range of interventions and services that address the individual needs of juvenile offenders.  When youth are “committed to DYS” it means that they have been adjudicated a delinquent child on a complaint or adjudicated a youthful offender on an indictment, and, as a result of that adjudication, they will be in the legal custody of DYS until either age 18, 19 or 21.  If a juvenile is charged as a delinquent, he or she will typically be committed until the age of 18.  In the case of a child whose case is disposed of after he or she has attained his or her 18th birthday, he or she may be committed until age 19.  If charged as a youthful offender, he or she could be committed until age 21.
  “Committed to DYS” does not necessarily mean living in a DYS facility.  The continuum of care for a juvenile committed to DYS is: Assessment, Residential Phase, Hardware/Secure Treatment, Staff Secure Treatment, Community Phase/Casework support and supervision, and Discharge. A high percentage of youth in DYS custody have had prior contact with the child welfare and human services system.  
Department of Children and Families (DCF): DCF is legislatively mandated to provide services to youth and their families to strengthen the family unit.  The main goal is the care and protection of youth through preventative services or substitute care when necessary. If custody of a child is transferred to DCF that child may be returned to parental custody if the parents comply with a comprehensive service plan.  If the compliance standards are not met, parental rights are terminated.  DCF also manages the five non-secure regional lockup removal programs for pre-arraigned CHINS, status offenders, and non-violent delinquents, which receive funding from the state legislature.  All police departments have access to these services and as a result, are able to maintain compliance with the federal regulation and state law pertaining to deinstitutionalization of status offenders or CHINS.

Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS): EOPSS oversees an array of public safety agencies such as the Massachusetts State Police. EOPSS is the designated State Administrating Agency (SAA) as authorized by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended [42 U.S.C. 5601].  As such, EOPSS staffs State Advisory Group (SAG) meetings and activities and manages federal juvenile justice grant streams such as the Formula Grant, the Juvenile Accountability Block Grant and the Title V Grant. EOPSS monitors the Commonwealth for compliance with the core requirements of the JJDPA.
Department of Mental Health (DMH):  It is the primary responsibility of DMH to provide mental health services for children/adolescents from 0 through 18 who have serious emotional disturbance.  Emergency, acute care and diversionary services are provided through a contractual relationship with the Division of Medical Assistance, its mental health and substance abuse managed care contract, and through private insurers.  For those needing more ongoing or intensive services, a wide range of community-based services are provided by DMH.  They include: case management, outpatient, after school, day treatment, residential, and individual and family flexible support services.  Support services may include intensive family based interventions, respite care, and regular liaison with other professionals involved with the child and family.  The goal of community services is to “wrap” services around the child/adolescent and family and to provide individualized treatment and supports to enable the child/adolescent to remain at home or in the community whenever that is clinically appropriate and safe.  For the most seriously disturbed children/adolescents, DMH provides continuing care inpatient and clinically intensive residential treatment services.  

To become eligible for DMH continuing care services, which includes all services except outpatient and short-term services, children and adolescents must meet the Department’s clinical criteria and not have access to services elsewhere.  Services are provided to children and adolescents who have been determined to be eligible for continuing care, subject to availability and determination of the priority of an individual’s need for services.

DMH provides training, consultation and information and pre-crisis intervention to schools and other community agencies to foster a more supportive environment for emotionally disturbed children.  In addition, DMH funds parent coordinators and parent partners across the state who assist other parents and guardians in negotiating the various service systems and advocating for their children.  DMH encourages family involvement in all aspects of its services, from policy and program development to service planning.

Executive Office of Health and Human Services (EOHHS):  EOHHS is the largest secretariat with an annual budget of several billion dollars. The Secretary of EOHHS, appointed by the Governor, serves as the Chief Executive Officer of EOHHS and is the Governor's chief policy advisor on all health and human services issues.  The mission of EOHHS is to provide effective leadership in the delivery of health and human services that promote health and safety, independence, and quality of life for individuals, families and communities throughout the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Various agencies such as the Department of Children and Families, the Department of Youth Services, and the Department of Mental Health fall under the oversight of EOHHS. In addition to juvenile justice issues and services, EOHHS addresses issues and provides services relating to child welfare, early care and education, youth development, job development and training and a broad array of other matters for Massachusetts residents of all ages. 

Brief Description of the Juvenile Court System: The local district attorney’s offices prosecute juveniles who are charged with crimes and delinquencies.  The Court Reorganization Act of 1992 authorized the establishment of a statewide Juvenile Court in Massachusetts, and today, there are Juvenile Court divisions in all regions of Massachusetts
 (Administrative Office of the Trial Court, n.d).  
Below is a discussion of delinquency cases, youthful offender cases, and Children In Need of Services (CHINS). 

In Massachusetts, juvenile delinquents are defined as individuals who are adjudicated delinquent as a result of violating a state law, a city ordinance, or town by-law while they were at least age 7 but not yet age 17 (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 52).  The oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction for a delinquency complaint/charge in Massachusetts is 16.  Nine other states also have 16 as their oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction.  Three states have 15 as the oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction, and the remaining states have 17 as the oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1999).

When a delinquency complaint is issued, a district attorney’s office has the responsibility of prosecuting the matter.  The prosecutor represents the interests of the Commonwealth in attempting to ensure a just resolution of the case that includes holding the juvenile accountable for any violations of the law.  The prosecutor’s discretion covers matters such as what charges to bring – assuming that probable cause exists – and what case disposition to recommend to the court.  On the other side of the adversarial system, the defense attorney has the duty to be a zealous advocate in protecting the juvenile’s statutory and constitutional rights as an individual accused with a crime.  The juvenile makes the ultimate decision of whether to plead delinquent to the charge or request a trial.  Delinquency proceedings are not open to the public, and juvenile court records are not subject to inspection without a court order. 

A judge has four sentencing options if a juvenile is adjudicated delinquent on a complaint.  The options are:

· Place the case on file (“delinquent filed”),

· Place the child on probation (“delinquent probation”),

· Commit the juvenile to the custody of DYS (“DYS committed”), or

· Suspend the sentence to DYS (“DYS suspended”).
The probationary period is imposed until age 18, or until age 19 if the case was disposed after the juvenile turned 18 (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 58).  Another option for judges is a continuance without a finding which a child may receive after a trial or an admission to sufficient facts (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 58).   A continuance without a finding is a disposition that is generally reserved for first time offenders or less serious cases.   
A youthful offender is a person who is subject to an adult or juvenile sentence for having committed, while between the ages of 14 and 17,
 an offense, which, if he/she were an adult, would be punishable by imprisonment in the state prison [i.e., a felony] and 

· Has previously been committed to the Department of Youth Services (DYS); or

· Has committed an offense which involves the infliction or threat of serious bodily harm in violation of law; or

· Has committed a violation of [G.L. c. 269, § 10(a)(c), (d), G.L.c.269, § 10E (firearm offenses)] (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 58).
The district attorney has discretion on whether to indict the juvenile as a youthful offender if the above requirements are met.  An indictment is different from a complaint in that it is a grand jury that determines if probable cause exists.  In most youthful offender cases the process starts with a complaint as a delinquency case and an indictment is sought on a later date.  Once the matter is indicted, the delinquency charges, which have become indictments, are dismissed and the juvenile is arraigned on the indictments.  At both the complaint and the indictment stages, the juvenile is entitled to a bail hearing.  Occasionally, a juvenile is directly indicted without a preceding complaint.  In contrast to delinquency cases, youthful offender cases are not confidential and are open to the public.
When a juvenile is adjudicated as a youthful offender on an indictment, the court has three sentencing options:

· A sentence provided by law (an adult sentence);
· Commitment to DYS until the age of 21;
· A combination sentence, which includes commitment to the DYS until the age of 21 and an adult sentence to a house of correction or to a state prison.  The adult sentence is suspended pending successful completion of a term of probation. (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 58). 

In the early 1970’s the Commonwealth created a category of status offenders know as Children in Need of Services (CHINS).  A child may be determined to be a CHINS as a result of four non-criminal, non-delinquent behaviors: truancy, runaway, stubborn child, and school offender (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 21).  A CHINS petition can be filed by a parent, school official, or law enforcement officer and is heard in a special session of the Juvenile or District Court.  The age ranges for CHINS petitions vary depending on the behavior, but are primarily used for children under the age of 17 (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 21).    

The goals of the CHINS statute are to prevent future delinquency, to ensure school attendance and compliance with school policies, and to provide support to families during times of stress (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 39E).  The Massachusetts Department of Children and Families (DCF) is the primary provider of services under the CHINS statute (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 39G).
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Below are examples of juvenile justice programs in Massachusetts that are currently supported with federal juvenile justice funds and other sources:

JJDPA Formula Grant 

· The Crime and Justice Institute at Community Resources for Justice have been awarded $98,573 to partner with the Massachusetts’ JDAI DMC Subcommittee in order to conduct two in-depth studies of DMC in four counties and identify at least two effective interventions as well as propose a work plan.

· The Robert F. Kennedy Children’s Action Corps has been awarded $336,029 to implement the Detention Diversion Advocacy Project (DDAP) in Springfield and Holyoke counties. DDAP will work with the juvenile court and probation to provide wraparound services in the community for youth who would otherwise be detained.

· The Department of Youth Services has been awarded $113,466 to work with the JDAI Risk Assessment Instrument Subcommittee to develop and implement a valid risk assessment instrument that can be used by probation and the juvenile court to prevent unnecessary detentions.

· The Key Program, Inc. has been awarded $123,233 to implement an Outreach and Tracking Program to provide intensive in-home accountability and wraparound services for court-involved youth who would otherwise be detained.

· The Plymouth County District Attorney’s Office has been awarded $140,998 to implement their Gang Prevention Through Targeted Outreach Program that will target at-risk and court-involved with in order to deter delinquency, reduce DMC and prevent unnecessary detentions.

· The United Teen Equality Center (UTEC) has been awarded $148,582 to provide intensive case management, alternative education and job training as well as refer youth to partner stakeholders for additional support as an alternative to detention and support for the positive development of court-involved youth.
Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (Byrne JAG) Program:

Below are examples of recently awarded Byrne JAG funding for youth programs: 

· The Berkshire District Attorney’s Office has been awarded $37,650 to implement the Berkshire District Attorney Bullying Prevention and Intervention Initiative. This program provides training, resources and technical assistance to support schools mandate of MGL chapter 92: An Act Relative to Bullying in Schools.  Program services are provided to staff, students, parents and the Berkshire community at large.

· The Methuen Public Schools has been awarded $70,000 to implement the Second Step After School/Summer Program which will provide K-8 students with a social skills curriculum encouraging them to change attitudes and behaviors that contribute to violence. It will encourage students to think about others’ feeling, solve problems cooperatively, and manage their anger in a positive manner. The three components of the program are empathy, which is designed to promote a greater understanding of others’ feelings, impulse control, which is designed to teach a problem solving strategy and specific behavioral skills, and lastly, anger management, which is designed to promote self-control in anger-provoking situations. 
· The Psychological Center, Inc. has been awarded $90,000 to implement the Lawrence Second Step After-school and Summer Violence Prevention Program. It will target elementary school-aged children in Lawrence from low-income families who are at-risk for bullying, violence, and drug abuse.  The science-based, proven effective Second Step curriculum lessons, coupled with the after-school and summer art, music, and drama enrichment activities, will teach children empathy, impulse control/problem solving and anger management skills.  By partnering with the Lawrence Public Schools, TPC will help create a “Safe Haven” in the neighborhoods where the children live and play, and help schools and the community create safe, disciplined, and drug-free environments that support academic achievement.

· The Upham’s Corner Community Center has been awarded $32,134 to implement the Bird Street Youth Violence Preventions Project. It will work with 100+ youth who are court/gang involved to support their needs through workforce opportunities, home visits, school visits, formalized counseling, group and one-on-one mentoring, referrals for services that will provide the supports, opportunities and experiences these youth need to lead a healthy, productive life.

· The L.U.K. Crisis Center, Inc. has been awarded $27,000 to implement the North Central Youth Violence Prevention Project. It will reach up to 225 middle school and high school age youth in the North Central Massachusetts region using three evidence-based youth violence prevention models (Mentors in Violence Prevention [MVP], All Stars, and Second Step) in schools and community organizations. These curricula have been proven to positively impact youth violence (including peer, domestic/dating violence and bullying); alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use; school bonding; and prosocial behavior.
· Bridgewater State University has been awarded $78,948 to implement The Bullying Prevention Program which will address youth violence by developing and offering educational, prevention-oriented training programs to K-12 faculty, staff, administrators, and students in Massachusetts. The Massachusetts Aggression Reduction Center at Bridgewater State University will offer evidence-based, self-sustaining bullying and cyberbullying curricula and training programs to K-12 schools and educators.
· Positive Action Against Chemical Addiction, Inc. has been awarded $146,737 to implement The Southcoast Tri-City Youth Court Initiative. It is a national best practices model and juvenile diversion program that seeks to hold youthful offenders accountable for inappropriate acts and misdemeanor crimes, helps them to accept the harm they have caused and ultimately attempts to reconnect them in a more positive way with their community.  Youth courts are particularly unique because they are peer driven programs with trained high school student volunteers serving most roles in the courtroom-like process.  The Southcoast Tri-City Youth Court Initiative is comprised of the City’s of New Bedford, Fall River and Taunton and is a true collaboration between all three City’s Mayors, police, and schools as well as the Bristol County District Attorney and juvenile court. 
· United Neighbors of Cleghorn, Inc. has been awarded $60,390 to implant the North Central MA Grassroots After-School and Summer Violence Prevention Program. The program seeks to bring youth serving agencies in Fitchburg and Gardner to provide direct programming that will progress community safety by reducing gang and youth violence, juvenile delinquency, and related gang activities, by creating educational opportunities and, using prevention and intervention strategies. After School and Summer Programs will offer a wide range of activities and opportunities for youth involvement to deter them from at-risk behavior and offer socio-economic advancement opportunities for at risk youth. This partnership also works collaborative to leverage the most resources and plans to continue seeking funding in conjunction to sustain the programs. 
· Shining Light Ministries, Inc. has been awarded $145,204 to implement the SLM Youth Center in Fitchburg. This youth center will offer athletic and arts programs in collaboration with the Elm Street Congregational Church’s afterschool program, as well as adding a drop in center for youth and teens during the weekend evenings when lack of activities and options can lead to increases in youth vandalism, violence and drug use. 
· The Cambridge Police Department has been awarded $52,500 to implement the Cambridge Safety Net project. Safety Net aims to improve public safety by creating a flexible, alternative means to divert juveniles away from the criminal justice system and linking youth and their families with mental health needs with the appropriate supports and services.  Through a collaborative approach with resources that currently exist in the city, such as youth programs and mental health services, the City of Cambridge seeks to achieve two main goals: 1) Create a comprehensive community-based program that recognizes the importance of treating youth and their families with mental health disorders, and 2) Divert youth from the criminal justice system by engaging and leveraging existing resources in the City to ensure that a wide range of services is made available for at risk youth and their families. 

· IBA-Inquilinos Boricuas en Acción  has been awarded $120,000 to implement Preventing Violence and Promoting Opportunity in the South End/Lower Roxbury. IBA-Inquilinos Boricuas en Accion’s prevention oriented youth development and education programming programing will reach more than 305 at-risk and high-risk young people with a focus on the South End/Lower Roxbury neighborhood with the highest level of subsidized housing in the state of Massachusetts. Through the IBA-Cacique Youth Learning Center (Cacique), a holistic youth development program and the Pathway Technology Campus (PTC), a strategic educational partnership with Bunker Hill Community College, we will prevent violence and promote opportunities through youth employment, college and career readiness, GED classes, homework assistance and higher education, leadership development, arts education, and civic engagement. Supported by an extensive community partner network, IBA increases social capital and helps youth succeed in school and life as they develop their capacity to think critically, solve problems creatively and become civically engaged.  

The Senator Charles E. Shannon Community Safety Initiative (Shannon CSI):

The Shannon Community Safety Initiative is a $5.5 million state administered program implemented to combat gang violence as well as coordinate prevention and outreach activities in some of Massachusetts most needy communities. The initiative allows for collaboration with law enforcement agencies, community based organizations as well as local government for a wrap around approach to address youth violence and gang related activities. Currently the Shannon Community Safety Initiative is operating in 14 sites with locations throughout Massachusetts from Holyoke and Chicopee in the West, to Boston in the central, Lawrence and Haverhill in the North, and Fall River and New Bedford in the South Coast
c.  
ANALYSIS OF JUVENILE CRIME PROBLEMS AND JUVENILE JUSTICE NEEDS

(1) Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems

There are five parts to the analysis of juvenile crime problems: 1) arrests, 2) referrals to juvenile court, 3) cases handled formally and informally, 4) referral to detention, and 5) other conditions relevant to delinquency prevention programming.  

a. Juvenile arrests by offense type, gender, age, and race

For at least the past eighteen years, Massachusetts has had lower Part I juvenile arrest rates
 than the United States as a whole.  In 2010, for every 100,000 individuals in the United States there were 179 Part I juvenile arrests whereas for every 100,000 individuals in Massachusetts there were 72 juvenile arrests, a decline of 8% from the previous year (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2010).  
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Source: Uniform Crime Reports, Crime in the United States, Persons Arrested. Table 69 and Table 41.
Over time, the Part I juvenile arrest rate has decreased significantly in both the United States and in Massachusetts.  From 2000 to 2010, the Part I juvenile arrest rate decreased by 40% in Massachusetts and by 21% in the United States.  

In 2010, the juvenile Part I property crime arrest rate in Massachusetts was 45.5 (per 100,000 persons) and the juvenile Part I arrest rate for violent crime was 26.3 (per 100,000 persons).
  The 2010 juvenile property crime arrest rate was 37% lower than the juvenile property crime in 2000.  The 2010 Massachusetts juvenile violent crime arrest rate represents an 2% decrease from 2009 and a 45% decrease from 2000. 
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*Rate is based on total Massachusetts population (adult and juvenile).  For this arrest data, juveniles are under age 18.  
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports.  Crime in the United States, 2000-2010. Persons Arrested. Table 69.

Massachusetts and United States Part I Juvenile Arrest Rates 2000-2010, 
Per 100,000 Persons

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	% change 09-10
	% change 00-10

	MA Property Arrests
	72.6
	74.7
	74.6
	54.7
	53.9
	51.6
	52.5
	49.8
	52.5
	51.4
	45.5
	-11%
	-37%

	US Property Arrests
	189.9
	176.6
	170.2
	161.2
	156.4
	142.8
	137.8
	141.6
	147.2
	139.4
	120.9
	-13%
	-36%

	    MA Burglary
	14.6
	15.6
	15.8
	11.3
	12.1
	13
	13.4
	12.2
	11.7
	10.6
	10.0
	-6%
	-32%

	    US Burglary
	34.4
	32
	30.1
	30.1
	27.9
	26.4
	28.2
	27.4
	27.9
	24.8
	21.4
	-14%
	-38%

	    MA Larceny
	50.6
	49.8
	50.5
	38
	35.7
	33.8
	35.1
	33.1
	38
	38.5
	32.3
	-16%
	-36%

	    US Larceny
	133.8
	123.9
	121.3
	121.3
	112.5
	101
	95.2
	101.9
	108.9
	106.3
	93.0
	-13%
	-30%

	    MA Motor Veh. Theft
	6.3
	8.1
	7.4
	4.3
	4.8
	3.9
	3.1
	3.2
	2.0
	1.7
	2.1
	24%
	-67%

	    US Motor Veh. Theft
	18.6
	17.4
	15.9
	15.9
	13.3
	12.7
	11.7
	9.9
	8.3
	6.6
	5.1
	-23%
	-73%

	    MA Arson
	1.1
	1.2
	0.9
	1.1
	1.3
	1
	0.9
	1.3
	0.8
	0.6
	1.2
	100%
	9%

	    US Arson
	3.1
	3.3
	2.9
	2.9
	2.7
	2.7
	2.7
	2.4
	2.2
	1.8
	1.5
	-17%
	-52%

	MA Violent Arrests
	47.5
	44.2
	45
	28.7
	28.6
	27
	37.9
	29.4
	30.2
	26.9
	26.3
	-2%
	-45%

	US Violent Arrests
	36.2
	34.8
	32.4
	31.8
	31.5
	32.4
	34.1
	32.6
	32
	28.4
	24.6
	-13%
	-32%

	    MA Homicide
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0%
	0%

	    US Homicide
	0.4
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.4
	0.4
	0.4
	0.4
	0.4
	0.3
	-25%
	-25%

	    MA Rape
	1
	1.3
	0.9
	0.9
	0.5
	0.6
	0.7
	0.4
	0.5
	0.4
	0.6
	50%
	-40%

	    US Rape
	1.6
	1.6
	1.6
	1.5
	1.4
	1.3
	1.2
	1.2
	1.1
	1.0
	0.9
	-10%
	-44%

	    MA Robbery
	7.9
	7.9
	8.3
	4.3
	3.9
	4.7
	10.2
	7.7
	8.1
	7.3
	5.3
	-28%
	-33%

	    US Robbery
	10
	9
	8.7
	8.8
	8.8
	9.9
	12
	11.7
	11.9
	10.5
	8.8
	-16%
	-12%

	    MA Agg. Assault
	38.5
	35
	35.7
	23.4
	24.1
	21.5
	27
	21.2
	21.5
	19.0
	20.3
	7%
	-47%

	    US Agg. Assault
	24.1
	23.3
	22
	21.1
	20.7
	20.7
	20.5
	19.3
	18.6
	16.5
	14.6
	-12%
	-39%

	MA Total Part 1 Arrests
	120.1
	118.9
	119.6
	83.5
	82.5
	78.6
	90.4
	79.2
	82.7
	78.3
	71.8
	-8%
	-40%

	US Total Part 1 Arrests
	226.1
	211.4
	202.6
	192.9
	187.9
	175.2
	171.9
	174.1
	179.3
	167.7
	145.5
	-13%
	-36%


Source: Uniform Crime Reports, Crime in the United States, Persons Arrested. Table 41 and Table 69.

