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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2006, Massachusetts was selected as a replication site for the Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative (JDALI), a project of the Annie E. Casey Foundation. One of the
first steps to data-driven decision making in detention reform is to develop a “snapshot”
of the detention eligible population: both those youth who enter secure detention and
those who are arraigned or surrendered, but do not go to detention. This study utilized a
retrospective design, and the sample was selected from the cases disposed of in the
Boston and Worcester Juvenile Courts in 2006 and 2007.

Key Findings

Suffolk County Sample

Relatively few youths (13%) were being arraigned on a violation of probation.
Roughly half of the sample (48%) were arraigned on felony charges.
Of the detained group, 24% were charged with a misdemeanor.

The average length of time from arraignment to disposition was 126 days, with
Caucasian clients having the longest average processing time (144 days).

Probation violators had an average processing time of 97 days.

Youths arraigned on felonies had a considerably longer average processing time
(146 days) than those arraigned on misdemeanors (113 days).

The average length of detention stay was 29 days, with Hispanic youths having
the longest average length of stay (35 days).

Probation violators had a 43 day average length of detention stay.

Youths arraigned on felonies had roughly twice the average length of detention
stay (30 days) than those arraigned on misdemeanors (14 days).

The detained group had fewer Caucasian males (11% vs. 18%); more African
Americans charged with crimes against a person (44% vs. 30%); fewer African
American property offenders (11% vs. 27%), and fewer African American drug
offenders (9% vs. 16%), than did the non-detained group.

The likelihood of being arraigned on a violation of probation only was greater for
males (15%) than for females (6%); and greater for African Americans (16%)
than for Hispanics (8%) and Caucasians (7%).



Hispanics (14%) and African Americans (10%) were more likely than Caucasians
(2%) to be held without bail.

The detention rates for whites and non-whites were 27.3% and 33.6%
respectively. Non-whites were detained at 1.23 times the rate of whites.

Worcester County Sample

Youths arraigned on a violation of probation comprised 21% of the sample.
Only 22% of the sample were arraigned on felony charges.
Of the detained group, 47% were charged with a misdemeanor.

The average length of time from arraignment to disposition was 102 days, with
Caucasian clients (111 days) having the longest average processing time.

Probation violators had an average processing time of 85 days.

Surprisingly, youths arraigned on misdemeanors had a considerably longer
average processing time than those arraigned on felonies (108 days and 91 days
respectively).

The average length of detention stay was 20 days, with Caucasian youths having
the longest average length of stay (23 days).

Youths arraigned on violations of probation only, had a 21 day average length of
detention stay.

Youths arraigned on felonies had the same average length of detention stay as
those arraigned on misdemeanors (20 days).

The detained group had more Hispanic youths (23%) than the non-detained group
(19%).

The detained group had a much higher proportion of probation violators (32%)
than the non-detained group (9%).

The detained group had fewer Caucasian males (42% vs. 55%); more Hispanic
males (35% vs. 25%); more Hispanics charged with crimes against a person (26%
vs. 18%); fewer Hispanic property offenders (4% vs. 11%); and fewer Caucasian
property offenders (16% vs. 23%) than did the non-detained group.



= The likelihood of being arraigned on a violation of probation only, was greater for
females (26%) than for males (19%); and greater for Hispanics (27%) and
Caucasians (22%) than for African Americans (13%).

= The detention rates for whites and non-whites were 29.5% and 34.1%
respectively. Non-whites were detained at 1.16 times the rate of whites.

Introduction

In 2006, Massachusetts was selected as a replication site for the Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI), a project of the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Begun in
1993, JDAI has been replicated throughout the country and has helped to create more
effective, efficient juvenile justice systems by streamlining case processing, offering
community-based alternatives to detention, and improving policies regarding the use of
secure detention. One of the principles fundamental to the success of the initiative is
data-driven decision making (the eight core strategies of JDAI are outlined in Appendix
A). In order for key stakeholders to make the best decisions regarding youth in the

system, objective data must be available to guide discretionary decision-making.

One of the first steps to data-driven decision making in detention reform is to develop a
“snapshot” of the detention eligible population: both those youth who enter secure
detention and those who are arraigned or surrendered, but do not go to detention. This

snapshot can be used to answer questions such as:

= What are the current patterns of detention utilization? What kinds of youth are being
detained in terms of age, gender and race? What is the offense and offense history
profile of youth admitted to detention? How do these profiles differ from the

characteristics of youth who are not detained?

= How long are detained youth remaining in the detention facility? How does this vary

by race, gender, offense type and offense history?



The answers to these questions can be used to inform discussions among stakeholders in
different parts of the system. They can also be used to identify priority areas for the

development of a detention reform work plan.

