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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

|. BACKGROUND

A major issue facing juvenile justice practitioners and policymakers across the country is
overrepresentation and disparate treatment of minority youth in the juvenile justice system.!

Research conducted across the United States on this topic has found that:

¢ racial and ethnic minorities are typically overrepresented in the juvenile justice system;

¢ overrepresentation can not be explained by differences in delinquent behavior across
racial/ethnic groups;

¢ disparities in system processing of minority youth occur in most states even when
controlling for social and legal background variables;

¢ the role of race in the disparate processing of minority and White youth often varies by the
offense type, the decision point within the system, and location; and

¢ designing and implementing intervention strategies to reduce minority overrepresentation
is a difficult and time consuming process that will be best accomplished if states:
(a) assign a lead organization and appoint a coordinator who can engage all critical
organizations; (b) allocate adequate resources for data gathering and analysis, intervention
services, monitoring activities and measurement of outcomes; (c) each conduct a systematic
quantitative study that examines different decision-making points and engages stakeholders
in the process; (d) seek to determine the key factors that contribute to overrepresentation
and build consensus on those factors; (e) clearly specify the role for state organizations;
(F) develop multiple intervention strategies and anticipate a lengthy transition from
planning to implementation; and (g) each develop a method to monitor and measure
intervention impact.

In 1993 the State of Connecticut Office of Policy and Management (OPM) and its Juvenile Justice

Advisory Committee (JJAC) awarded a grant to Spectrum Associates Market Research (Spectrum

1 Overrepresentation refers to the situation in which a larger proportion of a particular group is present at various
stages within the juvenile justice system (e.g., intake, detention, adjudication, disposition) than would be expected
based on their proportion in the general population. Disparate treatment means that the probability of receiving a
particular outcome (e.g., detained vs. not detained; placed in secure vs. community-based facility) varies by group.
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Associates) to conduct a study to assess minority overrepresentation in the Connecticut juvenile

justice system.2

After reviewing Spectrum Associates’ 1995 report on the study findings, the JJAC developed a
series of recommendations for implementation by state, local, and private agencies.

Recommendations were directed at both personnel policy changes and program modifications.

Consistent with its commitment to monitoring the state’s advancement in addressing the issue of
minority overrepresentation, the JJAC and OPM awarded Spectrum Associates a grant in 1999 to
repeat its study of minority overrepresentation in the Connecticut juvenile justice system and
contrast the new findings to the 1993 baseline study. This Executive Summary provides a synopsis
of the findings from the reassessment study, as well as the JJAC recommendations emanating from
this effort.

lI. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The reassessment study focused on the following research questions:

¢ To what extent are minorities currently overrepresented in the Connecticut juvenile justice
system, and has the level or nature of minority overrepresentation changed since the
baseline study?

¢ To what extent, if at all, do disparities currently exist in system processing based on
race/ethnicity, and has the system improved in those areas found to be problematic in the
baseline study?

¢ Do disparities exist with regard to new system decision-making points (e.g., use of
alternatives to detention, discretionary transfers of juveniles to the adult system)?

¢ Have juvenile offender perceptions of the juvenile justice system changed since the
baseline study?

¢ To what extent do practitioners believe the strategies proposed by the JJAC will be
effective in achieving more equitable treatment of minority and White juveniles in the
Connecticut juvenile justice system?

2 This study was supported with federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act administrative funds and
state match under a grant from the State of Connecticut Office of Policy and Management.
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[1l. METHODOLOGY

A brief outline of the multi-phase research design used in the reassessment study is provided below.

Phase One: A comparison of Connecticut juvenile justice system data to census data to determine
the extent to which minority juveniles 10 to 16 years of age are overrepresented at various stages in

the juvenile justice system. Overrepresentation data are compared for 1998 and 1991.

Phase Two: An analysis of police, Juvenile Matters Court, Department of Children and Families

(DCF), and adult court data (transferred juveniles) to determine:

¢ what differences, if any, exist in decisions made for Black, Hispanic and White juveniles
processed for similar types of offenses as they move through the system; and

¢ if observed differences remain when controlling for offender and offense characteristics or
are neutralized by predictor variables.

Phase Three: In-depth, one-on-one interviews conducted with a sample of Black, Hispanic and
White juvenile offenders at Long Lane School to explore their experiences with, and perceptions of,
the different components of the juvenile justice system. Findings from the 1999 interviews are

contrasted to the 1993 baseline interviews.

