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A. [bookmark: _Toc81299466][bookmark: _GoBack]System Description:  Structure and Function of the Juvenile Justice System
Other than the changes to citations in the school systems noted below, there has not been a change to the structure and function of the juvenile justice system in Texas. 

Referrals to Juvenile Court: 
Texas’ Legislature meets on a biennial basis.  During the 83rd regular session, which began January 2013 and ended June 2013, a law was passed that affected the method in which juveniles are referred to the juvenile justice system from the school system.  Senate Bill 393 of the 83rd Legislature prohibits a peace officer from issuing a citation to a juvenile who is enrolled in a public school and has committed a Class C misdemeanor, other than a traffic offense, on property under the control of a school district.  In addition to the prohibition of citations, the new law also allows schools to develop a system of graduated sanctions and provides a complaint process for which the juvenile may be referred to the juvenile justice system other than by citation.  A complaint must be accompanied by a sworn statement of facts by a person with personal knowledge of the offense and a statement from the school system indicating any graduated sanctions provided to the juvenile. The law does not prevent the juvenile from being taken into custody.  

Senate Bill 393 also provides the court system with new capabilities.  In addition to being able to impose a fine, the law now allows courts to accept the completion of community service or tutoring in place of the fine.  This selection must be made in writing and signed by the juvenile’s parent or guardian.  The courts may also waive a fine for a defendant who is indigent or would face undue hardship as a result of paying the fine.      

The state also enhanced the tools of prevention and intervention through the allowance for juvenile case managers.  These case managers will assist the court in administering the juvenile docket and in supervising court orders.  The case managers will also provide prevention services to at-risk juveniles and intervention services to juveniles already engaged in misconduct, but prior to the case being filed.  The legislature took steps to develop a truancy prevention and diversion fund dedicated to funding juvenile case managers.  A two dollar fine on all municipal or justice court convictions, other than pedestrian and parking of a motor vehicle, will be used to fund the case managers.  Counties with a juvenile case manager program are able to retain 50% of fees collected for the operation of that program.  The remaining 50% of fees, along with funds from counties without a program, will be collected at the state level.  The law provides for the truancy prevention and diversion fund to be operated and managed by the Criminal Justice Division (CJD).  As of 2014, CJD has not yet received access to these funds.  In the meantime, the funds continue to be collected by the state’s comptroller office.
 
B. Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems and Juvenile Justice Needs
Juvenile crime in Texas continues to decline while the state’s juvenile population has increased.  CJD uses a comprehensive strategic approach to juvenile justice solutions incorporating appropriate statistics, such as crime indicators and population trends, to shape and develop programs.  



1. Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems
Rural Areas and Mental Health - 
Mental health and the rural areas needs are a combined problem in Texas.  In a 108 county region in rural West Texas, only 13 have a psychiatrist.  Within the 13 counties there are only 151 psychiatrists of which only 20 are child psychiatrists.  As a result, juveniles seeking psychiatric assessment or treatment must have the means to travel, often resulting in juveniles not receiving the necessary services. 

Beginning in August of 2013, CJD worked to address this concern through a grant to the Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center for the Telemedicine Wellness, Intervention, Triage, and Referral (TWITR) program.  The TWITR program is currently in six rural school districts in the 108 county region.  TWITR has three steps:  educate, assess, and treat.  The first step is to educate the school staff on some basic signs to look for when dealing with mental health issues.  The second step is for licensed professional counselors to assess students referred to the program by school staff using formal assessment tools.  The assessments are then reviewed weekly by a doctor and residents of Texas Tech’s School of Psychiatry.  The third step is to determine an action plan for treating those that have been diagnosed with a mental illness.  If psychiatric services are needed, the program utilizes telemedicine (computer to computer) to bridge the distance between doctor and patient.  

While it is too early to assess the success of the program, the preliminary results have been more than positive.  As of March of 2014, the program had trained 850 educators with a reach of 21,760 students, had 68 students referred to the program with 51 formally assessed, and 21 treated via telemedicine.  Of the 21, four were hospitalized for further treatment.  The program is also credited with having reached one student who had a list of potential victims and a plan to obtain a gun.  

This grant is funded with state funds.  CJD and Texas Tech University continue to look for other resources that could enhance this project.  In addition, this method of treatment is already being considered for use in other avenues outside of juvenile justice, such as victim services.



a) Juvenile Arrests
CJD uses a comprehensive strategic approach to juvenile justice solutions.  This approach includes incorporating appropriate statistics, such as crime indicators and population trends to shape and develop programs.  One analysis conducted by CJD demonstrates the changes in juvenile population versus juvenile arrests.  Between 2009 and 2012, the Texas juvenile population increased from an estimated 2,437,070 to 2,652,285.  During the same time period, the number of juveniles arrested decreased from 128,318 to 91,873. 


· Juvenile population increased by 9% from 2009 to 2012.
· Juvenile arrests decreased by 28% during that same time period.

Another factor used to assess changes in arrest trends is the juvenile arrest rate.  This rate consists of the number of arrests per 100,000 juveniles in the state’s population.  During the same four year time period, the arrest rate also followed this declining trend. 

 
· From 2009 to 2012, the arrest rate declined by 34%.



Along with the decline in arrest totals and arrest rate, violent crimes committed by juveniles in Texas are also decreasing.  The crimes classified as violent are aggravated assault, robbery, sexual assault, manslaughter, and murder.  

	Juvenile Arrests, Rates and Offense Types

	Year
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	Juvenile Population
	 2,437,070 
	 2,629,727 
	2,686,887
	 2,652,285 

	Total Arrest
	    128,318 
	    116,320 
	98,816
	      91,873 

	Rate of Arrest
	        5,265 
	        4,423 
	3,678
	        3,464 

	Violent Offenses
	        3,496 
	        3,114 
	2,658
	        2,738 

	Rate of Violent Arrests
	           143 
	           118 
	99
	           103 


· Between 2009 and 2012, the arrest rate for violent offenses declined by 28%.

Two areas that continue to remain consistent are arrests by gender and age.  With regards to gender, male juveniles continue to be the majority of offenders in Texas.  The pattern continues to be consistent over all four years with males representing between 66% and 67% of all juvenile arrests.  There is also a consistent pattern in arrest by age with the 13-14 and 16 year old age ranges representing the majority of all arrests during this four year period.

	Juvenile Arrests Percentage by Gender and Age

	Gender

	 
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	Male
	66%
	66%
	67%
	67%

	Female
	34%
	34%
	33%
	33%

	Age
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	10-12
	9%
	10%
	9%
	8%

	13-14
	31%
	31%
	32%
	33%

	15
	27%
	27%
	27%
	27%

	16
	33%
	32%
	32%
	32%


· [bookmark: _Toc81299469]The percentage of arrests in all age groups remained relatively stable between 2009 and 2012.