The goal of the detention utilization study is to collect data for the detention snapshot.
This report is meant to be a working document for the Massachusetts JDAI stakeholders,
and will likely serve as a jumping off point for both additional research and action on
refining programs and policy at the two Massachusetts JDAI pilot sites. Ideally, the
results of this report will provide further support to the work of the JDAI collaborative in

Suffolk and Worcester counties that began in early 2007.

Methods and Procedures

This study utilized a retrospective design, and the sample was selected from the cases
disposed in the Boston and Worcester Juvenile Courts in 2006 and 2007. Because the
study sample included only closed cases, the same sample can be used for analysis of the
detention-eligible and detention admission groups. The courts provided sequential
dockets for each court, of complaints filed in 2006 and 2007 that have reached
disposition. (This is not truly a sample, but a census of disposed cases within a certain
time parameter). This study utilized the first 500 cases from each court that met the
criteria of detention eligibility (an arraignment, warrant, or violation hearing). For the
purposes of this study, each potential detention admission was counted. This means that
multiple complaints could be counted only once because there is only one arraignment on
the multiple charges (in this case, the most serious violation or offense was coded). A
complaint could be counted more than once if there are multiple detention eligibilities;
for example, first at arraignment and then later on a warrant apprehension. Each case
was identified initially with the juvenile defendant’s name, DOB, DYS ID number, and
docket number, followed by a six-digit identification number assigned after the data were

collected. These data were entered into the master data collection form.



Data collected from the court files included demographic information, arrest date, court
appearance date, reason for court appearance (offense, violation, warrant, or
combination), most serious offense, whether or not the youth was detained, number of
offenses and prior offense history. If there was a bail decision, the amount of bail and
reasons for bail were collected. Court records were provided in hard copy from the
JURIS system, and were returned to the court subsequent to data collection.

Information was collected from the DYS database as to whether the youth was detained,
the date of admission to detention, where they were detained, and at what point of the
process they were detained. These data from the DYS database were entered into the

master data collection form.

Individual cases (youths) retained the same unique identifier. In addition, information
was collected as to the length of stay, point in the case in which release occurred, and

demographic information for each case.

The youth’s offense for which he or she was detained and his or her offense history was
obtained from court records and Criminal Offenders Record Information (CORI) reports
using the identifying information (name, DOB, ID number). Additional information

about confidentiality and data security can be found in Appendix B.

Results

All results which are statistically-significant (p<.05) are indicated with an asterisk (*).
The demographics for the entire Suffolk County and Worcester County samples were
similar to those of the respective DYS detention populations from those two counties.
The gender breakdown was 81% male, 19% female for Suffolk County and 76% male,
24% female for Worcester County. The race breakdown for Suffolk County was 17%
Caucasian; 61% African American; 19% Hispanic; and 3% other. The race breakdown
for Worcester County was 51% Caucasian; 14% African American; 27% Hispanic; and
8% other. 72% of the Suffolk County sample were in the 15-16 year age range,

compared to 58% for Worcester county. Worcester County had more youths 14 years old



and younger than did Suffolk County (16% and 8% respectively). The breakdown by
offense type saw Suffolk County with 36% person offenders; 22% property offenders;
12% drug offenders; 8% probation violators; and 22% other. By comparison, Worcester
County had 23% person offenders; 16% property offenders; 7% drug offenders; 16%
probation violators; and 38% other. The Suffolk County sample contained more
offenders arraigned on felonies than did the Worcester County sample (48% and 22%

respectively). See figures 1-5.

Figure 1

DUS Sample: Gender By County
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Figure 2

DUS Sample: Race By County
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Figure 3

DUS Sample: Age By County
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Figure 4

DUS Sample: Offense Type By County
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Figure 5

DUS Sample: Offense Severity By County
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The two samples had roughly the same overall rate of detentions (32% for Suffolk; 31%
for Worcester). Of the clients who were detained, Suffolk County had 71% detained at
arraignment and 17% detained at a VOP hearing. The respective percentages for

Worcester County were 59% and 36%. See figures 6-7.

Figure 6
DUS Sample: % Detained by County
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Figure 7

DUS Sample: Detention Point By County
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Figure 8

DUS Sample: Point of Release By County
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Processing Time

For the Suffolk County sample, the average length of time from arraignment to
disposition was 126 days. Note: Misdemeanor cases may have had longer case
processing times because case disposal didn’t occur until their probation period was
terminated. Those with felony charges may have been more likely to be committed,
thereby shortening their case processing time. Caucasian clients tended to have the
longest average processing time (144 days), while African American and Hispanic clients
followed with averages of 125 and 113 days respectively. Person offenders (162 days)
had longer average processing times than property* and drug offenders (105 and 123
days respectively). Probation violators had an average processing time of 97 days.