Table reflects only those agencies that submitted 12 months of data to the Uniform Crime Reports.

The rates are based on a calculation of the total population reporting (adult and juvenile), not just the juvenile population.

In 2010, there were 167 Part II juvenile arrests per 100,000 individuals in the general Massachusetts population (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2010).  Part II crimes include: other assaults, forgery and counterfeiting, fraud, embezzlement, buying/possessing stolen property, vandalism, weapons carrying/possessing, prostitution, sex offenses (except forcible rape), drug abuse violations, gambling, offenses against family/children, driving under influence, liquor law violations, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, vagrancy and all other offenses (Siegel, 1995).  They also include suspicion, and curfew/loitering law violations, which are status offenses.  
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Source: Uniform Crime Reports, Crime in the United States, Persons Arrested. Table 69.
The Part II juvenile arrest rate in 2010 slightly increased by 1% compared to 2009; but was 33% lower than in 2000.  
Arrest rates for sex offenses as well as for liquor law violations increased from 2009 by 15% and 14%, respectively.  However, liquor law violations decreased from their peak rate 2000 by 44%.  While the arrest rate for drug abuse violations exhibited a dramatic decrease of 76% from its peak in 2001, it did increase 5% from 2009.
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Source: Uniform Crime Reports, Crime in the United States, Persons Arrested. Table 69.
Massachusetts Part II Juvenile Arrest Rates 2000-2010, Per 100,000 Persons

	Offense
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	% Change 09-10
	% Change 00-10

	Other Assaults
	29.2
	42.4
	43.6
	41.4
	40.1
	35.4
	37.6
	36.2
	38.7
	37.9
	39.0
	3%
	34%

	Forgery & Counterfeiting
	0.5
	0.6
	1.0
	0.6
	0.8
	0.4
	0.4
	0.4
	0.3
	0.2
	0.2
	0%
	-60%

	Fraud
	1.2
	0.6
	1.1
	0.7
	0.5
	0.5
	0.9
	0.7
	0.7
	0.8
	0.5
	38%
	-58%

	Embezzlement
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.0
	0.1
	0%
	0%

	Buying/Possessing Stolen Prop.
	5.5
	7.7
	6.1
	5.2
	5.7
	4.0
	5.4
	4.3
	3.4
	3.7
	3.8
	3%
	-31%

	Vandalism
	17.3
	17.3
	16.2
	14.5
	16.6
	15.5
	19.0
	14.4
	13.9
	12.3
	12.3
	0%
	-29%

	Weapons Carrying/Possessing
	4.1
	4.4
	3.5
	3.0
	4.2
	3.9
	4.8
	4.4
	4.1
	3.6
	3.6
	0%
	-12%

	Prostitution
	0.5
	0.6
	0.5
	0.2
	0.3
	0.2
	0.3
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0%
	-80%

	Sex Offenses*
	1.3
	1.3
	1.2
	1.7
	1.8
	1.6
	1.2
	1.5
	1.3
	1.3
	1.5
	15%
	15%

	Drug Abuse Violations
	44.4
	45.9
	42.0
	36.0
	37.6
	36.2
	40.5
	36.1
	32.5
	10.3
	10.8
	5%
	-76%

	Gambling
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0%
	0%

	Offenses Against Family and Children
	2.2
	2.3
	2.9
	2.6
	1.7
	2.4
	1.7
	2.8
	1.6
	2.2
	2.7
	23%
	23%

	Driving Under the Influence
	3.3
	3.2
	2.9
	2.9
	2.6
	2.8
	2.6
	2.2
	1.6
	1.3
	1.3
	0%
	-61%

	Liquor Laws
	28.4
	26.5
	23.1
	20.7
	17.8
	15.4
	19.2
	15.5
	11.9
	14.0
	15.9
	14%
	-44%

	Drunkenness
	7.1
	5.4
	5.8
	6.6
	5.3
	5.0
	5.4
	5.0
	3.1
	4.2
	3.8
	-10%
	-46%

	Disorderly Conduct
	24.9
	26.7
	27.5
	24.8
	19.5
	23.1
	25.5
	22.6
	21.2
	19.6
	18.0
	-8%
	-28%

	Vagrancy
	0.2
	0.3
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0%
	-100%

	All Other Offenses
	67.9
	69.7
	67.1
	72.7
	67.8
	69.1
	65.0
	54.9
	54.4
	50.1
	52.9
	6%
	-22%

	Suspicion
	0.8
	0.5
	1.0
	0.7
	0.7
	0.6
	0.5
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0%
	-88%

	Curfew and Loitering Law Violations
	0.2
	0.1
	0.2
	0.6
	0.3
	0.3
	0.3
	0.1
	0.2
	0.2
	0.1
	-50%
	-50%

	Runaways

	9.7
	10.1
	8.0
	8.6
	9.0
	6.0
	5.7
	4.4
	4.5
	3.8
	
	
	

	Total Part II Juvenile Arrest Rates
	249
	266
	254
	244
	232
	223
	236
	206
	194
	166
	167
	1%
	-33%


*Sex Offenses do not include forcible rape and prostitution.

Source: Uniform Crime Reports, Crime in the United States, Persons Arrested. Table 69.
b. Number and characteristics (by offense type, gender, race, and age) of juveniles referred to juvenile court,
 a probation agency, or special intake unit for allegedly committing a delinquent or status offenses.
This section describes youth with three kinds of cases in Juvenile Court: delinquency, youthful offender and Child In Need of Services (CHINS).

Delinquency
In Massachusetts, juvenile delinquents are defined as individuals who are adjudicated delinquent as a result of violating a state law, a city ordinance, or town by-law while they were at least age seven but not yet age 17 (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 52).  The oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction for a delinquency complaint/charge in Massachusetts is 16.
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Data from the Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2000-2011.  Chart created by the Executive Office of Public Safety and Security, 2012.

*Data includes delinquency complaints from the Juvenile Court and charges entered in District Court until the end of 2007. Subsequently, data from Brookline and Gloucester District Courts are missing. 

**2011 data is not available for the number of juvenile charges entered in District Court.
In 2011, there were 20,084 delinquency complaints issued by the Juvenile Court involving 8,207 juveniles.  The number of delinquency complaints in 2011 was the lowest number in the past 11 years, declining 11% from 2010, and 48% from 2000.  However, the counts for delinquency complaints since 2007 do not include the juvenile charges entered in the two District Courts that still take juvenile cases.
  Nonetheless, the juvenile charges from the District Court historically comprise a small percentage of total delinquency complaints, and in 2010, juvenile charges in the District Court accounted for less than 1% of delinquency complaints (0.3%).  

In 2011, 2,366 (29%) of the individuals with delinquency cases in Juvenile Court were female and 5,841 (71%) were male.  For nearly every one of the court’s 32 offense categories in 2010, juvenile delinquents were much more commonly male than female. 
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   Source: Office of Commissioner of Probation, 2011
The most common offenses in the Juvenile Court in 2010 were person offenses (48%), followed by property offenses (34%), other public order offenses (13%), controlled substance offenses (4%), and motor vehicle offenses (2%).  While person offenses and property offenses were the two most common offenses for both males and females in 2010, there were differences in offenses by gender.  For example, in 2010, approximately 56% of females were referred to Juvenile Court for person offenses while 46% of males were referred to Juvenile Court for person offenses.  In contrast, males were referred to Juvenile Court for property offenses more frequently than females (37% vs. 23%).  

[image: image7.emf]Massachusetts Juvenile Court Delinquencies by Offense and Gender, 2010

46%

37%

4%

2%

12%

56%

23%

3%

2%

16%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Person offenses Property

offenses

Controlled

substance

offenses

Motor vehicle

offenses

Other public

order offenses

Male Female


     Source: Office of Commissioner of Probation, 2011.  Data include delinquency complaints from the Juvenile Court.  

Charges also varied by gender, although there were commonalities across genders for the mostly highly charged offenses.  Two-thirds of the female offenses were assaults (35%), disturbing the peace/disorderly conduct (14%), larceny/fraud (11%), and all other public order offenses (8%).  The top offenses charged for males followed a similar distribution but accounted for a smaller majority of male offenses.  Offenses charged for males tended to be assaults (22%), followed by disturbing the peace/disorderly conduct (11%), larceny/fraud (10%), all other public order offenses (10%, and destruction of property (9%), 

	2010
	Numbers of males and females charged with each offense.
	Percent of all charges represented by each offense by gender.

	
	Male 
	Female 
	Male
	Female

	Murder/Manslaughter
	14
	2
	0.1%
	0.1%

	Assaults
	2,345
	1,103
	22.0%
	35.1%

	Rape/Sex Assault 
	265
	8
	2.5%
	0.3%

	Robbery
	299
	47
	2.8%
	1.5%

	Threat/Intimidation
	507
	207
	4.8%
	6.6%

	Abuse Prevention Act
	23
	10
	0.2%
	0.3%

	Other Violent Offenses
	63
	50
	0.6%
	1.6%

	Larceny/Fraud
	1,070
	345
	10.0%
	11.0%

	Burglary/B&E
	780
	93
	7.3%
	3.0%

	Destruction of Property
	930
	169
	8.7%
	5.4%

	Rec/Poss Stolen Property
	430
	76
	4.0%
	2.4%

	Forgery/Uttering
	11
	4
	0.1%
	0.1%

	Arson/Burn
	74
	11
	0.7%
	0.3%

	Trespass
	402
	77
	3.8%
	2.4%

	Other Property Offense
	80
	15
	0.8%
	0.5%

	CSA Class A
	13
	3
	0.1%
	0.1%

	CSA Class B
	67
	12
	0.6%
	0.4%

	CSA Class C
	18
	4
	0.2%
	0.1%

	CSA Class D
	194
	13
	1.8%
	0.4%

	CSA Class E
	49
	16
	0.5%
	0.5%

	Conspiracy Viol CS Law
	26
	10
	0.2%
	0.3%

	Poss. Hypdermic Needle
	2
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%

	CSA School/Park/Plygd
	147
	15
	1.4%
	0.5%

	Other CS Offense
	62
	6
	0.6%
	0.2%

	Motor Vehicle Homicide
	5
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Driving Under Influence
	14
	4
	0.1%
	0.1%

	Other Major Motor Vehicle
	242
	45
	2.3%
	1.4%

	Disturbing/Disorderly
	1,161
	450
	10.9%
	14.3%

	Firearm Offense
	159
	11
	1.5%
	0.3%

	Prostitution
	1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Liquor Law Violation
	193
	87
	1.8%
	2.8%

	Other Public Order Offense
	1,010
	252
	9.5%
	8.0%


Source:  Office of Commissioner of Probation, 2011.

Youthful Offenders

A youthful offender is a person who has been indicted and is subject to an adult and/or juvenile sentence for having committed an offense while between the ages of 14 and 17
 which, if he/she were an adult, would be punishable by imprisonment in the state prison [i.e., a felony] and
· Has previously been committed to the Department of Youth Services (DYS), or

· Has committed an offense which involves the infliction or threat of serious bodily harm in violation of law, or

· Has committed a violation of [G.L. c. 269, § 10(a)(c), (d), G.L.c.269, § 10E (firearm offenses)] (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 58).
In 2011, there were 274 youthful offender indictments involving 131 individuals between the ages of 14 and 17 (Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011).  Each year for the past eleven years, between 129 and 205 individuals have been indicted as youthful offenders.  The 129 individuals indicted in 2010 represent the lowest number of indicted youthful offenders in the past ten years and a 37% decrease from the high in 2003.  The number of indictments in 2011 represents a 28% decrease from 2001.  Males have represented at least 90% of the individuals with youthful offender indictments during each of the past eleven years.  In 2011, 95% of the youth indicted as youthful offenders were male.  

Youthful Offenders in Juvenile Court, 2001-2011
	
	Males
	Females
	Total Individuals
	Total Indictments
	% Male
	% Female

	2001
	171
	11
	182
	571
	94%
	6%

	2002
	149
	17
	166
	438
	90%
	10%

	2003
	194
	11
	205
	549
	95%
	5%

	2004
	171
	7
	178
	482
	96%
	4%

	2005
	162
	8
	170
	448
	95%
	5%

	2006
	160
	10
	170
	433
	94%
	6%

	2007
	151
	8
	159
	386
	95%
	5%

	2008
	165
	8
	173
	439
	95%
	5%

	2009
	123
	9
	132
	334
	93%
	7%

	2010
	118
	11
	129
	323
	91%
	9%

	2011
	125
	6
	131
	274
	95%
	5%


    Source: Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011.
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Source: Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011.
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Source: Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011.  
Bristol and Suffolk Counties had the greatest number of youth indicted as youthful offenders in 2011.
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    Source: Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011.  
Children In Need of Services (CHINS)

A child may be determined to be a Child In Need of Services (CHINS) as a result of four non-criminal, non-delinquent behaviors: truancy, runaway, stubborn child, and school offender (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 21).  The goals of the CHINS statute are the following:

· Preventing future delinquency;

· Ensuring school attendance and compliance with school policies; and

· Providing support to families during times of stress (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, § 39E).
In 2011, a total of 7,266 CHINS applications were received, of which 4,455 petitions were filed (Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011).
  CHINS applications are filed in order to initiate the process of providing services.  CHINS petitions are issued when a judge hears the case, accepts the application as a case and continues to formally appoint counsel.  

Males have a higher representation of CHINS applications and petitions.  Data represents a combination of Juvenile Court and District Court data until the end of 2007, after which only Juvenile Court data is available.  However, in the last year for which District Court data was available, applications to the Gloucester and Brookline District Courts comprised less than 1% of total CHINS applications received (0.7%).  In Juvenile Court in 2011, there were 7,266 CHINS applications and 4,455 petitions were issued.  
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Data from the Administrative Office of the Trial Court, 2011.  
*Data represent a combination of Juvenile Court and District Court data until the end of 2007.  The district courts in Gloucester and Brookline are the only district courts that retain jurisdiction to hear juvenile matters.  Subsequently, data from the Brookline and Gloucester District courts is missing.  

c. Number of cases handled informally (non-petitioned) and formally (petitioned) by gender, race, and type of disposition (e.g., diversion, probation, commitment, residential treatment).
This section describes the youth whose cases were handled formally, through both risk/need probation placement and commitment to the Department of Youth Services (DYS).  

Probation

In 2010 there were 3,237 juveniles placed on risk/need probation in Massachusetts, 78% were male and 22% were female.  The total number of youth placed on risk/need probation has decreased 51% from a high of 6,565 in 2000 and declined 8% from the previous low a year prior.
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Source: Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011.

The peak in female risk/need probation placements was 2002 (1,443).  The number of female risk/need probation placements in 2010 is 50% lower than in 2002.  The peak in male risk/need probation placements was 2000 (5,306).  Male risk/need probation placements are down 53% since 2000. 
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    Source: Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011.

In addition to males, minority youth are also overrepresented in probation placements.  In 2010, 51% of the probation placements were White, 27% Hispanic, 19% Black, 2% Cape Verdean, 1% Asian, and 0.1% Native American.
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  Source: Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011.

Over the past nine years, the percent of minority youth placed on risk/need probation has increased from 39% in 2002 to a high of 50% in 2009, and slightly declining in 2010.  
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             Source:  Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011.

The percentage of minority juveniles placed on risk/need probation in 2010 declined from the previous year.  From 2009 to 2010 the number of Asian juveniles placed on risk/need probation decreased the most (34%). 
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  Source:  Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011. 

The majority of youth were placed on risk/need probation for person offenses, and this has remained consistent since 1998 when person offenses surpassed property offenses as the top cause of probation placement.  In 2010, 48% of juveniles were placed on probation for person offenses, 34% for property offenses, 4% for controlled substance offenses, 13% for other public order offenses, and 2% for motor vehicle offenses.  
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  Source: Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011.  

According to the Probation Department, in 2010, the majority of both male and female probationers  had attitude problems (96%), school discipline problems (91%), home discipline problems (91%), peer relations problems (88%), social relations needs (88%), education needs (84%), counseling needs (75%), family relations problems (71%), substance abuse problems (59%), drug abuse needs (48%), and were younger than 15 years at first offense (55%).  In addition, 41% had a prior record within the past five years, 36% had an alcohol abuse need, 33% had prior probations within the past five years, and 19% had two or more resident changes within the past year.  

While males and females were quite similar in their diagnosed problems and needs, there were some small variations.  For example, male probationers were more likely than females to have had a prior record within the past five years (42% vs. 36%, respectively), to have been on probation within the previous five years (35% vs. 27%, respectively), and to have a drug abuse need (50% vs. 43%, respectively).  Females were more likely than males to have had two or more residence changes within the past year (22% vs. 18%, respectively) and to have family relations problems (76% vs. 69%, respectively). 
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  Source:  Office of the Commissioner of Probation, 2011.

The risks and needs of probationers also differed slightly by race in 2010.
  For example, Cape Verdean youth were the most likely to have been on probation within the past five years (48% of Cape Verdean probationers compared to 33% of the total probationers), to have a home discipline problem (98% of Cape Verdean probationers compared to 91% of the total probationers),to have an education need (97% of Cape Verdean probationers compared to 84% of the total probationers), to have a counseling need (95% of Cape Verdean probationers compared to 75% of the total probationers), and to have a family relations problem (83% of Cape Verdean probationers compared to 71% of the total probationers).  Asian youth were the most likely to have a substance abuse problem (72% of Asian probationers compared to 68% of White probationers, 63% of Cape Verdean probationers, 50% of Hispanic probationers and 48% of black probationers).  However, 

Asian youth showed lower than average risk factors for having a prior record within the past five years (30% of Asian probationers compared to 41% of the total probationers), to have been younger than 15 years at first offense (51% of Asian probationers compared to 55% of the total probationers), and alcohol abuse need (30% of Asian probationers compared to 36% of the total probationers).  Black youth were less likely to have substance abuse problems (24% for alcohol abuse need and 38% for drug abuse need versus the 36% and 48% average for both respectively) but were more likely to have been younger than 15 years at first offense.  Hispanic youth also showed lower than average substance abuse problems (50% of Hispanic probationers compared to 59% of the population).  
Commitment to the Department of Youth Services (DYS)

When youth are “committed to DYS” it means that they have been adjudicated as a delinquent child on a complaint or adjudicated a youthful offender on an indictment, and, because of that adjudication, they will be in the legal custody of DYS until either age 18, 19 or 21.  If a juvenile is charged as a delinquent, he or she will usually be committed until age 18.  In the situation of a child whose case is disposed of after he or she has attained his or her 18th birthday, he or she will be committed until age 19.  If charged as a youthful offender, he or she could be committed until age 21.
  “Committed to DYS” does not necessarily mean in the physical custody of DYS and living in a DYS facility.  The continuum of care for a juvenile who is committed to DYS is: Assessment, Residential Phase, Hardware/Secure Treatment, Staff Secure Treatment, Community Supervision, and Discharge (Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, 2012).  

In 2009, DYS implemented the Community Service Network model, a progression of the community supervision model utilized successfully by the department for the past decade.  A significant change with the new model is returning to a case management team format to deliver services to DYS youth in a specific geographic area or district rather than within a day reporting center.

In 2011, there were 1,115 youths in the total DYS committed population, 527 of which were new DYS commitments.
  The number of new DYS commitments represents a decrease of 64% since its high of 1,479 in 1999.  
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Source: Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, 2012.

