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New York State remains committed to utilizing the OJJDP five phase DMC reduction plan as a model to address the disproportionate number of juvenile members of minority groups who come into contact with the juvenile justice system.  This model includes: the identification of the existence and extent of disproportionality and overrepresentation; an assessment of the factors that contribute to DMC; the development and implementation of interrelated intervention strategies to reduce minority overrepresentation in the juvenile justice system;   an evaluation of the effectiveness of activities and strategies; and the on-going monitoring of progress in achieving anticipated goals and/or objectives. 
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Phase I:  Identification
(a)  Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets (See Attachment #2)
(b)  DMC Data Discussions
1. Although conducting a comprehensive analysis of DMC in New York continues to be a 

challenge, significant progress has been made throughout the recent funding year.  Data improvement projects continue to make progress in closing major gaps in the data and RRIs are able to be calculated for additional contact points than in previous funding years. Although gaps remain, particularly in the data of smaller more rural jurisdictions, increased access continues as DCJS progresses in discussions with police agencies, the Office of Probation and Community Alternatives (OPCA) and selected county probation departments, the office of Court Administration (OCA), and the Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS) to develop data systems statewide that will allow for DMC analysis at each point of contact for youth in the juvenile justice system. A more detailed plan to address data gaps is described in the DMC Reduction Plan FY 2012-2014.
Additionally, DCJS continues to collect DMC data that is available from all relevant existing data sources.  Those data sources include: arrest data from DCJS and the NYPD, probation data from local probation departments, detention data from OCFS, dispositional data from OCA, and placement data from OCFS. (It should be noted that statewide and local data reflect a duplicated count which reflects the total number of youth contacts with the juvenile justice system.) Data will be collected, analyzed, and reported annually in FY 2013 and 2014.  DCJS and the JJAG intend to work toward making the State’s DMC data available via the website being developed for the JJAG.  Formula funds will continue to be utilized to support a research assistant to conduct these data collection activities.
2.  DMC Identification Spreadsheet discussion for the State and localities with the highest 
minority concentrations follows:

New York State  - A review of statewide DMC spreadsheet data for 2010 reveals that minority youth are over-represented in the State’s juvenile justice system. Minority youth represented 48% of New York State’s juvenile population, yet accounted for 67.2% of juvenile arrests, 79% of juvenile cases petitioned, and 76.9% of probation placements. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles statewide shows that minority youth were arrested 2.22 times more often, securely detained 5.22 times more often, petitioned 1.83 times more often, placed on probation 0.86 less often and confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities 2.38 times more often than white youth.  

Statewide, African-American youth were notably over-represented compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 16.2% of New York State’s juvenile population, they accounted for 43.5% of juvenile arrests, 62.2% of juvenile secure detentions, and 53.6% of juvenile cases petitioned, 49.2% of probation placements, and 58.1% of youth in secure correctional facilities. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juvenile’s statewide shows that African-American youth were arrested 4.27 times more often, securely detained 5.48 times more often, petitioned 1.91 times more often, placed on probation 0.85 times less often, and confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities 2.38 times more often. 
While Hispanic youth represented 21.5% of New York State’s juvenile population, they accounted for 21.3% of juvenile arrests, 21.6% of juvenile cases petitioned, 23.5% of juvenile secure detentions, 23.3% of probation placements, and 29.8% of youth in secure correctional facilities. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juvenile’s statewide shows that Hispanic youth were arrested 1.57 times more often, securely detained 4.23 times more often, petitioned 1.58 times more often, placed on probation 0.87 times less often, and confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities 2.64 times more often than White youth. 
 
The following summary of DMC data details RRI values for 8 New York State counties and the City of New York.  The counties selected represent the large and medium urban counties across the State, all with significant minority populations.  In addition, some smaller localities with significant RRI’s are discussed.  All of the identified counties outside of New York City participate in DCJS’s project IMPACT, an effort that supports strategic crime-fighting and violence reduction initiatives in the 17 counties outside of New York City that account for 80 percent of the crime upstate and on Long Island.
In Broome County in 2010 minority youth represented 19.46% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 35.4% of juvenile arrests, 35.45% of cases referred to juvenile court, 38.04% of cases diverted, 57.62% of juvenile secure detentions, 43.7% of cases petitioned, and 41.6% of cases resulting in probation placement. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 2.27 times more often, diverted 1.12 times more often, placed in secure detention 2.48 times more often, petitioned 1.41 times more often, were found with delinquent finding 1.29 times more often, and received probation placement 0.71 times less often than white youth. 
· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 6.46 % of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 28.7% of juvenile arrests, 27.3% of cases referred to juvenile court, 27.8% of cases diverted, 32.2% of juvenile secure detentions, 37.4% of cases petitioned, 35.06% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 83.3% of secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 5.54 times more often, referred to juvenile court .95 times less often, diverted 1.06 times more often, placed in secure detention 1.80 times more often, had charges filed at petition 1.57 times more often, had delinquent findings 1.17 times more often, and received probation placement .77 times less often than whites. 
· While Hispanic youth represented 5.28% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 5.7 % of juvenile arrests, 6.8% of cases referred to juvenile court, 9.8% of cases diverted, 10.2% of juvenile secure detentions, 6.3% of cases petitioned, and 6.5% of cases resulting in probation placement. They were arrested 1.34 times more often than White youth. 
No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation 

In Dutchess County in 2010 minority youth represented 31.95% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 43.96% of juvenile arrests, 73.5% of juvenile secure detentions, and 55.6% of youth in secure juvenile corrections.  A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 1.67 times more often. Minorities were 4.18 times more often referred to court then white juveniles.

· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 10.0% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 31.5 % of juvenile arrests, 56.6% of secure detentions, and 33.3% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 3.83 times more often African Americans were referred 5.14 times more often than White juveniles.

· While Hispanic youth represented 14.0% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 12.5% of juvenile arrests, 10.8% of juvenile secure detentions, and 22.2% of youth in secure juvenile corrections.  A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that Hispanics are 1.08 times more likely to be arrested.