Those arraigned on felonies (146 days) had longer average processing times than those

arraigned on misdemeanors (113 days)*. See Figures 9-11.
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For the Worcester County sample, the average length of time from arraignment to
disposition was 102 days. Caucasian clients tended to have the longest average
processing time (111 days), while Hispanic and African American clients followed with
averages of 93 and 88 days respectively. Property offenders (173 days) had longer
average processing times than person and drug offenders (111* and 96* days
respectively). Probation violators had an average processing time of 85 days. Those
arraigned on misdemeanors (108 days) had longer average processing times than those
arraigned on felonies (91 days). See Figures 15-17.

Length of Detention Stay

For the Suffolk County sample, the average length of detention stay was 29 days.
Hispanic clients tended to have the longest average lengths of stay (38 days), while
African American and Caucasian clients followed with averages of 29 and 22 days
respectively. Person offenders (30 days) had longer average lengths of stay than property
and drug offenders (21 and 19 days respectively). Probation violators had an average
length of stay of 43 days. Those arraigned on felonies (30 days) had longer average
lengths of stay than those arraigned on misdemeanors (14 days). See Figures 12-14.

For the Worcester County sample, the average length of detention stay was 20 days.
Caucasian clients tended to have the longest average lengths of stay (23 days), while
Hispanic and African American clients followed with averages of 18 days each. Person
offenders (22 days) had longer average lengths of stay than drug and property offenders
(21 and 18 days respectively). Probation violators had an average length of stay of 21
days. Those arraigned on misdemeanors had the same average lengths of stay as those

arraigned on felonies (20 days). See Figures 18-20.
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Figure 9

Suffolk: Avg. Days From Arraignment to Disposition By Gender and Race
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Figure 10

Suffolk: Avg. Days From Arraignment to Disposition By Offense Type
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Figure 11

Suffolk: Avg. Days From Arraignment to Disposition By Offense Severity
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Figure 12
Suffolk: Avg. Length of Detention Stay By Gender and Race
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Figure 13

Suffolk: Avg. Length of Detention Stay By Offense Type
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Figure 15

Worcester: Avg. Days From Arraignment to Disposition By Gender and Race
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Figure 16
Worcester: Avg. Days From Arraignment to Disposition By Offense Type
200
173
160
111
120
103
96 102
= 85
80 -
30
40 A
O . T T .
Person Property Drug MV Weapons Pub. VOP All
Order

17



Figure 17

Worcester: Avg. Days From Arraignment to Disposition By Offense Severity
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Figure 18
Worcester: Avg. Length of Detention Stay By Gender and Race
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Comparisons of Detained vs. Non-detained Groups

(Refer to Figures 21-38)
In the Suffolk sample, the detained group had the following characteristics: 91% male*;

14% Caucasian; 62% African American; 20% Hispanic; 40% person offenders; 15%
property offenders; 8% drug offenders; 23% probation violators*; 67% arraigned on new
offenses only*; 53% arraigned on felonies*; 38% had 4 or more previous referrals*; 19%
had at least one failure to appear (FTA); 18% had 4 or more previous detentions*; and

49% were on probation.

In the Suffolk sample, the non-detained group had the following characteristics: 77%

male*; 18% Caucasian; 62% African American; 18% Hispanic; 34% person offenders;
24% property offenders; 14% drug offenders; 2% probation violators*; 96% arraigned on
new offenses only*; 45% arraigned on felonies*; 13% had 4 or more previous referrals*;
11% had at least one FTA; none had 4 or more previous detentions*; and 27% were on

probation.

In the Worcester sample, the detained group had the following characteristics: 76%

male; 48% Caucasian; 8% African American; 23% Hispanic; 27% person offenders; 9%
property offenders; 6% drug offenders; 32% probation violators*; 57% arraigned on new
offenses only*; 21% arraigned on felonies*; 26% had 4 or more previous referrals*; 20%
had at least one FTA; 24% had 4 or more previous detentions*; and 39% were on
probation.

