Recommendations to Address Identified Issues                                   Contributing to DMC in NYS: April 2012 

	Identified Issues
	Recommendations

	· Although juvenile justice reform has been a “hot topic”, much confusion and misinformation exists re: DMC which has limited the “buy-in” and support for reduction efforts.
	While the issue of DMC must be addressed intentionally, it should not be addressed separate and apart from other juvenile justice reform issues.  All statewide reform efforts should include discussion about DMC and the impact on communities of color. 

Basic DMC training for all juvenile justice system administrators and frontline staff should be required. This would help to ensure that stakeholders are aware of the DMC issue and become more comfortable discussing a sensitive topic.

The participation of system stakeholders on DMC work groups or other committees addressing DMC issues should be monitored.   It is difficult to understand practices and make recommendations for improvement when key stakeholders are not present.



	· There is a significant breakdown in the relationships between traditional juvenile justice system stakeholders and community members.
	A commitment must be made to recruit and train community members to participate in state and local DMC work groups and juvenile justice reform efforts.  

Local community task forces on juvenile justice should be developed in conjunction with the W. Hayward Burns Institute’s Community Justice Network for Youth (CJNY).  These task forces should be designed to recruit and train community members to actively participate in juvenile justice reform. Maintaining these task forces will help promote transparency in the juvenile justice system and engage community members in DMC reduction efforts.

Periodic (perhaps bi-annual) reports to the community on the current state of DMC should be released.  Reports on DMC reduction efforts and progress should be accessible online and available in print format in various neighborhoods.



	· Youth and families affected by the juvenile justice system are confused as to how the system works/should work.  Their input is critical to the success of any juvenile justice reform/DMC reduction efforts as they are the people who have been and will be impacted by the system.
	User-friendly, juvenile justice specific outreach and education materials should be developed to help families gain an increased understanding of the way the system is designed to work.

A “coaching system” for youth and parents in the juvenile justice system should be developed. The coaches would be parents and youth who have had prior experience with the juvenile justice system and would be trained to mentor caregivers and young people currently involved in the system in order to help them effectively navigate it.

	· State and local jurisdictions currently have a limited capacity to collect and analyze reliable and consistent race-specific juvenile justice data:
	

	· In some jurisdictions, there is variability in the rates of system involvement among populations from arrests to detention admissions.  This may be a result of not accurately identifying or recording Latino youths’ juvenile justice system involvement.  


	Stakeholders across departments and agencies should ensure that there is a consistent and accurate methodology that allows youth to self-identify ethnicity, as well as race. 

Consistent methodology for recording these data to allow comparisons across juvenile justice decision making points should also be developed. 


	· Significant juvenile delinquency court data is missing race ethnicity information in many jurisdictions.
	A process should be implemented at the Office of Court Administration to regularly collect race and ethnicity data in the Uniform Case Management System.

	· Data from probation and detention, including RAI scores, are all maintained in separate databases, resulting in inconsistencies.  
	All NYS jurisdictions should utilize a centralized system for probation and detention data (ie. Caseload Explorer) that allows  for race-specific data reports to be run regularly.

Reporting for diversion, alternative-to-detention or alternative-to-placement programs must also be standardized, with data to be centrally collected. 



	· Although some localities have utilized detention risk assessment instruments RAIs have not been used consistently across jurisdictions at all possible points of decision-making.  

· While jurisdictions have been successful in reducing overall detention rates, the detention population overwhelmingly consists of youth of color. 

	All youth should be screened with the RAI when deciding whether or not to detain - including during and after Court hours, before detention’s front door. 

RAI data must be broken down by race/ethnicity to learn more about whether and to what extent disparities in the decision to detain low or medium risk youth can be noted.


	· Although RAIs are utilized in some jurisdictions, there has been a significant override rate.  This suggests that the people using the instrument lack confidence in its ability to appropriately assess risk.  
	A commitment must be made to collecting and analyzing data necessary to validate the RAI.  Data on re-arrest during the pendency of the case and failure to appear must be collected in order to understand how the RAI is working.   

Relevant stakeholders (including police, probation officers, secure detention staff, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and judges) should be fully trained in appropriately using the new RAI.
As part of the detention reform efforts and the launching of the new RAI, override criteria should be developed and a maximum override rate should be set. 



	· Police and probation officers frequently seek overrides into detention because there is a lack of other options for holding young people accountable in a less restrictive manner.  
	Local alternatives, such as Community Accountability Boards (CABs), should be investigated as a way to address low-level, first-time offenses.  

Graduated response grids should be developed for use by probation officers to prevent the use of detention for technical violations of probation.


	· A significant population of youth held in secure detention stay fewer than 4 days.  It often appears that this decision to detain is based more upon individual/family service needs than risks of public safety or failure to appear in court.

	Follow-up questions regarding the level of risk these “short stay” youth actually pose need to be answered.
Community program resource matrices should be developed and informational guides for youth and families who come into contact with the juvenile justice system because of low-level offenses and do not require additional mandated interventions should be developed and made available to local law enforcement and probation officers.  


	· Where alternatives have been utilized, some jurisdictions have relied heavily on intensive probation supervision and electronic monitoring as ATD programs.  
	Culturally competent “true” alternative-to-detention (ATD) programs should be developed with system stakeholders working in partnership with community organizations to develop programs that meet the system’s accountability standards while utilizing the community members’ substantive expertise on children in their neighborhoods.

	· There is limited awareness as to the effectiveness of existing ATD interventions.
	Success measures for community alternatives should be clearly defined and tracked, and the data must be disaggregated by REGGO. This should be a collaborative effort that includes juvenile justice, service providers and community stakeholders. 