With regards to arrests by race in 2012, of the 91,873 juveniles arrested, 39% were Anglos and 14% were African American.  The juvenile Hispanic population, which holds a majority in Texas at 47%, represented 46% of all juvenile arrests.  
           


b) Juvenile Referrals
In Texas, formal referrals can originate from multiple sources, such as law enforcement, schools, social service agencies, parents, and other citizens.  Each referral must be for one of the following: delinquent conduct, conduct indicating a need for supervision, or a violation of probation.  In most Texas counties, the juvenile probation department will work with the juvenile prosecutor and the juvenile court to determine an appropriate intake plan for each referral.  

With regards to referrals by type, 74% of all referrals in 2012 were for delinquent offenses, 15% were for violations of probation, and 11% were for Conduct Indicating a Need for Supervision (CINS).  Between 2009 and 2012, referrals for CINS offenses declined by 44% while those for delinquent conduct and violation of probation each decreased by 15%.

	Referrals by Type

	
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	Delinquent Offense Referral
	68,643
	62,883
	55,235
	52,566

	Violation of Probation
	12,374
	11,494
	10,947
	10,530

	CINS
	14,244
	12,171
	8,535
	7,974

	Total Referrals:
	95,261
	86,548
	74,717
	71,070



Over the course of the past four years, juvenile referrals in Texas, as a whole, continue to decline.  From 2009 to 2012, the number of juvenile referrals declined by 24,191, or 25%, while the juvenile population increased by 215,215 over that same period.  When analyzing the rate of change for referrals, based off the number of juveniles who were referred per 100,000 of the juvenile population, this rate has declined by 31%. 


· Juvenile population increased by 9% from 2009 to 2012.
· From 2009 to 2012, juvenile referrals decreased from 95,261 to 71,070.



CJD also analyzed Texas’ juvenile referrals in regard to race.  Across racial and ethnic groups, juvenile referrals decreased from 2009 to 2012.  The most significant change was a 29% decrease for youth in the ‘Other’ demographic and the least significant change was a 24% decrease for Hispanic youth.  


· From 2009 to 2012, referrals of African American juveniles in Texas decreased by 27%, from 24,173 to 17,670.

In regards to referrals by gender, there is a steady decrease in both male and female referrals.  Over the course of the past four years, the referrals for juveniles have decreased by 24% for males and 28% by females.  


· Male referrals decreased from 68,964 to 52,121 between 2009 and 2012.
· Between 2009 and 2012, female referrals decreased from 26,297 to 18,949.



In 2012, 16 year olds were referred more frequently than any other group, receiving 23,155 referrals.  The least referred age range in 2012 was 17 year olds with 3,525 referrals.  While Texas’ age of full criminal responsibility begins at age 17, juveniles age 17 and older may be referred for an offense committed while 16 or younger or, if they are under supervision for a violation of a juvenile court order.


· In 2012, 5,002 juveniles in the 10-12 age range were referred.
· In 2012, the second most referred age range was 13-14 with 20,492 juveniles referred.

c) Juvenile Dispositions
The outcome of a juvenile disposition in Texas will fall within one of six categories.  Those categories are as follows: dismissed or dropped cases, supervisory caution, deferred prosecution, adjudicated to probation, committed to TJJD or certified as an adult.  In 2012, there were 67,395 instances of dispositions for juveniles.  This is a 26% reduction in overall dispositions between 2009 and 2012.  


· Between 2011 and 2012, dropped or dismissed cases increased by 6%.
· Between 2011 and 2012, juveniles placed on differed adjudication decreased by 6%.
Between 2009 and 2012, all six disposition categories decreased.  The most significant change was in the number of juveniles who were committed to TJJD which decreased from 1,346 to 804.  This was a 40% decrease.  The least significant change was in the number of juveniles certifed as adults which decreased from 200 to 181.  This was a 10% decrease.


· From 2009 to 2012, Texas had a 24% reduction in cases resulting in probation. 
· Supervisory caution cases decreased by 30% from 2009 to 2012.



When analyzing the juvenile justice system, CJD also assesses dispositions with regards to gender.  The four year pattern does not change significantly in regards to the male/female make-up within each category.  In 2012, female juveniles represented 32% of all dropped or dismissed cases in Texas.  This is a 6% shift from the makeup in 2009 where females represented 26% of the total.  


· From 2009 to 2012, juveniles placed on probation decreased by 4,702 for males and 974 for females.
· From 2009 to 2012, juveniles certified as adults decreased from 195 to 173 for males, but increased from 5 to 8 for females.

With regards to disposition by race, the most common disposition for African Americans and Hispanics was probation.  In 2012, 26% of all African American and 23% of all Hispanic dispositions were probation.  For Anglos and those in the ‘Other’ category, the most common outcome was dropped or dismissed.  In 2012, 28% of all Anglo and 34% of all ‘Other’ dispositions were dropped or dismissed.




· In 2012, 52% of all juveniles receiving deferred adjudication were Hispanic.
· African Americans represented 33% of all juveniles committed to TJJD in 2012.

d)  Juvenile Detention
In 2009, there were 45,652 Texas juveniles who were placed in detention.  This number decreased by 28% to a total of 32,684 juveniles being detained in 2012 and represents 1.2% of the juvenile population in Texas in 2012.  The four year average for juveniles in detention between 2009 and 2012 was 40,253. 

With regards to detentions by race, detentions have decreased for all demographics between 2009 and 2012.  The largest volume and percentage decrease was for juveniles in the ‘Other’ demographic with a decrease of 277 juveniles detained or a 34% reduction.  Detentions for Hispanics decreased 26%.  The Hispanic population is the most represented in the juvenile detention system with 47% of all detentions; this mirrors exactly the ethnicity’s majority representation of the overall juvenile population.



· African American detentions decreased by 30% with 3,720 fewer juveniles detained in 2012 than in 2009.
· Between 2009 and 2012, Anglo detentions decreased by 31% with 3,620 fewer juveniles detained.

With regard to the gender of juveniles who are being detained in Texas, the vast majority continue to be male.  Female juveniles represented 24% of the juveniles detained in 2012.  This is a 1% increase from the three prior years where females only represented 23% of the juvenile detention population.  


· Between 2009 and 2012, female detentions decreased by 25% from 10,538 to 7,879.
· Male detentions decreased by 29% from 35,114 to 24,805.




e) Other Conditions
One trend that has become evident is the issue of runaways.  When discussing the problem with facility administrators it is obvious that the problem stems from exhausted resources rather than the desire to detain the juvenile.  