No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation.

In Erie County in 2010 minority youth represented 38.62% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 72.4% of juvenile arrests, 89% of juvenile secure detentions, 79.4% of cases resulting in probation placements, and 92.3% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 2.88 times more often, referred 1.16 times more often, diverted .63 times more often, securely detained 2.11 times more often, petitioned 1.27 times more often, found to have delinquent findings 1.94 times more often  and placed on probation .43 times less often. 
· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 16.8% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 47.9% of juvenile arrests, 59% of juvenile secure detentions, and 81.2% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 4.48 times more often, referred at 1.00, diverted .62 times less often, securely detained 2.23 times more often, petitioned 1.26 times more often ,delinquent findings were found 2.25 times more often and placed on probation .35 times less often than White youth. 
· While Hispanic youth represented 7.3% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 6.7% of juvenile arrests, 9.3% of juvenile secure detentions, and 12.5% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that Hispanic youth were arrested 1.45 times more often than White youth.  
No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation. 

In Monroe County in 2010 minority youth represented 38.6% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 72.3% of juvenile arrests, 89.0% of juvenile secure detentions, 83.3% of cases petitioned, 79.4% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 92.3% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 4.16 times more often, referred 1.27 times more often, diverted .48 times less often, securely detained 2.43 times more often, found delinquent 1.19 times more often, given probation .64 times less often and petitioned 1.50 times more often. 
· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 19.75 % of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 59.5% of juvenile arrests, 71.0% of juvenile secure detentions, 71.4% of cases petitioned, 64.0% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 83.0% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 6.70 times more often, referred 1.23 times more often, diverted .43 times less often, securely detained 2.43 times more often, found delinquent 1.22 times more often , given probation .59 times less often and petitioned 1.62 times more often. 
· While Hispanic youth represented 11.42% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 11.8% of juvenile arrests, 13.9% of juvenile secure detentions, 11.7% of cases petitioned, 15.0% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 9.2% of youth in secure juvenile corrections.  A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that Hispanics were arrested 2.29 times more often as White youth, referred 1.52 times more often, diverted .63 times less often, securely detained 1.86 times more often, found delinquent .97 times less often and petitioned 1.08 times more often. 
· No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation

 In New York City in 2010 minority youth represented 76.7% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 94.3% of juvenile arrests, 97% of juvenile secure detentions, 96% of juvenile cases petitioned, 94% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 97.3% of youth in secure corrections.  A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 5.05 times more often, securely detained 1.94 times more often, petitioned 1.31 times more often, found delinquent .90 times less often, given probation .80 times less often and confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities 1.90 times more often. 
· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 26.31% of the city’s juvenile population, they accounted for 57% of juvenile arrests, 63.3% of juvenile secure detentions, and 60.4% of juvenile cases petitioned, 57% of probation placements, and 58.6% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 8.84 times more often, securely detained 2.10 times more often, petitioned 1.38 times more often, found delinquent .87 times less often, given probation .78 times less often and confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities 1.86 times more often. 
· While Hispanic youth represented 35.58 % of the city’s juvenile population, they accounted for 34% of juvenile arrests, 32% of juvenile cases petitioned, 33% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 36.3% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that Hispanics were arrested 3.92 times more often as White youth, securely detained 1.54 times more often, petitioned 1.22 times more often, found delinquent .92 times less often, given probation .81 times less often and confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities 2.06 times more often.

In Oneida County in 2010 minority youth represented 22.78% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 30.1% of juvenile arrests, 60% of juvenile secure detentions, and 74% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 1.46 times more often and securely detained 3.41 times more often. 
· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 6.93% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 22.9% of juvenile arrests, 36.9% of juvenile secure detentions, and 47.3% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 3.65 times more often and securely detained 2.79 times more often.
·  Hispanic youth represented 7.51% of the county’s juvenile population, but only 5.2% of the juvenile arrests. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that Hispanics are .76 times less likely to be arrested then white juveniles and detained 3.96 times more often
·  No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation

In Onondaga County in 2010 minority youth represented 29.5% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 61.2% of juvenile arrests, 85% of juvenile secure detentions, and 96% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 3.77 times more often, securely detained 3.53 times more often, and found delinquent 1.50 times more often.
·  African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 14.49% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 52.4% of juvenile arrests, 65.2% of secure detentions, and 96% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 6.57 times more often, securely detained 3.17 times more often, and found delinquent 1.41 times more often.

· While Hispanic youngsters represented 6.03% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 7.4% of juvenile arrests, 13.04 % of juvenile secure detentions, 10.8% found delinquent and 0% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. They were arrested 2.25 times more often as White youth, securely detained 4.45 times more often, and found delinquent 1.89 times more often. 

· No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation

 
In Rockland County in 2010 minority youth represented 33.8% of the local juvenile population, yet accounted for 56.1% of juvenile arrests, 74% of juvenile secure detentions 75.4% of juvenile cases petitioned, 76.6% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 100.0% of youth in secure juvenile corrections.  A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that minority youth were arrested 2.50 times more often, referred 2.12 times more often, diverted .80 times less often, detained 1.11 times more often and petitioned 1.14 times more often. 
· African-American youth were most over-represented in the county compared to White youth. While African-American youth represented 10.66% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 27.5% of juvenile arrests, 46% of juvenile secure detentions, 50% of cases petitioned, 56.6% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 0% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that African-American youth were arrested 3.89 times more often, referred 2.83 times more often, diverted .78 times more often, securely detained 1.03 times more often and petitioned 1.15 times more often. 
· While Hispanic youth represented 15.3% of the county’s juvenile population, they accounted for 24.9% of juvenile arrests, 25% of secure detention, 24.5% of cases petitioned, 20% of cases resulting in probation placement, and 0% of youth in secure juvenile corrections. A Relative Rate Index (RRI) comparison with White juveniles in the county shows that Hispanics were arrested 2.45 times more often, referred 1.49 times more often, diverted .73 times less often, securely detained 1.19 times more often and petitioned 1.19 times more often than White youth. 
· No RRI is reported if the number of cases was insufficient for calculation