The number of individuals in the total DYS population on January 1, 2012 represents a decrease of 66% since its high of 3,278 in January 2002.
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The majority of the juveniles in the DYS committed population on January 1, 2011 were male (87%).  However, the number of males in the DYS committed population on January 1, 2011 was 66% lower than at its high in January 2001.  The number of females in the DYS committed population on January 1, 2011 was 71% lower than at its peak in January 2003.  
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 Source: Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, 2012.
Minority youth were overrepresented in the DYS committed population in 2011.
  Compared to the total count of Massachusetts minority youth in 2010 (30%),
 63% of DYS committed youth in 2011 were minority (27% black, 31% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 5% of some other race/ethnicity).
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On January 1, 2012, the DYS committed population included individuals between the ages of 12 and 20.  Most of those were between the ages of 15 and 17 (80%).
	Age
	Total # 
	Total %

	Age 13
	2
	0%

	Age 14
	24
	2%

	Age 15
	118
	11%

	Age 16
	252
	23%

	Age 17
	516
	46%

	Age 18
	87
	8%

	Age 19
	58
	5%

	Age 20
	58
	5%

	Total
	1,115
	100%


Secure Detention

According to the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services (DYS), in 2011 there were 2,515 juveniles sent to pre-trial detention.
  The number of pre-trial detention admissions in 2011 was 55% lower than the high of 5,562 in 2003 and 16% lower than in 2010.
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 Source: DYS, 2012. 

On an average day in 2012 there were 118 males and 19 females held in secure pre-trial detention across Massachusetts.
  The average daily number of youth held in pre-trial detention decreased from 172 in 2010 to 137 in 2012.  Males continue to be over represented in detention placements representing 86% of the average daily secure detention placements in 2012 (DYS, 2012).  

Similar to the DYS committed population, minority youth were also over represented in the 2012 DYS detainee population.  Minority youth made up approximately 69% of all DYS detentions, broken down as follows: 27% African American youth, 33% Hispanic youth, 2% Asian youth, and 7% youth of some other race/ethnicity.
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Worcester County and Suffolk County had the largest number of detentions in 2011 (564 and 420, respectively).  Dukes and Nantucket Counties had the lowest number of detentions in 2011 (0 and 1, respectively).
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Note: Chart does not include 16 out-of-state detentions.  

e. Other social, economic, legal and organizational conditions considered relevant to delinquency prevention programming. 

There are many risk and protective factors associated with juvenile delinquency.  This section gives a brief overview of the following:
· Teen Pregnancy and Sexual Health

· Mental Health Disorders

· Economic Conditions 

· Child Abuse and Neglect

· School Dropouts and School Exclusions

· Teen Violence and School Safety

· Tobacco and Substance Abuse
· Recidivism
TEEN PREGNANCY AND SEXUAL HEALTH

A 2004 report issued by the Child Welfare League of America found that sexual abuse in young girls was directly tied to delinquency.  In comparison to non-offenders, childhood sexual abuse often led to engagement in unsafe sexual practices and early sexual activity, resulting in teen pregnancy and the contraction of sexually transmitted diseases.  A study four years later conducted by the University of Wisconsin-Madison found that despite a decline in the overall rates of juvenile delinquency in the United States, the number of female youth being arrested and held in secure facilities has been on the rise.  And while many of the factors that lead to delinquency are the same for both males and females, the delinquency of girls’ is often preceded by a history of sexual abuse.  Girls who are intimately involved with delinquent males are more likely to become deviant themselves, and girls who engage in deviant behavior are also more likely to choose male offenders as romantic partners. 

Results from the 2009 Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey (MYRBS)
, a self-reported instrument administered to 8,514 students in 121 public middle and high schools every odd-numbered year by the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE), indicate that:

· 46% of high school students have had sexual intercourse;

· 35% of high school students had intercourse in the three months prior to the survey; 

· 5% of high school students had sexual intercourse for the first time before age 13;

· 13% of high school students reported having four or more partners in their lives;

· 6% of high school students have been pregnant or impregnated someone else;

· 42% of high school students who had recent sexual intercourse did not use a condom; and

· 2% of students reported a diagnosis of HIV or another STD.

In 2009, 4,477 babies were born to young women in Massachusetts ages 15-19.  Teen mothers who gave birth during this time were less likely than their adult counterparts in Massachusetts to breastfeed, be married, and receive adequate prenatal care.  Teen mothers were also more likely to smoke during pregnancy and have babies with low birth weights (Massachusetts Department of Public Health, 2012). 

Although the Massachusetts Department of Public Health (DPH) reported that the overall teenage childbirth rate in the Commonwealth of 19.5 in 2009 was well below the national average of 39.1 (National Center for Disease Control, 2012), the following 15 Massachusetts communities had birth rates higher than the national average: Holyoke (96.8), Lawrence (79.0), Chelsea (76.0), Springfield (72.1), New Bedford (58.5), Lynn (55.8), Southbridge (55.6), Pittsfield (55.1), Revere (53.2), Lowell (53.0), North Adams (51.3), Fall River (45.6), Taunton (42.9), Chicopee (41.4), and Fitchburg (40.9).
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  Source: DPH, 2012.  

  Note: Teen birth rate is the number of births to females ages 15-19 per 1,000 females ages 15-19.

DPH data further indicates that teen birth rates vary considerably by race/ethnicity, although rates dropped from 1999 to 2009 for all young women in the 15-19 age group.  Hispanic teens had the highest birth rate followed by Black teens, and Asian teens had the lowest birth rate.  From 1999 to 2009, the White teen birth rate decreased 28% (from 15.9 to 11.5); the Black teen birth rate decreased 44% (from 57.4 to 32.3); the Hispanic birth rate decreased 36% (from 98.8 to 63.1); and the Asian teen birth rate decreased 53% (from 23.4 to 10.9).


MENTAL HEALTH DISORDERS
Over the past two decades, practitioners have become increasingly more aware of and concerned with the relationship between youth involved in the juvenile justice system and mental illness.  A 2006 study by the National Center for Mental Health and Juvenile Justice (NCMHJJ), in conjunction with the Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators (CJCA), found that, “…the majority (70.4%) of youth in the juvenile justice system meet criteria for at least one mental health disorder…In addition, the results of this study indicate that youth in contact with the juvenile justice system experience high rates of disorder across the various types of mental health disorders.”  Studies such as this one conducted by the NCMHJJ and the CJCA demonstrate the clear need for the availability of and access to mental health services for detained youth.

According to a 2004 report issued by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts titled, Massachusetts Juvenile Justice Data and Information, many youth dealing with mental health disorders that are not under the control of the juvenile justice system are not referred to hospitals for treatment.  However, due to the scarcity of available data on mental illness, information tracking the number of annual hospital discharges for youth under the age of 19 is still helpful in our analysis of these trends.  Data compiled by DPH for calendar year 2009 shows that 5,200 youth ages 19 and under were hospitalized for mental health disorders, a 4% increase from the previous year.
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  Source: DPH, 2012.  

 Note: Hospital Discharge with a Primary Diagnosis.  Youth is defined as anyone ages 0 – 19.  

In addition to hospitalization discharge statistics, MYRBS data from 2009 provides a strong indication of the mental health of teens in the Commonwealth.  Survey results reveal that 24% of high school students reported feeling hopeless or sad daily for at least a two week period within the past year causing them to cease participation in normal activities.  That same year, 50% of students reported that they felt the need to talk to an adult outside of the family regarding current issues in their lives, and 10% of students sought out a school counselor or psychologist.  And of greatest concern, 17% of students reported intentionally hurting themselves, 14% seriously considered suicide and 11% established a suicide plan.
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

It is important to take economic conditions into consideration when looking at juvenile justice issues in Massachusetts because many studies have linked poverty levels with crime rates.  This section looks at the income levels of children and families in Massachusetts. 

Data compiled by the National Center of Children in Poverty (NCCP) reveal that in 2010, 27% of Massachusetts children (those under 18 years of age) were low-income (defined as a family of four earning less than $44,700 annually) compared to 44% nationally.
  Although additional Massachusetts-specific data for calendar year 2010 is not yet available from the NCCP, the following statistics provide a glimpse into the national trends during this time period:

· In 2010, there were in excess of 72 million children under the age of 18 in the United States and nearly two-thirds (47.4 million) were living in low-income or poor families;

· 36% or approximately 4.4 million children residing in the Northeast region of the country were living in low-income families;

· The percentage of children in both low-income and poor families rose four points over the five-year period from 2005-2010; and

· Minorities were disproportionately represented among low-income families.

CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

The Department of Children and Families (DCF) is the Massachusetts state agency responsible for protecting children under the age of 18 from child abuse and neglect.  Massachusetts law requires professionals, referred to as mandated reporters, to notify DCF if they suspect child abuse or neglect.  The Code of Massachusetts Regulations defines abuse and neglect as follows:

· Abuse is “the non-accidental commission of any act by a caretaker upon a child under age 18 which causes, or creates a substantial risk of, physical or emotional injury; or constitutes a sexual contact between a caretaker and a child under the care of that individual.” 

· Neglect is the “failure by a caretaker, either deliberately or through negligence or inability to take those actions necessary to provide a child with minimally adequate food, clothing, shelter, medical care, supervision, emotional stability and growth, or other essential care.”

According to DCF, in 2010 there were 80,637 child abuse and neglect reports (51A) filed with the agency.  Of those 80,637 reports, 33,061 or 41% were screened-in for investigation and another 14,515 or 18% were screened-in for an initial assessment.  The total number of 51A reports filed in 2010 marks an increase of 4% from the 2009 figure of 77,420, and a continuing upward trend in the number of cases reported to DCF each year.  This pattern is particularly alarming given the relationship between child abuse and neglect and juvenile delinquency.  A report published in July 2004 in the National Institute of Justice Journal confirmed the findings of an earlier study, noting that, “children who are physically abuse and neglected have an increased risk of arrest for violence.  As a whole, the abused and neglected children were 11 times more likely to be arrested for a violent crime as a juvenile…” 
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 Source: DCF, 2012.

Juvenile Court Care and Protection Cases 

Care and Protection cases in Massachusetts are heard in the Juvenile Court.
  The following characteristics unique to the of care and protection proceedings of children are found in Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 119, Section 26:

· If the court finds the allegations in the [Care and Protection] petition proved, it may adjudge that the child is in need of care and protection.

· If the child is adjudged to be in need of care and protection, the court may commit the child to the custody of the department until he becomes an adult or until the object of his commitment has been accomplished.

· The Court may also make any other appropriate order, including permitting the child to remain with a parent, guardian or other custodian or transferring temporary or permanent legal custody to: 

a) any person, including the child’s parent, who is found by the court to be qualified to give care to the child;

b) any agency or other private organization licensed or otherwise authorized to receive and care for the child; or

c) the department of children and families.

Statistics available on the Massachusetts Trial Court’s website, www.mass.gov/courts, indicate that in state fiscal year 2011 (July 1, 2010 – June 30, 2011), there were 2,636 Care and Protection Petitions in the Juvenile Court.
  The number of Care and Protection cases has ranged from a low of 2,416 in 1998 to a high of 3,531 in 2008, marking a 32% increase over the 11 year period.  However, since the peak in 2008, the numbers have continued to decrease and are now 25% lower than just three years ago. 
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  Source: Massachusetts Trial Court, Juvenile Court Department State Fiscal Year 2011 Statistics. 

SCHOOL DROPOUTS AND SCHOOL EXCLUSIONS 

‘Risk factors’ and ‘protective factors’ are two phrases that are commonly used when examining the relationship between school failure and juvenile delinquency.  Risk factors refer to variables that increase the likelihood of a youth to engage in destructive behavior, often leading to poor academic performance.  Protective factors, on the other hand, represent the availability of resources to promote the healthy growth of a child, both at home and in the classroom, and when needed, to act as a shield against identified risk factors.  The greater the degree of protective factors, the more likely the child will be to overcome adversity in the home or in a school setting (Florida Department of Education, School Staff Guide to Risk and Resiliency, 1998).

School Dropouts 

A New York Times article in 2009 reported the results of a study conducted by Northeastern University that revealed that, “On any given day, about one in every 10 young male high school dropouts is in jail or juvenile detention, compared with one in 35 young male high school graduates.”  The report further stated that, “The dropout rate is driving the nation’s increasing prison population…”  The annual dropout rate in Massachusetts’ public schools has ranged from 2.7% to 3.8% over the past eight years, with the last three years marking the lowest rates in recent years (DESE, 2012).


Massachusetts Public High School Dropout Rates 
	
	2003-

2004
	2004-

2005
	2005-

2006
	2006-

2007
	2007-

2008
	2008-

2009
	2009-

2010
	2010-

2011

	Number of Dropouts
	10,633
	11,145
	9,910
	11,436
	9,959
	8,585
	8,296
	7,894

	Percentage of Total Students
	3.7%
	3.8%
	3.3%
	3.8%
	3.4%
	2.9%
	2.9%
	2.7%

	Male

Female
	4.3%

3.1%
	4.4%

3.2%
	3.8%

2.8%
	4.4%

3.3%
	3.8%

2.9%
	3.4%

2.5%
	3.3%

2.4%
	3.2%

2.3%

	Grade 9

Grade 10

Grade 11

Grade 12
	2.6%

3.7%

4.0%

4.8%
	3.0%

3.7%

4.1%

4.7%
	3.0%

3.3%

3.3%

3.9%
	3.9%

3.7%

3.6%

4.1%
	3.0%

3.5%

3.3%

3.7%
	2.8%

2.9%

2.7%

3.1%
	2.8%

3.0%

2.6%

3.1%
	2.6%

2.8%

2.7%

2.9%


Source: DESE, 2012.
Dropout rates have typically varied by gender, grade, income, school location and by race/ethnicity.  In the past eight years, the male dropout rate has ranged from 3.2% to 4.4% and the female dropout rate has ranged from 2.3% and 3.3%.  The lowest rates for both genders occurred in the 2010-2011 school year.  Over the past five school years (2006 – 2010), dropout rates across all grades have decreased by nearly one percentage point, and in some cases have exceeded that amount.
During the 2010-2011 school year, the dropout rate for Hispanic students was 7.0%, followed by Black students at 4.8%, Multi-racial students at 2.5%
, Asian students at 1.8%, and 1.7% for White students.  Dropout rates for Black, Hispanic, and White students during this time were the lowest in the past eight school years (DESE, 2012).  
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Source: DESE, 2012. High School Dropouts 2010 – 11 Massachusetts Public Schools. Table #6: Annual Dropout Rates for Selected Demographics.
School Exclusions

School exclusion is defined by the DESE as the, “…removal of a student from participation in regular school activities for disciplinary purposes for more than ten consecutive school days.  The removal could also be permanent or indefinite.”  A 2003 study by the National Center on Education, Disability, and Juvenile Justice reveals that exclusion may, “…accelerate the course of delinquency, by providing at-risk and alienated youth extra time to associate with deviant peers.”  DESE data reveal that during the 2010-2011 school year, there were a total of 30,293 in-school suspensions and an additional 48,336 out-of-school suspensions.  These figures represent an increase of 54% and 5%, respectively.  Breakdowns of these figures by gender and race are not available at this time.  

TEEN VIOLENCE AND SCHOOL SAFETY

In addition to collecting data on sexual activity and pregnancy as noted in a previous section of this report, the biennial MYRBS also captures self-reported violence and school safety concerns by Massachusetts youth.  The following data was collected from high school students during the 2009 MYRBS:  

· 29% of students reported having been involved in a fight in the past year;

· 3% reported sustaining injuries that required treatment by a medical professional;

· 9% of students were involved in a fight on school property in the past year; 

· 11% of students reported being physically hurt by a date;

· 19% of students reported being bullied at school in the past year;

· 20% of male students and 5% of female students reported carrying a weapon in the past 30 days;

· 6% of males and .09% of females reported carrying a gun in the past 30 days;

· 4% of students reported carrying a gun on school property in the 30 days prior to the survey; and

· 9% of males and 4% of females indicated gang membership during the past year.

TOBACCO AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

According to the 2009 MYRBS, the use of smokeless tobacco among high school students has risen in recent years.  8% of students reported using smokeless tobacco in the 30 days prior to the survey, twice the rate of those surveyed in 2003.  Male students were also more likely than female students to have ever smoked cigarettes (46% vs. 41%), smoked in the past 30 days (18% vs. 14%) or used smokeless tobacco in the past month (14% vs. 2%).  

The percentage of high school students who reported consuming alcohol prior to the age of 13 decreased significantly from 25% in 2003 to 17% in 2009.  The rate of students who engaged in binge drinking in the 30 days prior to the survey only diminished slightly from the 2003 rate (25% vs. 27%).

43% of high school students reported previous marijuana use, and 27% indicated that they had smoked marijuana in the 30 days prior to the report.  Less than half of those surveyed indicated that they perceived smoking marijuana would pose any significant risk to their overall health.

Students reporting use of methamphetamines in 2009 was significantly less than the rates during 2003 (3% vs. 6%).  15% of high school students surveyed indicated that they had taken a prescription drug that was not their own, and 2% of students reported using a needle to inject illicit drugs.  26% of students reported being offered, sold, or given illegal drugs on school property during the past 12 months; this figure marks a decrease from 32% of respondents in 2003. 
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 Source: DESE, 2011.
RECIDIVISM 


Reentry into the community after being either committed to DYS or after being released from a secure or non-secure placement can be difficult for young people in Massachusetts.  The latest recidivism data from DYS is from a cohort of 398 former clients of DYS, or approximately 35% of the entire detainee population, who were discharged during 2006
.  Of the random sample chosen from the study, 55% were arrested within one year of discharge, 34% were convicted of an offense within one year of discharge, and 18% were incarcerated within one year of discharge.  As depicted in the chart on the following page, the reconviction rate for the 2006 cohort was higher than over the previous four years, although the rates of arraignment and incarceration have remained relatively stable over time.  
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 Source: DYS, 2010.

There are several individual risk factors that contribute to recidivism in the Commonwealth.  For individuals discharged from DYS during 2006, these factors have been broken out into the following four categories:

· Gender: 41% of the males and 5% of the females from the cohort study re-offended. 

· Ethnicity: 41% of African Americans, 34% of Caucasians, 31% of Hispanics, and 21% of juveniles of other ethnicities were re-convicted for offenses committed within one year of discharge.

· Offense Type: 43% of the weapons offenders, 37% of the motor vehicles offenders, 35% of the property offenders, 34% of the drug offenders, and 32% of the person-crime offenders, were reconvicted of a crime within one year of discharge.

· County: 41% from Hampden County, 37% from Worcester County, 32% from Essex County, 31% from Suffolk County, and 29% from and Bristol County were convicted of a crime within one year of discharge.

(2) List of State’s Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements

1. There is a need to improve sight and sound separation in all relevant facilities.

2. Jail and lockup removal needs to be supported with state funds.

3. There is a need to reduce the overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system.

4. There is insufficient juvenile justice data to fully inform public policy.

5. There is a lack of alternative to secure detention.

6. There is a lack of empirically based alternatives for youth 

1. There is a need to improve sight and sound separation in all relevant facilities
For FFY2011 and FFY2012 OJJDP found Massachusetts out of compliance with the sight and sound core requirement of the JJDPA due to a significant number of court holding facilities within the state not having adequate sight and sound separation between adult and juvenile detainees. Older court houses in the state were not designed with sight and sound separation requirements in mind; however newer court houses are compliant with this requirement. The SAG and EOPPS are collaborating with the Division of Capital Assets Management (DCAM) who oversee construction of state buildings and the Administrative Office of the Trial Court (AOTC) to resolve the issues and assist the state with regaining compliance with the sight and sound core requirement.  Currently, potential solutions include renovations where feasible, purchasing sound reducing curtains that will be strategically placed in some of the facilities to reduce or eliminate violations, moving where juvenile sessions are heard, changes to the policies, procedures and practices of some of the facilities, video conferencing and time phasing juvenile who share courts with adults. Please review the compliance monitoring section of this Plan for further details.
2. Jail and lockup removal needs to be supported with state funds
In order for Massachusetts to maintain compliance with the jail removal core requirement and to keep children who are arrested safe, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has developed a system of removing individuals under the age of 17 from jails and placing them in Alternative Lockup Programs (ALPs).  For a little over a decade the SAG has supported Alternative Lock-Up Programs with Title II Formula dollars while advocating the state assume fiscal responsibility for the programming. While the non-secure alternative lockup programs are funded with state funds, the secure alternative lockup programs have not been. However, when OJJDP found Massachusetts out of compliance with the sight and sound core requirement of the JJDPA, combined with a steady decrease in Formula dollars, the SAG had no other alternative but to stop funding ALPs with Formula Grant money. Contingent upon the passage of the 2013 state budget, ALP programs will be funded by the Commonwealth and will be under the oversight of the Department of Youth Services (DYS). The use of federal funds for ALPs has prevented funding in other important areas such as DMC reduction, delinquency prevention and intervention, and juvenile justice system improvements; the JJAC is hopeful that state funds will be used to support the ALP system as of July 1, 2012. 
3. There is a need to reduce the overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system.