There are two primary reasons why a runaway is not removed from a juvenile facility in a timely manner.  The first is time and distance.  Texas is a large state.  The distance from the South Texas town of Brownsville to Amarillo in the Panhandle is 788 miles or 11 hours by car.  The distance from Houston in the East to El Paso out West is 745 miles or 10 hours by car.  This vast amount of distance often makes it difficult for parents to arrive to the facility in time to avoid a violation of the Act.  In contrast, a juvenile could travel from Baton Rouge, Louisiana, to Houston in 4 hours and the facility would be covered under the Interstate Compact. 

The second is the lack of parent involvement.  Typically, facilities are successful in returning runaways to the parent’s care.  However, there are times when a parent is not capable of or elects not to be involved in the return of the juvenile.  At that point, the facilities typically try to involve social services.  This involvement is not always seamless and incurs delays related to staffing issues or a lack of availability of non-secure placement.  

2. State Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements
In this update, CJD will not be making any changes to the needs or problem statements.  The focus continues to be prevention and intervention at first offense, disproportionate minority contact, and specialized treatment services.

C. Plans for Compliance with the First Three Core Requirements of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the State’s Plan for Compliance Monitoring
In Texas, 1.9 million of the state’s 2.6 million or 72% of the juvenile population resides within 20 counties. Each of the additional 234 counties have less than 1% of the state’s juvenile population. CJD’s current compliance monitoring plan consists of two parts.  The first is to visit 100% of the known facilities in the top 20 counties on a two year cycle. This allows monitors to focus the attention on the areas where the majority of juveniles are at risk as well as the areas that contribute the most to the state’s violations of the Act.  The second part is to monitor the remaining 234 counties on a five year cycle.  In addition to the on-site monitoring, CJD collects an annual submission of juvenile logs from all secure lock-ups or jails in Texas and an annual report of the status offenders held within each of the state’s detention facilities.

1. Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO)
Title 3 of the Texas Family Code is the state’s Juvenile Justice Code.  The Code is consistent with requirements of Section 223(a)(11) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and with federal rules that apply to implementation of that section, as set forth in 28 CFR, Part 31: “Formula Grants: Final Rule.” State and local resources are used to maintain compliance.


Texas continues to remain in full compliance with the Deinstutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) requirement, with the minimum exceptions allowed in federal rules.  Over the course of the past three years, 2013 through 2011, Texas’ average DSO rate was 5.77.  The highest year was 2012 with a rate of 6.67 and the lowest was 2013 at 5.3.  The violations in Texas are highly localized and are decreasing with corrective actions implemented at facilities where the violations occurred.  CJD has been successful in demonstrating that continued partnership and communication with facilities have allowed Texas to remain in compliance with the Act.

Analysis of violations continue to show three primary causes for non-compliance with DSO.  First, many times out-of-county runaways were held beyond 24 hours due to the distance the parent or guardian was required to travel.  The violation occurred when the detention center did not have another placement option.  Second, local status offenders were given their detention hearing within 24 hours; however, no responsible adult appeared at the hearing, and the detention center did not have an alternate placement option.  Third, status offenders who had violated an order of a magistrate or justice of the peace court were ordered detained by the juvenile judge for contempt of the court order.

In the first two categories, judges and local officials, having no viable alternative placement options, will not release the juvenile without adult supervision, and social services staffing and placements are not always available within the allotted time frame.  In effect, the system applies a balance test and opts to violate the law in the best interest and protection of the juvenile.  The third category is less benign.  As soon as the practice is discovered, CJD compliance monitors work to ensure the problem is known and a corrective action plan is secured.  

CJD continues working toward a solution regarding justice court contempt procedures.  Despite a difference in state and federal laws with regards to contempt, CJD has been successful at reducing the number of violations that stem from the differences.  This has mostly been achieved through direct discussions with local government officials.  Within the next year, CJD will also be focusing on actively seeking training opportunities that will allow the monitoring staff a greater opportunity to discuss compliance with the Act in a more preventative manner.

CJD compliance monitoring staff are continuously working with local officials to identify potential areas of non-compliance and provide technical assistance on the specific requirements of the JJDP Act.  CJD has demonstrated and remains confident that any non-compliance will continue to be significantly reduced as a result of these measures.  

Role of State Advisory Group 
Both collectively and individually, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Board (JJAB) provides valuable input to CJD regarding compliance monitoring efforts in Texas.  Collectively, the JJAB receives updates on monitoring efforts, the difficulties staff are facing in the field, and violations of the Act.  The experience and knowledge of the juvenile justice system by the JJAB members, as well as their diverse roles within the system, allow members to continue to provide CJD’s monitoring staff with assistance on resolving specific compliance situations.




Changes in State Law
One change in state law that may have an indirect impact on the state’s DSO rates is the new prohibition of citations in the school systems.  It is possible that this change could work to further reduce the number of juveniles in the system resulting in a possible change in the DSO violations stemming from the mistaken detention of violators of justice or municipal court orders. 

2. Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders
Title 3 of the Texas Family Code is consistent with requirements of Section 223(a)(12) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. State and local resources are used to maintain compliance.

Texas is in full compliance with the sight and sound separation requirement and has never been out of compliance with this core requirement.  Given that there are hundreds of law enforcement jurisdictions and secure facilities throughout the state, the state’s record of success with sight and sound separation demonstrates the effectiveness of state and local law enforcement training entities.  It also speaks to the commitment of local law enforcement officials to ensure that juveniles are not placed in these facilities for reasons other than processing.  

Texas has two collocated facilities within the state.  Both facilities are monitored annually and no violations have been found regarding the sight and sound separation requirement.  This can be attributed to the facilities utilizing separate staff for juveniles and adult offenders, as required by state law.   

CJD compliance monitors will continue to be vigilant and identify any potential problems or changes, as well as provide technical assistance.

Role of State Advisory Group 
Both collectively and individually, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Board (JJAB) provides valuable input to CJD regarding compliance monitoring efforts in Texas.  Collectively, the JJAB receives updates on monitoring efforts, the difficulties staff are facing in the field, and violations of the Act.  The experience and knowledge of the juvenile justice system by the JJAB members, as well as their diverse roles within the system, allow members to continue to provide CJD’s monitoring staff with assistance on resolving specific compliance situations.

Changes in State Law
There have been no state law changes that will effect compliance with this requirement.  

3. Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups
Title 3 of the Texas Family Code is consistent with requirements of Section 223(a)(13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. State and local resources are used to maintain compliance.

The state continues to be in compliance with this requirement.  Over the course of the past three years, 2013 through 2011, Texas’ average Jail Removal rate was 0.80.  The highest year was 2011 with a rate of 1.14 and the lowest was 2012 at 0.42.  This decrease is a result of continuous support provided by CJD compliance monitoring staff to local facilities and officials.  Monitoring staff provide education, technical assistance and feedback while in the field which ultimately ensures continued compliance with the Act.