In the Worcester sample, the non-detained group had the following characteristics: 77%

male; 53% Caucasian; 10% African American; 19% Hispanic; 20% person offenders;
19% property offenders; 8% drug offenders; 9% probation violators*; 88% arraigned on
new offenses only*; 22% arraigned on felonies*; 11% had 4 or more previous referrals*;
17% had at least one FTA; and 3% had 4 or more previous detentions*, and 36% were on
probation.
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Figure 21

Suffolk: Detained Status by Gender
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Figure 22
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Figure 23

Suffolk: Detained Status by Race
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Figure 24
Worcester: Detained Status by Race
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Figure 25

Suffolk: Detained Status by Offense Type
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Figure 26
Worcester: Detained Status by Offense Type
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Figure 27
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Figure 28
Worcester: Detained Status by Reason Detention Eligible
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Figure 29

Suffolk: Detained Status by Offense Severity
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Figure 30

Worcester: Detained Status by Offense Severity
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Figure 31

Suffolk: Detained Status by # Prev. Referrals
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Figure 32
Worcester: Detained Status by # Prev. Referrals
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Figure 33

Suffolk: Detained Status by # Prev. FTAs
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Figure 34
Worcester: Detained Status by # Prev. FTAs
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Figure 35

Suffolk: Detained Status by # Prev. Detentions
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Figure 36
Worcester: Detained Status by # Prev. Detentions
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Figure 37

Suffolk: Detained Status by Supervision Status
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Figure 38

Worcester: Detained Status by Supervision Status
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Suffolk County:
Characteristics of the detained (vs. non-detained) group

There were fewer Caucasian males (Tables 1 and 2); more African American person

offenders, fewer African American property and drug offenders (Tables 3 and 4).

Table 1
()
o © ©
[ = o
. = (3] =
Suffolk: Detained % L % %
Caucasian 8 10.5% 4 50.0% | 12 | 14.3%
African-American 49 | 64.5% 3 37.5% | 52 | 61.9%
Hispanic/Latino 16 | 21.1% 1 12.5% | 17 | 20.2%
Other 3 3.9% 0 0.0% 3 3.6%
Total 76 | 100.0% | 8 | 100.0% | 84 | 100.0%
Table 2
(&)
Q < ©
g ; g
Suffolk: Not Detained % L % %
Caucasian 24 | 18.0% 8 19.5% | 32 18.4%
African-American 83 62.4% | 24 | 58.5% | 107 | 61.5%
Hispanic/Latino 25 | 188% | 7 | 17.1% | 32 | 18.4%
Asian 1 0.8% 2 4.9% 3 1.7%
Total 133 | 100.0% | 41 | 100.0% | 174 | 100.0%
Table 3
@
s o o
‘0 o c o <
8 £ g = 3
= < 2 O =
8 L T
Suffolk: Detained % < % % % %
Person 5 41.7% | 20 | 43.5% 5 31.3% 0 0.0% 30 39.0%
Property 3 25.0% | 5 109% | 4 | 25.0% | O 0.0% 12 15.6%
Drugs 0 0.0% 4 8.7% 2 125% | O 0.0% 6 7.8%
Motor Vehicle 1 8.3% 2 4.3% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 4 5.2%
Weapons 0 0.0% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.3%
Public Order 1 8.3% 3 6.5% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% | 6 7.8%
Technical VOP 2 16.7% | 11 | 23.9% 4 25.0% 1 33.3% | 18 23.4%
Total 12 | 100.0% | 46 | 100.0% | 16 | 100.0% | 3 | 100.0% | 77 100.0%
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Table 4

9

3 38 o

8 = = . _

g 2 | 2 £

= < 2 O =
Suffolk: Not 8 = T
Detained % < % % % %
Person 13 | 41.9% 31 30.1% | 10 | 31.3% 2 66.7% 56 33.1%
Property 5 16.1% 28 27.2% 9 28.1% 0 0.0% 42 24.9%
Drugs 3 9.7% 16 15.5% 5 15.6% 1 33.3% | 25 14.8%
Motor Vehicle 2 6.5% 4 3.9% 2 6.3% 0 0.0% 8 4.7%
Weapons 2 6.5% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 1.8%
Public Order 6 19.4% 22 21.4% 6 18.8% 0 0.0% 34 20.1%
Technical VOP 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6%
Total 31 | 100.0% | 103 | 100.0% | 32 | 100.0% | 3 | 100.0% | 169 100.0%

Worcester County:

Characteristics of the detained (vs. non-detained) group

There were fewer Caucasian males, more Hispanic males (Tables 5 and 6); more

Hispanic person offenders, fewer Hispanic property and drug offenders, and fewer

Caucasian property offenders (Tables 7 and 8).