It is difficult to compare data submitted with this application (2010) with previous years because the availability of data has been limited and inconsistent across processing points and localities. Available 2010 RRI data compared to data included in most recent previous 3-year plan (2007) shows that there have been no major areas of change at system processing points.  These results were not surprising due to the relatively small numbers of youth involved in DMC-focused projects supported by DCJS through 2009.  Recognizing the limitations of such interventions, DCJS and the JJAG shifted focus to more systematic reform efforts targeted at reducing DMC over the past two and a half years.    Such efforts have targeted those NYS jurisdictions with  significant minority youth populations, juvenile justice issues, consistent disproportionate minority contact as demonstrated by  significant RRIs, and a commitment to sustained collaboration with state and local stakeholders.  Based on their work with the Burns Institute (BI), the 3 initial targeted localities (NYC, Monroe and Onondaga counties) developed local interventions which will be implemented in FYs 2012-2014.  It is anticipated that these projects will yield reductions in DMC as demonstrated through RRI analysis.  Localities targeted for possible future DMC work with BI during FY 2012-14, based on the previously listed considerations, include Albany, Westchester, Oneida, Erie, and Nassau counties.

(3)RRI Tracking Sheet

The following charts show RRI values for each of the above counties and New York City for arrest, detention, petitions, delinquent findings, probation and confinement.    New York City has statistically significant RRI values at each point and ranks as number one in terms of volume at each point.  Monroe County ranks in the top three in terms of volume for detention, petitions filed, delinquent findings, and probation dispositions.  

**-Data has been excluded from this analysis due to a significant number of cases missing race/ethnicity information
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The following table compiles all RRI results from the 7 counties and New York City, with all available data at each contact point.  

Decision-Making Points

	 
	Arrests
	Referral
	Diverted
	Detention
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	Del Find
	Probation
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** Insufficient number of cases for analysis                        BOLD Statistically significant at p=0.05 level
Notes Pertaining to DMC Statistics
Data provided in the spreadsheets are specified as follows:
Item 1. Population at Risk

  
Data describing the at-risk juvenile population (ages 7-15) were obtained from the United States Department of Health and Human Services (US DHHS), Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), Bridged-Race Population Estimates, United States July 1st resident population by state, county, age, sex, bridged-race, and Hispanic origin, compiled from 1990-1999 bridged-race intercensal population estimates and 2000-2010 (Vintage 2010) bridged-race postcensal population estimates, on CDC WONDER On-line Database. Data were accessed at http://wonder.cdc.gov/bridged-race-v2010.html

New York State’s at-risk juvenile population consists of youngsters 10 through 15 years of age.  The State has enacted regulations prohibiting the secure confinement of youngsters less than ten years of age.  Youngsters 16 years and older are prosecuted as adults in New York State.  Some 13 -15 year olds charged with selected violent felonies (i.e., Juvenile Offenders) may be prosecuted as adults, but must be confined in juvenile facilities.



Item 2. Juvenile Arrests


Arrest data were obtained from New York State’s Uniform Crime Reporting system.  These year 2010 aggregate arrest data were reported by police in age categories (under 10, 10-12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17), race categories (White, Black, Indian – Native American – and Asian), and ethnicity categories (Hispanic and Non-Hispanic) which do not directly provide race/ethnicity counts for 10-15 year olds.  Therefore, relevant arrest counts used in the spreadsheets were estimated by prorating reported race and ethnicity proportions across the distribution of arrested 10-15 year olds.  Runaway cases (i.e., status offenders) were removed from these data.

Item 3. Referred to Juvenile Court


In New York State, the local probation department is responsible for screening juvenile delinquency cases for the Family Court.  At this initial stage of processing, cases have been “opened for service” by the probation department.  The present data were provided by probation departments.

Item 4. Cases Diverted


In New York State the local probation department has statutory authority to “adjust” juvenile delinquency cases.  The statute allows a period of 2 to 4 months to informally resolve the issue that gave rise to the delinquency case, thus providing an opportunity for diversion.  Data presented were provided by probation departments. 

Item 5. Cases Involving Secure Detention


There are eight secure juvenile detention facilities in New York State.  These facilities are generally used for the short-term secure custody of youngsters while their cases proceed through Family Court.  New York City has two secure detention facilities.  The remaining six facilities serve the balance of the state with a total capacity of 224 youth and are located in Albany County, Erie County, Monroe County, Nassau County, Onondaga County, and Westchester County.  Data pertaining to year 2010 admissions to secure juvenile detention facilities outside of New York City were obtained from the Detention Services Unit at the New York State Office of Children and Family Services.  Data pertaining to New York City facilities were obtained from the New York City Department of Juvenile Justice.
Item 6. Cases Petitioned


In New York State, the local probation department is responsible for initially screening juvenile delinquency cases for the decision to adjust versus petition.  Data reported in Item 6 represent those cases where the probation department has referred the case to the presentment agency (county attorney or corporation counsel) for petition to the Family Court.  Probation Departments provided data on Cases Petitioned for Broome, Onondaga and Rensselaer counties.   Data presented for all other counties were reported through New York State Office of Court Administration’s Unified Court Management System. OCA only began to require the input of race and ethnicity data in 2010.  The following counties have been excluded from this analysis due to a significant number of cases missing race/ethnicity information (Dutchess, Oneida and Onondaga).

Item 7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings


These data are only available from the court system in New York State.  Data presented were reported through New York State Office of Court Administration’s Unified Court Management System.  OCA only began to require the input of race and ethnicity data in 2010.  The following counties have been excluded from this analysis due to a significant number of cases missing race/ethnicity information (Dutchess, Oneida and Rockland).