CJD and its compliance monitors provide continuous technical assistance to jurisdictions resulting in improved data reporting.  The data is collected and reviewed annually by CJD.  After reviewing logs, compliance monitoring staff work to validate each potential violation.  In most reviews, it is discovered that a true violation has not occurred, but rather the supposed violation resulted from a reporting error or a failure to understand the report.  The majority of actual violations are the result of new staff being assigned to tasks related to juveniles.  Verified violations are few and widely scattered across the state.  CJD compliance monitoring staff will continue to assist local officials with developing written procedures and will provide training materials to ensure that future violations do not occur.  

1. Six-hour hold exception: State law provides for a six-hour holding period before the court appearance for purposes of identification, processing, or to arrange for release or transfer to a juvenile facility.
2. Rural removal exception: Texas does not take the rural exception allowed in federal rules.
3. Transfer or waiver exception: State law allows for detention of a juvenile in a jail or lockup if convicted in a court of criminal jurisdiction.  

Role of State Advisory Group
Both collectively and individually, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Board (JJAB) provides valuable input to CJD regarding compliance monitoring efforts in Texas.  Collectively, the JJAB receives updates on monitoring efforts, the difficulties staff are facing in the field, and violations of the Act.  The experience and knowledge of the juvenile justice system by the JJAB members, as well as their diverse roles within the system, allow members to continue to provide CJD’s monitoring staff with assistance on resolving specific compliance situations.

Changes in State Law
There have been no state law changes that will effect compliance with this requirement.  

4. Plan for Compliance Monitoring for the First Three Core Requirements 
There has been no change to the state’s plan for monitoring for compliance with the first three core requirements of the JJDP Act.

5. Policy and Procedures
CJD developed a new Compliance Monitoring Manual in 2012, which was provided with the previous application.  CJD brought the monitoring efforts in-house in January of 2012 after having contracted out these efforts for more than 10 years.  As a new task for the office, changes to methods of completing tasks continue to develop.  For example, in March of 2014, CJD staff began using an internal website that streamlines information and processes.  As a result, the Compliance Monitoring Manual created in 2012 is already in need of revisions to detail those specific processes.  In most instances, the procedures remain constant, but the processes have evolved and need to be revised in the manual.  Revising the manual is scheduled for the fall of 2014.



6. Monitoring Authority
There has been no change to the state’s monitoring authority.

7. Monitoring Timeline
There has been no change to the state’s monitoring timeline.

8. Violation Procedures
There has been no change to the state’s violation procedures.

9. Barriers and Strategies
There has been no change to the state’s barriers and strategies.

10. Definition of Terms
There have been no changes to the state’s definitions as it relates to this application, the JJDP Act, or compliance monitoring.

11. Identification of the Monitoring Universe
There has been no change to the state’s method of identification of the monitoring universe.

12. Classification of Monitoring Universe
There has been no change to the state’s method of classifying the monitoring universe.

13. Inspection of Facilities
There has been no change to the state’s method of inspecting facilities.

14. Data Collection and Verification 
There has been no change to the state’s method of data collection and verification.

D. Plan for Compliance with the Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Core Requirement 

In 2012, Texas had an estimated juvenile population of 2,652,285 between the ages of 10-16.  The demographics of this population are 47% Hispanic, 35% Anglo, 12% African American, and 6% ‘Other’.  CJD fully embraces OJJDP’s stated purpose of the DMC requirement which is to ensure equal and fair treatment of all Texas youth regardless of membership in a minority or majority population group.  
    
Phase I: Identification
This update marks the beginning of a new DMC cycle for CJD.  In previous years, CJD has entered data for all points of contacts for all 254 Texas counties.  Once in the system, CJD would analyze the data to determine where the greatest problems existed and then work to address those issues through grant funds.  Given the vast amount of data and the limitations of the site to import that data, this process was very time consuming and did not provide any information that could not be achieved through analysis independent of the DMC site.  In consultation with OJJDP, CJD has moved to a new method of analyzing the data independent of the DMC site.  


1. Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets (Attachment 2)
Since the submission of the previous application, CJD and the SAG have completed a DMC data analysis that is detailed in the section below.  The results of the analysis were three groups:  no concern, possible concern, and concerned.  Since completing the analysis, CJD has added the data of the 19 counties in the concerned group to the OJJDP site.

2. DMC Data Discussion 

a. Currently, CJD has a system in place that allows for the routine collection of data required to track progress in DMC reduction and demonstrate consistent improvement.   CJD annually receives arrest data from the Texas Department of Public Safety, population data from Texas State University’s Data Center, and other statistical information concerning the other points of contact from TJJD.  Utilizing the data collected, CJD is able to construct the Relative Rate Index (RRI) data used to determine the level of DMC for the state as a whole, as well as all 254 of the state’s counties.

b. This new method includes an initial analysis, independent of the OJJDP site, of all points of contact for all 254 counties.  CJD worked with the SAG to create a criteria of determining which counties were not statistically significant.  This resulted in the following three requirements for further analysis:

· The county must have a juvenile population greater than 100;
· The county must have arrest or referrals greater than 50; 
· And the county must not have a minority majority population of greater than 70%.

The rationale behind this criteria is that with too few juveniles, or instances, the results are often misrepresented.  The same is true in a minority majority county of great magnitude.  

Using this criteria, 131 of the state’s 254 counties were removed from further consideration.  Of the 131 counites removed, 100 counties had low crime with fewer than 50 arrests or referrals, 23 counties had a minority majority population greater than 70%, and 8 counties with fewer than 100 juveniles.  The 131 counties are spread across Texas with no pattern of significance.  

With the 123 remaining counties, CJD analyzed the data in three methods.  The first was to review statewide trends.  This analysis was done twice.  Once with all 254 counties and again with the 123 statistically significant counties.  The analysis indicated DMC for African Americans at seven of the nine points of contact.  The two points of contact that did not reflect DMC were arrests and diversion.  With regard to the other minority groups in Texas, the data did not indicate any DMC at any of the points of contact.  One other point of interest that this analysis indicated was the over representation of African Americans and Hispanics in diversion and the under representation of Anglos and those in the ‘Other’ demographic.  This indicates that, while African Americans are referred to the system at a greater rate than Anglos, they are more likely to receive a diversion from the system than their Anglo counterparts.  Both the review with the statistically insignificant counties and the review without them showed identical trends.

The second analysis completed was an individual review of each of the 123 remaining counties.  CJD reviewed each point of contact within each of these counties for DMC.  A rate of 10% higher representation in a single point of contact over the population for that demographic was determined to be a measure of concern.  Within this review came three groupings:  no concern, possible concern, and concern.    

Of the 123 counties, 92 fell within the no concern grouping.  The primary reasons were that there was not a point of contact that indicated a concern, too few contacts, and a minority majority that, while below 70%, was too high for accurate assessment.  These counties were also spread across the state and did not show any pattern of significance.  

