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Indiana Probation Overview

While Probation in the State of Indiana is not actually considered a “state” agency
and is more of a “hybrid” of local and state, since 1979 the Indiana Judicial Center
has had the statutory responsibility as dictated by the Judicial Conference for
certification, training and support of probation officers. The Judicial Conference
sets guidelines and standards for qualification, training, testing and certification,
and minimum compensation schedules. Probation officers and services fall under
the judiciary at the county level and are subject to appointment and supervisory
power of the courts they serve. Probation departments, their policies and the
clients they serve are as diverse as each court, judge and county in the State. For
years, several counties had more than one probation department. Effective
January 1, 2011 based on Administrative Rule 18, courts of record were required
to have a unified/consolidated probation department plan. The plans were to
take effect January 1, 2012.

Probation funding is through local county revenues and probation user fees
collected from probationers. The breakdown of probation budgets vary from
county to county and may be a part of the court’s budget or a budget of their
own. Probation data is reported quarterly to the State Court Administrator’s
Office. Total probation officers reported in the 2011 Probation Report show 1300
probation officers in the state. This includes chief probation officers and does not
break down adult and juvenile probation officers. Probation officers are
compensated based on a minimum salary schedule set by the Judicial Conference
of Indiana. (Ms. Judson will be reporting on the 2012 data for probation.) The
minimum salary for a probation officer with no experience is $29,912.

Juvenile probation departments address the needs of vulnerable youth by
responding to referrals made by law enforcement, parents, schools and other
agencies based primarily on delinquent behavior. While policies and procedures
vary across counties based on Court philosophy and statutory interpretation,
probation procedures are dictated by statute with the intent of providing
adequate mental health, substance abuse, educational, and family services or
referrals to appropriate agencies for these services in an attempt to deter the



youth from further delinquent activity while protecting the community in general.
Often times these services are constrained by funding and community resources
which also vary in each county. Probation departments are also charged with
protecting the identity of vulnerable youth through strict confidentiality
guidelines while also networking with community agencies to obtain the best
possible case plan and resolution for each youth referred.

Challenges facing Probation in providing services to vulnerable youth in Indiana
include deficits in consistent data collection throughout the state, available
resources to address the varying needs of our youth, funding to provide the
additional resources and services, and funding to provide additional staff so that
workloads are manageable. Through the years, probation has been challenged to
provide more services to more clients with less staffing and less resources.
Probation officers are brokers of services and “champions” for our youth and
provided with the necessary funding and resources can make a substantial
difference in the lives of our vulnerable youth and their families.



Statewide Probation Top Five Topics for Vulnerable Youth

Prepared for the Indiana Commission on Children
August 7, 2013

NOTE: The information below was collected through a request from the Indiana
Judicial Center to Chief Probation Officers throughout the State for their top five
concerns in regard to vulnerable youth in Indiana.

Topic 1:

Mental llIness:

-Under this topic were such specifics as resources for mental health treatment for
vulnerable youth (to include residential, inpatient, outpatient, and home based
services), resources for comprehensive diagnostic services , resources for
intensive psychiatric and medication management services, resources for sexually
maladaptive behaviors (to include assessment, residential, outpatient and home
based services) and the fact that without viable resources available to children
and families, these children are falling into the Probation System with truly
delinquent youth in order to obtain the services they require.

Topic 2:

Legislative Concerns (HB1001):

-Under this topic were specifics that the complexity of legislation has brought to
the field of Probation and dealing with vulnerable youth. This would include
many new forms, layers of approval, time constraints and additional workload for
Juvenile Probation Officers. This legislation also introduced guidelines and
restrictions on providers that have resulted in providers discontinuing services
and closing programs and facilities. Changes in the Emergency Shelter Care
structure and time frames were specifically noted.



Topic 3:

SUBSTANCE ABUSE ISSUES AND RESOURCES:

-Under this topic were specifics of actual substance abuse resources (assessment,
residential, in-patient, various levels of outpatient and home based services), the
various community’s perception and education, and prevention resources. Also,
concerns around the illegal consumption statute and the ability to properly
address them in its present form.

Topic 4:

MEDICAID ISSUES:

-Under this topic were specifics of the different types of Medicaid for vulnerable
youth, the loss of Medicaid (or changing of types) when in secure detention or
changing placements, the restrictiveness of Medicaid in regard to services
available (inpatient, outpatient and home based)to vulnerable youth, and the
availability of help to resolve Medicaid issues with vulnerable youth.

Topic 5:

BOUNDARY/RELATIONSHIP ISSUES BETWEEN PROBATION AND DCS:

-Under this topic were specifics in regard to open communication and information
sharing on vulnerable youth between Probation and DCS, legislative/procedural
issues that prevent Probation and DCS “sharing” a case, equality of resources
available to Probation youth and DCS youth, availability of foster homes for
Probation youth, availability of CASA/GAL for probation youth, and premature
closure of open cases.



Additional Topics listed that did not fall into the top five categories include:
-Educational Alternatives for vulnerable youth.

-Parenting Resources (mentors, skills, education, accountability).