Item 8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement


These data were provided by local probation departments for Broome, Onondaga and Rensselaer counties and generated through New York State Office of Court Administration’s Unified Court Management System for all other counties.   OCA only began to require the input of race and ethnicity data in 2010.  The following counties have been excluded from the analysis due to a significant number of cases missing race and ethnicity information (Dutchess, Nassau, and Oneida).  These data represent juvenile delinquency cases received from the Family Court for probation supervision.

Item 9. Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities


The New York State Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS) operates twenty-three (23) residential facilities across the state for the out-of-home placement of adjudicated juvenile delinquents and convicted juvenile offenders.  Data pertaining to year 2010 admissions of 10-15 year olds to secure juvenile correctional facilities were obtained from the New York State Office of Children and Family Services.

Item 10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court

While some 13-15 year olds charged with selected violent felonies may be prosecuted as adults, there is no provision in New York State for transfer of a case to adult court from juvenile court.

Additional Note:  For the purposes of this application, New York City is presented as one locality, rather than by separate and distinct counties because that is how the juvenile justice system in New York City functions.  Data is more readily available on a city-wide basis to DCJS. 

Phase II:  Assessment
(a) In addition to the formal research project currently underway (and described in section b),
three local jurisdictions (New York City, Monroe County/Rochester, and Onondaga County/Syracuse) completed 12 to 18 month-long assessment projects done in collaboration with the Burns Institute to “dig deep” and gain a broader understanding of the factors contributing to DMC in their communities. Both Monroe and Onondaga counties concentrated their efforts on the point of detention; while New York City through focused on four different system points: arrest, front-door of detention, probation adjustment, and arraignment. Local reports of this work and their findings have been included in Appendix C of this application.
(b) After significant planning, Spectrum Associates began work on a 3-phase formal  

statewide DMC assessment in late 2010; this work continued throughout FY 2011, and will be completed in 2012.   The main goal of the DMC Assessment Study is to answer the following question: Does the New York juvenile justice system make different decisions for Black, Hispanic and White juveniles? Across the system, Spectrum Associates are examining data for individual decision points to make this determination. 
The first stage of the assessment included a purposeful site selection process to identify larger jurisdictions where DMC appeared greatest based on Relative Rate Index scores and where stakeholders were willing to commit to engaging in the research process.  As a result, three target areas were selected for DMC research analysis: New York City, Westchester and Oneida counties. Spectrum Associates conducted site visits to each of the three regions to conduct in-person interviews with key system practitioners to: (a) develop an in-depth understanding of how the juvenile justice system works in the jurisdiction (e.g., how system decisions are made, which practitioners make which decisions, what factors are considered by decision-makers at specific decision points); (b) determine where and how data on system decisions made and on the juveniles processed are recorded (e.g., information recorded on paper or in a computerized system); and (c) determine how to best obtain the data necessary for a DMC assessment (e.g., the process needed to obtain permission to access confidential data, steps needed to obtain the desired data). 
Using the information gleaned through the in-depth interviews, Spectrum Associates developed a detailed plan for Phase Two of the DMC Assessment Study, which has included key decision points across the juvenile justice system (police, probation court, corrections). The phase one research was needed to fully identify the key decision points that could be included in the New York DMC Assessment Study. Such decision points shall include: 
· Whether the Court Intake Unit refers to court or handles the case informally. 

· The length of pre-trial detention for juveniles brought to a detention center. 

· Whether or not the juvenile is adjudicated for the case. 

· The most serious disposition for the case (e.g. dismissed, probation, suspended sentence, residential placement). 

· The length of probation period received from the court. 

· The length of placement commitment received from the court. 

· For a juvenile receiving a placement commitment, where does he/she spend time (e.g. time spent in secure vs. non-secure placement). 

· For a juvenile receiving a placement comment, when is he/she released (e.g. total time in placement, percent of court commitment period spent in placement). 
It is also planned that the following law enforcement-specific decision points will be included in at least one of the jurisdictions:

· Whether or not the police take the juvenile to the station. 

· For how many hours the juvenile is held at the police station. 

· Whether or not the juvenile is placed in secure holding while at the police station. 

· How is the incident handled by the police (e.g. handled informally, referred to diversionary agency, referred to Family Court, referred to Adult Court) . 

· To whom do the police release the juvenile (e.g. a parent or guardian, brought to court, brought to secure detention). 

 
As decisions made for cases involving more serious charges typically receive more serious outcomes than cases involving less serious charges, researchers will control for this factor in the analysis (and sampling plan if applicable). To do so, the various offenses will be broken out into several offense groupings (e.g., violent felonies, other felonies, misdemeanors, violations, status offenses). These groupings will reflect statutory or system policy distinctions (e.g., court jurisdiction, dispositional options). Within the offense groupings, it will be determined if Black, Hispanic and White juveniles receive similar or different decisions by juvenile justice system practitioners. 
If the analysis indicates that different decisions have been made for Black, Hispanic and White juveniles, multivariate analyses will be conducted to determine if the observed differences by race/ethnicity remain after controlling for other legal and/or social variables (e.g., the juvenile's offense history, possession of a weapon, age, gender). The variables included in the multivariate analysis for each decision point will reflect the information available to decision-makers at the time of the particular decision and systematically accessible to the research team.
The DMC Assessment Study includes a two year sample of juvenile arrests in each of the areas. For New York City, the goal is to include all juvenile arrests in the city for the two year period. For Westchester and Oneida counties, it is planned that researchers will obtain all juvenile arrests from the five agencies within each county that had the most juvenile arrests during the same period of time. From all of the police agencies included in the study, the goal will be to obtain information on the decisions made for juveniles as well as information available to the officers making the decisions (e.g. demographic information for the juvenile, date and time of apprehension, possession of a weapon at the time of the offense, the number of offenders involved in the incident, school vs. non-school incident, demographic information about the victim, the offender's arrest history). 