Across the United States, persistent racial disparities exist in the juvenile justice system; therefore, this issue is not unique to Massachusetts.  In fact, all states in the nation are required by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to address these disparities, called disproportionate minority contact (DMC). 
Please see the DMC section of this Plan to learn more about the activities of the SAG in attempting to respond to the problem of DMC in Massachusetts.
4. There is a lack of alternatives to secure detention
Massachusetts General Law c. 276, sec. 58 states that a person before the court shall be admitted to bail on personal recognizance unless it is determined that such a release will not reasonably assure the appearance of the person before the court. In addition, M.G.L. c. 276, sec. 58a allows for a person to be held without bail if it is determined after a full hearing that a danger would be posed to any person or the community if the individual were released. Despite recent decreases in juvenile detention rates, meetings and discussions with juvenile justice stakeholders in various areas of the system, reveal that judicial bail decisions may be influenced by factors such as lack of access to mental health or substance abuse programs in the community and a lack of available Department of Children and Families (DCF) placements. 
Recently, the Alternatives to Detention Subcommittee of the SAG changed names to the Best Practices Subcommittee. The intent of this subcommittee is to strategically address the most effective means of supporting the healthy development of youth given their particular needs while ensuring accountability for their actions and behaviors. The SAG is concerned, however, that unnecessary detentions are not uncommon and that, in effect, some youth are being criminalized for needs which, if programming were available, would be better addressed in the community and outside of the juvenile system. The SAG supports and promotes programs that address intervention strategies that hold youth and the system accountable as well as alternatives to detention programs that allow youth to remain in the community and receive necessary support pending the resolution of their case. 
This reliance on detention, while appropriate in some cases, has serious implications for effectively servicing court involved youth:

 

· Detention mixes youth that have less serious levels of offending with youth that have more serious levels of offending.  Lower offending youth who are placed in a secure detention setting are likely to make new friends that are negative influences, learn new crime-related skills, break new social taboos, and develop a criminal identity.  

· Detention separates youth from their families and support systems, causing additional stress to youth who may already be suffering from depression or other mental illness.

· Nationally, research indicates that detention increases the likelihood that children will be placed out of their homes in the future, even when controlling for offense, prior history and other factors (Rust, 1999).   
The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) is currently working in four Massachusetts counties and intends to expand statewide. In Massachusetts JDAI was initially funded with Formula Grant money. After the initial grant funds were expended DYS decided to continue overseeing JDAI activities. Several JJAC members and EOPSS staff have been involved with various JDAI committees. 

The Detention Diversion Advocacy Program (DDAP) is an alternative to detention program operated by the Robert F. Kennedy Children’s Action Corps to reduce the number of minority youth being sent to detention. It recently received Formula Grant money to continue to address this important issue.

5. There is insufficient juvenile justice data to fully inform public policy

The JJAC and EOPSS do not have access to complete and/or consistent data related to juvenile issues. While data is frequently collected locally, it is then sent to a central location where its dissemination is centrally controlled.  While some information is easily obtained such as risk/need probation placements, DYS detentions, and DYS commitments, other information has proved to be more difficult to acquire.  This leads to many disadvantages including difficulties in determining need, challenges in measuring program effectiveness, and risk of losing federal funding due to noncompliance with the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA).  Below are some of the data challenges in Massachusetts:

1. Not all police jurisdictions report whether the arrestee is Hispanic.  Hispanic youth are the largest youth minority group in Massachusetts and are increasingly overrepresented in the juvenile justice system, thus this information is important for any analysis of race/ethnicity.  
2. Tracking individual cases throughout the system is very difficult.  In Massachusetts, there is no integrated system for tracking individual juveniles across agencies, and most of the data systems do not “talk to each other” or interface.  This greatly limits the types of analyses that can be performed and limits our understanding of how youth move through the juvenile justice system in the state.  

3. While all but the diversion category of the OJJDP-required DMC data categories are now collected, the JJAC would like to see data broken down in a variety of other more specific and localized ways. 
6. There is a lack of empirically based alternatives for youth 

While juvenile arrests, detentions and commitments have declined over the past several years, the SAG and EOPSS recognize the continuing need to advocate for and fund effective, comprehensive prevention and intervention programming for all youth regardless of their socioeconomic status. Juvenile justice advocates report concerns that there are inadequate programming in communities that have the highest need. In some cases, advocates report that judges feel compelled to detain youth because inadequate services are available in the community. The SAG promotes – and aims to learn more about and raise awareness  of – programming that is known to be successful based on empirical evidence and that understands and addresses the developmental needs of youth, particularly of those most at-risk. The SAG is particularly interested in promoting efforts that are guided by the “sequential intercept model” which helps identify multiple points in the juvenile justice system where strategic interventions that are well-tailored to the needs of the individual can occur. 

According to the National Alliance on Mental Illness: 

“…The points of  interception [on a sequentail intercept model, as described by Mark Munetz and Patricia Griffin] include law enforcement and emergency services; initial detention and hearing; jails, courts, forensic evaluation and forensic hospitalizations; reentry from jails, prisons and hospitalization; and community supervision and community support services. According to the model, at each of these points, there are unique opportunities to assist a person in getting appropriate services and preventing further justice involvement.

“Ideally, the best point of intervention is in the community, before law enforcement becomes involved,... In a system with appropriate interventions at each intercept, fewer and fewer people will slip through the cracks, so by the time of release from jail and prison, most people should be connected with services to help them recover and prevent further contact with the justice system…”

Massachusetts will continue to explore this model as a framework for inventorying and applying empirically based interventions. JJAC will, where resources permit, utilize JJAC funding to support research based interventions and study/evaluation of promising practices.  

d. 
PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE FIRST THREE CORE REQUIREMENTS OF THE JJDP ACT AND THE STATE’S COMPLIANCE MONITORING PLAN 

(1) Plan for De-institutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO)

Massachusetts General Law (MGL) Chapter 119, Sections 39H, 66, and 67, prohibits the secure confinement of status offenders in municipal lockups, jails, houses of correction, and adult correctional institutions. In the unlikely event a status offender or non-offender is held securely, Massachusetts General Law designates the Department of Youth Services (DYS) as the agency responsible for administering all secure juvenile correctional facilities for detained and committed youth. 

An analysis of the Commonwealth’s Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) rates between 2009 and 2010 shows a decrease in the state’s DSO’s rate from 3.77 to 1.82. This decrease is attributable to many factors including but not limited to: increased awareness surrounding the holding of status offenders as a result of compliance monitoring handouts; mass emails and statewide site visits; improved data reporting from municipal police departments; and changes in the manner OJJDP requires states to report data on Minors in Possession of Alcohol as of March 2011. Historically, the majority of Massachusetts DSO violations in adult lockups were a result of Minor in Possession of Alcohol cases that are considered delinquent offenses by Massachusetts law. With OJJDP’s new interpretations surrounding Minors in Possession of Alcohol – the charge will no longer be counted as a status offense for OJJDP reporting purposes – it is expected violations in this area will continue to decline. 

In its review of the Commonwealth’s 2009 Compliance Monitoring Report, OJJDP found the Commonwealth to be in full compliance with the de-institutionalization requirements of Section 223 (a)(11) of the JJDP Act. To maintain compliance the Compliance Monitor will strive to visit 100% of Department of Youth Service (DYS) facilities, adult lockups, jails, houses of correction, and prisons every three years. During site visits data for the corresponding monitoring year will be reviewed to determine if status offenders were held in violation of the JJDP Act. 
To further supplement this measure Non-DYS facilities without an approved juvenile lockup provide annual certification forms to the Compliance Monitor articulating if status offenders were held, where status offenders were held, and for what length of time if applicable. These forms allow the Commonwealth to monitor facilities statewide until a site visit can be made. As with prior years, the State Advisory Group (SAG) will be informed of compliance monitoring actives via bi-monthly SAG meetings and through the SAG’s Compliance Monitoring Subcommittee. 

(2) Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders

Massachusetts MGL Chapter 119, Section 67, restricts the detention of juveniles to DYS approved juvenile cells. DYS inspection guidelines emphasize the importance of sight and sound separation of juvenile offenders from adult offenders as well as safety standards relating to the layout of cells and their contents. 

Between 2009 and 2010 the Commonwealth reported an increase in its separation violations. This increase was due to expansion of the monitoring universe as the Commonwealth was asked by OJJDP to identify courthouses that violate or have the potential to violate the sight and sound separation requirement of the JJDP Act. In its current format the JJDP Act does not have a de-minims exception for “separation” and any report greater than zero would lead a state to be out of compliance with the separation requirement of the JJDP Act.  

In its review of the Commonwealth’s 2009 Compliance Monitoring Report, OJJDP found the Commonwealth was not in compliance with Section 223 (a)(12) of the JJDP Act.  To that end efforts are under way to re-establish compliance with JJDP Act. 

Goal: To regain and maintain full compliance with Section 223 (a)(12) of the JJDP Act. 

Objectives:

1. Inform and collaborate with the JJAC, the Chief Justice and staff of the Administrative Office of the Trial Court (AOTC), and the Division of Capital Asset Management (DCAM) to assess and convey the nature of sight and sound concerns. – Complete/Ongoing
2. Form a working group to address sight and sound concerns. – Complete
3. Identify court holding facilities that present sight and sound challenges as defined by OJJPP. – Complete. (Individuals Responsible – AOTC, Compliance Monitor, DCAM, DMC Reduction Specialist & the SAG)
4. Complete statewide site visits to identify and assess problematic court holding facilities. – Ongoing. (Individuals Responsible – Compliance Monitor, DCAM, DMC Reduction Specialist & the SAG)
5. Categorize and prioritize the nature of sight and sound challenges per each facility and potential remedies. – Ongoing. (Individuals Responsible – AOTC, Compliance Monitor, DCAM & the DMC Reduction Specialist)
6. Provide the Chief Justice of the AOTC options for addressing sight and sound challenges. – Ongoing. (Individuals Responsible – AOTC, Compliance Monitor, DCAM, DMC Reduction Specialist & the SAG)
7. Implement short term and long range remedies to regain and maintain full compliance with Section 223 (a)(12) of the JJDP Act. – Ongoing. (Individuals Responsible – AOTC, Compliance Monitor, DCAM, DMC Reduction Specialist & the SAG)
Time Line: As reflected below, a tentative timeline exists.  It is tentative due to the uncertain nature of the costs and resources associated with implementing solutions. It is the goal of EOPSS staff to provide an interim report to the Massachusetts Chief Justice of the AOTC by May 2012 articulating recommendations from site visits covering the period of January through April of 2012.

The timeline is as follows: 

May 2012 – Provide the Chief Justice of the AOTC with an interim report on the assessments and recommendations from site visits made during the winter and early spring of 2012.

June 2012 – October 2012 – Implement and monitor short term remedies to address sight and sound concerns (e.g. sound proof curtains, revisions of policies and procedures) and complete a comprehensive report on all of the problematic facilities within the Commonwealth, including identification of the specific problems per facility, potential solutions per facility, resources for the implementation of solutions and prioritization of how and when to implement solutions at the various facilities.

November 2012 – December 2013 – Begin implementing long term remedies (e.g. renovations) to identified court holding facilities based on a comprehensive report (discussed above) that prioritizes the facilities and identifies where long term remedies are feasible.

Yearlong – Conduct statewide site visits to verify effectiveness of remedies.

Yearlong – Systematically collect data as required by OJJDP. 

The JJAC has been represented in meetings with the Chief Justice of the AOTC and has participated in the Court Holding Facilities Task Force. JJAC representatives have been present on multiple facility site visits. In addition, the JJAC is apprised of activities via bi-monthly Compliance Monitoring Subcommittee meetings and reports at full committee meetings.   

-----------------------------------

Detention facilities in the Commonwealth are licensed by the Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC). The DEEC has stringent standards and requirements for its licensees that meet EOPSS’s concerns for the safety and well-being of detained youth. In addition to DYS facilities, the Commonwealth operates Alternative Lockup Programs (ALP) that temporarily detain juvenile offenders. (In Massachusetts ALPs are used for youth who are detained after arrest and until their initial court appearance on the following business day. This is done in an effort to stay compliant with the Jail Removal and Separation JJDPA core requirements). These ALPs are located regionally throughout the Commonwealth and provide services for all of the Commonwealth’s cities and towns. 
(3) Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups 

Throughout the Commonwealth adult jails and lockups have been educated on the importance of removing juveniles from lockups in accordance with applicable state law as well as in compliance with the JJDP Act. This has been accomplished through years of joint education by the SAG and EOPSS, statewide compliance monitoring site visits, rudimentary technical assistance, and electronic mailings to law enforcement officials regarding the core components of the JJDP Act. 

An analysis of the Commonwealth’s Jail Removal rates between 2009 and 2010 showed a decrease from 5.89 to 3.04. This decrease is attributable to many factors including but not limited to: sustained educational outreach through compliance monitoring site visits, improved and consistent data entry from municipal police departments as well as lower turnover from staff in municipal departments designated to be School Resource Officers, DARE Officers or juvenile specific officers.

In its review of the Commonwealth’s 2009 Compliance Monitoring Report, OJJDP found the Commonwealth to be in full compliance with the jail and lockup removal requirement of Section 223 (a)(13) of the JJDP Act. To maintain compliance the Compliance Monitor will strive to visit 100% of adult lockups and jails every three years to educate and if possible prevent future violations. To achieve this data will be collected and handouts will be disseminated informing entities of what is necessary to attain and maintain compliance. 

To date “six-hour rule” violations are the most common jail removal violations experienced in the Commonwealth. These violations are attributable to a host of reasons including but not limited to: transportation related delays, contacting and finding an interested party or parent, and bail considerations.  

In an effort to comply with the six-hour rule a system of secure and non-secure Alternative Lockup Programs (ALPs) exists throughout the Commonwealth to allow police departments to remove juvenile detainees from departments within the six hour limit. These ALPs are used for detaining youth after arrest and prior to their initial court appearance which is typically the next day except during weekends and holidays. 
Rural Removal Exception
The Commonwealth does not utilize this exception.
Transfer or Waiver Exception 
In Massachusetts juveniles who fall within adult criminal court jurisdiction are those who are 14 and older and have been charged with murder. This exception would only be utilized under this circumstance.  
To maintain full compliance with Section 223 (a)(13) of the JJDP Act, Massachusetts will continue to educate lockups through site visits, emails, and providing materials while conducting compliance site visits. Massachusetts will continue to rely on its SAG for guidance on how best to provide rural areas the assistance needed to avoid accumulating six hour violations. 

e. 
PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE MONITORING FOR THE FIRST THREE CORE REQUIREMENTS OF THE JJDPA ACT.
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(14) of the JJDPA, EOPSS has responsibility for monitoring the Commonwealth’s level of compliance with the Act’s core requirements.  EOPSS receives, reviews, and verifies compliance monitoring data from all facilities in the Commonwealth capable of securely detaining a juvenile offender.  The EOPSS Compliance Monitor is also accepted as the state-wide expert on juvenile detention issues and is available to conduct trainings for all levels of law enforcement, probation, and juvenile detention workers to ensure the highest level of understanding of the core requirements of the JJDP Act.  

(1) Policy and Procedures. Please see the attached compliance monitoring manual.

(2) Monitoring Authority. Please see the attached Executive Order that established the authority of EOPSS to conduct compliance monitoring. 

(3) Monitoring Timeline. Please see the attached timeline. 

(4) Violation Procedures. When a violation is discovered at any facility in the monitoring universe the following steps are taken: the facility is asked to submit a letter on facility letterhead, the letter should reference specific case(s) (i.e. charge, date, time, secure/non-secure hold).  The letter should provide a detailed explanation of what occurred and why. The letter should conclude with an explanation of what corrective action has and/or will take place (e.g., training for officers, disciplinary action, re-writing policies and procedure, posting relevant handouts, etc.) as well as include a statement confirming that event that occurred was a violation and is a violation of the department’s current policies and procedures.  
(5) Barriers and Strategy. There are two areas of difficulty relating to compliance monitoring in Massachusetts. The first difficulty pertains to sight and sound separation concerns in the Commonwealth’s court holding facilities. This matter and possible strategies are addressed in section 3. The remaining challenge is the rigor of striving to visit 100% of the monitoring universe every three years. Despite the best efforts of the Compliance Monitor, the large quantity of facilities that comprise the monitoring universe make it challenging to visit all facilities. As time allows EOPSS has made available the DMC Reduction Specialist and Juvenile Justice Specialist to assist in compliance visits. 
 (6) Definitions of Terms 

Adjudication: A finding by a judge or jury in a delinquency case that a child is delinquent, or in a youthful offender case that a child is a youthful offender. 

Administrative Office of the Trial Court: The state agency charged with the administration of the statewide Trial Court system.

Administrative Probation: A period of probation that is not supervised by a probation officer.

Alternative Lockup Program (ALP): Facility where juveniles who are detained after arrest are held prior to initial court appearance.

Alternative Placement: Out-of-home placements for children removed from their homes by the Department of Children and Families (DCF) (such as foster care and residential care.)

Arraignment: Initial court appearance in which the defendant is informed of the charges and enters a plea of not delinquent.

Arrest Rate: The number of arrests per a certain population.  See “juvenile arrest rate.”  

Assessment: Evaluation of a child committed to DYS that determines the child’s psychosocial history and needs to help guide treatment plans.

Bail: The amount of money – determined by a judge or magistrate and meant to ensure the defendant’s appearance in court – that must be given to the court in order for the defendant to be released from custody pending the outcome of the case.  The bail money is given back to the person who posted it if the defendant appears for all court appearances.

Binge Drinking: Five or more alcoholic drinks in a row, within a couple of hours, in the 30 days before the survey (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).

Care and Protection: Proceeding in juvenile court whereby placement – such as foster care - of a child believed to be abused or neglected is determined based on the best interests of the child and their health and safety.

Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement (CJRP): Contains a collection of nationwide data detailing the characteristics (age, sex, race/ethnicity, offense, type of facility, and placement status) of juvenile offenders in residential placement facilities.

Child In Need of Services (CHINS):  A means by which the juvenile court and probation department may monitor and assist children who persistently runaway or disobey home rules, or who persistently fail to attend school or disobey school rules.

Children’s Defense Fund: A national advocacy organization for children.
Civil Commitment:  The hospitalization of a person with mental illness who poses a danger to the public due to their illness; or, the hospitalization of someone who has a severe substance abuse problem and is likely to cause serious harm.

Citizens for Juvenile Justice (CfJJ): A non-profit organization in Massachusetts that seeks to improve the juvenile justice system through advocacy and public education.
Coalition for Juvenile Justice (CJJ):  A national resource on delinquency prevention and juvenile justice issues comprised of volunteers nationwide consisting of professionals, concerned citizens, and advocates for children and families that participate as members of state advisory groups on juvenile justice. 

Commitment to DYS: A delinquency or youthful offender disposition in which the juvenile is committed to the Department of Youth Services until age 18 or age 21 respectively.

Committee for Public Counsel Services (CPCS): Massachusetts state agency that provides legal representation for indigent defendants – adults and juveniles – charged with crimes. 

Community Corrections Centers: A full range of treatment, education, drug testing, electronic monitoring, and community service programs for offenders run by the probation department in partnership with various sheriffs departments.  Two exist for juveniles.

Community Service: One possible condition in the disposition of a case that requires the juvenile to do some form of service work such as helping to clean a public park.

Complaint: The manner by which a juvenile is charged with having committed a delinquent act.
Continuance Without A Finding (CWOF): A form of probationary disposition the successful completion of which will lead to the case being dismissed without a delinquency adjudication.

Court Reorganization Act of 1992: The act that authorized the establishment of a statewide Juvenile Court in Massachusetts.

Current Alcohol Use: One or more alcoholic drinks on at least one of the 30 days before the survey (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).

Current Drug Use: Use of a drug on at least one of the 30 days before the survey (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).
Dangerousness Hearing: A hearing to determine if the defendant should be detained without the opportunity for bail pending the resolution of the case because the defendant is alleged to pose a danger to the community.

Day Reporting Center (DRC): DYS community-based centers that provide counseling, supervision and other forms of treatment and monitoring for juveniles who have been committed to DYS and released from residential placement. 