The possible concern grouping consisted of 20 counties.  The smallest county was Dallam with 723 juveniles and the largest was Bexar with 182,731.  In Bexar County, the point of contact that reflected DMC was arrests for Anglos, where Anglos represent 45% of all arrests, but only 20% of the population.  This county has a 68% Hispanic majority.  In Dallam County, the point of contact that reflected DMC was referrals for Anglos, where 12 of the 16, or 75%, of the juveniles referred were Anglo.  The Anglo population is 43% in Dallam County while the Hispanic population is 53%.  Again, these counties are spread across Texas.  Within this grouping two patterns emerged showing high referrals and DMC for African Americans at several points of contact.

The last grouping was those of concern.  There were 19 counties in this grouping.  Of the counties that were the most concerning, the statewide trend analysis showed a pattern of high DMC for African Americans at seven of the nine points of contact.  Three of the state’s largest urban areas – Houston, Dallas, and Austin – are represented in this grouping.  These counties tended to be in the center or east side of Texas.  Like the possible concern group, a pattern of high referrals and DMC for African Americans at several points of contacts emerged.

The third type of analysis done by CJD was by Council of Government (COG) regions.  Texas has 24 COGs that are voluntary associations of local governments formed under Texas law. The analysis was an effort to see if any regional DMC issues exist in Texas.  The results were that only 8 of the 24 COG regions had more than a single county that was either in the possible concern or concern groups.  CJD determined that a regional issue does not exist and that addressing DMC regionally would not be the most efficient method.

After completing the analysis, CJD and the SAG determined to take a deeper look at two points of contacts for African Americans.  Those points of contact were referrals and petitioned.  The rationale behind this decision was that both points of contact indicated DMC for African Americans.  In addition, referrals seem to be the key entry way into the system and petitioned determines whether further involvement is required.  

It was determined that within these two points of contact for African Americans, a review of the degree of DMC and the volume of juveniles potentially effected would be reviewed.  Two separate lists were created and the top five counties of each of those lists were compared.  The comparison revealed three counties in the top five on both lists.  Those three are Galveston, Gregg, and McLennan counties.



CJD has entered the data from the 19 counties in the concerned group as well as statewide data into the DMC site.  Using the OJJDP’s DMC Identification Spreadsheets, CJD examined the RRIs for the state as a whole. Below is a graph that summarizes the statewide DMC results for FY 2009-2012.  


· The arrest RRI declined from 1.55 to 0.84 between 2009 and 2012.
· The referral RRI increased from 1.18 to 1.93 between 2009 and 2012.

When developing the FY 2009-2011 three year plan for reducing DMC, the RRI information reflected higher rates at three points: Arrest, Referral, and Diversion.  The newest data indicates that the primary concern has shifted to referrals alone.

Based on the data analysis mentioned previously and the RRI information, CJD and the JJAB have decided to fund programs in three counties that focus primarily on reducing referrals for African Americans.  Those three counties are Galveston, Gregg, and McLennan.  In addition to this information, CJD has obtained DMC data by district from the Texas Education Agency.  As the primary source of referrals in Texas is the school systems, implementing a diversion program focused on reducing DMC in the three counties at a school district level will be the new DMC focus for Texas.  It is believed that this targeted approach will yield the greatest measurable results. 

Texas uses the Universal Crime Reporting (UCR), administered by the Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS), for both state and local data.  This system provides the state with a duplicated count as the juvenile is counted each time a new crime has been committed. 


c. The RRI values that CJD considered statistically significant for further assessment were referrals and petitioned.   

1. After reviewing the data for all 254 counties across the state, the JJAB selected two areas of statistical significance when determining DMC.  The Board considered referrals as the primary initial point of contact with the system and petitioned as the deciding point on whether further involvement in the system was warranted.  With regards to statistical equality, for referrals at the statewide level, it would require nearly 26,000 fewer minority referrals.  For petitioned at the statewide level, it would require 5,100 fewer minority petitions.  For the three counties selected, it would require a combined 1,028 fewer referrals and 113 fewer petitions.

2. Each of the three counties had a rating above 1.0 for both referrals and petitioned.  For referrals, the highest was McLennan County at 2.60 for all minorities and 2.88 for Hispanics.  The lowest was Gregg County with 1.64 for all minorities.  With regards to petitioned, both Gregg and Galveston counties had an RRI of 1.18 for all minorities.  This is the highest of the three.  The RRI for petitioned African Americans in Gregg County was the overall highest at 1.30.

3. With respect to the value that had the highest volume, referrals have the highest volume.  Within referrals, Galveston County has the highest volume with 525 African American juveniles while Gregg County has the fewest with 246 African American juveniles.

4. This point is not applicable to Texas at this time.

5. After a statewide review, CJD and the JJAB designated Galveston, Gregg, and McLennan counties as feasible targets for reducing DMC.  

Phase II: Assessment/Diagnosis
CJD has coordinated with Texas A&M University’s Public Policy Research Institute (PPRI) on two assessments to date involving DMC.  The first, conducted in 2005, determined that at each contact point, factors other than race or ethnicity influenced decision outcomes.  The second assessment was an in-depth evaluation within five communities where DMC was present in three areas: arrest, referral and diversion.  During these evaluations, three separate focus groups consisting of education professionals, justice system professionals and others involved in the community convened for listening sessions to discuss the problems each community is facing in regards to DMC.  In general, stakeholders identified some main factors they felt contributed to DMC.  This included personal attributes (broken families, poverty level), stereotypes and biases, institutional factors including the need for more funding for juvenile programs and placements at the community level, better access to mental health care for children, and more options for post-secondary training for students, including those not planning to attend college. 


1. Conclusions from the two studies are as follows:

2005 Study:  Study of Minority Over-Representation in the Texas Juvenile Justice System: 
· Race-ethnicity has a relatively small effect on justice involvement.  The study showed that juveniles with factors such as a discipline history at school, being male, not excelling academically, being economically disadvantaged, or possessing an emotional or learning disability are far greater to become involved in the justice system than are minorities where these conditions are absent.  The data showed that working to eliminate racial bias alone will do less than strategies focused on minimizing the number of minority youth in high-risk categories.

· The impact of race-ethnicity is cumulative across the four major stages of juvenile case processing.  Compared to Anglos, Hispanic juveniles have a significantly higher probability of progressing through all four stages of case processing from initial contact through court action.  African American youth have a higher probability of progressing through two stages including initial contact and prosecutorial review.  

· Race-ethnicity has a greater influence on case processing outcomes for Hispanic youth than for African-Americans. This finding is of particular importance because it is not apparent from aggregate statistics alone. African American youth have increased contact with the justice system because they are more likely to be in high-risk categories (e.g., history of delinquency, male, academically at-risk, economically disadvantaged, or mentally or emotionally disabled).  They have a greater chance of progressing through the system because of offense characteristics or the urbanicity of their local home community.  While these same statements are true of Hispanic youth, they are somewhat more likely than their African American peers to progress from one justice stage to the next without possessing any of these risk factors.  