To examine decisions made for Juvenile Delinquents and PINS, Family Court data are being examined. In addition to data on the decision points to be examined, information available to court personnel at the time they are making the various decisions for the juveniles is also needed (e.g., demographic and family information, prior court history, school and/or mental health information). 

As juveniles accused of committing the most serious of crimes (juvenile offenders) are under the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court rather than Family Court, data will be gathered from the Supreme Court. Similar to the Family Court data, information will be collected on the various decisions made for juveniles as well as the information available to the court when making the decisions for the juveniles. As with the Family Court, it is anticipated that the study will include all juveniles disposed by the Supreme Court in a two year period. In addition, as some Juveniles Offenders may have the final dispositional decision for their case in Family Court rather than Supreme Court, it is expected that data will be collected from Family Court for some of the Juvenile Offenders included in the Assessment Study. 

Juveniles receiving a placement disposition from the Family Court are generally committed to the Office of Children and Families (OCFS). OCFS has discretion for placements during their commitment and can recommend a juvenile be released from placement prior to the original court-ordered time. To examine the various placements during a juvenile's commitment and the release decision, data on the various placement and release decisions and the information available to the decision makers is being collected from both the Family Court and OCFS. 
Finally, a report on DMC will be produced that provides a summary of the qualitative and quantitative findings and offers recommendations for programmatic and policy initiatives to address identified DMC issues.  
Assessment Time Line:
· Phase 1. Interviews and focus groups    


Completed in February 2012
· Phase 2. Case-processing analysis ( in 3 sites)   

March- October 2012
· Phase 3. Prepare and finalize DMC assessment report.  
November–December 2012
Phase III: Intervention

During FY 2011 New York State continued to engage in DMC efforts centered around four main efforts: strategic planning, outreach and training, technical assistance, and statistical monitoring.  
(a) Progress Made in FY 2011: Proposed Activities and Results
1.a  DCJS will continue to compile available DMC data from within DCJS, the New York Police Department (NYPD), Probation departments across New York, New York City’s Administration for Children’s Services (ACS), the Office of Court Administration (OCA), and the Office of Children and Family Services.
DCJS continued to collect DMC data that was available from all relevant data sources.  Those data sources include: arrest data from DCJS and the NYPD, probation data from local probation departments, detention data from (New York City) ACS and OCFS, dispositional data from the Office of Court Administration, and placement data from OCFS.  DCJS continued to support two graduate student research assistants (approximately .65 FTE each) devoted specifically to the state’s DMC initiative.  The research assistants worked half-time during the spring and fall academic semesters and full-time during summer months.  These positions were supported with Formula grant funds and were supervised by the state DMC Coordinator and the Director of Juvenile Justice Policy.  One research assistant was primarily responsible for collecting minority contact statistics from selected counties, computerizing these data into Excel spreadsheets and the OJJDP web-based data entry system, and preparing summaries of the data for state monitoring and federal reporting purposes.  The other research assistant assisted in the planning and facilitation of Youth Advisory Council activities, community focus groups at various sites, gathered and analyzed information from those groups, assisted in the preparation of program reports and outreach and informational materials.  

1.b  DCJS will work to identify and remedy gaps in available DMC data.
DCJS staff continued to work to identify and remedy gaps in available DMC data by convening meetings with each affected agency in attempt to identify solutions and remedy gaps to the issues. As a result of formal directives, the quality of data from OCA court files has improved significantly; yet, unfortunately, there is still a problem with several local jurisdictions inconsistently reporting race data.   Although much efforts have been taken to develop a statewide juvenile justice dashboard and progress continues in that area, the challenge to access  local probation data (intake, diversion, referral to court) remained in FY 2012.  Several  probation departments do not yet (or have only recently begun to) utilize the Caseload Explorer automated data base system; and DCJS continues to struggle with building a platform to receive such data.  For that reason, the availability of local probation data was limited to those counties which hosted local DMC projects and/or provided such information to DMC staff upon request.         
The research staff of DCJS (including State Probation), OCFS, and OCA have continued to meet on a quarterly basis as a group to discuss strategies to access and share data through the juvenile justice data dashboard. Members have developed a shared definition of DMC, and are committed to gathering the information necessary for a thorough analysis not only using the RRI, but additional measures to examine disparity, as well. 
1.c  DCJS will develop and deliver outreach strategies and training programs to educate and sensitize selected counties/municipalities and local juvenile justice professionals to the federal DMC mandate.
In FY 2011, the DMC Coordinator continued to partner with the State Commission on Corrections and the State Police Juvenile Officer’s Association to update and enhance the initial training materials included in law enforcement training sessions. Approximately 75 law enforcement officers participated in DMC-specific workshops within the basic and advanced juvenile officer’s training at the SPJOA’s annual conference in September 2011; approximately 50 criminal/juvenile justice professionals participated in a workshop facilitated at the Middle Atlantic States Correctional Association Conference in June 2011, which was developed in partnership with OCFS staff. Another 35 individuals attended a workshop focusing on racial and ethnic disparities co-facilitated by the State DMC Coordinator and statewide DMC committee members at the NYS Somos Latino Legislative Conference in March 2012.
Basic DMC overview materials (power points, brochures, handouts) have been  developed to be used at various trainings and within local communities to increase awareness of the issue and possible contributing factors.  Many of these materials are now available on the JJAG website: www.nysjjag.org.
The DMC Coordinator has also continued to work to develop a judicial training institute (for judges across the state) on DMC issues. Planning for this training has been done in coordination with Kings County Family Court Judge Daniel Turbow and Mark Soler of the Center for Law and Social Policy; it is anticipated this institute will be facilitated in the fall of 2012. 