-“Holistic” Family Services for vulnerable youth.

-Expanded availability of Family Courts.

-Concerns about “Direct File” to adult cases and availability of resources for
youthful adult offenders (18-21).

-Transportation Resources.

-Ability to focus on safety and need verses monetary constraints.



Statewide Probation Statistics

Statistical Data Available and Deficits:

One of the concerns with Probation Statistics is that Probation is not considered
totally a “State” agency. Therefore, the amount of specific data is limited to what
Probation reports on a quarterly basis to the State Court Administrator’s Office.
These include for Juvenile Probation: referrals, supervisions, methods of
disposition of each referral, supervision risk levels, supervision substance abuse
convictions or adjudications, supervisions completed pre-dispositional and
progress reports, probation personnel and salary expenses, and probation
restitution. The Juvenile Law Services Report and Financial Report are also
included in the Indiana Probation Report (Statewide Summary). The most current
edition published is for the 2011 budget year. The 2012 statistics are being
processed and are due to be published in September 2013. Ms. Lilia Judson State
Court Administrator has the 2012 statistics available and plans to report on these
at the August 21, 2013 Commission Meeting.

Additional Probation Data would include what individual Probation Departments
are able to collect on their own. Some counties have more financial resources
and staff to do this than others. A common consistent data base and financial
resources for programming and equipment for probation in collecting statistical
data would be extremely beneficial.



Statewide Probation Case Classification and Workload Measures

In 1989 a need was observed by probation officers and judges in Indiana, so in
conjunction with the Indiana Judicial Center, the search for financial and technical
assistance was sought through the National Institute of Corrections, a consultant
secured and the project undertaken. Through the hard work and cooperation of
many Probation Officers, Judges, Judicial Center Staff and assistance of
consultants the project evolved and a case classification system, consisting of a
risk and needs assessment, was approved by Board of Directors of the Indiana
Judicial Center for mandatory use by Indiana Probation Departments in
September of 1993. The State Court Administrator’s Office began collecting data
on January 1, 1995. Workload measures were able to be calculated based on the
numbers of offenders with the various levels of risk and the associated contact
and time standards established for each level. This assisted with the number of
Probation Officers needed to meet minimum contact standards and provide both
adequate services to the offender, Courts and maintain community safety
through Probation supervision.

While this tool was disseminated as mandatory, Probation Departments across
the State commenced utilizing other risk and needs assessment tools. This
created a disparity among departments on the method by which they were
measuring risk and needs and the need for an updated more effective tool was
sought.

As early as 2003, the Probation Officer’s Advisory Board and the Indiana Judicial
Center began discussions about the need for an updated risk and needs
assessment tool and coinciding workload measures system. Based on the
movement toward evidence based practices, the desire was to have a tool that
could measure criminogenic risk to re-offend and be shared among Criminal
Justice Agencies (Probation, Court Drug and Alcohol, Parole, Community
Corrections and Department of Corrections). In 2006, a Risk Assessment Task
force was comprised of all parties and financial and technical assistance was again
sought through the National Institute of Corrections. Numerous “tools” were
considered by the Task Force and it was determined that the tool used in Ohio



(OYAS/ORAS) upon accommodations for our population, was the best fit for
Indiana, thus, the IYAS/IRAS). The Indiana Youth Assessment System went “live”
in Indiana on October 1, 2010 as the mandatory tool for Probation Departments
after approval from the Board of Directors of the Indiana Judicial Center. The
IYAS/IRAS is electronically available through INCITE and is able to be viewed and
shared among participating agencies. According to the Indiana Judicial Center, to
date, there have been 870 individuals who have taken the IYAS training class. Ms.
Michelle Goodman, Staff Attorney at the Indiana Judicial Center oversees this
project.

The second phase of the project was to develop the Workload Measures System
based off of the risk assessments. This project is underway currently with data
being collected from Probation Departments. Once this part of the system is
complete, Probation Departments will have access to an important tool is
pursuing adequate staffing for minimum contact and supervision standards. Ms.
Jenny Bauer, Staff Attorney at the Indiana Judicial Center oversees this project.



Other “Vulnerable Youth Oriented” Agencies Contacted For

Agency/Committee Summary and Possible Data

Probation Officer’s Advisory Board:

Ms. Christine Ball, Chair, was contacted to determine if the Probation Officer’s
Advisory Board to the Judicial Conference had a position on the 5 Main
Concerns/Topics for Vulnerable Youth. Ms. Ball advised that this had not been
specifically discussed by the Board and at this point, they did not have a formal
position.

Probation Officer’s Professional Association:

Mr. Don Travis, President, was contacted to determine if the Probation Officer’s
Professional Association had a position on the 5 Main Concerns/Topics for
Vulnerable Youth. Mr. Travis advised that there was not a formal position at this
time, but he would get back with me.