Phase Four: Qualitative and quantitative research to determine juvenile justice system practitioner
reaction to findings from the other three phases and to preliminary JJAC recommendations to

address these findings.
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V. EXTENT OF MINORITY OVERREPRESENTATION IN
CONNECTICUT

A look at the extent to which Black and Hispanic juveniles 10 - 16 years of age are overrepresented

in the juvenile justice system across the state of Connecticut revealed the following.

¢ For both 1998 and 1991, Black and Hispanic juveniles were clearly overrepresented at each
decision point (including transfer in 1998), and the extent of that overrepresentation
increased as juveniles moved from court referral to confinement (i.e., detention and Long

Lane School).

¢ For both 1998 and 1991, overrepresentation was greater for Black than Hispanic juveniles

at each decision-making point, particularly detention.

¢ While there was considerable overrepresentation in 1998, the extent of overrepresentation
in 1998 was less than it was in 1991. Specifically: Black juveniles were less
overrepresented at Long Lane School in 1998 than in 1991 (37.07% vs. 46.59%; and a
DRI3 of 3.32 vs. 4.31), and also less overrepresented in detention in 1998 than in 1991
(43.64% vs. 48.89%, and a DRI of 3.91 vs. 4.52); and Hispanic juveniles were less
overrepresented in detention in 1998 than in 1991 (27.35% vs. 31.49%, and a DRI of 2.47
vs. 3.08).

V. SYSTEM PROCESSING OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS

This study examined decision-making for three separate components of the juvenile justice system:
the police, Juvenile Matters Court, and the Department of Children and Families. In addition, the
analysis of 1998 data also examined the handling of Black, Hispanic and White juveniles transferred

to the adult court.

3 The term DRI was developed by the Oregon Community Children & Youth Services Commission (1993) and it is a
comparison, in percentage terms, of the proportion of a specific race/ethnic group processed at a specific point in
the juvenile justice system compared to the proportion of this group in the youth population at risk. For example, if
10% of the 10-16 year old population is Black and they account for 30% of arrests, the DRI would have a value of
3.0 (30% divided by 10%), indicating that Black youth are 3.0 times more likely to be arrested as would be
suggested by their numbers in the at risk population.
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A. Police Decision-Making

For both the baseline and reassessment studies, data were gathered for a random sample of 26
municipal police departments and 5 state police barracks across Connecticut. This resulted in
information being gathered for 940 juveniles in 1998-99 and 892 juveniles in 1991-92.4 Analysis of

the police data revealed the following:

¢ For 1998-99 and 1991-92, no statistically significant differences were observed across
race/ethnicity in police decisions to arrest and refer the youth to Juvenile Matters Court, or

to bring the youth to the police station.

¢ Whereas the baseline study found many disparities between minority and White juveniles
for police decisions on length of stay at the police station, the use of secure holding at the
police station and transportation of juveniles to a Detention Center, the 1998-99 study
found minority juveniles were not held longer or more likely to be placed in secure holding
at the police station. In addition, in many instances the disparities in the police decision to

transport juveniles to a Detention Center were greatly reduced.

¢ The reassessment study found that Black and Hispanic juveniles apprehended for Serious
Juvenile Offenses (SJOs) remained significantly more likely than White juveniles so
charged to be transported by police to a Detention Center, and that these differences were

not neutralized when controlling for social and other legal factors.

B. Juvenile Matters Court Decision-Making

For both studies, data were gathered from the state’s Judicial Branch computerized database for all
juveniles who had a case disposed in the calendar year. The reassessment study included 11,719
juveniles who had a case disposed in 1998 and the baseline study included 8,709 juveniles who had
a case disposed in 1991. Researchers also abstracted data from the probation/court files for 3,619

juveniles in 1998 (3,284 in 1991), the Detention Center files for those juveniles who had been

4 This research only includes data on those juveniles for whom police wrote up an incident report.
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placed in detention for their last case disposed in 1998, as well as from the Alternative Detention

Program and Intensive Supervision files for these juveniles.
The reassessment study revealed:

¢ For the most part, there were no meaningful differences across race/ethnicity for placement

into an ADP or on Intensive Supervision.

¢ The overall trend was for minority youth (especially Hispanic) to spend more time in
pretrial custody/monitoring options than White youth, and in many instances these

differences were not neutralized by predictor variables.