· This study cannot identify the specific processes that explain the effect of race-ethnicity on juvenile case processing. Though the likelihood of a juvenile referral and subsequent case advancement is slightly higher for minorities, and for Hispanics in particular, the reason this occurs is not clear.

· The factors that predict initial contact with the juvenile justice system are different from the factors that predict advancement within the system.  The factors important in predicting initial contact with the justice system generally include personal attributes such as behavior at school, sex, academic success, economic status, and disability status.  While these individual characteristics may contribute to opportunity for delinquency in the community setting, they would not be expected to influence decision-making by authorities after youth have entered the justice system.  

· Factors unrelated to race-ethnicity may contribute to disproportionate minority representation in the justice system.  The study showed that juveniles who live in urban settings and male juveniles were at greater risk of becoming involved in the justice system.  Living in a major metropolitan community, or being male, can combine with race-ethnicity to inadvertently enhance disproportional representation.  When these three risk factors operate together, justice involvement among male minority juveniles residing in large urban communities can potentially rise well above rates for Anglos statewide.

2010 Study:  Addressing Disproportionate Minority Contact in the Texas Juvenile Justice System:

Factors Believed to Contribute to DMC
Listening session participants identified five main categories of causes of DMC and fifteen themes within those broad categories.

· Family and Social Circumstances. 
Some aspect of juveniles’ family and social circumstances were mentioned as a cause of DMC by 97% of respondents. The largest single factor in this category was broken families (88%), defined in terms of single mothers, absent fathers, divorced parents, working parents, teen parents, children raised by other family members, or troubled parents (e.g., drug or alcohol involved, violent or abusive, on probation or incarcerated). Poverty, a lack of role models and undervaluing the importance of pursuing an education were also considered contributing factors.

· Justice System Factors. 
Factors related to the criminal justice system were mentioned by 58% of respondents. The largest number of respondents (44%) felt the biggest juvenile justice factor in DMC is a lack of therapeutic interventions and diversion alternatives for youth who have already become involved in delinquency.

· Special Populations of Concern. 
Nearly half of respondents (48%) mentioned the need to focus on one or more special groups of juveniles they believe have an elevated risk of juvenile justice involvement. The greatest concern (26%) was expressed for children with mental health or behavioral disorders that often go untreated and increase the likelihood of engaging in inappropriate or illegal behavior. Minority youth, immigrants, and homeless were also identified as special populations of concern by fewer than 20% of study participants.


· School Related Factors. 
At least one school related factor was mentioned by 42% of respondents as a possible cause of DMC. In order from most to least important, the specific issues named included standardized testing policies (24%), school discipline policies (16%), and issues of communication between schools and families (13%).

· Lack of Supervised Prevention Programs. 
More than one fourth of respondents (27%) believe DMC could be improved if more children had access to supervised programs and activities during the hours when school is not open. After school and summer programming available in accessible community locations would offer a safe environment in which children could acquire skills and attitudes needed to resist involvement in delinquent behavior.

Potential Solutions to DMC Identified by Stakeholders
Five main categories of potential solutions to DMC, including 18 specific recommendations, were named by listening session participants.

· Preventive Solutions. 
The most frequently mentioned solutions to DMC were preventive in nature.  Fully 78% of respondents mentioned at least one intervention intended to be implemented before juveniles become involved in delinquency. The strongest preference was for programs that begin working with children at a young age (43%). Programs that help youth build mentoring relationships with caring adults (37%) and supervised programs with prevention related activities for school age children (34%) were also generally supported.

· School Related Solutions. 
Many community stakeholders (68%) named some type of school based intervention to reduce DMC. The largest number (39%) felt initiatives to help youth feel more connected and engaged at school would have a positive impact. Programs to help children stay on track academically and succeed in their studies were also supported by 30% of study participants.

· Family Based Solutions. 
Nearly two thirds of local stakeholders (63%) felt solutions targeting families could help reduce DMC. Nearly half of study participants (45%) said legal measures should be taken to hold families more accountable for taking care of their children or for the actions of their children.  Others (32%) favored intensive intervention programs to help families cope more effectively with stresses and learn better parenting strategies. Parenting education classes targeting high risk groups such as new parents or youth who have not yet become parents were mentioned by 28% of respondents.


· Justice System Solutions. 
Most individuals surveyed (57%) believe solutions to DMC can be found within the criminal justice system. The greatest consensus (39%) was on the need for greater investment in programs offering counseling, mental health or substance abuse treatment, cognitive and behavioral interventions, anger management training, or other interventions to help delinquent youth avoid future justice involvement. However, a sizeable portion of respondents (30%) believe DMC could be reduced if early low level violators faced greater punishments to discourage escalating delinquency.

· Community/System Solutions. 
The lowest level of support overall (43%) was voiced for solutions to DMC involving a community wide response. Initiatives to examine statistics and involve neighborhoods in developing a response (16%), to reduce poverty (14%), to bring community organizations together in partnerships (10%), or to promote greater tolerance and diversity among public officials (6%) all received support from less than 16% of respondents.

2. This does not apply to Texas.  

Phase III: Intervention

1. Progress Made in FY 2013
	
a) In FY 2013, CJD completed its funding of four DMC target areas that were designated prior to 2011.  In 2011, a majority of the current members of the JJAB were appointed to the JJAB.  This final year of funding essentially completes the prior JJAB’s DMC approach.  In addition to completing the grants to the targeted area, the current JJAB reviewed data and determined a new course of action for DMC funding.

b) All of the activities listed to take place in 2012 were completed.

2. Time-limited Plan
CJD and the JJAB have identified three new local jurisdictions as DMC reduction sites.  Those counties are Galveston, Gregg, and McLennan.  In the next 12 months, a review of the DMC data by school district within those three counties will be completed and CJD will contact each district about applying for a grant with the focus of reducing the disproportionate referral rate within that school district.  

· CJD is not expecting any barriers at this point;
· The school district will be responsible for determining the strategy.  CJD will suggest a tiered sanction approach to school discipline that has been successfully implemented in Texas and other areas of the country; 
· The anticipated outcome would be a significant reduction of African American referrals.


Phase IV: Evaluation
Performance measures for the selected programs have been collected.  In addition, CJD will partner with PPRI to do a post evaluation of the project areas.  This will allow for better determination as to whether or not the programs were successful in combating the issues raised in the previous PPRI evaluations.

Below is a list of the required DMC Performance Measures.
	
	PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

	Program Area
	Output Measure
	Outcome Measure

	Disproportionate Minority Contact
	Number of programs implemented.
	Number of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionality at the local level. 

	
	 
	Number of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionality at the state level. 

	
	 
	Number of contributing factors determined from assessment studies. 