Table 5
(]

Q © ©

= 5 °
Worcester: Detained % L % %
Caucasian 27 | 41.5% | 14 | 66.7% | 41 | 47.7%
African-American 9 13.8% 2 9.5% 11 | 12.8%
Hispanic/Latino 23 | 354% | 5 | 23.8% | 28 | 32.6%
Asian 6 9.2% 0 0.0% 6 7.0%
Total 65 | 100.0% | 21 | 100.0% | 86 | 100.0%
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Table 6

(]
Q@ © ©
g ) g

Worcester: Not Detained % L % %
Caucasian 78 | 54.9% | 20 | 46.5% | 98 | 53.0%
African-American 17 12.0% | 10 | 23.3% | 27 14.6%
Hispanic/Latino 35 | 246% | 11 | 25.6% | 46 | 24.9%
Asian 12 8.5% 2 4.7% 14 7.6%
Total 142 | 100.0% | 43 | 100.0% | 185 | 100.0%
Table 7
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Worcester: Detained © % < % % % %
Person 7 | 184% | 6 | 545% | 7 | 25.9% | 2 | 40.0% | 22 | 27.2%
Property 6 15.8% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 0 0.0% 7 8.6%
Drugs 1 2.6% 1 9.1% 3 11.1% 0 0.0% 5 6.2%
Motor Vehicle 2 5.3% 2 | 182% | 5 | 185% | 1 | 20.0% | 10 | 12.3%
Weapons 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1| 200% | 1 1.2%
Public Order 6 15.8% 0 0.0% 3 11.1% 1 20.0% | 10 | 12.3%
Technical VOP 16 | 42.1% 2 18.2% 8 29.6% 0 0.0% 26 | 32.1%
Total 38 | 100.0% | 11 | 100.0% | 27 | 100.0% | 5 | 100.0% | 81 | 100.0%
Table 8
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Worcester: Not 8 = I
Detained % < % % % %
Person 18 | 18.9% 7 25.9% 8 17.8% 4 28.6% 37 20.4%
Property 22 | 23.2% 6 22.2% 5 11.1% 3 21.4% 36 19.9%
Drugs 11 | 11.6% | 2 7.4% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 14 7.7%
Motor Vehicle 13 | 13.7% 0 0.0% 4 8.9% 0 0.0% 17 9.4%
Weapons 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 1 0.6%
Public Order 24 | 253% | 8 | 29.6% |21 | 46.7% | 6 | 42.9% | 59 | 32.6%
Technical VOP 7 7.4% 4 14.8% 6 13.3% 0 0.0% 17 9.4%
Total 95 | 100.0% | 27 | 100.0% | 45 | 100.0% | 14 | 100.0% | 181 | 100.0%
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Suffolk County:

The likelihood of being arraigned on a violation of probation only, was greater for males
than for females; and greater for African Americans and Hispanics than for Caucasians
(Tables 9 and 10). The likelihood of being released to parent was greater for Caucasians
than for African Americans and Hispanics. The likelihood of having bail denied or being
released with conditions was greater for African Americans and Hispanics than for
Caucasians (Tables 13 and 14).

Table 9
(&)
Q@ T ©
Suffolk: Reason < £ S
Detention Eligible % L % %
New Offense Only 186 | 84.9% | 49 | 94.2% | 235 | 86.7%
VOP Only 22 | 10.0% | 3 5.8% 25 9.2%
New Offense & VOP 10 4.6% 0 0.0% 10 3.7%
Pending Placement 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
Total 219 | 100.0% | 52 | 100.0% | 271 | 100.0%
Table 10
=
8 S o
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> < 2] (@) =
Suffolk: Reason 8 = I
Detention Eligible % < % % % %
13 22
New Offense Only | 42 | 93.3% | 4 | 84.3% |44 | 89.8% | 5 | 83.3% | 5 | 86.9%
VOP Only 3 6.7% | 15 | 94% | 4 8.2% 1| 16.7% | 23 | 8.9%
New Offense &
VOP 0 0.0% | 10 | 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 | 3.9%
Pending
Placement 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
100.0 | 15 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 25 | 100.0
Total 45 % 9 % 49 % 6 % 9 %
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Table 11
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Suffolk: Detention Point % L % %
At Arraignment 56 | 25.6% | 5 9.8% 61 | 22.6%
At Preliminary Hearing 1 0.5% 1 2.0% 2 0.7%
Transferred From Other
Placement 6 2.7% 0 0.0% 6 2.2%
At VOP Hearing 14 6.4% 1 2.0% 15 5.6%
At Other Point 1 0.5% 1 2.0% 2 0.7%
NA, Not Detained 141 | 64.4% | 43 | 84.3% | 184 | 68.1%
Total 219 | 100.0% | 51 | 100.0% | 270 | 100.0%
Table 12
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Suffolk: Detention Point © % < % % % %
At Arraignment 10 | 22.7% | 38 | 23.9% |10 | 20.4% | 2 | 33.3% | 60 | 23.3%
At Preliminary Hearing 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 2.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.8%
Transferred From Other
Placement 0 0.0% 4 2.5% 2 4.1% 0 0.0% 2 0.8%
At VOP Hearing 1 2.3% 9 5.7% 4 8.2% 0 0.0% 6 2.3%
At Other Point 1 2.3% 1 0.6% 0 0.0% 1 | 16.7% | 15 5.8%
NA, Not Detained 32 | 72.7% | 106 | 66.7% | 32 | 65.3% | 3 | 50.0% | 173 | 67.1%
Total 44 | 100.0% | 159 | 100.0% | 49 | 100.0% | 6 | 100.0% | 258 | 100.0%
Table 13
. (]
Suffolk: Bail o < S
Decision at g g o
Arraignment % L % %
Released to DSS 0 0.0% 4 7.7% 4 1.5%
Released to Parent 42 | 19.4% | 10 | 19.2% | 52 | 19.3%
Released with
Conditions 92 | 42.4% |29 | 55.8% | 121 | 45.0%
Bail Denied 22 | 101% | 1 1.9% 23 8.6%
Bail Set 53 | 244% | 6 | 11.5% | 59 | 21.9%
Other 8 3.7% 2 3.8% 10 3.7%
Total 217 | 100.0% | 52 | 100.0% | 269 | 100.0%
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Table 14
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Suffolk: Bail 8 E 2 5 2
Decision at 8 u T
Arraignment % < % % % %
Released to DSS 1 2.2% 1 0.6% 2 4.1% 0 0.0% 4 1.6%
Released to Parent 14 | 31.1% | 26 | 16.6% | 8 16.3% | 2 28.6% | 50 | 19.5%
Released w/
Conditions 16 | 35.6% | 74 | 47.1% | 21 | 42.9% 2 28.6% | 112 | 43.6%
Bail Denied 0 0.0% 15 9.6% 7 14.3% 1 14.3% | 23 8.9%
Bail Set 11 | 24.4% 36 22.9% 9 18.4% 2 28.6% 58 22.6%
Other 3 6.7% 5 3.2% 2 4.1% 0 0.0% 10 3.9%
Total 45 | 100.0% | 157 | 100.0% | 49 | 100.0% | 7 | 100.0% | 257 | 100.0%