Delinquent: A child between the ages of 7 and  17 who has been adjudicated delinquent as a result of breaking a state law, a city ordinance, or a town by-law.

Department of Children and Families (DCF) (formerly the Department of Social Services): The state agency charged with the responsibility of protecting children from child abuse and neglect.

Department of Education (DOE): The state agency charged with overseeing public education in Massachusetts.

Department of Public Health (DPH): The state agency charged with seeking to promote healthy people and communities, particularly for the underserved.

Department of Youth Services (DYS): Statewide agency responsible for the administration of secure detention facilities, residential commitment facilities, and a range of community-based treatment and monitoring programs for accused and/or delinquent youth.

Detention:  The holding of a child charged with an offense in custody pending the posting of bail or resolution of the case.

Discharge:  Point at which DYS no longer has supervision over a committed child.

Disproportionate Minority Confinement (DMC): The overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system at all points in the juvenile justice process.

District Attorney’s Office:  Prosecutor agencies organized by county.  The District Attorney is the public’s elected advocate whose primary responsibility is to ensure that youth and adults who violate the law are held accountable for wrongdoing.  

District Court: The branch of statewide court system that has jurisdiction over criminal matters and a variety of civil matters.  Juvenile sessions are held in district courts in some jurisdictions. 

Early Initiation of Alcohol Use: Consumption of an alcoholic drink before age 13 (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).

Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS):  The state agency that plans and oversees  the Commonwealth's public safety efforts, including compliance with the JJDP ACT,  by supporting, supervising, and providing planning and guidance to a variety of Massachusetts public safety agencies, boards and commissions.

Formal Field Investigation: An encounter in the community between the police and a civilian in which the police gathers information from the civilian such as name, address, etc. and possibly asks the individual questions relating to the investigation of a crime.

Frequent Binge Drinking: Six or more episodes of binge drinking in the month prior to the survey.  On average, this represents more than one heaving drinking episode per week (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).
Index Crimes: (see Part I Crimes).
Indictment: Process by which a juvenile is charged with a crime as a youthful offender.

Investigative Detention: The detention of an individual by the police, without a formal arrest, with the intention of interrogating the individual for the purposes of investigating a crime.

Jurisdiction:  The persons about whom and the subjects about which a court has the power to make legally binding decisions; or, the geographical area within which a court has the right and power to operate.

Juvenile:  In Massachusetts, a child between the ages of 7 and 17.
Juvenile Arrest Rate: In this document, the juvenile arrest rate is the number of arrests of individuals under the age of 18 per 100,000 individuals in the general population (adult and juvenile).   

Juvenile Court: The branch of the statewide court system that has jurisdiction over delinquency, children in need of services (CHINS), care and protection petitions, adult contributing to a delinquency of a minor cases, adoption, guardianship, termination of parental rights proceedings, and youthful offender cases.
Juvenile Court Clinics: Statewide system of court-based mental health clinics.

Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC): Massachusetts State Advisory Committee that is appointed by the Governor and charged with the responsibility to fund programs that implement Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act goals, coordinate juvenile justice and delinquency prevention efforts in the Commonwealth and provide policy recommendations to the Governor and state legislators.

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA): The federal act that provides the major source of federal funding to improve states' juvenile justice systems.
Lifetime Alcohol Use: Any consumption of alcohol during one’s life, except one or two sips for religious purposes (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).

Lifetime Drug Use: Use of a drug at some point during one’s life (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).

Lifetime Sexual Intercourse: Having had sexual intercourse at least once in one’s lifetime (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).
Massachusetts Citizens for Children (MCC): A non-profit statewide child advocacy organization whose mission is to improve the lives of the state's most vulnerable children and is a national leader in child abuse prevention. 

Massachusetts General Laws: Massachusetts legal statutes.

Minor in Possession of Alcohol: In Massachusetts Minors in Possession of Alcohol with no attached delinquency are considered delinquent offenders not status offenders. 
N.D. or n.d.: A work with no date available.
National Center of Children in Poverty (NCCP): A nonprofit, nonpartisan research and policy organization at Columbia University that seeks to identify and promote strategies that prevent child poverty in the United States and that improve the lives of low income children and families.
National Center for Juvenile Justice: A private, non-profit organization that serves as a resource for independent and original research on topics related directly and indirectly to the field of juvenile justice. 

National Household Survey on Drug Abuse: A survey that measures the prevalence of use of illicit drugs, alcohol, and tobacco products, as well as the nonmedical use of prescription drugs in the United States. 

Office of the Commissioner of Probation: State agency that oversees the probation departments across the state.  Part of the Court System in Massachusetts.
Operation Night Light: Partnership between police and probation officers whereby they conduct curfew checks of juvenile probationers in the community.

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP): Part of the federal Department of Justice, OJJDP provides grant money and supports states and communities in their efforts to develop and implement effective and coordinated juvenile prevention and intervention programs and improve their juvenile justice systems. 

Part I Crimes: Also referred to as index crimes, Part I Crimes include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, arson, and motor vehicle theft.

Part II Crimes: Include other assaults, forgery and counterfeiting, fraud, embezzlement, buying/possessing stolen property, vandalism, weapons carrying/possessing, prostitution, sex offenses, drug abuse violations, gambling, offenses against family/children, driving under influence, liquor law violations, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, and all other offenses.

Population-Based Rates: Rates created per a specific number of individuals in the general population.  

Probable Cause:  The minimum degree of evidence necessary for an officer to arrest an individual or for the individual to be charged with a crime.
Probation: A type of disposition for a specified period of time during which the juvenile must follow conditions set by the court or else face harsher sanction.

Protective Custody:  The detention of an individual, often for mental health reasons, for the individual’s own safety whether or not the individual wants it.

Protective Factor: Something that decreases the potential harmful effect of a risk factor.

Recent Drug Use: Use of a drug on at least one of the 30 days before the survey (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).

Recent Sexual Intercourse: Having had sexual intercourse in the three months before the survey (from the Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey).
Recidivism: The commission of a crime by a juvenile who has already been adjudicated a delinquent or a youthful offender on a prior matter.  In the Recidivism chapter of this document, recidivism refers to individuals being convicted of a crime within one year of discharge from the Department of Youth Services (DYS).  

Relative Rate Index (RRI): Compares “rates” for minority youth to those of white youth (e.g. rates at which youth are detained).  It is computed by dividing minority rates by white rates.  If the rate for minority youth is equal to those of white youth, the relative rate index is a "1".  The higher the RRI, the more overrepresentation of minorities exists. 

Residential Placement: Concerns children who have been committed to DYS and are sent to a DYS secure facility for treatment and public safety.  Can also refer to DCF placement of children, who have been ordered into their custody by the court for CHINS or Care and Protection reasons, in DCF residential programs.

Risk Factor: Anything that increases the probability that a child will engage in delinquent behavior.

Risk/Need Probation: A supervised form of probation that has varying levels of supervision depending on assessment of the child’s risks/needs.

Runaway: A CHINS category referring to children who have a history of running away from home.

School Exclusions: The removal of a student from participation in regular school activities for disciplinary purposes for more than ten consecutive school days.

Secure Treatment: Residential placement of a child committed to DYS in a locked or staff secure DYS facility for the purposes of treatment and public safety.

Status Offenses: Offenses committed by juveniles, which are not illegal for adults (such as curfew violations or underage drinking.)

Stubborn Child: A CHINS category referring to children who persistently disobey home rules.

Student Exclusion: The removal of a student from participation in regular school activities for disciplinary purposes for more than ten consecutive school days.  The removal could be permanent or indefinite.

Suspended Sentence (delinquency): A commitment to DYS that is suspended for a probationary period determined by a judge upon successful completion of which the delinquent will not be sent into DYS custody.

Suspended Sentence (youthful offender): A commitment to either a House of Correction or a state prison suspended for a probationary period determined by a judge upon successful completion of which the youthful offender will not be sent into custody.

Truant/School Offender: A CHINS category referring to children who are persistently absent from school or violate school regulations. 
Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS): Monitors adolescent risk behaviors related to the 

leading causes of morbidity and mortality among youth and adults including behaviors such as tobacco, alcohol, and other drug use; behaviors related to intentional and unintentional injuries; high-risk sexual behaviors; poor dietary patterns; and lack of physical activity.  

Youthful Offender: A person who is subject to an adult or juvenile sentence for having committed, while between the ages of fourteen and seventeen, an offense against a law on the commonwealth, which, if he [or she] were an adult, would be punishable by imprisonment in the state prison [i.e., a felony] and (a) has previously been committed to the Department of Youth Services or (b) has committed an offense which involves the infliction or threat of serious bodily harm in violation of law, or (c) has committed a violation of [G.G. c. 269, § 10(a)(c), (d), G.L.c.269, § 10E (firearm offenses)].  

(7) Identification of the Monitoring Universe. EOPSS has identified approximately 600 facilities within the Commonwealth that have the potential to securely detain juvenile offenders pursuant to public authority. The monitoring universe encompasses colleges/universities law enforcement facilities and, all state and municipal police departments. The Commonwealth’s Department of Correction and Department of Youth Services facilities are also included, as well as all county operated Houses of Correction and Jails. Through state legislation, sub-grant conditions and executive orders, EOPSS has established itself as the agency responsible for monitoring their level of compliance with the core requirements of the JJDP Act. EOPSS does not include non-secure shelter care facilities in the monitoring universe because state law requires these facilities be overseen by the Department of Children and Families. DCF mandates that all shelter care facilities maintain a non-secure setting.  EOPSS maintains a close working relationship with DCF to ensure its programs abide by this requirement.
(8) Classification of Facilities. EOPSS has classified all facilities within the monitoring universe in accordance with the guidelines set forth by OJJDP.  

(9) Inspection of Facilities. Each year, EOPSS staff conduct site visits to a minimum of 10% of facilities in the monitoring universe. These inspections include a thorough review of juvenile arrest and detention records to verify facility’s compliance with the jail removal and status offender mandates, as well as a tour of the facility to ensure sight and sound separation. As needed, EOPSS will conduct additional site visits to those facilities experiencing difficulty with timely data reporting or compliance issues. EOPSS strives to visit 100% of facilities every three years.

(10) Data Collection and Verification. EOPSS has implemented a comprehensive data collection system to ensure facilities in the Commonwealth are operating in compliance with the JJDP Act.  As required by Executive Order, all adult lockups maintaining juvenile detention cells must report electronically to EOPSS on a monthly basis every juvenile that was securely detained in their facility.  This monthly reporting details the juvenile’s age, offense, and time of detention. The remaining facilities in the monitoring universe are required to submit annual documentation certifying their level of compliance.  The Compliance Monitor reviews monthly and annual reporting data and verifies it for accuracy during site inspections.  Any facility found to be operating in non-compliance of the JJDP Act is contacted and visited. EOPSS prepares a full 12 months of data for its annual compliance monitoring report.  .   
To ensure the cooperation of all facilities within the monitoring universe, EOPSS has made juvenile detention data reporting a sub-grant condition for all state and federal grants awarded through this office. Municipal police agencies operating juvenile cells to report to EOPSS all juvenile offenders held securely.  Additionally, EOPSS has established a partnership with the Office of the Attorney General to compel, if necessary, acceptable levels of compliance from any facilities and agencies that have unacceptable levels of compliance or that refuse to cooperate.   

e.
PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT (DMC) CORE REQUIREMENT
Phase I: Identification

DMC Identification Spreadsheets

Please see the attached spreadsheets as well as additional data tables included in earlier submissions below. The discussion below is based on the spreadsheets that outline the population-based Relative Rate Indices (RRIs).
DMC Data Discussion

Data Issues

· With the permission of OJJDP the analysis for the Identification Phase is based on population-based RRIs (see attachments to the Three Year Plan) due to the fact that the stage to stage-based RRI spreadsheets could not calculate certain figures for Latinos due to missing arrest and referral data and would have resulted in an inadequate analysis of DMC problems facing Latino youth
· Missing Latino arrest numbers; arrest figures do not separate out Latinos; many juveniles that are included in the White category may in fact be White Hispanic; the result may be that arrest RRIs for Blacks and Asians may in fact be higher than listed due to an inflated White rate of contact

· Arrest data includes 17 year olds though 17 is the age of majority in MA

· Missing referrals, diversion, and transferred cases for all groups; referrals and transferred cases will be reported to EOPSS when the Commonwealth completes the implementation of its new data collection system over the course of the next year

· Waiting to receive 2011 court data

· 2005 and 2006 do not have petitioned cases (arraignments) and do not have arrests, referrals, diverted cases, and transferred cases

· Latino population figures may be inflated which may be resulting in minority RRIs that are lower than they should be

· Do not have RRIs for American Indian or Alaska Native or Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders

· Asian encompasses a number of ethnicities, some of which may – if they were separated out by ethnicity – have RRIs above 1 (such as Cambodians)

· Arrest, detention and confinement data is based on duplicated counts whereas cases petitioned and probation cases are based on unduplicated counts

Statewide RRIs: 2005 – 2011

· 2011 Commitment RRIs rose to their highest level for Blacks (7.38) and Latinos (5.14) over all years RRI data has been collected and analyzed; Asians were lowest ever at .24

· However, the rates of commitment contact dropped for Blacks and Latinos but not as steeply as for Whites and Asians

· Detention RRIs rose for Blacks (5.84) and Latinos (4.61) in 2011; the previous highest detention rates for Blacks was 6.10 in 2008 and for Latinos 4.75 in 2007; though detention rates of contact declined for all groups

· We do not have arraignment rates for 2011; 2010 arraignment RRIs for Blacks (3.57) and Latinos (3.05) and Asians (.49) were the lowest since this category has been reported in 2007

· 2011 arrest RRIs rose for Blacks (2.64) compared to 2010 (2.58) but were lower than arrest RRIs for 2008 (3.36) and 2009 (3.14); Latino arrest data is not available

· The arrest RRIs for Asians declined from .41 in 2008 to .27 in 2011

· From 2005 – 2011 the average detention RRI for Blacks was 5.81

· From 2005 – 2011 the average confinement RRI for Blacks was 6.51

· From 2005 – 2011 the average detention RRI for Latinos was 4.19

· From 2005 – 2011 the average confinement RRI for Latinos was 4.37

Suffolk County RRIs: 2005 – 2010 (except 2007)

· Suffolk has a large Black population (including Boston) and the volume for all of the Black RRIs is high

· Rates of contact, volume and confinement RRIs for Blacks are extremely high and reached an all time high in 2010 at 11.06 (compared to 7.97 in 2009 and 9.50 in 2006)

· The average commitment RRI for Blacks from 2008 – 2010 was 9.49

· The average commitment RRI for Latinos from 2008 – 2010 was 3.92

· Blacks also had the highest detention RRIs with a high of 6.87 in 2008 and an average of 6.48 from 2008 – 2010

· Latino detention RRIs decreased from 2.95 in 2008 to 2.69 in 2010

· Asian detention RRIs were 1.21 in 2008 and 2009 and dropped to .91 in 2010

· The arrest RRI for Blacks dropped from 2.17 in 2009 to 1.38 in 2011

· Between 2008 – 2010 the Asian arrest RRI average was extremely low at .19

· The highest arraignment RRI was for Blacks at 4.99 in 2009

· The average arraignment RRI for Latinos between 2008 – 2010 was 2.43 (similar to 2005 and 2006)

Essex County RRIs: 2008 – 2010

· Essex has a large Latino population and high volume for their RRIs
· In 2009 Blacks and Latinos had their highest confinement RRIs at 5.79 and 5.33 respectively (with Latinos having a higher volume)

· Asian confinement RRIs dropped significantly from 2.97 in 2008 to .5 in 2010 (and had low volume)

· From 2008 – 2010 the average confinement RRI for Blacks was 4.32 and the average for Latinos was 3.91

· The Asian detention RRI fell from 1.77 in 2008 to .95 in 2010

· The Black detention RRI spiked at 5.43 in 2009 and dropped to 3.23 in 2010

· The Latino detention RRI averaged 3.82 from 2008 – 2010

· The arraignment RRI for Blacks was at its highest (4.87) in 2009 while the Latino arraignment RRI dropped to it’s lowest (2.81) in 2010

· The Asian arrest RRI was declined to .35 in 2010

Worcester County RRI: 2008 – 2010

· Worcester County includes the City of Worcester which has a large Latino population

· The Black and Latino confinement RRIs peaked in 2010 at 5.75 and 4.37 respectively

· Black detention RRIs were the highest each year at 5.08, 4.71, and 4.70

· While Black detention RRIs declined slightly, Latino detention RRIs increased each year averaging 3.28 and had a higher volume than Blacks

· The Asian arrest RRI was well below 1 each year and reached its lowest in 2010 at .20

· The Black arraignment RRIs were the highest and averaged 3.78; while the Latino arraignment RRIs averaged 3.02

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Population-Based RRI Analysis Tracking Sheets 2008 - 2010

Code: S = statistically significant; M = magnitude of RRI, V = volume of RRI; Cm = comparative with other jurisdictions; Ct = context is supportive of DMC reduction.
	ESSEX
	Black
	Latino
	Asian

	Arrests
	S, M
	(data unavailable)
	(low RRIs)

	Detention
	S, M
	S, M, V, Cm, Ct
	(low RRIs)

	Cases Petitioned 
	S, M
	S, M, V, Cm, Ct
	(low RRIs)

	Probation Placement
	S, M
	S, M, V
	(low RRIs)

	Confinement
	S, M
	S, M, V, Cm, Ct
	(low RRIs)


	SUFFOLK
	Black
	Latino
	Asian

	Arrests
	S,M,V
	(data unavailable)
	(low RRIs)

	Detention
	S,M,V,Cm,Ct
	S,M,V,Cm,Ct
	(low RRIs)

	Cases Petitioned 
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V,Cm
	(low RRIs)

	Probation Placement
	S,M,V
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)

	Confinement
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	STATEWIDE
	Black
	Latino
	Asian

	Arrests
	S,M,V
	(data unavailable)
	(low RRIs)

	Detention
	S,M,V,Cm,Ct
	S,M,V,Cm,Ct
	(low RRIs)

	Cases Petitioned 
	S,M,V
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)

	Probation Placement
	S,M,V
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)

	Confinement
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V,Cm
	(low RRIs)

	WORCESTER
	Black
	Latino
	Asian

	Arrests
	S,M,V,Cm
	(data unavailable)
	(low RRIs)

	Detention
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)

	Cases Petitioned 
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)

	Probation Placement
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)

	Confinement
	S,M,V,Cm
	S,M,V
	(low RRIs)


Phase II: Assessment/Diagnosis

The most urgent matter for the DMC Reduction Specialist will be to work on the process of implementing an assessment study. Since the submission of the FFY2010 Formula Grant application, Dr. Michael Leiber has provided technical assistance on this matter (which included a site visit and meetings with stakeholders in addition to a training). He assisted with obtaining a commitment from the AOTC to conduct an assessment study. The AOTC, in November 2010, submitted an assessment study proposal to EOPSS which was reviewed and commented on by the JJAC DMC Subcommittee. The impressive proposal represented a major step towards the goal of learning more about the causes of DMC in Massachusetts. The proposal calls for the AOTC to conduct an “in-house” study with assistance from someone with expertise in conducting DMC assessment studies. A phone conference including the Chair of the DMC Subcommittee, OJJDP and the AOTC was conducted to contemplate how to improve upon the proposal’s methodology. Further technical assistance was requested. The process was delayed while issues with the TA provider organization and OJJDP were worked out. Eventually the TA provider was able to contract with Dr. Leiber. Dr. Leiber and the DMC Reduction Specialist engaged in correspondence which included providing Dr. Leiber with the assessment study proposal and notes from the above mentioned conference call. Dr. Leiber reviewed the proposal and related notes and a second conference call was arranged with Dr. Leiber, the DMC Reduction Specialist, the Chair or the JJAC DMC Subcommittee and the AOTC. Dr. Leiber informed everyone that the proposal looked promising despite some concerns that were discussed. Dr. Leiber will help guide the upcoming stages of the assessment study via phone and in coordination with the AOTC. The AOTC will conduct the quantitative portion of the study at no extra cost. The JJAC has set aside $100,000 from FFY2011 Formula Grant funds for a qualitative assessment study to compliment the quantitative study. Dr. Leiber has suggested that initial results from the quantitative study be used to help guide the formation of the qualitative study. 
Timeline
Summer 2012
The AOTC will complete the study of cohorts from arraignment to disposition which will include the analysis of criminal histories and probation’s Risk/Need Assessments of the individuals in the cohort. The AOTC will work with the Office of the Commissioner of Probation to obtain the necessary information.
Fall 2012
The AOTC will complete an interim report for review by Dr. Leiber, the JJAC, and the DMC Reduction Specialist.
Fall 2012
The interim report will be used to guide the design of a qualitative assessment study.
Fall/Winter 2012
The AOTC will obtain data from the new Mass Courts data collection system to study the cohorts from complaint to arraignment.
March 2012
The AOTC will complete a final report for the quantitative study which will be submitted to OJJDP.