	
	 
	Number of local agencies reporting improved data collection systems. 

	
	 
	Number of program youth exhibiting a decrease in antisocial behavior. 

	
	 
	Number of program youth exhibiting a decrease in substance use. 

	
	 
	Number of program youth exhibiting an improvement in family relationships. 

	
	 
	Number of program youth exhibiting an improvement in school attendance. 

	
	 
	Number of recommendations from assessment studies implemented. 

	
	 
	Number of state agencies reporting improved data collection systems. 



Phase V: Monitoring 

1. CJD will continue to look at statewide and RRI data to determine if significant amounts of DMC exist in a particular jurisdiction or at a specific contact point.  For the new programs, data is received on a semi-annual basis and CJD will conduct monitoring visits to see firsthand the impact the program is having on the region.

2. CJD monitors all grants using semi-annual submission of data and will conduct onsite monitoring visits.  In addition to these measures, the DMC data for that grantee’s county and school district will be monitored for change.

3. These activities will be monitored by the Juvenile Justice Specialist and the DMC Sub-Committee of the JJAB.  

4. Timeline of current or future monitoring activities.

	FY
	Activity

	2014
	· Review RRI and DMC data;
· Update plan as necessary;
· Determine target areas;
· Initiate grant activities.

	2015
	· Review RRI and DMC data;
· Update plan as necessary;
· Review grant effects on DMC at the district and county level.

	2016
	· Review RRI and DMC data;
· Update plan as necessary;
· Review grant effects on DMC at the district and county level.



DMC Reduction Plan

1. Timeline to conduct prevention, intervention, and system improvements with regards to DMC:

	FY
	Activity

	2014
	· Implement new direction as determined by the JJAB and CJD.

	2015
	· Monitor grant activities, review impact of grant on DMC at the district and county level, and enter second grant cycle.

	2016
	· Monitor grant activities and review impact of grant on DMC at the district and county level.






2. Funding amount and funding sources designated to conduct delinquency prevention, intervention, and system improvements with regards to DMC:

	
FY
	
Action
	
JJDP

	2014 
	Fund programs focused on the reduction of DMC.  
	
$300,000

	2015
	Begin system improvements with regards to data collection.
	$300,000*

	2016
	Continue funding programs focused on the reduction of DMC.
	$300,000*


*Anticipated funding levels.

E. Coordination of Child Abuse and Neglect and Delinquency Programs

1. Sharing Public Child Welfare Records with Juvenile Courts.
There has been no change to this portion of the application.

2. Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Child Protective Services Records into Juvenile Justice Records.
There has been no change to this portion of the application.

F. Reducing Probation Officer Caseloads
There has been no change to this portion of the application.

G. Disaster Preparedness Plan
There has been no change to this portion of the application.
 
H. Suicide Prevention
There has been no change to this portion of the application.

I. Collecting and Sharing Juvenile Justice Information

1. There has been no change to this portion of the application.

2. At this time, CJD has not encountered any barriers in the sharing of juvenile information of at-risk youth among state agencies, including local law enforcement.   


J. Statement of the Problem/Program Narrative
There has been no change to this portion of the application.

K. Budget

	Program Area
	Fund Type
	$2,013
	$2,014
	$2,015

	Compliance Monitoring
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$225,000
	$225,000
	$225,000

	
	Total
	$225,000
	$225,000
	$225,000

	Disproportionate Minority Contact
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$300,000
	$300,000
	$300,000

	
	Total
	$300,000
	$300,000
	$300,000

	Diversion
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$439,969
	$439,969
	$439,969

	
	Total
	$439,969
	$439,969
	$439,969

	Job Training
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	
	Total
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	School Programs
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	
	Total
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	Specialized Treatment Services
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	
	Total
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	Juvenile Justice System Impact
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	
	Total
	$446,969
	$446,969
	$446,969

	Planning and Administration
	State/Local/Private 
	$306,650
	$306,650
	$306,650

	
	Formula Grant
	$306,650
	$306,650
	$306,650

	
	Total
	$613,300
	$613,300
	$613,300

	State Advisory Group
	State/Local/Private 
	$0
	$0
	$0

	
	Formula Grant
	$7,000
	$7,000
	$7,000

	
	Total
	$7,000
	$7,000
	$7,000




L. State Advisory Group Membership 
The Juvenile Justice Advisory Board (JJAB) is the State Advisory Group in Texas.  By state definition this board is advisory, however, the JJAB does meet the JJDP Act definition of supervisory.  Members are appointed by the Governor.  The following are the current 15 members:

	Board Member
	Representing 
	Gov.
	Youth 
	Appointment
	Residence

	Mr. Glenn Brooks, Chair
	D
	 
	 
	December 2008
	Austin 

	gbrooks@texascasa.org
	
	
	
	
	

	Ms. Andrea Richardson, 
Vice-Char
	D, H
	 
	 
	October 2011
	Round Rock 

	andrea.richardson@bbtrails.org
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. Dallas Barrington
	 
	 
	 
	April 2013
	Silsbee 

	dallasbarrington@hotmail.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Chief Charles Brawner
	B, G
	X
	 
	December 2001
	Houston 

	charles.brawner@springbranchisd.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. Eric Garza
	 
	 
	X
	May 2012
	Brownsville 

	ericgarza09@gmail.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. Michael Griffiths
	B
	 
	 
	November 2012
	Austin 

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Ms. Lisa Jarrett
	A, B
	X
	 
	October 2011
	San Antonio 

	ljarrett@bexar.org
	
	
	
	
	

	Ms. Brittany Long
	 
	 
	X
	October 2011
	Houston 

	brittblong@gmail.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Ms. Magdalena Manzano
	 
	X
	X
	September 2008
	College Station 

	maggie.manzano@gmail.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. James Myers
	D, H
	 
	 
	October 2011
	Austin 

	jmyers@timothycenter.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Ms. June Scogin
	H
	 
	 
	November 2012
	Cedar Park 

	jbhpscog@austin.rr.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. David Torres
	 
	 
	X
	October 2011
	Austin 

	wbdavid@sbcglobal.net
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. Aris Van Johnson
	B
	X
	 
	October 2011
	Marshall 

	arisvj@cablelynx.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. David Whiteside
	C
	X
	 
	October 2011
	Austin 

	dwhiteside@austin.rr.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Mr. Gregory Wilhelm
	E
	 
	 
	October 2011
	Midlothian 

	info@gregwilhelm.com
	
	
	
	
	


          *Mr. Barrington is a former county juvenile prosecutor and Mr. Griffiths is the former Executive Director of the Texas Juvenile Justice Department.





M. Formula Grants Program Staff
The only change to this portion of the application was within the office directory.  Please see revised directory below.