Suffolk County:

The likelihood of being held without bail or being held on a bail amount of $100 or less

was greater for males than for females. Females were more likely to have no bail set.

Caucasians were more likely than African American and Hispanics to have no bail set.

African Americans and Hispanics were more likely than Caucasians to be held without

bail. African Americans were less likely to be held on a bail amount of $100 or less than

were Caucasians and Hispanics (Tables 15 and 16).

Table 15

()
Suffolk: Bail % C_EG g
Amount = % & % = %
Bail Not Set 143 | 65.9% | 44 | 84.6% | 187 | 69.5%
<= $100 34 | 15.7% 5 9.6% 39 14.5%
> $100 18 8.3% 1 1.9% 19 7.1%
Held Without Bail 22 10.1% 2 3.8% 24 8.9%
Total 217 | 100.0% | 52 | 100.0% | 269 | 100.0%

35




Table 16

C
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‘0 = c = =
Suffolk: Bail . o T
Amount % < % % % % %
Bail Not Set 33 | 73.3% | 107 | 68.2% | 33 | 67.3% 3 | 100.0% | O 0.0% 176 | 68.5%
<= $100 8 17.8% 21 13.4% 9 18.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 38 14.8%
> $100 3 6.7% 14 8.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 19 7.4%
Held Without Bail 1 2.2% 15 9.6% 7 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 24 9.3%
Total 45 | 100.0% | 157 | 100.0% | 49 | 100.0% | 3 | 100.0% | 3 | 100.0% | 257 | 100.0%

Worcester County:

The likelihood of being arraigned on a violation of probation only was greater for females

than for males; and greater for Hispanics and Caucasians than for African Americans

(Tables 17 and 18). The likelihood of being released to parent or having bail denied was

greater for Caucasians than for African Americans and Hispanics. The likelihood of

being released with conditions was greater for African Americans than for Caucasians
and Hispanics (Tables 21 and 22).

Table 17
(]

o © ©
Worcester: Reason g £ E
Detention Eligible % L % %
New Offense Only 168 | 79.6% | 48 | 73.8% | 216 | 78.3%
VOP Only 25 11.8% | 15 | 23.1% 40 14.5%
Violated Prev Cond. 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
New Offense & VOP 16 7.6% 2 3.1% 18 6.5%
Post-Disp. Det. 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
Total 211 | 100.0% | 65 | 100.0% | 276 | 100.0%
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Table 18