Potential Barriers

The Mass Courts data collection system has not been fully implemented. It will be implemented county by county over the next several months. If there are delays it may impact the portion of the study that analyzes the cohort from the complaint to arraignment stages.
One of the concerns raised by the Chair of the JJAC DMC Subcommittee is that the study relies heavily on information that is obtained from the “Risk/Need Assessments” of the juveniles conducted by probation officers. Thus biases – unconscious or conscious – could result in skewed, inaccurate information which could impact the accuracy of the study. However, despite the concerns, the Risk/Need Assessments contain the most relevant and accessible information and the advantages of using them outweigh the potential downsides.
Anticipated Outcomes
Potential results of the study may include, but not be limited to, finding the following contributing factors to DMC: lack of access to services for at-risk minority youth; “justice by geography” or differential policing patterns between minority and majority communities; more significant risk factors for minorities due to living in more severe poverty; a higher rate of inappropriate use of detention for minorities due to the perceived need for services that may be provided in DYS; differential offending or more serious offending by minority youth; less use of diversion in jurisdictions with large minority populations; disparate decision making by probation officers and judges; disparate rates of school-based arrests; and accumulated disadvantage for minority youth due to increased likelihood of being processed through the juvenile justice system for incidents that could have been resolved outside of the system.
Phase III: Intervention
Progress Made in FFY 2011
The goals for 2009-2011 fall into five main categories: (1) DMC Identification and Tracking, (2) DMC Assessment, (3) Build capacity of the DMC Subcommittee and EOPSS to address DMC, (4) Educate Juvenile Justice Stakeholders, Other Youth Serving Organizations and the Public about DMC, and (5) Fund Projects Aimed at Reducing DMC.
1. DMC Identification and Tracking

	Activities
	Progress Made in 2011

	Contact chiefs of police at localities that are not reporting or are underreporting arrest data.
	According to the Crime Reporting Unit of the Massachusetts State Police, the city of Lawrence was the only municipality that did not report juvenile arrest data. The DMC Reduction Specialist contacted the Lawrence Police Department. Lawrence Police Department is now sending juvenile arrest data broken down by race/ethnicity directly to the DMC Reduction Specialist. Thus this activity may be considered DONE.

	Continue to work with the Court to, where possible, refine and expand on data that was provided by them in May 2009, and to have it correlate as closely as possible to the data sets required by OJJDP. The Court has stated that it will continue to work with the JJAC on providing necessary data and will try to improve how it does so. 
	The AOTC has indicated that it will provide juvenile race/ethnicity court data for 2010 and 2011, as it has already done for 2009. (It has provided statewide data for 2007 and will also provide data for 2008). The AOTC understands the importance of providing data and has indicated its commitment to do so on a regular basis in order to help identify the levels and trends of DMC at various points in the juvenile court system. 



	Encourage and aid in the development of a uniform or standardized data collection system for the state of Massachusetts that includes race/ethnicity at every decision point. Accomplish this, in part, by communicating with and educating the legislature on Senate Bill 940 which necessitates such data collection.
	The juvenile data bill was re-filed by State Senator Cream. In addition, the senator has been looking for other mechanisms in which to have the aims of the bill fulfilled. A criminal justice-related budget amendment was passed that in part requires that a commission be convened to discuss an array of issues and prioritizes a “data driven approach” to learning about how to improve the criminal and juvenile justice systems. The budget amendment requires that data be made accessible to the commission to aid in its evaluation and recommendations. The Chair of the JJAC DMC Subcommittee has been appointed to the commission.
The AOTC is in the process of implementing a data collection system named “Mass Courts.” This project should make the collection of comprehensive data more feasible and should facilitate the reporting of data (including race/ethnicity data). The DMC Reduction Specialist has been in touch with the AOTC regarding the Mass Courts project. The AOTC is taking into consideration input from the DMC Reduction Specialist and the JJAC regarding what data sets should be collected and what methodology should be used to collect race/ethnicity data, namely the methodology outlined by the National Center for Juvenile Justice. 




2. DMC Assessment 

	Activities
	Progress Made in 2011

	Confer with researchers at universities who are studying and collecting data on the “school-to-prison pipeline.”
	An invitation to attend an upcoming meeting has been made to a professor at a local university who does related work.

	Request TA from OJJDP and consult with DMC Specialist in Connecticut regarding how best to conduct an assessment study.
	Technical assistance has and will continue to be provided by Dr. Michael Leiber. The recent round of technical assistance was delayed due to issues with OJJDP and the TA provider organization which has resulted in the court’s quantitative study being behind the originally intended schedule. OJJDP has allowed an extension for the study to be completed by March 2013.  Dr. Leiber reviewed the assessment study proposal developed by the Court and notes of some of the concerns expressed by the JJAC DMC Subcommittee chair during a conference call. Overall, Dr. Leiber believes the proposal is sound. Dr. Leiber expressed his thoughts and suggestions during a conference call in March 2012. The Court is now prepared to begin the implementation of the assessment study and will have access to Dr. Leiber’s expertise during the process. There does not appear to be a need to discuss the assessment study with the DMC Coordinator in Connecticut.



	Release and Application for Grant Funds (AGF) and pick a grantee to conduct an assessment study.
	The AOTC will conduct their in-house assessment study at no additional cost. Their study will be quantitative. There is $100,000 set aside for a DMC assessment study which may be dedicated in full or in part to a qualitative study. Dr. Leiber suggested that the development of a qualitative study take place after some initial results are obtained from the quantitative study. The initial results from the quantitative study can then help guide decisions relating to the qualitative study such as what it should focus on.


3. Build DMC Subcommittee and EOPSS capacity to address DMC

	Activities
	Progress Made in 2011

	Invite experts to speak to DMC subcommittee and/or the whole JJAC on DMC issues and other race issues such as racial profiling.


	An invitation for an upcoming JJAC DMC Subcommittee has been extended to a local expert.



	Recruit new JJAC DMC subcommittee members.
	Efforts have been made to recruit new members and add diversity to the subcommittee. There has been some success, however there remains a need to add to the current membership. New DMC subgrantee programs will begin in the Spring 2012 and will be asked to have representatives attend subcommittee meetings. 




4. Educate Juvenile Justice Stakeholders, Other Youth Serving Organizations and the Public about DMC

	Activities
	Progress Made in 2011

	The DMC Reduction Specialist and JJAC members will continue to participate in JDAI Statewide DMC Subcommittee meetings.
	The DMC Reduction Specialist has been heavily involved with the JDAI Statewide DMC Subcommittee, including: attending meetings, sharing data, developing power point presentations and participating in and presenting at trainings.

	Update the website and include educational materials.
	The website has been updated and more will continue to be added to the site such as additional links to useful resources and educational materials.


5. Fund Projects Aimed at Reducing DMC

	Activities
	Progress Made in 2011

	Continue to educate stakeholders on the problems with the current Alternative Lockup Program system and recommend that the Commonwealth support statewide licensed facilities through the Department of Youth Services (DYS) as soon as possible.


	The Governor’s proposed budget includes funding for the ALPs. Assuming it is approved by the legislature, state funding, with DYS oversight of the ALPs, will begin July 1, 2012.

	Fund programs specifically aimed at reducing DMC or that utilize proven methods for reducing DMC.  
	An Availability of Grant Funds (AGF) was released in December 2011 for alternative to detention and DMC programs. The JJAC has made its decisions regarding which programs to fund. Out of six awardees, three of the programs will focus primarily on DMC and the three alternative to detention programs will be expected to try to have a positive impact on DMC.  For all who applied, knowledge of and a commitment to work towards reducing DMC was one of the scoring criteria.

	Increase strong communication and a service-learning relationship with DMC subgrantees.  
	There will be new DMC subgrantee programs beginning in the Spring 2012. The DMC Reduction Specialist will closely monitor and work with the DMC subgrantees. In addition to reviewing quarterly programmatic reports and performance measures, the DMC Reduction Specialist will conduct site visits and provide technical assistance as needed. Representatives from the programs will be asked to attend JJAC DMC Subcommittee meetings. 




DMC-reduction Plan for FFY 2012 
The goals for 2012-2014 fall into five main categories: (1) DMC Identification and Tracking, (2) DMC Assessment, (3) Build capacity of the DMC Subcommittee and EOPSS to address DMC, (4) Educate Juvenile Justice Stakeholders, Other Youth Serving Organizations and the Public about DMC, (5) Fund Projects Aimed at Reducing DMC and (6) Assess and Promote Diversion Programs in Massachusetts. 
1. DMC Identification and Tracking

	Activities
	Timeline
	Funding

	Continue to work with the Court, DYS and the Massachusetts State Police to obtain data sets required by OJJDP.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.  

	Monitor progress of the Mass Courts data collection system and continue to offer advice on what data fields should be collected, how race and ethnicity data should be collected and how and to whom data should be reported.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.

	Obtain a list of the data fields that will be collected by Mass Courts.
	June 2012
	No cost.


2. DMC Assessment 

	Activities
	Timeline
	Funding

	Maintain alternative means of getting data from the AOTC while the Mass Courts data collection system is being developed.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.

	Conduct outreach to researchers at universities to collaborate on the study of DMC or related efforts.
	Fall 2012
	No cost.

	Complete the quantitative portion of the DMC assessment study.
	March 2013
	No cost.

	 Develop a proposal for the qualitative portion of the DMC assessment study.
	Winter 2013
	No cost.


3. Build DMC Subcommittee and EOPSS capacity to address DMC

	Activities
	Timeline
	Funding

	Invite experts to speak to DMC subcommittee and/or the whole JJAC on DMC issues and other race issues such as racial profiling.


	At least twice per year. 
	No cost or SAG allocation.

	Recruit new JJAC DMC subcommittee members.
	September 2012 (Partially complete)
	No cost.

	Conduct youth and/or stakeholder focus groups
	Winter 2012 - 2013
	No cost.


4. Educate Juvenile Justice Stakeholders, Other Youth Serving Organizations and the Public about DMC

	Activities
	Timeline
	Funding

	The DMC Reduction Specialist will continue to participate in JDAI Statewide DMC Subcommittee meetings.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.

	Update the website and include educational materials.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost or SAG allocation.

	Implement trainings and other information sessions for probation, police, schools, prosecutors, bar advocates and/or other groups working with at-risk youth. This may be accomplished in conjunction with JDAI efforts.
	Fall 2012 and ongoing thereafter.
	No cost or SAG allocation.

	Build relationships with the Office of the Commissioner of Probation in order to better work with the probation department.
	Summer of 2012 and ongoing thereafter.
	No cost.


5. Fund Projects Aimed at Reducing DMC

	Activities
	Timeline
	Funding

	Advocate for state funding of the secure Alternative Lockup Programs in order to have more federal funds available for juvenile justice programming.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.

	Fund programs specifically aimed at reducing DMC or that utilize proven methods for reducing DMC.  
	Current and as able given funding limitations. 
	Formula Grant, JABG, Byrne JAG.

	Maintain strong communication and a service-learning relationship with DMC subgrantees.  
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.


6. Assess and Promote Diversion Programs in Massachusetts especially in Minority Communities 
	Activities
	Timeline
	Funding

	Map/assess what programs and data exists or is needed.
	Current and ongoing.
	No cost.

	Educate and raise awareness amongst stakeholders regarding the need to expand the use of pre-arraignment diversion.
	Fall 2012
	No cost.

	Write a “white paper” on the topic.
	Winter 2012
	No cost.


Phase IV: Evaluation
Not applicable. 

OUTPUT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

	#
	Output Measure
	Objective
	Definition
	Reporting Format



	2
	Number of programs implemented 
	Increase organizational/system capacity
	This number is provided by the state agency only and should present an aggregate of all DMC-related programs implemented. The number of state programs in operation at the state and local levels during the reporting period. FG files are the preferred data source.
	Number of DMC-related programs in operation during the reporting period

	8
	Number of program youth served
	Improve program activities
	An unduplicated count of the number of youth served by the program during the reporting period. Definition of the number of youth served for a reporting period is the number of program youth carried over from previous reporting period, plus new admissions during the reporting period.  In calculating the 3-year summary, the total number of youth served is the number of participants carried over from the year previous to the first fiscal year, plus all new admissions during the 3 reporting fiscal years.  Program records are the preferred data source.
	Number of program youth carried over from the previous reporting period, plus new admissions during the reporting period.


OUTCOME PERFORMANCE MEASURES

	#
	Outcome

Measure
	Objective
	Definition
	Reporting Format

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	 NUMBER OF STATE AGENCIES REPORTING IMPROVED DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS 
	Improve system effectiveness
	The number of state-level agencies that show improved data collection systems as evidenced by an ability to collect data by race; collect data by race with increased accuracy and consistency; report timely data collection and submission, etc. during the reporting period.  Data improvement project files are the preferred data source. 
	Number of improved state-level data collection systems during the reporting period

	2
	NUMBER OF LOCAL AGENCIES REPORTING IMPROVED DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS 
	Improve system effectiveness
	The number of local-level agencies that show improved data collection systems as evidenced by an ability to collect data by race; collect data by race with increased accuracy and consistency; report timely data collection and submission, etc. during the reporting period.  Data improvement project files are the preferred data source. 
	Number of improved local-level data collection systems during the reporting period

	4
	Number and percent of program youth who offend or reoffend
	Reduce delinquency
	The number of program youth who were rearrested or seen at juvenile court for a new delinquent offense. Appropriate for any youth-serving program. Official records (police, juvenile court) are the preferred data source.
	A. Number of program youth with a new offense

B. Number of youth in program

C. Percent (A/B)

	5
	Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behavior 
	Improve prosocial behaviors
	Select as many as apply from 5A-5D
	

	5A
	Substance use
	Improve prosocial behaviors
	The number and percent of program youth who have exhibited a desired change in substance use during the reporting period. Self-report, urinalysis, or staff ratings are the most likely data sources.


	A. Number of program youth served during the program period with the noted behavioral change

B. Total number of youth served during the reporting period 
C. Percent (A/B)



	5B
	School attendance
	Improve prosocial behaviors
	The number and percent of program youth who have exhibited a desired change in school attendance during the reporting period. Self-report or official records are the most likely data sources.


	A. Number of program youth served during the program period with the noted behavioral change

B. Total number of youth served during the reporting period 
C. Percent (A/B) 



	5C
	Family relationships
	Improve prosocial behaviors
	The number and percent of program youth who have exhibited a desired change in family relationships during the reporting period. Self-report or staff ratings are the most likely data sources.


	A. Number of program youth served during the program period with the noted behavioral change

B. Total number of youth served during the reporting period 
C.  Percent (A/B)



	5D
	Antisocial behavior
	Improve prosocial behaviors
	The number and percent of program youth who have exhibited a desired change in antisocial behavior during the reporting period. Self-report or staff ratings are the most likely data sources.


	A. Number of program youth served during the program period with the noted behavioral change

B. Total number of youth served during the reporting period 
C.  Percent (A/B)



	6
	Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements
	Increase accountability
	The number and percent of program youth who have successfully fulfilled all program obligations and requirements. Program obligations will vary by program, but should be a predefined list of requirements or obligations that clients must meet prior to program completion. Program records are the preferred data source. The total number of youth (B value) includes those youth who have exited successfully and unsuccessfully
	A. Number of program youth who exited the program having completed program requirements

B. Total number of youth who exited the program during the reporting period (both successfully and unsuccessfully).

C. Percent (A/B)

	11
	NUMBER OF CONTRIBUTING FACTORS DETERMINED FROM ASSESSMENT STUDIES
	Reduce DMC
	Assessment studies are conducted to determine the factors contributing to disproportionality at certain juvenile justice system contact points for certain racial/ethnic minority(ies).  Count the  number of factors in the family, the educational system, the juvenile justice system, and the socioeconomic conditions determined to have contributed to minority overrepresentation at certain juvenile justice system contact points.

	Number of contributing factors determined from assessment studies.



	14
	NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS FROM ASSESSMENT STUDIES IMPLEMENTED 
	Reduce DMC
	Assessment studies contain multiple recommendations.  Count the total number of those chosen for implementation.
	A. Number of recommendations chosen for implementation

B. Number of recommendations made

C. Percent (A/B)


Phase V: Monitoring
The JJAC and EOPSS will continue their efforts to collect the necessary data to be able to comprehensively identify, assess, evaluate and monitor DMC in the Commonwealth. The DMC Reduction Specialist, the DMC subcommittee and the full JJAC are committed to obtaining all of the data sets required by OJJDP on an annual basis from the key stakeholders in addition to other sets of data that they may deem relevant. The AOTC has indicated that it will continue to provide essential data and that it will institutionalize consistent annual reporting of data. Assistance from the Massachusetts State Police (for arrest data) and DYS (for detention and commitment data) is expected to continue. DYS, in accordance with its JDAI effort, evaluates its detention data on a quarterly basis and looks at trends that include race/ethnicity. 

It is expected that by early-Spring of each year the DMC Reduction Specialist will receive statewide and county-level juvenile race/ethnicity data covering the preceding calendar year from the Massachusetts State Police, the AOTC and DYS. All OJJDP DMC contact points – with the exception of diversion – are captured in the data received from the above stakeholders. In Massachusetts, diversion practices vary from county to county as does the extent to which counties collect data on diversion. Within the next six months the DMC Reduction Specialist will reach out to district attorney’s offices with requests that they consistently collect and report juvenile race/ethnicity data of youth who are diverted.

As data is received from the various stakeholders it will be reviewed and RRI calculations will be completed in a timely fashion. The OJJDP RRI spreadsheets will be updated annually. In addition to an analysis of statewide DMC data, county-level RRIs will be analyzed closely and in coordination with JDAI local data in order to determine the most suitable approaches to reducing DMC for each locality. However, the reduction in overall Formula Grant funds, in addition to Massachusetts’ penalty for non-compliance with the separation core requirement of the JJDPA, will make it difficult to fund programs that may have an impact on DMC. 
The DMC Reduction Specialist and the JJAC DMC subcommittee will work together to monitor DMC reduction activities in the Commonwealth. This includes participation in -and coordination with - the JDAI effort. The DMC Reduction Specialist as a member of the JDAI DMC Subcommittee has been provided access to detention data that illuminates DMC trends within DYS detention. The DMC Reduction Specialist has attended numerous trainings pertaining to DMC provided by OJJDP and the Haywood Burns Institute. Technical assistance has been provided by OJJDP and Dr. Michael Leiber via site visits, phone conferences and webinars and will continue as needed. Also, the DMC Reduction Specialist will focus on continuing to access, collect, and analyze data and he will attempt to enhance the JJAC’s ability to impact DMC in ways outlined above. 
Awards for new DMC-related subgrantee programs have recently been made. The DMC Reduction Specialist will closely monitor the programs and the output and outcome measures that they report to gain an understanding of the programs’ effectiveness. The DMC Reduction Specialist will attempt to assess which specific components of the programs are most beneficial for the youth involved and the reduction of DMC. In addition, the DMC Reduction Specialist will provide technical assistance to the subgrantees as needed and able. The subgrantees will be asked to send a representative to attend the JJAC DMC Subcommittee meetings and to report out on their progress, unanticipated problems and potential resolutions to problems encountered.

Monitoring Activities and Timeline

	Activity
	Timeline
	Person Responsible

	Receive state and county-level race/ethnicity data from the Massachusetts State Police, DYS and the AOTC that covers all OJJDP DMC contact points (except diversion – see below)
	Early-Spring (annually) 
	DMC Reduction Specialist (full time)

	Input above data sets into the RRI spreadsheets
	Spring (annually)
	DMC Reduction Specialist

	Analyze the statewide and county-level RRI data and look for trends by comparing the data to previous years
	Spring  (annually)
	DMC Reduction Specialist and JJAC DMC Subcommittee

	Create a report and/or presentation regarding the DMC data, DMC trends and their implications for how to further DMC reduction within available means
	Spring (annually)
	DMC Reduction Specialist

	Reach out to District Attorney offices to advocate for diversion programs and to request race/ethnicity data on youth who have been diverted
	Spring 2012 (ongoing as needed)
	DMC Reduction Specialist

	As it is obtained, input the diversion data into the RRI spreadsheets and analyze it 
	Summer 2012 (ongoing)
	DMC Reduction Specialist

	Report on trends and other DMC matters in the JJAC Annual Report
	Summer (annually)
	DMC Reduction Specialist and JJAC DMC Subcommittee

	Review quarterly programmatic and performance measure reports of grantees and evaluate the effectiveness/impact of the program towards reducing DMC; offer technical assistance as needed and able
	Quarterly
	DMC Reduction Specialist and Grant Manager (if different)

	Monitor progress and results of the quantitative DMC Assessment Study
	Spring 2012 – March 2013
	DMC Reduction Specialist and OJJDP TA Provider


g. 
COORDINATION OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS 
(1)
Reducing Probation Officer Caseloads

EOPSS does not anticipate that Formula Grant funds will be allocated to programs that are designed, specifically and directly, to reduce probation officer caseloads.
(2) 
Sharing Public Child Welfare Records with the Courts in the Juvenile Justice System

Data

According to the Department of Youth Services (DYS) there is a significant overlap between DYS and the child protective services system:

· Nearly 55% of the DYS committed population received services from the Department of Children and Families (DCF/state child protective services) prior to commitment.