Mental Health Screening, Assessment and Treatment Project:

Ms. Amy Karozos, Project Director through the Youth Law Team was contacted to
obtain information for the Commission:

The project began in 2006 as a pilot project and has been funded by Title Il federal
grants. The project was modeled off the Pennsylvania screening project which
implements the Blue Prints for Change Model, the “Comprehensive Model for the
Identification and Treatment of Youth with Mental Health Needs in Contact with
the Juvenile Justice System”. The project’s advisory board is chaired by Porter
Circuit Judge, Honorable Mary Harper and consists of representatives from
vulnerable youth oriented agencies. There are currently 22 detention centers
throughout the state and the sites consist of 16 detention centers and 1 intake
facility. The goal is for all 22 detention centers to be active sites. As a result of
this project, over 35,000 mental health screens have been conducted on youth
entering detention. The Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument Version 2
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(MAYSI-2) is utilized to identify youth who are in need of more in depth
evaluation. In 2012, 6,621 screens were conducted and approximately 21% of
youth scored about the cutoff. In 2012, the Connections to Care Workgroup was
convened to address barriers to mental health treatment. It became apparent
that youth identified were often unable to access services or that they were
unavailable. Information and recommendations by the Workgroup have been
provided to the Commission on Mental Health and Addiction. (This information is
attached. Attachment 1)

Department of Child Services Probation Placement and Services Data (paid for

by DCS):

Ms. Nancy Wever, DCS Probation Oversight Manager, was contacted to obtain

any data available on Probation placements and services paid for by DCS. Ms.
Regina Ashley, Deputy Director of Placement and Support Compliance, responded
that this information would be provided directly by their Department at the
Commission Meeting on August 21, 2013.

Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Data:

Ms. Tashi Teuschler, Program Director, was contacted to obtain any data available
on disproportionate minority contact that her agency had available. Ms. Teuschler
forwarded the DMC data collection report. This report is attached. ( Attachment
2). Ms. Lila Judson has also requested this information and may also be reporting
on it.

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Project (JDAI):

Ms. Michelle Tennell, Statewide Coordinator through the Youth Law Team was
contacted for information on this project. Ms. Tennell responded that she would
provide this information by August 13, 2013. This will be forwarded to the
Commission upon its receipt.

Additional Information Received 8/11/13:

Per your request, | am sending some information about what the Juvenile
Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) process looks like. As you may be aware,
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this model program embraces 8 core strategies that, when implemented with
fidelity to the proven model, allows for continuing juvenile justice system
enhancements, while increasing public safety and reducing the cost to tax payers.
JDAI requires that communities make a conscious choice to do a self-evaluation of
their policies, practices, and procedures along all of the decision points of the
juvenile justice system from arrest through disposition. Through this self-
evaluation, including a true collaboration between both system and non-system
folks and with the assistance of state and national partners, communities often find
ways to reduce reliance on secure detention for low-risk youth. Local jurisdictions
are able to employ strategies that engage the community to provide local
supervision through less restrictions of liberty, as appropriate, and realize better
outcomes with regard to re-arrest and failure to appear rates. Additional
information about the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s National JDAI efforts may be
viewed at:

http://www.aecf.org/Majorlnitiatives/JuvenileDetentionAlternativeslnitiative/Core
Strateqies.aspx

Successful JDAI sites have found that the dual goals of protection of public
safety and enhancing the outcomes for system-involved youth and families
are often not at odds.

Some statistics regarding Indiana and the National JDAI:

e Eight Indiana counties currently JDAI sites: Lake, Porter, Tippecanoe,
Elkhart, Howard, Marion, Johnson, and Clark represent 34% of Indiana
Youth ages 10-17.
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200 JDAI sites in 39 states and DC representing 25% of at-risk youth in
America have joined the nationally renowned Annie E. Casey Foundation’s
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) over the past 20 years.

JDAI Lead Collaborative Agencies are: Indiana Supreme Court, Indiana
Dept. of Correction, Indiana Criminal Justice Institute, Indiana Dept. of
Child Services.

Every day in Indiana over 1000 individuals work collaboratively across
systems at both the state and local level to improve outcomes for youth and
families and enhance public safety.

Indiana is in the process of a statewide expansion and has received Letters of
Interest from 16 additional counties that wish to join JDAIL. With their
inclusion, 58% of Indiana’s juvenile population ages 10-17 will be a part of
the Indiana JDAI. The total detention beds in Indiana is 1109 as of 8/10/13.
The 24 counties participating in/interested in joining JDAI represent 841
detention beds or 76%.

JDAI:

Improves public safety

Enhances lives of children, families and community

Reduces reliance on secure detention for low-risk youth

Assists with the goal of achieving racial, ethnic, and gender equity
Stimulates overall juvenile justice system improvement

“JDALI assists with placing the right kids, in the right place, for the right reason, for
the right amount of time.”

2012 Indiana JDAI counties’ statistics compared to baseline data from the
year prior to becoming a JDAI site.
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Admissions- Total admissions in JDAI local sites decreased 49.5% from baseline
to 2012 (9,266 admissions for baseline and 4,683 admissions in 2012).

Average Daily Population (ADP) - ADP in Secure Detention decreased by 39.6%
from baseline to 2012 (331.46 youth for baseline and 200.04 youth in 2012).