1.d  DCJS will meaningfully incorporate youth perspective into DMC strategies.
In FY 2011, the Juvenile Justice Youth Advisory Council (YAC) continued to meet on a quarterly basis.  Purposeful efforts were made to recruit young people from areas not previously represented on the YAC, and sustain membership of those who had been involved. 22 different young people (ages 16 to 24) participated in statewide YAC planning meetings held in Albany. Several peer-led activities were implemented on a regional level throughout the reporting period; and YAC members planned and facilitated focus groups with youth and parents throughout the state re: their experiences with children in the juvenile justice system.  The family court informational gathering project was a collaboration with the Permanent Judicial Commission on Justice for Children designed to develop useful “get ready for court” materials.  A Power Point presentation summarizing the project’s purpose and initial findings was presented to the JJAG in February 2012 (and can be found on the previously discussed JJAG website).  A narrative report is currently being developed, and the next phase of the project is planned to continue through FY 2012.  
Additionally, young people participated in local DMC workgroup activities and a number of DCJS project site visits.  

1.e   DCJS will work to implement best practices in three targeted New York State localities.

In FY 2011, the DMC Coordinator in partnership with staff of the W. Hayward Burns Institute continued to work with local DMC projects in New York City, Rochester and Syracuse  to identify specific DMC issues (examine data, see at what points DMC exists in the local system, determine what factors contribute to minority overrepresentation within their community),  and suggest identified best practices.  Each locality presented a final report of their findings and recommendations to address DMC to the statewide DMC committee and the JJAG. These reports are included in Appendix C of this application. The Statewide Coordinator and these groups have assisted in helping communities identify resources to sustain their efforts and implement proposed DMC strategy plans.  (Descriptions of these efforts are discussed further in the 2012-2014 work plan.)  Additionally, throughout this period, meetings of local project coordinators continued on a quarterly basis to discuss progress and updates, as well as plan for project sustainability and future activity.  

 Lessons learned and DMC overview materials and templates (PowerPoint presentations, brochures, handouts) which have been developed by the Statewide DMC Coordinator and utilized with existing projects at the local level will be used to encourage other NYS localities to engage in DMC work; these materials are available on the JJAG website.

1.f   DCJS will share strategies to reduce DMC through ongoing interagency work.
The DMC Coordinator has continued to facilitate the Statewide Committee to Address Racial and Ethnic Disparities to advise the JJAG on DMC issues, and assist in planning, implementation, and evaluation of local activities designed to address the overrepresentation and disparity of youth of color in the juvenile justice system. The committee met 5 times during FY 2011, and developed a set of recommendations to guide policies and practices to improve outcomes for all youth and reduce the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic minority youth at all stages of the juvenile justice system. These recommendations, which are included in Appendix C have provided much of the guidance for FY 2012-2014 planned activities.

The Statewide DMC Coordinator also produced a DMC resource manual for statewide committee members, representatives of other state and local juvenile serving agencies, and community advocates in an effort to increase interagency communication. As a member of the OCFS Independent Review Board, the State Youth Development Team, and other various interagency workgroups the DMC Coordinator has continued to push DMC-specific issues to the forefront of other agencies’ programming priorities. 


1.g   DCJS will complete a statewide assessment of DMC.

As detailed in the Phase II description, DCJS has initiated a formal comprehensive assessment of the DMC issues in New York State in partnership with Spectrum Associates.  Phase 1 of the DMC plan was completed in FY 2011; Phase 2 is currently in process.  It is anticipated that the final report of this assessment will be completed in December 2012.  Additionally, it is planned that local forums will be held with system practitioners in each region to inform them of the DMC Assessment Study findings and gather input on reasons behind and suggestions for addressing any observed disparities is planned for mid- 2013.

In addition to this formal “state-wide” research project, each local DMC reduction project site worked with the Burns Institute to “dig deep”, gain a broader understanding of racial and ethnic disparities and assess factors contributing to DMC in their communities. Final reports of this work, including findings and local recommendations have been included as attachments to this application.
1.h  DCJS will infuse a DMC perspective in all formula contracts.

Race specific DMC measures were included in all new juvenile justice contracts in FY 2011 in an effort to track successful completion and subsequent system involvement of participating youth by race and ethnicity in an effort to analyze the impact of programs on disproportionality and disparity.  

Additionally, the DMC Coordinator facilitated a half-day training for juvenile justice grantees in the late spring of 2011 to increase awareness and understanding of DMC issues; representatives of 12 juvenile justice projects participated in this opportunity.  

2.  All planned activities for FY 2011 have been implemented, although some may be on-going activities which shall continue through FY 2012. 

(b) As mentioned previously, descriptions of local intervention efforts designed  to

reduce DMC as a result of recent assessment projects are discussed further in the 2012-2014 work plan.
Phase IV: Evaluation
The formal strategy developed in Monroe County as a result of the local DMC planning project and funded with support from DCJS and the JJAG each has a formal evaluation component.  This evaluation, built directly into project work plans, will be facilitated by partnerships with The Rochester Institute of Technology and reported to the JJAG and other state juvenile justice stakeholders, and will be made available as well on the public website.   Researchers will be conducting a process assessment of the new risk assessment function available at the moment of arrest for youth whom the police officer is considering taking to detention and the new diversion review committee process for cases that are at risk of referral for court processing.  The evaluation will also address the scope of impact that these changes have on overall system processing in Monroe County.


The JJAG and DCJS are also supporting an evaluation of two school based arrest diversion programs that are in their second year of operation.  Located in the cities of Syracuse and Utica, these projects are utilizing evidence based interventions (peer mediation, wrap around case management, and trauma focused cognitive behavioral therapy) as alternatives to arrest for disruptive, non violent school behaviors.  Dr. Jamie Fader, of the State University of New York, will be conducting an evaluation of the impact of her programs.  That evaluation will include analysis of any potential impact these programs models have had on DMC.