· 75% of the girls committed to DYS reported receiving services from DCF. 

· Nearly one-half of the DYS committed population was placed in an out-of-home residential placement by another agency prior to commitment.

Memorandum of Understanding

In an effort to improve outcomes for youth who are served by both agencies, DCF and DYS developed a Memorandum of Understanding (attached) that was signed by DYS and DCF, in January 2009, which agreed to the following principles, (quoted below):

1. Secure detention at DYS shall be reserved for juveniles charged with a delinquent offense who have been determined by the Juvenile Court to be not likely to appear at future court hearings or who present a clear public safety risk, pursuant to the Massachusetts Bail Statutes. G.L. c. 276, §§58, 58A.

2. The agencies agree to work cooperatively to reduce the risk that youth in the care or custody of DCF will be placed in DYS secure detention, unless they meet the criterion of the Bail Statutes.

3. DCF staff will not request that a youth be placed in secure detention at DYS while DCF is developing a treatment plan or while the youth is waiting for another DCF placement to become available. The agencies recognize that when the criteria of the Bail Statutes have been met, some youth involved with DCF will be held in DYS secure detention.

4. As this Agreement is intended also to facilitate the sharing of information for the purpose of ensuring that children in DYS pre-trial detention are adequately serviced and for the purpose of limiting the time youth in the care or custody of DCF spend in DYS pre-trial detention Secure detention at DYS shall be reserved for juveniles charged with a delinquent 

National Recognition 

Massachusetts staff who initiated and developed the above referenced DCF/DYS MOU were recently honored by Center for Juvenile Justice Reform at Georgetown University. The following is an excerpt from the award announcement: 

“…CJJR is proud to announce that Peter Forbes (Assistant Commissioner for Operations) and Lisa Belmarsh (Director of Policy and Training) of the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services are the winners of the 2012 Capstone of the Year Award. This award recognizes the Certificate Program participant or team that has made the most significant progress through their Capstone Project in improving outcomes for crossover youth (youth known to both the child welfare and juvenile justice systems) in their community.

The winners of this year’s award have focused their reforms on decreasing the use of pre-trial secure detention for child welfare involved youth throughout Massachusetts. As a result of Peter and Lisa's efforts, as well as the efforts of those with whom they partner, the following has been achieved:

· Data collection efforts in Massachusetts have been enhanced so that child welfare involved youth that enter detention can be identified. 

· Weekly inter-agency meetings have been established to expedite case plans for child welfare involved youth who enter pre-trial detention. 

· Weekly and quarterly reports have been developed to allow leadership to see trends and develop strategies for preventing placement in detention in the first place. 

· A downward trend in the number of child welfare involved youth entering detention has been realized. 

They made this progress despite significant challenges including technological obstacles that made it difficult to identify child welfare involved youth entering detention, as well as a labor union grievance against the Memorandum of Understanding that made all of this work possible. While Peter and Lisa have engaged numerous partners in this work, the substantial progress made is due in large part to their commitment to improving outcomes for youth, their perseverance in overcoming challenges and their leadership…”

Additionally, Bob Wentworth, Assistant Commissioner of DCF, and a key collaborator on the project in Massachusetts, stated in the award announcement: "It is most evident to me that our progress is largely attributable to their diligence and persistent focus on implementing a well thought out strategic plan. Their collegial and collaborative approach in working with DCF in this effort has greatly assisted in breaking down institutional barriers that impede the collective effort of our separate child serving agencies to build a community of practice that is founded on positive youth development principles."

Current data: 

The graph below outlines the number of DCF involved youth detained at DYS, by quarter.  The trend has been downward since the second quarter of 2010. It is unclear if the rising trend prior to that was an actual increase in youth, or related to improvements in data collection.  This data is reviewed quarterly by DCF and DYS at a joint central office staff meeting. The information is used to improve practice


[image: image33]
Next Steps

The afore-mentioned MOU covers youth who are held in detention. DCF and DYS are now engaged in developing a joint practice standard for youth who have been committed to DYS custody (up to age 18 or 21). 

Additionally, DYS was awarded a “Juvenile Justice and Child Welfare System Coordination and Integration Project” technical assistance grant from the Robert F. Kennedy Models for Change Initiative. The grant, awarded in April 2012, will build on current best practices, and will provide technical assistance to multiple juvenile justice stakeholders in Hampden County. Other states that received funding include:     

· Outagamie County, WI

· Newton County, GA

· Santa Clara County, CA

Learning from these grants is indented to support state and national best practices.  

(3)
 Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Relevant Child Protective Services Records into Juvenile Justice Records

The 2009 DCF/DYS MOU also outlines the following procedures for incorporating relevant child protective services information in juvenile justice records, (excerpted below). These efforts will continue to be implemented and/or revised, as agreed by DCF and DYS:   

DCF Involved Youth Held in Secure Detention
In the event that a youth in the care or custody of DCF is held in secure detention at

DYS:

1. DYS will notify the appropriate DCF Area Clinical Manager or designee within one business day of their becoming aware that a youth in detention has an open case with DCF.

2. The DCF social worker, or in his/her absence the supervisor or Area Clinical Manger or designee, will call the DYS Regional Intake Unit within one business day of their becoming aware that a youth on their caseload is detained at DYS. The DCF social worker or representative will identify him or herself to the DYS Regional Intake Unit, and except in cases where the Department does not have care or custody and does not have a release of information from the parent, advise DYS of the DCF service plan and any other relevant background information including but not limited to the youth's medical and psychiatric history, so that DYS staff will be better able to provide services to the youth which will keep him/her safe during his/her stay in detention.

3. The DYS clinical staff in the detention unit will contact the social worker, or in hisIher absence the supervisor or Area Clinical Manager designee, if there is a need for additional or clarifying information in order to ensure that the youth's medical and psychological needs are addressed while in detention. This conversation will typically be a discussion related to the child's service plan and steps that are planned to move that plan forward.

4. The DCF social worker and the DYS clinical staff in the detention unit will meet or conduct a conference call within two business days of the DYS Regional Intake Unit being contacted by the DCF worker, to review the DCF service plan and to discuss what steps need to be taken to safely maintain the youth while he/she is in detention. 

5. A DCF regional representative will participate in the DYS Regional weekly "population" review meetings to facilitate interagency communication that supports client movement. The nature of this participation, whether in person, by phone or video conferencing will be determined by agreement between each DYS and DCF regional representative.

6. The agencies agree to conduct a Case Conference for each youth in the care or custody of DCF who remains in detention at DYS for a period of fifteen (15) days or longer. For these cases, the conference will be held before their (30th) day in detention. Managers from DCF and DYS will participate in the conference. 

7. For DCF-involved youth held in detention at DYS for thirty (30) days or longer on DYS Grid Level (l and 2) offenses, the updated results of this Case Conference will be forwarded to the DCF and DYS Regional Directors for review, expedited case management and resolution. 

8. The DYS Regional Office agrees to forward a report listing DCF-involved youth held in DYS detention to the DCF Regional Director (or designee) on a weekly basis. This list will be confirmed for accuracy by the DCF Regional Office. The report will include the data elements currently included in the report sent to the Boston Regional DCF office.
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(28) of the JJDP Act, Massachusetts assures juvenile offenders whose placement is funded through Section 472 of the Social Security Act receive the protections specified in Section 471 of such Act, including a case plan and case plan review as defined in Section 475 of such Act.
Recording and Reviewing Trends

DYS and DCF will work together to track the number, type of charges being filed and place of origin in Juvenile Court against youth in DCF-contracted programs. Representatives from the Commissioners' Offices of DCF and DYS will meet quarterly to review this data to identify trends and to work together to develop systemic solutions

which will reduce the number of DCF youth referred to DYS detention…

Restrictions on Further Dissemination Of Information

DCF and DYS agree not to further disseminate information or documents obtained from the other agency under this agreement to any person or entity outside DCF or DYS without the prior written approval of the agency from which the information or documents were obtained, unless ordered to do so by a court or statute.

h. 
Disaster Preparedness Plan.
Please find the plan attached. 
i. 
Suicide Prevention.

The SAG has scheduled their annual retreat for July 2012.  This item will be placed on the agenda.  
j. 
Collecting and Sharing Juvenile Justice Information 

(1) Massachusetts state agencies collect and store data independently. Below are examples of several agencies’ data collection mandates and practices. Increased resources and state policy changes would enable state agencies to work more collaboratively and effectively to address data collection and other pertinent issues related to juvenile justice matters. Data collection is unique and separate in several different agencies. However, each agency is responsible for ensuring the information is accessible to the public. The Commonwealth is aware a more integrated system is needed and it’s expected that a bill will be introduced in the State Senate specifically to address this issue (see Section B).
For example, the goal of the Office of the Child’s Advocate (OCA) is to ensure that every child involved with the child welfare or juvenile justice agencies in Massachusetts is protected from harm and receives appropriate and effective services delivered in a timely and respectful manner. OCA utilizes and collects data from other state agencies. Each year they provide an annual report to the Governor’s Office and makes this information available on their website. 

The Children’s Behavior Initiative (CBHI) also focuses on data collection that is relevant to Juvenile Justice System and has direct impact on youth and families who are members of MassHealth and are in involved in the juvenile justice system. CBHI uses the Massachusetts Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths (M-CANS) tool as a means to gather information about youth referred for CBHI services in order to work with families to identify and implement the best service plan for them. Items on the M-CANS include risk factors (that may lead or have resulted in court involvement) such as fire setting behavior, delinquent behavior, danger to other, etc.
The Department of Mental Health (DMH) collects data through their Mental Health Information System and shared information when a signed release of information is obtained. The data collected includes demographic information, race, ethnicity, preferred language, criminal history and current agency involvement including courts. Aggregate reports are generated across different DMH departments and shared with sister agencies as needed, especially when joint/interagency initiatives, task forces, committees, etc. are formed. Specific to DMH-Forensic Services, the statewide Juvenile Court Clinic (JCC) collects information to subsequently provide the courts with requested court-ordered evaluations and aggregate reports about court clinic case type, volume, etc. are collected via DMH-Forensic Services statewide JCC database. The JCC database does include information about race, ethnicity, current charges and state agency involvement as well as other information.
Court information is collected by the probation department at each of the courts and then submitted to the Office of the Commissioner of Probation, where it is compiled and made available to other state agencies and the public. Massachusetts operates most of its delinquency services as well as its juvenile justice data collection on a statewide basis, and responsibility is divided between the state judicial and executive branches. The Massachusetts Juvenile Court Department, which includes the Office of the Commissioner of Probation, is responsible for gathering information at intake, pre-disposition investigations, probation supervision, and some aftercare. DYS is responsible for gathering information on secure detention, residential commitment facilities, aftercare, and a range of community corrections programs.
Arrest data are collected differently than other juvenile justice data in Massachusetts. First, juvenile arrest data are collected by the state, local or campus police departments. In Massachusetts there are more 350 such departments. The Massachusetts State Police Crime Reporting Unit (CRU) then collects data from the departments. The CRU is responsible for collecting, maintaining, analyzing, and reporting crime data for the Commonwealth. Unlike the aforementioned state agencies, departmental reporting to the CRU is voluntary.
District attorneys’ offices also collect juvenile justice data, such as youthful offender indictments and other court-related data. Unlike other state agencies, data from district attorneys’ offices may be accessed by contacting the specific district attorney’s offices.
Individuals or state agencies can access juvenile justice data in different ways depending on the state agency. For most state agencies, an individual must contact the data collecting agency directly with a request for data and information. Typically, data requests go through the central statewide office, where data are stored. The data are then sent by email or regular mail to the requester. Some state agencies, including the Administrative Office of the Juvenile Court and the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, post data on their websites. 

(2) In Massachusetts there is no integrated system for tracking individual juveniles across agencies, including the education system, as most of the data systems do not “talk to each other” or interface. Because of this, Senate Bill 940 was introduced in October 2009. The bill was sent to study but a vote was never taken. Recently, the Bill, now S1198, has been re-introduced in the current legislative session. If passed, the legislation would mandate all juvenile stakeholders to provide statistical data in a consistent manner and on a regular basis. Nonetheless, at present and until this or a similar bill is passed by the legislature, there is no unified, single statute concerning confidentiality of various types of records from the various child-serving agencies. 
The Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Subcommittee of the state SAG and the Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiatives (JDAI) DMC Subcommittee continue to work collaboratively to address data collection in the state. The law varies on what can be shared and to whom depending on the type of records. The clearest statutes regarding information sharing are M.G.L. chapter 119, section 69 and section 69A. Section 69 allows for the courts to obtain school records of a child who is awaiting trial or under the courts’ supervision. Section 69A allows the Department of Youth Services to obtain a wide range of records on an individual in their custody: “When a person has been committed to the department of youth services, the court, the probation officers, and other public and police authorities, the school authorities, and other public officials shall make available to said department all pertinent information in their possession in respect to the case.”
Chapter 119, section 60A states: “The records of a youthful offender proceeding conducted pursuant to an indictment shall be open to public inspection in the same manner and to the same extent as adult criminal court records.” Delinquency records, on the other hand, are highly confidential and not easily shared unless consented to by a judge (M.G.L. ch.119, sec. 68A). Juvenile justice stakeholders across the Commonwealth in meetings and various forums have indicated a strong interest in and commitment to creating a system that appropriately shares pertinent information between agencies and organizations.

k. 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM/PROGRAM NARRATIVE
Program Area Code and Title:  02 Alternatives to Detention
Program Problem Statement 
Although the number of youth in detention is decrease, the SAG remains committed to finding appropriate alternatives to detention for system involved youth. Recently, the Alternatives to Detention Subcommittee of the SAG changed names to the Best Practices Subcommittee. The intent of this subcommittee is to strategically address the most effective means of supporting the healthy development of youth given their particular needs while ensuring accountability for their actions and behaviors. The SAG is concerned, however, that unnecessary detentions are not uncommon and that, in effect, some youth are being criminalized for needs which, if programming were available, would be better addressed in the community and outside of the juvenile system. The SAG supports and promotes programs that address intervention strategies that hold youth and the system accountable as well as alternatives to detention programs that allow youth to remain in the community and receive necessary support pending the resolution of their case. 
Goal A
To encourage and support organizations that focus on detention alternatives through a holistic youth model approach. 
Objectives
· Invite relevant stakeholder to participate on the Best Practices SAG Subcommittee.

· Assist in building coalitions of juvenile justice professionals to advocate for, develop and utilize alternatives to detention programs. 
Goal B
To build structural sustainability for strong alternatives to detention programs.

Objectives
· Recommend statutory change that is enduring and that outlasts changes in state administration and leadership

· Create documentation of programs that work, areas identified as still in need of change, best practices and models showing promise in other states, etc

Goal C
To bring resources (and reallocate resources) to alternatives to detention.

Objectives

· If additional formula funds become available that SAG will allocate more to support  alternatives to detention programs
Goal D 

To further encourage a focus on alternatives to detention in the context of a youth development model.  
Objectives
· Create linkages to other programs critical to children and youth such as high quality education, safe learning and play environments, safe homes and neighborhoods, effective and timely mental health services, safe and affordable child care, accessible and affordable health care, conflict resolution skill training and assistance, and age-appropriate substance abuse prevention and intervention.

· Implement relevant science-based programming where relevant and appropriate.

· Reduce the number of youth and length of stay for youth being sent to secure detention for reasons not directly related to the offense.

Activities and Services Planned
Note: Although, FFY12 Formula funds will not be available to fund alternatives to detention programs, the  JJAC  remains committed to working towards this goal.  
Performance Measures:

· Output – Formula grant funds awarded for services

· Output – Number of MOU’s developed

· Output – Number of program slots available

· Output – Number and percent of program staff trained

· Output – Number of hours of program staff training provided 

· Output – Number of program youth served

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth who offend or re-offend

· Outcome - Number and percent of program youth returning to court for scheduled hearing

· Outcome – Percent change in the average daily population in secure detention

· Outcome – Percent change in average length of stay in secure detention

· Outcome – Percent change in utilization of detention alternatives

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements

· Outcome - Percent change in utilization of detention alternatives

· Outcome - Percent change in the average daily population in secure detention

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth satisfied with program

· Outcome – Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

Budget: $0

Program Area Code and Title:  06 Compliance Monitoring 


Program Problem Statement
Compliance with the first three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act needs to be monitored each year. For FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 Massachusetts has been found to be out of compliance with the separation core requirement of the JJDPA.   

Goal

Monitor for compliance with the first three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act. 

Objectives

The following objectives will be implemented by the EOPSS Compliance Monitor in order to ensure compliance with the first three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act:
· Compile, verify and prepare statistical data regarding juvenile lockups around the Commonwealth.

· Execute site visits for a sampling of juvenile lock-ups on an annual basis.

· Prepare and submit the Commonwealth’s Compliance Monitoring Report to OJJDP.

· Build and maintain relationships between EOPSS, state and local law enforcement agencies, the Criminal History Systems Board, and other entities.

· Revise and maintain the Commonwealth’s Monitoring Manual to reflect any changes in monitoring and reporting procedures that may be instituted by OJJDP or the Commonwealth.

· Provide technical support to organizations that securely detain youth pre-arraignment as needed.

· Attend training sessions, workshops and/or conferences related to juvenile justice and compliance monitoring.

· Coordinate and implement all mailing and formal notifications dealing with juvenile lockup compliance.

Activities and Services 

EOPSS will continue to employ a Compliance Monitor who is responsible for working toward meeting the above goals, objectives, and activities.  

Performance Measures
· Output – Funds allocated to adhere to Section 223 (a) (14) of the JJDP Act of 
            2002
· Output – Number of materials developed
· Output – Number of activities that address compliance with Section 223 (a) (14) of the JJDP Act of 2002
· Outcome – Submission of Complete Annual Monitoring Report to OJJDP
Budget: $65,000 toward staff costs in combination with $30,000 from Separation
Program Area Code and Title: 10 Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC)
Problem Statement

In Massachusetts there is an overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. While minority youth account for approximately 27% of the juvenile population in Massachusetts, in 2011 they made up approximately 55% of the juveniles sent to alternative lockup programs, 64% of the secure detention placements and 67% of the total DYS committed population. The JJAC takes this problem seriously. The DMC subcommittee of the JJAC is the SAG’s most active subcommittee. In addition, the DMC Reduction Specialist works closely on the issue with Massachusetts’ JDAI effort. There is always a need for more data; however, Massachusetts has made excellent progress with regard to the identification phase of addressing DMC. Also, a quantitative DMC assessment study of the juvenile court system is underway. 

Goal 
To better measure and reduce DMC in Massachusetts.

Objectives 

· Improve DMC Identification and Tracking

· Continue to work with the Court, DYS and the Massachusetts State Police to obtain data sets required by OJJDP.

· Monitor progress of the Mass Courts data collection system and continue to offer advice on what data fields should be collected, how race and ethnicity data should be collected and how and to whom data should be reported.

· Obtain a list of the data fields that will be collected by Mass Courts.

· As Mass Courts is implemented, obtain relevant data as soon as possible and on a regular basis.
· DMC Assessment

· Maintain alternative ways to get data while the Mass Courts data collection system is being developed.

· Conduct outreach to researchers at universities to collaborate on the study of DMC or related efforts.

· Complete the quantitative portion of the DMC assessment study by March 2013.

· Develop the qualitative portion of the DMC assessment study.

· Build DMC Subcommittee and EOPSS Capacity to Address DMC

· Invite experts to speak to DMC subcommittee and/or the whole JJAC on DMC issues and other race issues such as racial profiling.

· Recruit new JJAC and subcommittee members, including youth members.

· Conduct youth and/or stakeholder focus groups.

· Educate Juvenile Justice Stakeholders, Other Youth Serving Organizations and the Public about DMC.

· Implement trainings and other information sessions for probation, police, schools, prosecutors, bar advocates and/or other groups working with at-risk youth.  