Average Length of Stay (ALOS) — ALOS increased 11.4% in JDAI local sites
from baseline to 2012. It is common that an increase would occur given that high
risk youth who pose a risk to public safety or failure to appear would be securely
detained and low-risk youth are placed in an Alternative to Detention Program
(released with conditions) or released awaiting their initial court hearing.

Re-Offense Rate- There was a 16% reduction in re-offenses from baseline to 2012
(23% Re-offense rate for baseline and 7% Re-offense rate in 2012).

Failure to Appear (FTA) Rate- There was a 1% reduction in youth who failed to
appear from baseline to 2012 (FTA was 4% for baseline and 3% in 2012). Note:
FTA stats include data submitted by Johnson, Lake, Marion, and Tippecanoe
counties.

Indiana Department of Correction (IDOC) Commitments- State commitments
have decreased by 18.1% from baseline to 2012 (386 commitments for baseline
and 316 commitments in 2012) in JDAI communities.

| am interested in attending the meeting on August 21*. Would you be so kind as
to provide information regarding the location and time?

The last thought I’d like to leave you with is that the JDAI is not a program, it is a
process which allows communities to continuously use these strategies on an
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ongoing basis to align their community resources, both financial and human, with
their community values.

If you would like to chat with me, please feel free to give me a call on my cell
phone at: 317-417-8370.

Thank you for your hard work on behalf of Indiana children, families, and
communities.

Michelle M. Tennell

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) Statewide Coordinator
Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) Compliance Monitor
Youth Law T.E.A.M. of Indiana

445 N. Pennsylvania St., Ste. 520

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Cell: 317-417-8370

Ph: 317-916-0786

Fax: 317-916-5369

mtennell@youthlawteam.org

The Civil Rights of Children Committee:

Ms. JauNae Hanger, Chair, was contacted for a brief description of the mission of
their committee and their thoughts on the 5 Main Concerns/Topics for the
Commission to consider in regard to vulnerable youth. Ms. Hanger advised that
she would put this together and provide it by August 9, 2013. This will be
forwarded to the Commission upon its receipt. Ms. Angela Reid-Brown, Indiana
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Judicial Center, advised that Ms. Hanger had provided the Committee’s Concerns
to the Commission in May. These comments are attached. (Attachment 3)

Additional Information Received 8/7/13: (all PDFs and forwarded to Angela Reid
Brown and Amber Holland electronically)

-An Assessment of Access to Counsel and Quality of Representation in
Delinquency Proceedings

-Reforming juvenile Justice: A Developmental Approach
-2012 State of our Black Youth Report

-Final Report and Recommendations: Children, Mental Health and the Law
Summit

-Summit on Racial Disparities in the Juvenile Justice System: A Statewide Dialogue
-Mental Health Project Final Report

-Trauma Informed /Based Reports

16



Attachment 1

Indiana Juvenile Health Screening, Assessment, and Treatment Project
Information
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Mental Health Needs of Indlana’s Chlldren: Options to Bridge the Gaps

fver the past several vears, the Advisory Board for the Indlana Juvanile Mental Health Screening, Assessment and
Treatment Projest has Idantfled clgrificart challenges in connecting the youth witn mental hes ith and/ar sobetance
J5E 95185 10 Appropriate trestment, A warkgroup of the Advisary Boare met regularly over the past year to further
conside these challenges. The workgroup recognizad thet the challangas fased by yauth who have contact with the
iuvanila justica systam are commeon challenges far all youth with nental health and/or substance LSe ISEUesS AcI0Es
the state. The following summarizes important options to address the current challangas.

Create g statewide, eviderce-basagd treaninent system of care for youth Idantified with mental heatth
disorders,

& Aregcc Frovide youth Involved with Juwenlle |ust'ce (detention o 2-obatior) with access to care, ingluding
uversal soreening Al youth ertarl g the Juvenile Jusloe syster for mental health and/or substance use
izgues, and incliding comarehensive assessments and treatment when necessary. This roludas regulring a
unversal assessmeant procuss be ueed consletently by all systems, across sl 2ectors e, the Child and
Adolescent Meeds and Strengths tool), Adequately suppart implementation, and reauire comprenansive
training throw gh state funding

*  Evidence-besed intervention in community; Ensure early Interentlan, community-based, beat prectices. Thig
‘neludes funchng mental health front-end dversions for vouth, and integ@rate them inba detentlon refam
gffons {24, JLvenile Detentions Allernaliva nilathe). Ensure that all assessments address traume and
educaticnal needs, and require travma-informed, cultureldy competent practizes 1o ba implymetiad Qoo
aualic systerns. Placa schnal be havlar I\ eontest and Implament intenentons and albernatlves in schools,
Esure that cammunity based care framewaork is available to all youth in juvenile justice, eliding yatn
committed to corectional facilities. This includas racaiving appropriate care for their ments| ealth needs
wihile [ conflnerment, 3-d thak appropriste SUpPOtve SEMVICEs Be provided to youth as they &%t fram
Juvenile justice fagilities ima community based care.