Performance Measures:
Number of FTEs funded with Formula Grant funds:  2.25 FTE
The number and percent of program staff who were trained on DMC-related issues such as improving staff's understanding of cultural differences, cultural context, cultural diversity, cultural awareness, bias, multicultural workplaces, etc. during the reporting period:   100%
Number of on-site monitoring/technical assistance visits:   22
Number of data improvement programs implemented:  2
Number of planning activities conducted:  9
 Number of assessment studies conducted:  3 informal projects done with BI staff
Number of recommendations from assessment studies implemented: 
 Number of local agencies reporting improved data collection systems:  2
Number of non-program personnel trained (agency staff, community representatives): 225 
The number and percent of non-program individuals who were trained on DMC-related issues such as improving staff's understanding of cultural differences, cultural context, cultural diversity, cultural awareness, bias, multicultural workplaces, etc. during the reporting period:

Number of hours of program personnel training provided:   45
Percent of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionality at the state level during the reporting period compared with the last reporting period. (Contact points include arrest, referral to juvenile court, diversion, detention, petition filed, found delinquent, probation, secure confinement, and transfer/waiver to adult court):  n/a
Phase V: Monitoring
New York State will continue to monitor and track changes in DMC trends over time through a full-time DMC Coordinator and two part-time research assistants.  One research assistant will specifically gather and compile New York’s DMC data from the various data sources previously identified.  The DMC Coordinator will monitor the compiled data annually.  In addition, the research assistants will compare data over time in order to identify trends both statewide and in targeted localities with significant DMC issues.
  Monitoring will also involve increasing accountability through the use of a JJAG website and juvenile justice data dashboard to make DMC data publicly available.  While we continue to improve the quality of and expand the breadth of available DMC data statewide, making existing DMC data publicly available will help strengthen monitoring efforts.  
Monthly telephone conference calls, quarterly site visits and technical assistance workshops facilitated by the Statewide Coordinator and Burns Institute staff with local projects will also be a part of on-going monitoring of DMC activities.  

DMC Reduction Plan for FY 2012-2014: Activities, Timeline, and Funding 
· DCJS will continue to compile available DMC data from within DCJS, the New York Police Department (NYPD), Probation departments across New York, New York City’s Administration for Children’s Services (ACS), the Office of Court Administration (OCA), and the Office of Children and Family Services.
DCJS will continue to collect DMC data that is available from all relevant data sources.  Those data sources include: arrest data from DCJS and the NYPD, probation data from local probation departments, detention data from (New York City) ACS and OCFS, dispositional data from the Office of Court Administration, and placement data from OCFS.  Data will be collected, analyzed, and reported annually in FYs 2012, 2013 and 2014. Approximately $20,000 in Formula funds will be utilized to support a research assistant to conduct these data collection activities.
· DCJS will work to identify and remedy gaps in available DMC data.
DCJS staff will continue to work throughout FYs 2012 and 2013 to identify and remedy gaps in available DMC data by convening meetings with each affected agency in attempt to identify solutions and remedy gaps to the issues. In an effort to improve efforts to regularly collect race and ethnicity data in the Uniform Case Management System, a “report card” of local jurisdictions’ race-specific data will be provided to Office of Court Administration leadership in mid-2012 and annually thereafter; additionally, during the summer of 2012 the DMC Coordinator will meet with representatives of jurisdictions which have made significant progress in collecting and reporting race-specific juvenile justice data to develop “best practices” and recommendations for those jurisdictions which have struggled in this area.  In the interim period of development of the statewide data dashboard system (expected to be completed by FY 2014), to address the limited availability of local probation level DMC data DCJS and the Office of Probation and Correctional Alternatives will incorporate a formal request for such data into required local probation annual planning documents during FYs 2012 and 2013.  (NOTE: 2010 and 2011 probation level data are required to be included in planning documents due to OPCA in mid-May 2012.)  

The research staff of DCJS, OCFS, and OCA will continue to meet on a quarterly basis as a group to discuss strategies to access and share data through the juvenile justice data dashboard. Members have developed a shared definition of DMC, and are committed to gathering the information necessary for a thorough analysis not only using the RRI, but additional measures to examine disparity, as well. Approximately $ 13,500 will be utilized to support staff time dedicated to these activities.

· DCJS will develop and deliver outreach strategies and training programs to educate and sensitize selected counties/municipalities and local juvenile justice professionals to the federal DMC mandate.
In FYs 2012-2014, the DMC Coordinator will continue to partner with SCOC and the State Juvenile Officer’s Association to update and enhance training materials included in law enforcement training sessions. Approximately, $2,500 in Formula funds will be used to support the development of training curricula and educational outreach materials.

As discussed previously, the DMC Coordinator will continue to work with the Kings County Family Court Judge to plan a judicial training institute (for judges across the state) on DMC issues in FY 2012.  Approximately $10,000 is allocated to support this activity.

Through regional forums planned in collaboration with the Office of Children and Family Services and the Association of NYS Youth Bureaus, the DMC Coordinator will provide juvenile justice stakeholders representative of Upstate New York jurisdictions with basic DMC-specific information, as well as effective strategies to address disparity including the use of detention risk assessment tools and community-based alternatives to detention.  Forum participants will also participate in activities designed to increase awareness and understanding of effective community engagement principles and the importance of youth development in juvenile justice reform efforts. These forums will be facilitated during FY 2012.  It is anticipated that similar forums on additional DMC-related topics will be facilitated in FYs 2013 and 2014.
Approximately $50,000 has been allocated to support these activities.

· DCJS will meaningfully incorporate youth perspective into DMC strategies.
In FYs 2012, 2013, and 2014 for the Juvenile Justice Youth Advisory Council (YAC) will continue to meet on a quarterly basis.  Specific planned projects for FY 2012 include developing user-friendly, juvenile justice- specific outreach and education materials to help families gain an increased understanding of the way the system is designed to work; supporting local DMC strategy team efforts through workgroup participation; and participating in efforts to address unnecessary school-based arrests.  Approximately $15,000 in Formula funds will support staff time, youth travel and incentives, supplies and materials.

· DCJS will continue to work to implement best practices in targeted New York State localities.