=
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Worcester: § e a = =
Reason Detention 8 o T
Eligible % < % % % %
New Offense Only 109 | 78.4% | 32 | 84.2% | 53 | 71.6% | 17 | 85.0% | 211 | 77.9%
VOP Only 22 15.8% 5 13.2% | 13 | 17.6% 0 0.0% 40 14.8%
Violated Prev
Cond. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
New Offense &
VOP 8 5.8% 0 0.0% 7 9.5% 3 | 15.0% | 18 6.6%
Post-Disp. Det. 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
Total 139 | 100.0% | 38 | 100.0% | 74 | 100.0% | 20 | 100.0% | 271 | 100.0%
Table 19
()
o © ©
Worcester: g £ E
Detention Point % 8 % %
At Arraignment 41 | 194% | 10 | 154% | 51 | 18.5%
At Preliminary
Hearing 3 1.4% 0 0.0% 3 1.1%
At Adjudication
Hearing 0 0.0% 1 1.5% 1 0.4%
At VOP Hearing 21 10.0% | 10 | 15.4% 31 11.2%
NA, Not Detained 146 | 69.2% | 44 | 67.7% | 190 | 68.8%
Total 211 | 100.0% | 65 | 100.0% | 276 | 100.0%
Table 20
c
5 3 o
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S < ) O =
Worcester: 8 = I
Detention Point % < % % % %
At Arraignment 20 | 144% | 9 | 23.7% | 17 | 23.0% | 5 | 25.0% | 51 | 18.8%
At Preliminary
Hearing 2 1.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 3 1.1%
At Adjudication
Hearing 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.4%
At VOP Hearing 19 13.7% 2 5.3% 9 12.2% 1 5.0% 31 11.4%
NA, Not Detained 98 | 70.5% | 27 | 71.1% | 46 | 62.2% | 14 | 70.0% | 185 | 68.3%
Total 139 | 100.0% | 38 | 100.0% | 74 | 100.0% | 20 | 100.0% | 271 | 100.0%
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Table 21

Worcester: Bail o % <
Decision at g £ S
Arraignment % L % %
Released to DSS 2 1.0% 3 5.2% 5 1.9%
Released to Parent 22 | 10.7% | 13 | 22.4% | 35 | 13.3%
Released with
Conditions 104 | 50.7% | 24 | 41.4% | 128 | 48.7%
Bail Denied 26 12.7% 6 10.3% 32 12.2%
Bail Set 27 13.2% 5 8.6% 32 12.2%
Other 24 11.7% 7 12.1% 31 11.8%
Total 205 | 100.0% | 58 | 100.0% | 263 | 100.0%
Table 22
= g
@ © 2
2 3 S & ;—5
Worcester: Balil o = 2 2 S
Decision at 8 = T
Arraignment % < % % % %
Released to DSS 3 2.3% 1 2.8% 1 1.4% 0 0.0% 5 1.9%
Released to Parent 19 | 14.4% | 3 8.3% 8 11.4% | 3 15.0% | 33 | 12.8%
Released w/ 12
Conditions 67 | 50.8% |20 | 55.6% | 29 | 41.4% | 9 | 45.0% 5 48.4%
Bail Denied 21 | 159% | 2 5.6% 6 8.6% 3 15.0% | 32 | 12.4%
Bail Set 10 | 7.6% 6 | 16.7% |13 | 186% | 3 | 15.0% | 32 | 12.4%
Other 12 | 9.1% 4 | 11.1% |13 | 18.6% | 2 | 10.0% | 31 | 12.0%
13 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 25 | 100.0
Total 2 % 36 % 70 % 20 % 8 %

Worcester County:

The likelihood of being held without bail was greater for Caucasians than for Hispanics

or African Americans. Caucasians were less likely than Hispanics and African

Americans to be held on a bail amount of $100 or less (Tables 23 and 24).
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Table 23

© 3 3
Worcester: Bail g £ S
Amount % L % %
Bail Not Set 152 | 74.1% | 46 | 78.0% | 198 | 75.0%
<= $100 20 9.8% 5 8.5% 25 9.5%
> $100 6 2.9% 1 1.7% 7 2.7%
Held Without Bail 27 13.2% 7 11.9% 34 12.9%
Total 205 | 100.0% | 59 | 100.0% | 264 | 100.0%
Table 24
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Worcester: Bail 8 o T
Amount % < % % % % %
Bail Not Set 101 | 75.4% | 28 | 77.8% | 50 | 72.5% | 14 | 70.0% 0 0.0% | 193 | 74.5%
<= $100 7 5.2% 4 11.1% | 11 | 15.9% 3 15.0% 0 0.0% 25 9.7%
> $100 3 2.2% 2 5.6% 2 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 2.7%
Held Without Bail 23 17.2% 2 5.6% 6 8.7% 3 15.0% 0 0.0% 34 13.1%
Total 134 | 100.0% | 36 | 100.0% | 69 | 100.0% | 20 | 100.0% | O 0.0% | 259 | 100.0%
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Relative Rate Index

The Relative Rate Index (RRI) is a way to measure differences in populations in regard to
the specific occurrence of an event. In the Juvenile Justice system, RRIs are useful to
investigate the occurrence of Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC). The RRI is an
estimator which allows for comparisons across time and racial groups. A weakness of the
RRI is that it may be subject to error if there are differences in the severity of the arrests

between racial groups.