*  Crosssystemn collaboratbion: Support and alley tor caose-systam cellaboration of all childsenving sgencies,
“neluding infermation end data sharing, and policy and Tunding system allgrmeant. Require and fund
avidance-hasard systams of care at sufficient levels in al counties. Jenvices should be developad araund
nome and carmmunity besed cam at multipla lavels of Intensfty that are age appropriate, and sheuld utilize a
tearm appreach whleh ks driven by tie child arc family. Ensure 8 sufficiert number of rasidential care beds
within the stete fa: those wno need it. Croate programs that allew esldentlal care for stabilization and
treatrment of children witha at having to ad|udlcate the child and without the requirement of failad
p BCEMEnts.

Filota rodel of care thraugh & eollaborative consortium for purchasing seqjess for all,

s Work with cross-system coellaboratlve, including mertal health. addiction, Juvenile justices, acadamic
sommunity, ik advocales, communily manlal haalth, health, edocatlon, legad, intellectusl /developmental
disahilites, famiies and caregivers, and chid welfarg, (o phn 8 collaba athve conserilum for purchasing
sanrdces for all chlidran.

+  Ensu-e that consemium services are accessible to youth in the jusenile justic? system and yauth inaliglble tae
Medicaid.
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Greate & mult-agency fund or funding protocal for frepting youth with sericus mental ilnesses,

s Rafarmn funding and fiscal policies to suppart & “madizally neadad” Madisald fo4ding category so that
children wtn sericus merntal health needs at all income levels can access care.

= Enable sgamiezs cam babwaan spstems without childran erterlng tha |uvanlle Jusdce syetem. Ask DRHL,
DOF, DRRS, .5, XA and OMPP to develop new fundir g protoeots thet blend muti-agency Funding to
deliver samnices to chaldran at tha sarllest pocalbla polrt Calldran’s mental keatth needs should drive
PrOgrams,

Develnp or preserve statutory provisions that act as safety measures

*  Preyentyouth from entering the juenile justice system due to mental health orisis or senious, comples
mantal heakth neads threugh statutory pravisione that act s safaty measurez, allowlng courte 1o ordar
aparopriate mensl health eare for children wthout @ delinouensy adju cication,

Definitions:

Fysiem of Care - @ compranensive spectrum of services and suppots which are arganized inta a coa-dinates
rietwark 1o meet the multipla and chandng naede of ehlleran are thalr familios.

Evldarnca-Basad - rafers tothe existence of 2 body of rassarch that documeants the affectivanass of the progass.

Eveledraritse-Bawa] Proclives - rafas |0 a8 delined bredlmenl process thal bas osen showe Breugh olieglve rasaaneh
L ber exffectiae in treating specified conditions,

Bast Practiors - refers te a defined treatment pmocess thet is accepted as being effzctive n teeating sperified
corditions but does not have the body of ablective research to support being classied a5 avidenos-Dassd.

Screening - a procass, usually a bref cot of quastiens, which Is daslgnad to Identfy indlviduals who e at-fsk of
having mantal hazkh/s Jastanca usa problams or coneems andfar those who would most benef from merg in-
depth sssesament,

Behavloral Health Azsessmen: - & farmal process that |s reliable fresults are the same regardless of who conducms
the assessmant) and validated (mMeasures what is ifrtended to be measured] and that results in a thoroudh depiction
of an Indlviduals nwental healih, soc'alemot enal functenlng ardor substance abuse.

For marg informatiaon please contact

Youth Law T.E.AM. af Indiana

Ay Karozos

Coordinater, Indiana Juvenile Mental Health Scraening, Assessment and Treatmant Project
akarozosEyouhlavseam.org
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Attachment 2

DMC Information
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Identifying
Disproportionate Minority Contact
in Indiana

Sulunirted Ly
Cryvetal &, Garciw, PhD
{3, Roger Jagoura, Phlk
A zaneiate Prodasaors of Criminal Justice, Lave and MPohlic Satoor
Echonl of Poklic and Rnwvironmental Atéairs
Iudiana University Purdwe Uhiiverziey lndianapalis
Fasearmh A ssociales, Cenler for Cominal Jwstics Beseench