¢ In most instances, there were no differences in juvenile court processing across
race/ethnicity (e.g., non-judicial/judicial handling, court outcome and court
disposition/placement), and the observed differences were typically neutralized by predictor

variables.

¢ Disparities observed in 1991 were often eliminated or greatly reduced in 1998. For

example:

— In 1991, Hispanic and Black juveniles charged with SJOs were adjudicated for an SJO
almost twice as often as White juveniles (Hispanic, 34%; Black, 31%; and White,
17%). However, in 1998, the court outcomes for Black, Hispanic and White juveniles
charged as SJOs were remarkably similar (15% - 17% across race/ethnicity).

— In 1991, Black and Hispanic juveniles were much more likely than White juveniles to
have been placed in Long Lane School for their initial DCF placement across offense
types, but in 1998 these disparities were greatly reduced and remaining differences
were neutralized by predictor variables.

— In 1991, White SJOs were almost twice as likely as Black SJOs to go to DCF Direct
Placement (17% vs. 9%), but in 1998 White and Black SJOs were equally likely to
receive a DCF Direct Placement (11%).

¢ In contrast to the above, probation officers were more likely to recommend DCF placement
for Black than White SJOs (25% vs. 13%), and these differences were not neutralized.
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C. Department of Children and Families Decision-Making

Data were gathered for all juveniles who were discharged by DCF in 1998-99 (473 juveniles) and in

1991-92 (472 juveniles). The reassessment study found:

¢ Many disparities observed in the baseline study were eliminated or reduced. For example:

A large increase in the use of Long Lane School for White juveniles committed for
SJOs (up to 80% from 50%) eliminated any meaningful differences across
race/ethnicity (Black, 90%; Hispanic, 90%; and White, 80%) in the placement of
juvenile offenders at Long Lane School during their DCF commitment.

The much greater use of residential placements for White juveniles observed in the
baseline study (SJOs, non-SJO felonies and misdemeanors) was greatly reduced in
1998-99.

While Black and Hispanic youth were placed in secure beds more often than White
youth in 1998-99 and 1991-92, the disparities were neutralized in 1998-99 by the
predictor variables.

¢ In 1998-99, the Central Placement Team (developed by DCF after the baseline study)

attempted to place the majority of the juveniles in a residential placement across

race/ethnicity.

¢ Despite the changes referred to above:

The decreased use of Long Lane School for White juveniles committed for violations
(down to 40% from 57%), resulted in much larger differences across race/ethnicity for
violations in 1998-99 (White, 40%; Black, 72%; and Hispanic, 64%) and these
differences were not neutralized.

White juveniles continued to average a much smaller percentage of their DCF
placement at Long Lane School than Black and Hispanic juveniles, and averaged a
greater percentage of their placement time at direct placements than Black and Hispanic
juveniles.

D. Juvenile Offenders Transferred to Adult Court

In the reassessment study, data were gathered on all juveniles who had been transferred from the

Juvenile Matters Court to the adult court and were disposed by the adult court in 1998.
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Analysis of system processing of juveniles transferred to adult court revealed that Black and

Hispanic juveniles were more likely than White juveniles to:

¢ be detained until disposition (Hispanic, 54%; Black, 35%; and White, 13%) and these

differences were not neutralized by predictor variables;

¢ receive jail/prison time from the adult court (Black, 54%; Hispanic, 38%; and White, 14%)

and these differences were also not neutralized by predictor variables; and

¢ be committed to Long Lane School if their case was returned to Juvenile Matters Court

even though they were less likely to be adjudicated as an SJO. (Although the number of

cases is too small for statistical certainty, there are indications the juvenile’s prior juvenile

court history impacts the disposition decision of the Juvenile Matters Court.)

VI. JUVENILE OFFENDER PERCEPTIONS OF DIFFERENTIAL

HANDLING

To supplement the quantitative data gathered through case files and computerized records, in-depth

interviews were conducted with juveniles who had moved through the juvenile justice system and

were residents of Long Lane School. Interviews were conducted with 30 Long Lane School

residents in both 1999 and 1993. The reassessment study revealed the following perceptions.

A. The Police

¢ Three-quarters of the youth interviewed in 1999 said that they believed police officers

handled minority and White youth differently, and one-half of those interviewed said the

police were more likely to arrest Black and/or Hispanic juveniles than White juveniles.