For the purposes of this study, Relative Rate Indexes were calculated by dividing the
detention rate of non-white youths by the detention rate of white youths.

Suffolk County:

Detention rate for whites: 27.3%
Detention rate for non-whites: 33.6%

Relative Rate Index = 1.23 (Non-whites were detained at 1.23 times the rate of whites,
however the difference in the rates was not statistically-significant).

Worcester County:

Detention rate for whites: 29.5%
Detention rate for non-whites: 34.1%

Relative Rate Index = 1.16 (Non-whites were detained at 1.16 times the rate of whites,
however the difference in the rates was not statistically-significant).
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Limitations of the Study

There are two limitations that need to be acknowledged in regard to the present study. The
first involves sampling. Five hundred dockets were supplied by each court and the study
sample was confined to the court cases associated with those dockets. Therefore,
techniques such as random sampling and proportionate allocation were not possible. The
second limitation involves the jurisdiction of the Boston Juvenile Court (BJC) from which
the Suffolk County sample was taken. The BJC excludes areas of Boston such as
Dorchester, Roxbury, and Mattapan. Since a large proportion of DYS youth reside in these
areas, the study sample may not have contained a representative group of detention-eligible

youths from Suffolk County.

Conclusions

The differences in the racial compositions of the two samples underscored the
demographic disparities between Suffolk and Worcester Counties. The Suffolk County
sample was 17% Caucasian; 61% African American; 19% Hispanic; and 3% other; while
the Worcester County sample was 51% Caucasian; 14% African American; 27% Hispanic;
and 8% other. The gender breakdown was 81% male, 19% female for Suffolk County and
76% male, 24% female for Worcester County. The Suffolk County sample had a greater
proportion of youths in the 15-16 year range, while the Worcester County sample had
twice the rate of youths aged 14 and under. The following is a summary of the conclusions
drawn, by County:

Suffolk County Sample
= Relatively few youths (13%) were being arraigned on a violation of probation.
= Roughly half of the sample (48%) were arraigned on felony charges.

= Of the detained group, 24% were charged with a misdemeanor.
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The average length of time from arraignment to disposition was 126 days, with
Caucasian clients having the longest average processing time (144 days).

Probation violators had an average processing time of 97 days.

Youths arraigned on felonies had a considerably longer average processing time
(146 days) than those arraigned on misdemeanors (113 days).

The average length of detention stay was 29 days, with Hispanic youths having the
longest average length of detention stay (35 days).

Probation violators had a 43 day average length of detention stay.

Youths arraigned on felonies had roughly twice the average length of stay (30 days)
than those arraigned on misdemeanors (14 days).

The detained group had considerably more males (91%) than the non-detained
group (77%).

The detained group had many more probation violators (32%) than the non-
detained group (4%).

The detained group had fewer Caucasian males (11% vs. 18%); more African
Americans charged with crimes against a person (44% vs. 30%); fewer African
American property offenders (11% vs. 27%), and fewer African American drug
offenders (9% vs. 16%), than did the non-detained group.

The likelihood of being arraigned on a violation of probation only was greater for
males (15%) than for females (6%); and greater for African Americans (16%) than
for Hispanics (8%) and Caucasians (7%).

Hispanics (14%) and African Americans (10%) were more likely than Caucasians
(2%) to be held without bail.

The detention rates for whites and non-whites were 27.3% and 33.6% respectively.
Non-whites were detained at 1.23 times the rate of whites.
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Worcester County Sample

Roughly one out of five youths (21%) were arraigned on a violation of probation.
Only 22% of the sample were arraigned on felony charges.
Of the detained group, 47% were charged with a misdemeanor.

The average length of time from arraignment to disposition was 102 days, with
Caucasian clients having the longest average processing time (111 days).

Probation violators had an average processing time of 85 days.

Surprisingly, youths arraigned on misdemeanors had a considerably longer average
processing time than those arraigned on felonies (108 days and 91 days
respectively).

The average length of detention stay was 20 days, with Caucasian youths having
the longest average length of stay (23 days).

Youth arraigned on violations of probation only, had a 21 day average length of
detention stay.

Youths arraigned on felonies had the same average length of detention stay as those
arraigned on misdemeanors (20 days).

The detained group had more Hispanic youths (23%) than the non-detained group
(19%).

The detained group had many more probation violators (42%) than the non-
detained group (12%).

The detained group had fewer Caucasian males (42% vs. 55%); more Hispanic
males (35% vs. 25%); more Hispanics charged with crimes ag