and

Kathy Lasty
Senlar Polley Anabyst, Center for el lnal Justice Ressarch

EXICUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1984, the Uniled Stawes Congress acknreledged aseriaus prablen taking plass in the cauntrs s
juvenile justice systen—1he skyiockefng nunthers of African American youth ending up in siate
corigEiang] popolativas, Coagress” mespoase was 1o develop Tegislation that required sdaces 1o collec daa
abol “disgerporbooale mnocily confinemeot” m te jovenile justice sestem. This lepisluion wos paed ol
Lhe reautherizabon of the Juvenile Tostice Delinguency Prevention Acl{ses 1%8% cennhorization ol the
1974 Juvenilz Justice and Taelinguency Provention Act (TP [Public Law 93413, 42 [LR.C. 3601 er
g Rphscquent autherizatiang of the JID Acgin 1932 Cand Lajer in 20602, re-defined ihe seope of data
that was hoing eolleeied o rhat staies weld be bettae able o address dizpropormionaliny waan it ocecured,
Mlare specifically, e laker requthicrizatlons requlred staies Onietesied [ recatving L3ile L mouzs fkan
e I2deral Formida Grunls Progrem) o codleet date Bl enceompessed sl of Lthe key decision points thal
ke place in dhe jovenile jostice systom. This altered the previnus feous from dispmpontionats mimadts
conlinement to a mote inclusive disprapnrtinnate minarty cnntact (O CY. The exnansian of the faee
was an imperant step lewands ameliogating issues of unfaimess and inegquaty in rlwe sysran, In parkculag.
tlye exfad il fotus allows sliles o examine whether dispacale puloomes bepgin eacly in the process,
caantime thieoughoud the process, umd oceor only wt te decision to incarcerate. or deteroine if there arc
amye sipni feant AL problems in the system at all.

Io e Lall of 2010, researchers from Indiena Uorversigy's Ceneer for Cominal Justien Research and the
Schon! of Public and Ewvirnnmental Atfaics ar WP parnered with the [ndiane Criminal Jazdice
Imsoimte i gooduet Indigna’s DRI amd: There Are seecTal reagons that neeessita Mis study, (1) it
helps [ndiane 3 remain B compliangs with the OO core saquiremenr of the JIDF Act of 2002, (231
gives 1R stare an oppartunily w0 see whar the dara zeporting capakaliny is Inoihe varlous juvenlle cour: in
the atate, and (320 allows ION pereome] w asslst Tosal decizion-makers and justlee practllleners o
ideatifelng € MO iy acomneemm in their jurisdiction snd how they shoold sdilmess te dispunite that oxists.

Indiina’s DMC study 15 guite comprehensove—weath data [tom mone Lan 203,000 Jueenile cuses in the
slate, In facl, we collzued information about all the k=y decision points {excent amest} for every juvenile
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cpse d1at was reterred to each of the 92 juvenile coucls io Lbe shale dorine e sody pariod, Sinee ayr daes
ia 5¢ comprehensive, we can bath enialyas amd report Lhes data in 1% dgeregaie (e, Satg lavel), or
diseppregats the dars and reprirt itat e county level. Therefore, we are able Lo delermine FDMC gxiss
and pafrer 00 exisis in e stale, Chor gharae was to first detennine (F the dom could be collected and then
callect and malvas it. In this repocl, we provide © bastz “Trst Took™ ol sl i appening in tems of
DML io the siete. W do nod, Bowever, poovids any diseussi s abau why BNC ooeurs, when it ocoars.
That 5 heyond the seone of this study.

Ineluded balow is a summary of whul we Jeurmed choud the das repesting capabilities nf the varicus
Juriadictiona in tac state, a beicef recap of what necds e be doms Lo address cerlain deicitz, 4 ai
cweryiow of what we leanicd from the D32 data.

Eey tindings related th defa reporting:

1.

We were asked 1o determine il ehe individus] Jurisdiclions ane ina pusition o reporl M daa
o0 their awn’ o the srate anmigally 5o that the state van report D2 dula o CUIDF a0 ceguacsl,

In our fudigment, the State of Indiana is nat i a posidon to systemutically ceopor RAC dals as

raqul bl by O bacause the capAcity to pather the dars is naon-cxistent. This shoeld be w magor
wresw of foeas Tor 1C1] 0 G5 aesl diee vear DhC plan,

A slaewide policy ts nexded thai reguwires juvenile eourts {zndéor probation departimenes) ta
collewt informasivn (i, demopraphic infocmalicn aad e key degision points reguired hy
CHIDP “w el time™ for all cascs that are refermed to the juvenile court.

a. Hirece sipnificant fodery] and stule rezources aee Led e thig information axd fhe coynties
arain nead nt these rerources, we sugeest chat state consider intreduwsing lepislaion Lthal
reqUiras coalities & proavide this data if not quanerly, then annoally.,

h. fitven Mhonghtfi! plnning, it is possihlc for jurisdicions @ work with vendors aod the
slane fo develap 8 merns for providing TIMC dat when they report their ather
lepnzloivehr cequimed dale o the Saie Courl Adonigleaor s OfMise  Voro gpeeitically,
willh some wttention Lo the way inl ity | i wanigs Zata mAana perneTt
aystemae, we can foresee the development ol e single inlerface thal allows local
Jjurisdictions to query their data and dump 8 ol o web-besed dala cepasitocy (al oauld
Dengeara dhe deta needed for suhmizzion to OJI0OF on an annuel basis.

Periodic, if Tor annual fraining of canrt clets, eonrt sdministnuors, and ofTiee stall (ampluyed by
Lhe cwers or probatlon deparimetits) with responsibilite of impuling case data 25 o part of Lheir
repular dulies, js desperately needed,

W proposs thal the slate enler inld a peesonal astvices chntract {far perhaps three years ot so) e
work with 101 Satevwide DT Coordinalor wiel etk Division Diseelor i develap amd
implemene & plan aimed at improving dota reporling capacity inthe skte,

Mo thet Indivme bas u comprebensive DM datahase to wark with, it would he advantageouws o
engape somc netional cxpery W provide iechnical assiziance i key srakelioldecs in the jyvenile
justice syatzm fhat bave signifizant DML issues in thedr jursdictions,

. These same individusls coul] enpage in tralnings and eoniEnsng 2dueation opponbaities
ar statewids judge's conferencss und the aonual probalion Wlicer Uaibings.