	Section
	Title
	Name
	Salary Source
	% Devoted to JJDP Formula

	Executive Administration
	Executive Director
	Christopher Burnett
	100% State Funds
	10%

	
	Deputy Director
	Aimee Snoddy 
	100% State Funds
	10%

	
	Assistant General Counsel
	David Zimmerman
	100% State Funds
	10%

	eGrants Team
	System Support Specialist
	Heather Morgan
	100% State Funds
	10%

	
	Programmer 
	Patty Franey
	100% State Funds
	10%

	Quality Assurance
	Manager
	Angie Martin
	100% State Funds
	10%

	
	Executive Assistant
	Vacant
	100% State Funds
	10%

	Crime Stoppers
	Director
	Kelly McBride
	100% State Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Elaine Williams 
	100% State Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Vacant
	100% State Funds
	0%

	Juvenile 
	Juvenile Justice Specialist
	Lance White
	100% State Funds
	75%

	
	Program Specialist
	Cherryl Charlet
	100% State Funds
	75%

	
	Program Specialist
	Mia Miller
	100% State Funds
	100%

	
	Program Specialist
	Marta Salinas
	100% State Funds
	75%

	
	Program Specialist
	Cynthia Williams
	100% JJDP Funds
	100%

	
	Compliance Monitor
	Norma Rodriguez
	100% JJDP Funds
	100%

	
	Compliance Monitor
	W Sage Hopmeier
	100% JJDP Funds
	100%




	Law Enforcement
	Program Manager
	Judy Switzer 
	100% Byrne JAG Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Helen Martinez
	100% State Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Toni Kanetzky
	100% State Funds
	0%

	Specialty Courts
	Manager
	Anissa Johnson
	100% State Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Jami-Lynn Krueger
	100% State Funds
	0%

	Victims
	Program Manager
	Jason Buckner
	100% State Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Reilly Webb
	100% VAWA
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	Kim Hild
	100% State Funds
	0%

	
	Program Specialist
	David Villafranca
	100% VOCA
	0%




N. Performance Measures Data
There has been no change to this portion of the application.

Juvenile Population and Juvenile Referrals

Population	2009	2010	2011	2437070	2629727	2686887	2652285	Referrals	2009	2010	2011	2012	95261	86548	74717	71070	Juvenile Population
Juvenile Referrals

Referral by Race and Ethnicity
2009-2012
Hispanic	2009	2010	2011	2012	46232.999999999935	42601.999999999927	37010	35007	Anglo	2009	2010	2011	2012	23784.99999999996	21667.999999999971	18532	17629	African-American	2009	2010	2011	2012	24172.999999999913	21370.999999999956	18350	17670	Other	2009	2010	2011	2012	1069.9999999999941	906.99999999999739	825	764	Juveniles Referred
Referrals by Gender
Male 	2009	2010	2011	2012	68964	62845	55095	52121	Female	2009	2010	2011	2012	26297	23703	19622	18949	Male Referrals
Female Referrals

2012 Referral by Age
[CATEGORY NAME] year olds
[VALUE]
[CATEGORY NAME] year olds
[VALUE]
[CATEGORY NAME] year olds
[VALUE]
[CATEGORY NAME] year olds
[VALUE]
[CATEGORY NAME] year olds
[VALUE]
10-12	13-14	15	16	17	5002	20492	18896	23155	3525	2012 Disposition by Type
[CATEGORY NAME] and Certified
[PERCENTAGE]
Drop/Dismissed	Deferred Adjudication	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified	19058	13952	15183	18217	985	Juvenile Disposition 2009 - 2012
2009	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation 	TJJD	Certified	 19,058 	 13,952 	 15,183 	 18,217 	 804 	 181 	20981	23430	21661	23893	1346	200	2010	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation 	TJJD	Certified	 19,058 	 13,952 	 15,183 	 18,217 	 804 	 181 	18643	21796	19527	22076	1114	216	2011	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation 	TJJD	Certified	 19,058 	 13,952 	 15,183 	 18,217 	 804 	 181 	15756	19721	17022	19641	957	175	2012	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation 	TJJD	Certified	 19,058 	 13,952 	 15,183 	 18,217 	 804 	 181 	19058	13952	15183	18217	804	181	Juvenile Detentions
Juvenile Disposition By Gender

2009	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	15518	15745	13742	19287	1241	195	5463	7685	7919	4606	105	5	2010	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	13790	14733	12487	17786	1015	203	4853	7063	7040	4290	99	13	2011	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	Dropped / Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	12002	13592	11118	15726	875	170	3754	6129	5904	3915	82	5	2012	13048	10659	9792	14585	734	173	6010	3293	5391	3632	70	8	
Juvenile Dispositions




Disposition By Race
Hispanics	Drop/Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	8281	9480	8504	10157	442	84	Anglos	Drop/Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	3613	5713	4540	4233	193	33	African-Americans	Drop/Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	3721	4241	3784	5085	314	58	Other	Drop/Dismissed	Deferred Prosecution	Supervisory Caution	Probation	TJJD	Certified as an Adult	141	287	194	166	8	0	
Detention by Race and Ethnicity
Hispanic	2009	2010	2011	2012	21078	20192	19024	15595	African American	2009	2010	2011	2012	12455	11502	10804	8735	Anglo	2009	2010	2011	2012	11697	10783	9637	8077	Other	2009	2010	2011	2012	422	373	359	277	Juvenile Detentions
Juvenile Detention by Gender
Male	2009	2010	2011	2012	35114	32941	30475	24805	Female	2009	2010	2011	2012	10538	9909	9349	7879	Male Detentions
Female Detentions
2009	Arrest	Referral	Diversion	Detention	Petitioned	Delinquent	Probation	Confinement	Transferred	1.55	1.18	0.84	0.98	1.1499999999999999	1.01	1	1.04	1.25	2010	Arrest	Referral	Diversion	Detention	Petitioned	Delinquent	Probation	Confinement	Transferred	0.71	2.37	0.88	0.99	1.1499999999999999	1.02	0.99	1.05	1.44	2011	Arrest	Referral	Diversion	Detention	Petitioned	Delinquent	Probation	Confinement	Transferred	1.08	1.53	0.91	1.02	1.22	1.01	1	1	1.18	2012	Arrest	Referral	Diversion	Detention	Petitioned	Delinquent	Probation	Confinement	Transferred	0.84	1.93	0.9	1.02	1.22	1.01	1	1.1499999999999999	1.18	Juvenile Population and Arrests
Population	2009	2010	2011	2012	2437070	2629727	2686887	2652285	Arrests	2008	2009	2010	2011	128318	116320	98816	91873	Juvenile Population

Juvenile Population and Arrest Rates
Population	2009	2010	2011	2012	2437070	2629727	2686887	2652285	Arrest Rates	2008	2009	2010	2011	5265.2570504745454	4423.2728340242156	3677.7132793452051	3463.9188473335253	Juvenile Population
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