The youth often attributed the disparities to having more White than Black police officers
in their town. They also felt that the White police officers feared and stereotyped minority
youth and assumed the minority youth were doing something wrong. Consequently, they
said the police stop Black and Hispanic youth when they would not stop White youth, and

are rougher and more verbally abusive to the minority youth.
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B. Juvenile Matters Court

¢ Most of the 30 juvenile offenders interviewed in 1999 said they believed the juvenile court

treated Black, Hispanic and White youth the same.

C. Long Lane School

VII.

¢ About four-fifths of the youth interviewed in 1999 said that staff treat some youth better

than others, but: (1) race/ethnicity was just one of several factors causing differential
treatment (e.g., staff having favorites, youth there longest treated best, youth who go along
with things treated better, and youth treated better by staff of their own race); and (2) those
believing race/ethnicity had an impact disagreed about how the differential treatment
occurred (e.g., Whites treated better, Blacks or Hispanics treated better, youth treated better

by staff of the same race/ethnicity).

Youth interviewed in 1993 were much more likely than those interviewed in 1999 to say
that White youth were treated better than Black and Hispanic residents (e.g., more
privileges, getting away with more behaviors, less severe punishments, given more respect

from staff, and earlier discharges).

PRACTITIONER REACTION TO STRATEGIES
PROPOSED BY THE JJAC

Spectrum Associates conducted a survey on system practitioner reaction to the JJAC’s preliminary

recommendations addressing racial/ethnic disparities within the Connecticut juvenile justice system.

The survey was distributed to 2,508 system practitioners (i.e., local and state police, judges, judicial

services managers/administrators/monitors, probation officers, prosecutors, public defenders,

detention administration/management, detention officers, and DCF public and private agencies). A

total of 514 completed surveys were returned.

As the number of completed surveys was not evenly distributed across system component

(i.e., police, court, and Department of Children and Families) the data were weighted to give each of
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the three system components an “equal voice” in the findings. A summary of the key findings from

the practitioner survey is provided below.

¢ 22 of the 24 proposed strategies developed by the JJAC to reduce disparate treatment of
minority youth by police, detention, court and DCF were described as “somewhat” or
“very” effective by at least two-thirds of the respondents, and 14 of the 24 strategies were

described as “very effective” by at least one-half of the respondents.

¢ Of the three strategies proposed for all four system components (i.e., cultural sensitivity
training; consider cultural sensitivity abilities in hiring, review and promotion policies; and
have the number of minority personnel reflect the community/juveniles served), the
strategy typically viewed as most effective was cultural sensitivity training and the strategy
perceived as least effective was having the numbers of minority personnel reflect the

community/juveniles served.

VIII. JUVENILE JUSTICE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS

Important Note

The recommendations provided in this section of the report were developed
and written by the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC). The
recommendations are provided in this report to inform the reader of the
direction the JJAC feels should be taken in Connecticut with regard to
overrepresentation of minorities in the juvenile justice system.

The JJAC commissioned Spectrum Associates to conduct a comprehensive and independent study
in 1991-1992 and again in 1998-1999. The conclusion of the studies is that there has been
improvement in the state’s handling of minority juveniles in the juvenile justice system over the past

decade, but further efforts are needed to achieve equitable treatment across race and ethnicity.

Study findings show a reduction or elimination of disparate treatment from 1991-92 to 1998-99 for
length of stay at the police station, use of secure holding at the police station, use of Detention

Centers, time spent at Long Lane School and residential placement during DCF commitment, and
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use of Long Lane School’s secure area. These data demonstrate that it is possible to make changes

that will positively impact system operations.

The JJAC recommendations that follow seek to spur additional action by juvenile justice system
agencies. These agencies include both public and private providers of services including law
enforcement, detention, court, and juvenile probation and parole, as well as community-based and

residential services.

There are many ways to improve Connecticut’s juvenile justice system including revisions in laws,
policies, procedures, programs and resources. Most improvements would have significant impact
on minorities because of the number of minority juveniles involved with the system. However, the
goal of the study recommendations is specifically to eliminate disparate treatment based on race or
ethnicity as opposed to improve system operations. The recommendations reflect this goal and

deliberately do not address other problems and issues of the system.

Although the goal is set high—to eliminate inequities in the handling of juveniles, the

recommendations are meant to be specific, practical and action-oriented. They reflect JJAC:

% knowledge of the workings of the juvenile justice system;