Just s the FBLdoes swath the Lomforo Crime Reparts, % receorvmnend chat the Ritste riequées
jurisdictions to uss o common sel of rms Lo idendily e QiTerent decisicn points within the
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juvenile court peocess. abing sore that cech juri sdiction is usim standardized defizi dons wmed
Tules tar the classification of decizions would allow for stromper anslyses and wouold s lo
Fensili g juvenile count perseanel b DKM issues  Tnessanca, g would ineraass the stade's
Ability lo compare wpples wilh vpples.

1. W alzo belleve that legislution sheuld be proposed that wauld solpulate that aleohal violations
contmitied by perscas uoder e dge of LB, be filed a3 & statuz offense, This would decreass
disparity in howr thess chargres wre (led and acserl the juvenile courts widetlylse inlssion o help
Ty Toquiring interventinn that does Tl e harm and is in the inwerest of the ehild.

Key findings releted to the QME dare:

1. [n Chaprar thres, we discuss the snalysis performed on Lee datw foe 2000, Uhis anadwvsis indwebes
data from cvery county.

L

[N

Refemmels ko Count

1. The stronpes: diflererces were foursd in1le referrala Lo cour, Adricanr-Amencan
juveniles are K23 times mare fikely thon While juveniles o be refemed ko
juvenils court (and the RR] is statisticu ly =iemificant}.

i Higpamic juveniles wre also 1.14 dmcs mocs Bkely Lo Be pelemed 10 juvenile court
than Witz juveniles {and the RR D is smtisteal ly sianificent}.

1. The Al Minanties™ catogary (which imeludes 811 tasielcthoie pooups other then
white) demansirares that minarity wouth in the state arc 246 times mars Tike
referred rn juvenile conr than fheiz White cnunterparts {and that RR T is
statiztically signaficant),

Lletentiu prior le Audjudication

I Afican Armgrican juseniles ara LeS tmes mare likely oo ha detained prior &
adjidication than Whitz juveniles {and that RR1 iz statsgeally significant).

I Hispanic jiveniles arc 1,28 times more 1ikely ta he detgined prior to edjudication
than whita jyvenilag yand thar RR1 ie statistically significant.

Dl uersy Mealions Filed

l. Atiican American juveniles ara 1.0R times motc likely o have a delinquency
petition filad againsr thern than Whita juveniles (and dae RR iz statistcally
signilicant),

kS | lag@aic juveniies ave 10T timed more lively e have & delinguency petarinn filed
sggnmsl them than Whate juweniles (and thul HHL s stansticakby 3igeilm).

Canpni ool e badiana Creparbmend of Corsesiion

1. African Ameriean juvenilos are 126 times meore Jikely tu be semtenced ta
confirament in a zecure juvenils comsatonal fecility than Whitc juvanilcs {end
Thiat BRI i stanztisally sighifieart).

Each Tecision Toint was Sigealesant For tha 41 Minorities™ in 2009
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What thix =avs in casenec is that yout of color in Indivna in 2009, were
signiticanily mare Hkely to bo referred fa the favenile couer, moce lkely 1o held
fia goenrg ffperfiv orin to adjndication, more (ikely to have o delinguancy
perieion [led aainst them, and more 1ikely o be comerittad de oha Tradlane
Demarrmery gf Correction than their While peers.

hdinatny wonth wers 2150 significantly faae kel to secehre @ diversion and fess
likely to de priver o prodtioe dixpositfor than their Whits comnterparts.

TheOreer-representation of African Americun and Hizpanics

[.

‘The vver-represenlalion of both groops 3l refecral, Jeferdion, petifian,
adjudication, and commiameate te state correctivnal facililies, as well ws ther
nwnder-rz prosentation at iverrion and probatfan, was nol surprising s thess
fandings reivroe previons TIKC resaarch in ocher seates.

What was unzrpeeted weas the wnder-representation of hoth African Americun
a0 | hspeanic: yrweth at aediseficction and waiver stapes. We camnat cesily oxplain
why Lhis 1 rhe case; hawever, 3nare definifive answer S100ld hecnime maor2
apparent when Lhe 2U005-2008 daly ore anlyzed.
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i AUl Owervigw o All ol the Data

a Further wnalvsis of this datasat is weded; howover, we can aey that DG is ovident in
every year thal we collected, DM i3 evident i peany cauntics oz well.

Apprrosimanely ane-half (519463 of the counties had at lest one significant CfIC
Tinddiogs for wl Jewsl ome of e racial or 2ihnic groups, inat |east one of the years,
for at least one af the decision puinls,

Oye-thied £33%0 of “he counties hag a¢ [2ast ane significant M finding for at
leasl une ol the recial oe ethnle ereops, O3 ar least tires of the years, foraf least
nne of e dezision points.