· Build relationships with the Office of the Commissioner of Probation in order to better work with the probation department.

· Encourage local community agencies to discuss and address DMC.

· Coordinate efforts with JDAI when mutually beneficial.

· Fund Projects Aimed at Reducing DMC.

· Find a solution to the ALP funding problem in order to free money up for DMC programs.

· Work to help Massachusetts regain compliance with the Separation core requirement of the JJDPA in order to free up Formula Grant funds for DMC activities.

· Fund programs specifically aimed at reducing DMC. 
· Maintain a strong communication and a service-learning relationship with DMC subgrantees.  

· Assess and Promote Diversion Programs in Massachusetts

· Map/assess what programs and data exists or is needed. 

· Educate and raise awareness amongst stakeholders regarding the need to expand the use of pre-arraignment diversion.

· Write a “white paper” on the topic.

Activities and Services Planned 
DMC activities will be implemented primarily by the Executive Office of Public Safety & Security (EOPSS), DMC subgrantees, and the DMC Subcommittee of the JJAC.  In addition, when beneficial, efforts will be coordinated with JDAI, particularly the JDAI DMC Subcommittee. EOPSS will continue to fund a full time DMC Reduction Specialist on its staff.  If resources become available, EOPSS in collaboration with the JJAC will make awards to local communities, state agencies, and non profit organizations through a competitive application process. The DMC Subcommittee chair will work closely with EOPSS staff. The DMC Subcommittee will meet bi-monthly. Other activities are represented within the above objectives.
Performance Measures:

· Output – Formula grants allocated or awarded for DMC at the state and local levels.  

· Output – Number of programs implemented

· Output – Number of program youth served. 

· Output – Number and percent of program staff trained.

· Output – Number of FTEs funded with Formula Grant money. 

· Outcome – Number of state agencies reporting improved data collection systems.

· Outcome – number of local agencies reporting improved data collection systems.  

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth who offend or re-offend. 

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behavior.  

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements.

· Outcome – Number of contributing factors determined through assessment studies.  

· Outcome – percent of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionalality at the state level. 

· Outcome – percent of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionality at the local level. 

· Outcome – number and percent of recommendations from assessment studies implemented.  

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth satisfied with program

· Outcome – Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

.
Budget: $94,808 toward staff costs in combination with $12,100 from Separation
Program Area Code and Title:  11 Diversion 
Program Problem Statement 

While juvenile arrests, detentions and commitments have declined over the past several years, the SAG and EOPSS recognize the continuing need to advocate for and fund effective, comprehensive prevention and intervention programming for all youth regardless of their socioeconomic status. Juvenile justice advocates report concerns that there are inadequate programming in communities that have the highest need. In some cases, advocates report that judges feel compelled to detain youth because inadequate services are available in the community. The SAG promotes – and aims to learn more about and raise awareness  of – programming that is known to be successful based on empirical evidence and that understands and addresses the developmental needs of youth, particularly of those most at-risk. The SAG is particularly interested in promoting efforts that are guided by the “sequential intercept model” which helps identify multiple points in the juvenile justice system where strategic interventions that are well-tailored to the needs of the individual can occur. 

Goal A

To divert youth from the juvenile justice system.
Objectives

· Involve relevant stakeholders to participate on the Best Practices Subcomittee
Goal B

To build structural sustainability for strong alternatives to detention programs.

Objectives

· Recommend statutory change that is enduring and that outlasts changes in state administration and leadership

· Create documentation of programs that work, areas identified as still in need of change, best practices and models showing promise in other states, etc

Goal C

To bring resources (and reallocate resources) to alternatives to detention.

Objectives

· Leverage existing program funds: put programs where local projects showing promise already are being implemented.

Goal D 

To further encourage a focus on alternatives to detention in the context of a youth development model.  

Objectives

· Implement relevant science-based programming where relevant and appropriate.

Activities and Services Planned

Note: Although, FFY12 Formula funds are not be available to fund diversion programs, the  JJAC  remains committed to working towards this goal.  

Performance Measures:

· Output – Formula grant funds awarded for services

· Output – Number of MOU’s developed

· Output – Number of program slots available

· Output – Number and percent of program staff trained

· Output – Number of hours of program staff training provided 

· Output – Number of program youth served

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth who offend or re-offend

· Outcome - Number and percent of program youth returning to court for scheduled hearing

· Outcome – Percent change in the average daily population in secure detention

· Outcome – Percent change in average length of stay in secure detention

· Outcome – Percent change in utilization of detention alternatives

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements

· Outcome - Percent change in utilization of detention alternatives

· Outcome - Percent change in the average daily population in secure detention

· Outcome – Number and percent of program youth satisfied with program

· Outcome – Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

Budget: $0
Program Area Code and Title: 19 Juvenile Justice System Improvement 

Problem Statement
While progress has been made in recent years, opportunities remain for structural reform, integration, and change particularly for youth presenting with mental health, substance abuse, and/or cognitive disabilities. Critical to progress is enhanced collaboration among all relevant stakeholders to identify and address priority issues including, but not limited to, data collection for policy development, non-traditional funding streams, inter-agency problem solving for complex cases and communication exchanges. JDAI efforts in three regions of the Commonwealth appears to be making headway in reducing unnecessary detentions and continues to raise awareness about the inappropriate use of detention and the need for procedures that will reduce such detentions.
Goal A
Continue to engage strategic partners in process of juvenile justice improvement.
Objectives
· Develop consensus on agenda of juvenile justice improvements.

· Identify opportunities to form alliances with other parallel initiatives.
Goal B
Continue to enhance awareness of Governor and Legislature as to the state of juvenile justice issues and build alliances at the highest level.

Objectives
· Develop an informative and accurate annual report.

Goal C
Inform the public discussion of juvenile justice policy and practice.
Objectives
· Develop public support for juvenile justice reform that ensures public safety and supports effective juvenile justice policy and intervention.
Goal D
Work toward an integrated system of care informed by the youth development approach and utilizing the sequential intercept model.

Objectives
· The JJAC will research to determine effective programming using an integrated system of care model.

· The JJAC will prepare for an integrated system of care demonstration project in 2009.

Goal E
Utilize accurate and agreed upon data to establish and communicate JJAC priorities.

Objectives:
· Determine and agree upon what juvenile justice data exists and is available.

· Develop standards and recommendations for data collection.

· Developed standards will be applied to JJAC priorities and communication.
Goal F

Assess effectiveness of past pilot programs to help inform strategic replication of successful programs.

Objectives
· Develop criteria for measuring program effectiveness.
· Establish a process for applying program effectiveness criteria and apply it.

· Ensure that funding decisions are based on established criteria as set out in the first two objectives

Goal G
Create awareness around conditions of confinement and best practices to inform renovations and modifications of court holding facilities.
Objectives
· Get specs for minor/low-cost improvements.
Activities and Services Planned
Note: Although, FFY12 Formula funds will not be available to fund this program area, the JJAC  remains committed to working towards this goal.  

Performance Measures
· Output – Formula Grant funds awarded

· Output – Number of MOU’s developed

· Output – Number of planning activities conducted

· Output – Number of system improvement initiatives

· Output – Number of program/agency policies or procedures created, amended, or rescinded

· Output – Number of process evaluations conducted OR Number of impact or outcome evaluations conducted

· Outcome – Number of agencies sharing automated data

· Outcome – Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area

· Outcome – Number  and percent of non-program personnel with increased knowledge of program area

Budget: $0

Program Area Code and Title: 28 Separation of Juveniles From Adult Inmates

Problem Statement

Massachusetts has been found to out of compliance with the Separation core requirement of the JJDP Act for FFY2011 and FFY 2012. This finding of noncompliance is attributable to the Commonwealth’s court holding facilities many of which were constructed prior to the passing of the JJDP Act. To address noncompliance with the Separation core requirement, EOPSS staff have met with the Chief Justice of Administration and Management, the Chief Justice of the Juvenile Court, key stakeholders from the Administrative Office of the Trial Court (AOTC), the Division of Capital Asset Management (DCAM) as well as the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC). From these meetings a working group was formed with the goals of assessing the depth of Separation concerns statewide and identifying, and eventually implementing, site specific solutions. Many site visits have been conducted to assess the specific and individualized needs of the various noncompliant courts and a report will soon be produced for the Chief Justice of the AOTC on the nature of the problems and potential solutions for each court.
Goal A

Identify and assess courts statewide for compliance with the separation core requirement. 

Objectives

· Visit court holding facilities that have been identified by the AOTC and EOPSS as potentially problematic.

· Make note of all factors that make each court holding facility non-compliant with the separation core requirement. 

Goal B

Obtain commitments from the AOTC and DCAM to dedicate time, planning and resources to fully ameliorate the problem.

Objectives

· Meet with key stakeholders to thoroughly strategize on ways to effectively address the separation problems.
· Produce a report that outlines the specific noncompliance problems of individual court holding facilities and potential solutions.  

· Develop goals and timelines for implementing short-term and long-term strategies.

· Implement short-term strategies as soon as feasible.

Goal C

Coordinate with AOTC staff to train court officers on methods for minimizing sight and sound separation concerns in court holding facilities.

Objectives
· Train court officers during their annual training days and/or in other forums.
Activities and Services Planned 

A working group comprised of the AOTC, DCAM, the JJAC and EOPSS will provide an interim report to the Chief Justice of Administration and Management cataloguing site visits to court holding facilities through May 2012. The interim report will be inclusive of recent site visit observations and recommendations for meeting the separation core requirement. Site visits will continue after the submission of the interim report in preparation for a comprehensive final report that identifies the needs and potential solutions of every noncompliant court in the Commonwealth. 

Performance Measures

· Output – FG funds awarded for separation

· Output – Number of programs implemented

· Output – Number and percent of program staff trained

· Output – Number of hours of program staff training provided

· Output – Number of site visits conducted

· Output – Number of facilities receiving TA

· Outcome – Change in the number of violations of separation requirement

Budget: $164,808
(8) SAG Membership
In Massachusetts, the SAG is called the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC). There is currently an effort to recruit youth members as required by OJJDP as well as other interested and qualified candidates. Below is a table of current members. 

	
	Name
	Represents
	F/T Govt.
	Youth Member
	Date of Appointment

	Residence

	1. 
	Robert Gittens, Chair
	D
	
	
	8/4/03
	Dorchester, MA

	2. 
	Cecely Reardon
	C
	X
	
	8/4/03
	Jamaica Plain

	3. 
	Wes Cotter
	D
	
	
	8/4/03
	Worcester, MA

	4. 
	Lael Chester
	D
	
	
	8/4/03
	Cambridge, MA

	5. 
	Ed Dolan
	C
	X
	
	8/4/03
	Peabody, MA

	6. 
	Glenn Daly
	C
	X
	
	8/4/03
	Holliston, MA

	7. 
	Robert Kinscherff
	C
	X
	
	8/4/03
	Dorchester Park, MA

	8. 
	Jeff Butts
	D
	
	
	09/26/11
	Boston, MA

	9. 
	Gloria Tan
	H
	
	
	12/12/06
	Jamaica Plain, MA

	10. 
	Bessie DiDomenica
	E
	
	
	7/28/11
	Needham, MA

	11. 
	Corey Lanier
	E
	
	X
	1/24/12
	Dracut, MA

	12. 
	Natalie Petit
	E
	X
	X
	9/06/11
	Lowell, MA

	13. 
	Catherine Harris
	E
	
	
	1/19/10
	Brookline, MA

	14. 
	Jennifer Larson-Sawin
	D
	
	
	9/06/11
	Medford, MA

	15. 
	Rob Reilly
	E
	
	
	11/29/11
	Lanesborough, MA

	16. 
	Whitney Galusha
	E
	
	X
	9/12/11
	Fall River, MA

	17. 
	Barbara Kaban
	D
	
	
	10/05/11
	Lynn, MA

	18. 
	Rita Dixon
	E
	
	
	9/06/11
	Mattapan, MA

	19. 
	Roland Milton
	E,D
	
	
	4/9/10
	East Wareham, MA


(9) Staff of the JJDPA Formula Grants Program
The Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS) Office of Grants and Research is the state agency designated to administer the JJDPA Formula Grant program, Title V, and JABG, along with other state and federal grants.  These programs are managed as part of the Justice and Prevention Division. 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Staff funded with Formula Grant Funds

· The Disproportionate Minority Contact Reduction Specialist studies the issue of DMC in Massachusetts, updates the JJAC on DMC issues, and developed strategies on ways to reduce DMC. Currently, the DMC Reduction Specialist supervises the Juvenile Justice Specialist and the Compliance Monitor.
· The Juvenile Justice Specialist is responsible for administration of the Formula Grant, and management of all matters pertaining to the State Advisory Group (SAG).  

· The Compliance Monitor verifies compliance with federal regulations pertaining to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974 and provide technical training as necessary.

(10) Performance Measures Data
Any and all subgrantees that are funded with FFY2012 Formula Grant funds will be required, at a minimum, to collect and report on the required performance measures listed under their respective Program Areas. (See above Program Areas and lists of performance measures). Subgrantees will be provided technical assistance to ensure the reliable collection and reporting of performance measures.
Office of Grants and Research
Executive Office of Public Safety & Security
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Justice and Prevention Division

There are currently five directors under the Executive Director in the Office of Grants and Research, one of which is the Director of the Justice and Prevention Division, which is where the juvenile programs are located.  The juvenile team consists of the DMC Reduction Specialist, the Juvenile Justice Specialist and the Compliance Monitor. 

Other Programs Administered by the EOPSS Justice and Prevention Division

The Justice and Prevention Division is made up of three primary program areas:

1. Youth Programs 

2. Law Enforcement and Prevention
3. Violence Against Women

Below is a list of the programs that fall under the purview of the Justice and Prevention Division.
Youth Programs 

· Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Formula Grant

· Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG)
· Title V 
Violence Against Women

· Sexual Assault Evidence Collection

· Violence Against Women Act STOP (Formula)

· VAWA STOP (ARRA)
Law Enforcement and Prevention
· Bulletproof Vest Program

· Byrne Justice Assistance Grants (Formula)
· National Criminal History Improvement Program

· Project Safe Neighborhood (PSN)

· Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT)
· Shannon Community Safety Initiative (state-funded and co-administered with the Research and Policy Analysis Division)

Subgrant Award  Assurances
The state assures that it will, to the extent practicable, give priority in funding to evidence-based programs and activities.  Potential subgrants statewide are specifically apprised of the OJJDP’s Model Programs Guide. Links to other model program sites are provided to potential applicants.
  

The state further assures that it will not continue to fund a program if the recipient fails to demonstrate substantial success in meeting the original program goals in the preceding two years. All subgrantees submit quarterly programmatic reports that include information and data on the progress of their program.  In addition, they report performance measures on a quarterly basis.
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Key Juvenile Justice Decision Points and Options





A police officer observes a juvenile allegedly engaged in suspicious activity


Approach to investigate potential violation(s) of the law


Don’t approach


A police officer approaches a juvenile


Take the juvenile home to parents or guardians


Let the juvenile stay where he/she is 


Informal questioning


Formal field investigation 


Take the juvenile into the police station for protective custody 


Take the juvenile into the police station for investigative detention


Issue a summons to appear in court


Arrest


A juvenile is arrested


Juvenile is sent directly to court for complaint filing and arraignment


Juvenile is sent home while awaiting complaint filing and arraignment


Juvenile is sent to Alternative Lockup program while awaiting complaint filing and arraignment


Juvenile placed in cell for up to six hours while awaiting complaint filing and arraignment


Juvenile then sent to directly to court


Juvenile is then sent to alternative lockup program while awaiting complaint filing and arraignment


An application for complaint is filed with clerk


Probable cause determined – complaint issued, sent to arraignment 


Probable cause determined – no complaint issued, diverted from system with agreement of prosecutor, informal resolution


No probable cause – no complaint issued 


Arraignment in court


Charges dismissed


Released on personal recognizance to guardian while awaiting trial


Bail set 


Bail paid, juvenile home while awaiting trial


Bail set, bail not paid, juvenile held in detention while awaiting trail


58A Dangerousness Hearing


Dangerous – held for trial


Not dangerous – bail hearing


Sometime prior to trial


Indicted as youthful offender


Not indicted as a youthful offender


Disposition, Plea Bargain or Admission to Sufficient Facts  


Not delinquent or Not a youthful offender


Pre-trial probation 


Admits to sufficient facts and given a “continuance without a finding,” placed on probation with date to appear in court


Adjudicated delinquent


Probation 


Suspended DYS commitment


DYS commitment


Secure or Non-secure confinement


Place in community with conditions


Adjudicated youthful offender


Adult sentence


Combination sentence (commit to DYS until age 21 & concurrent adult suspended sentence)


DYS commitment until age 21


Secure or Non-secure confinement


Place in community with conditions
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DCF Involved Youth Detained at DYS by Quarter








� After probable cause to believe that a juvenile has committed a criminal offense, the decision to proceed with prosecution rests with the District Attorney.   


� In other states, combination systems could mean that the organization of basic delinquency services features a mix of state-controlled and locally operated delinquency services (National Center for Juvenile Justice, n.d.). 


� Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 119, Section 58.


� Except for the Town of Brookline and the City of Gloucester.  


� An individual cannot be indicted as a youthful offender if he/she allegedly committed the offense on or after his/her 17th birthday.  


� Part I crimes are also referred to as “index crimes” and include: criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, arson, and motor vehicle theft.  The juvenile arrest rates are based on a calculation of the total population reporting (adult and juvenile), not just the juvenile population.


� Part I violent crimes are offenses of murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.  Part I property crimes are offenses of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.  


� Beginning in January 2011, the national UCR program stopped collecting the arrest data for the category of runaways and this category has been eliminated from all tables in the annual publication Crime in the United States. 


� "Delinquency complaints" in Juvenile Court represent the same data point as "juvenile charge" in District Court.  For the purposes of this report, "delinquency complaints" includes both delinquency complaints and juvenile charges.


� Ten other states also have 16 as their oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction.  Two states have 15 as their oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction, and the remaining states have 17 as their oldest age for original juvenile court jurisdiction National Center for Juvenile Justice, July 2011).


� According to the Administrative Office of the Juvenile Court, “delinquency complaints” in Juvenile Court represent the same data point as “juvenile charge” in District Court.  For our purposes, “delinquency complaints” represents both delinquency complaints in the Juvenile Court and juvenile charges in the District Court.


� An individual cannot be indicted as a youthful offender if he/she allegedly committed the offense on or after his/her 17th birthday.  


� There are three terms that are often used with CHINS cases: applications, petitions issued, and petitions disposed.  CHINS applications are filed in order to initiate the process of providing services.  CHINS petitions are issued when a judge hears the case, accepts the application as a case and continues to formally appoint counsel.  CHINS petitions are disposed when the case is terminated (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 119, §§ 39E, 39G).  


� The number of Cape Verdean youth may be greater since not all counties count them in a distinct category.  They may also be included as “black” or “other.”  


� There were 1,665 white youth, 858 Hispanic youth, 603 Black youth, 64 Cape Verdean youth, 43 Asian youth, and 4 Native American youth placed on risk/need probation in 2010.  Due to small numbers, Native American youth are not included in this paragraph.  


� Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 119, Section 58.


� Massachusetts Department of Youth Services 2009 Annual Report, March 2011.


� This is a point-in-time count on January 1, 2011.  


� The 2011 DYS committed population includes females and males. 


� Puzzanchera, C., Finnegan, T. and Kang, W. (2011). "Easy Access to Juvenile Populations: 1990-2010" Online. Available: � HYPERLINK "http://ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop" ��http://ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop�


� Includes only DYS committed youth ages 13-17.


� Not including juveniles previously committed to DYS custody.


� One-day counts from April 1, 2012.


� Data from the 2011 MYRBS is not yet available.


� National data were calculated from the 2010 American Community Survey.  State data were calculated from the 2008 –2010 American Community Survey.	


� The Court Reorganization Act of 1992 authorized the establishment of a statewide juvenile court.  The Juvenile Court Department has general jurisdiction over delinquency, children in need of services, care and protection petitions, adult contributing to a delinquency of a minor cases, adoption, guardianship, termination of parental rights proceedings, and youthful offender cases.    


� Note: "Delinquency complaints" in Juvenile Court represent the same data point as "juvenile charge" in District Court.  For the purposes of this report, "delinquency complaints" includes both delinquency complaints and juvenile charges.  The Court Reorganization Act exempted the Brookline District Court and Gloucester District Court from relinquishing jurisdiction to the Juvenile Court Department.





� Data for Multi-racial students is not available prior to the 2005-2006 school year.


� Massachusetts Department of Youth Services Juvenile Recidivism Report for Clients Discharged During 2006, issued December 10, 2010.
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