For FY 2012, the three local DMC reduction projects (NYC, Onondaga, and Monroe) have made the commitment to sustain DMC reduction efforts through the continued facilitation of  local DMC workgroups; incorporation of the goal of DMC reduction into all local juvenile justice efforts; the expansion of detention alternatives designed to divert youth to less restrictive settings in collaboration with community partners; an assessment of the effectiveness of existing alternatives to detention; and on-going participation on the Statewide Committee to Address Racial and Ethnic Disparities.
Additionally, based on findings from their work with BI and with additional funding support from the JJAG, Monroe County through its Juvenile Delinquency Diversion Reform Project has made a commitment to screen all youth with a detention risk assessment instrument-  including after Court hours, before detention’s front door in an effort to ensure equity.  This project was launched in FY 2011, and will continue through FY 2013. Approximately $313,000 has been allocated to support this activity.
           Based on local project findings, the Onondaga County DMC Workgroup plans to address identified data capacity issues through a commitment to coordinate race-specific data collection, monitoring, and analysis from the various juvenile justice sources (probation, detention, court) through its county-facilitated System of Care work.   Additionally, the project’s lead agency, the Center for Community Alternatives, will continue to train community members to be effective participants on juvenile justice reform committees and the DMC workgroup. With support from the JJAG, a community organizer will be hired to coordinate the Community Task Force on Juvenile Justice Reform (established in conjunction with the Burns Institute’s Community Justice Network for Youth during the summer of 2011); train task force members to serve as members of the local DMC work group, and act as a liaison between the task force and the DMC work group/Juvenile Justice Reform Steering Committee to develop a Community Accountability Board.  These activities will be implemented in FY 2012.
Approximately $50,000 is allocated to support this activity.

In response to local DMC workgroup recommendations, the NYC Department of Probation (DOP) is implementing a fundamental shift in operation to build stronger and safer communities and foster opportunities for people to move out of the justice system into meaningful education, employment, and community participation.  Probation intake is a critical point within the juvenile justice system, acting as gatekeeper to formal juvenile court case processing.  DOP is seeking to reform its system of juvenile intake to ensure that appropriate youth are diverted and referred to quality services and to implement meaningful interventions matched to the offense type for diverted youth.  This project is focused on addressing arrested youth of all risk levels who have been charged with offenses of low or medium severity.

DOP will begin using an existing locally validated risk assessment instrument to inform diversion decisions, revise its intake protocols, train staff to better engage victims in the consent process for diversion, develop a robust service referral system for diverted youth, and deliver high-quality interventions designed to help young people avoid further contact with the juvenile justice system (e.g. restorative interviews and justice education workshops).  In addition, DOP will collaborate with youth development organizations to deliver interventions such as graffiti art programs and, given the school achievement challenges faced by many justice involved youth, will develop a project for enhancing school engagement among youth whose cases are diverted.  DOP is committed to data-driven performance management.  Its state-of-the-art case management system supports the collection and analysis of performance data.  This system will allow DOP to quickly and easily monitor progress and implement continuous quality improvement to ensure the best outcomes for this project.  This project will be implemented in FYs 2012 and 2013.  Approximately $500,000 has been allocated to support this activity.
 
In FY 2012, the DMC Coordinator in partnership with BI staff will continue to work with three additional local jurisdictions through group-based technical assistance and training activities to identify specific DMC issues (examine data, see at what points DMC exists in the local system, determine what factors contribute to minority overrepresentation within their community),  and suggest identified best practices. Each locality will present a final report of their findings and planned use of promising evidence-based strategies to address DMC to the statewide DMC committee and the JJAG. The Statewide Coordinator and these groups will assist in helping communities identify resources to sustain their efforts and implement proposed DMC strategy plans.  Approximately $50,000 is allocated to support this activity.

· DCJS will share strategies to reduce DMC through ongoing interagency work.

The DMC Coordinator will continue to facilitate the Statewide DMC Committee to advise the JJAG on DMC issues, and assist in planning, implementation, and evaluation of local activities designed to address the overrepresentation and disparity of youth of color in the juvenile justice system. The committee will meet at least 4 times annually during FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 and will monitor progress of recommendations designed to guide policies and practices to improve outcomes for all youth and reduce the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic minority youth at all stages of the juvenile justice system.  Approximately $ 7,500 of Formula funds will be utilized to support this work with expenses related to travel, supplies, administrative support and coordination.  

 The coordinator will continue to push DMC-specific issues to the forefront of other agencies’ programming priorities through on-going participation on various interagency workgroups, as well.  And in addition to previous interagency efforts, the DMC Coordinator will actively participate in the State’s efforts to become a recognized Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiatives (JDAI) site as a member of the state planning team in collaboration with OCFS staff and administration.  State juvenile justice funding (OCFS) and monies from private foundations have been dedicated to these efforts.
· DCJS will complete a statewide assessment of DMC.

As detailed in the Phase II description, DCJS has initiated a comprehensive assessment of the DMC issues in New York State in partnership with Spectrum Associates.  It is anticipated that Phase 2 of the formal statewide DMC assessment plan will be completed and a final report of this assessment will be available in December 2012.  Additionally, a third phase where Spectrum Associates holds forums with system practitioners in each region to inform them of the DMC Assessment Study findings and gather input on reasons behind and suggestions for addressing any observed disparities is planned for mid- 2013.  Approximately $200,000 has been allocated to support this activity.

· DCJS will continue to infuse a DMC perspective in all juvenile justice contracts.

Race specific DMC measures will continue to be added into all new juvenile justice contracts in FY 2012 and thereafter.  As part of an on-going project regarding achievement of contract performance outcomes, an initial review of the impact of direct service programs (not explicitly labeled as DMC projects) on disproportionality and disparity will occur.  Such an analysis will track successful completion and subsequent system involvement of participating youth by race and ethnicity.  This activity is an administrative function and will be a no-cost activity.

Additionally, the DMC Coordinator will facilitate a training workshop for all DCJS juvenile justice grantees in the fall of 2012 (and on an annual basis thereafter) to increase awareness and understanding of DMC issues.  Approximately $2,500 will support this activity.