“eatly one-quarter §23%4) of the counties had at least one =ipoificant BC
Sinding far at least one of the raciel or =thnic aroups. in all fyve of the vears, [or
Al least oz of Tl decision points.

Az 5 nila, tha largaer diftz rancas appesr batweaen Croups et the reforral to the
sl g,

[Finally, w2 should nive that simply bacanse A0%, of cnnntics did oot have any
significant differances hetwean gronns dnes not mean that thoy are cxempt from
LA comeems. When there iz dota in the fables and thare is norad font, then
there was g DL detectesd . Howeever. 1o Libles thal huee no dala repored, all
that we can teasonablv say is tha? Lhe populativn buse of the particular groups
andior the mumher of ohscnadons is not laree enoweh to perform an analss.

This study was nct sharged with determining why yoush of eclor are facing dispurdle LLGomes aemes the
varius replons in the scate; but, what it does tell s is iRac we have a setions problom that needs serians
soluticns to make carain that all youth in the stale are dedlt with congiarently and tairly—regardless of
race, ealinicity . wee, pender ar repdor of the slate.
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Attachment 3

Civil Rights of Children’s Committee Information
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To:

Justisa Rush

From: JlauNae Hangar

Dabe:  Way 29,2013

Re:

Sratewide Children's fommission—tgp 5 areas of concern

Thank you for the oppartunity to provide comments on the top 5 areas of concern for the commissipn
to addrass.

1

Re-examlne last few decades of harsher aws and crlmingllzatlon of juvenile justice pglicy given the
impBcations of research on and growing knowledge af adolescent development, Pobential topics for
revlews whether theve should be an age-figor for |uvenlle adjudications and detantian; whether
lawer level criminal offenses shauld be remawed frerm the divect flle statute; whather the callateral
consequences from a juvenile adjudication adversely impacts rehabilitation poals of the juvenile
justice =ysterm and accordingly whether that body of law sheuld be reformed tollmit or remove long
term consequences that adversely impack a youth's lite opportunities; whether to prohibit the
detention and incarceraticn of repeat status ofleraders [lruancy, run away, ebe); how e provlde
mare opportunitles for diversion foryouth with high needs or low level offenzas; how bo oeate
mere appartunities faryouth to expunge juvenile racords; and how to use diverslon, restoratlve
Justice and community-based responses 1o achieye more effective results throughout the juvenile
justite myskoen_

Imiprewing the legal systerm for children, Potentlal areas of concern:  whether fundlng of and
suppart For the juvenile legal service delivery systems are adequate ko suppart appointroend of
taunsel pre and post dispasibon; whether the provision af juvenlle legal serviees would benefit from
the creation of a state-wide juvenile defender system; hiorw bo imprave ap pell ate advicacy for youth
In the juvenlle justice system; how to collaborate across juvenile and child welfare systems to
improve outcames tor oossaver yauth; how to address DMC=radal and ethnic dis proporlionallty
and disparities |0 Juwenlle justlce system at all pelnts of contact and for all swstem inwvabved
prafessianals, including law enforcement and legal cornmunity, thraugh refariming polices and
practlees, and provlding tralnimg on Iepliclt blas, cultural responslveness, and age approprate
interactions with youth; how to create age and developme ntally appropriate kegal spsterm
responses—through the use of diversion nptions, mental health courts, legal pracesses to
determine compeatency ta stand trial, ete.

Reforming law enforcement practices and education pelcias, practlces and laws that contribute to
the unnecessary criminalization of children and radal disparities it the jussnile justice spstem,
Potential areas of concemn: whether the use of [aw enforcement in schools is contrbuting (o
exeessive ariminalization of youth, particularly for yeauth of color and yvouth with high needs; how to
regulate and train law enfrcement at the state level fo ensyre that schnal safety is achisved ina

27



pasitive school environment; and haw to ensure that school based refermals t the juvenils justice
system are reserved for youth who pose seriocus pubrie sateby rishs.

Improving the conditions of confinement: The current process to revise detentlon standands should
be supported to smbrace best practices and achleve adequate stete funding levels to address
known deficiencies. OF particular concern is adequate funding for ard delivery of montal health
care, madical care and age-appropriate, develapmentally appropriate educational services. The use
af discipline and isolation should be reviewed to confarm with best practleas and tralning to
mindmize traurna and improve resubs of managing behavigr of youwth in custodial care.

Buflding on, supparting and collaborating with existing effo e at juvenile justice reform: The ourrent
reform effarts af IDAI statewide expansian and the mental health project should be supported 1o
inease collabaration across child care delivery systems and individval reform initiatives. The
cmmissian shadld consider public paley and practice reforms that will enhancs the deye lopment
of a contlmauarm of care For children that minimizes the vse of restrictive placements and keeps
children in eommunlty based care, Animpartant [ssue is how to support the deyelgpment at a
state-wile data pollectipn and reperting systern that can measure uulormes and help gulde system

reform.

28



