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Cases Diverted 

Cases Involving Secur

Cases Petitioned 

Cases Resulting in Ad

Cases Resulting in Lo

Cases Resulting in Se

* Valid data summarizing
** The RRI for detention 
***Confinement rates co
The rate of occurrence fo
confinement in 2009. 

nate Minority Conta

RI Comparisons fo

 

Court 

e Detention** 

judication 

cal Probation  

cure Confinement*** 

g juvenile arrests, referra
ould not be estimated be
uld not be estimated for 
anors for black youth = 1

RI Comparisons fo

 

Court 

re Detention** 

djudication 

cal Probation  

ecure Confinement***

g juvenile arrests, referra
could not be estimated 

uld not be estimated for 
or violent felonies for blac

 

act Assessment St

r Black and White

ls to juvenile court, and 
cause the arrest rate is n
misdemeanor offenses b
3.33). FINS cases were 

r Black and White

 

ls to juvenile court, and 
because the arrest rate is
violent felonies and misd

ck youth = 12.50 and vio

tudy:  Final Report

Youth across Offe

Total 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.26 

0.83 

3.37 

cases diverted are not av
not available. In 2009, 9
because the rate of occur
not placed in secure con

Youth across Viol

Total Vi

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.26 

0.83 

3.37 

cases diverted are not av
s not available. 
demeanors because the 
olent misdemeanors=2.0

  

ense Level (Parish 

Felony

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.33 

0.85 

2.09 

vailable for 2009. 
90% of felony and 84% o
rrence for white youth eq
nfinement in 2009. 

lence Level (Parish

iolent Felony N

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.57 

0.45 

-- 

vailable for 2009. 

rate of occurrence for wh
0. No youth were sent to 

A) 

of misdemeanor admissio
ualed zero (i.e., no white

h A) 

Non Violent Felony 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.11 

1.00 

10.00 

hite youth equaled zero (
secure care for non viole

 

Misdemeanor 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2.50 

0.80 

--**** 

ons were black.  
e youth were sent to secu

Violent Misdemea

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.65 

0.71 

-- 

i.e., no white youth were
ent misdemeanors. FINS 

 

Appendix B

FI
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anor Non Violent

1

0

e sent to secure care for t
cases were not placed in
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-- 
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.26 

.88 

-- 

ors). The rate of 

t Misdemeanor 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.14 

0.75 

-- 

these offenses). 
n secure 
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Table 2.3: 2009 R

Arrest 

Referrals to Juvenile C

Cases Diverted 

Cases Involving Secur

Cases Petitioned 

Cases Resulting in Ad

Cases Resulting in Loc

Cases Resulting in Se

* The arrest data that wa
to juvenile court for a FIN
** One white youth was d
*** Cases where the offe
**** FINS cases were no

Table 2.4: 2009 R

Arrest 

Referrals to Juvenile C

Cases Diverted* 

Cases Involving Secur

Cases Petitioned 

Cases Resulting in Ad

Cases Resulting in Lo

Cases Resulting in Se

* Violent felonies were no
** Cases where the offen

nate Minority Conta

RRI Comparisons fo

 

Court 

e Detention*** 

judication 

cal Probation  

cure Confinement 

s provided did not includ
NS offense and 268 blac
diverted for a felony offen
nse level could not be de

ot placed in secure confin

RI Comparisons fo

Court 

re Detention** 

djudication 

cal Probation  

ecure Confinement 

ot diverted in 2009. One
se level could not be det

 

act Assessment St

or Black and White

de arrests for FINS-relate
ck youth referred to juven
nse; no black youth were
etermined (e.g., theft of 
nement in 2009. 

r Black and White

Total 

4.37 

0.89 

0.51 

0.93 

1.02 

1.04 

0.96 

1.46 

e white youth was diverte
termined (e.g., theft of g

tudy:  Final Report

e Youth across Offe

Total 

4.37 

0.89 

0.51 

0.93 

1.02 

1.04 

0.96 

1.46 

ed offenses. Therefore, re
nile court for a FINS offe
e diverted for a felony offe
goods, possession of sto

Youth across Viol

Violent Felony 

7.46 

0.66 

--* 

0.94 

0.94 

1.20 

0.84 

1.70 

d for a felony offense; no
oods, possession of stole

  

ense Level (Parish

Felony

4.11 

0.82 

--** 

0.94 

1.01 

1.05 

0.92 

1.43 

eferrals to juvenile court 
nse. 
ense. FINS cases were n
len property) are not incl

lence Level (Parish

Non Violent Fe

3.36

0.91

--*

0.79

1.02

0.96

0.96

1.62

o black youth were divert
en property) are not inclu

h B) 

for FINS offenses could 

ot diverted in 2009. 
luded (n=213, 14% of a

h B) 

lony Violent 

6 

 

9 

2 

6 

6 

2 

ted for a felony offense.
uded (n=213, 14% of ad

 

Misdemeanor 

4.28 

1.04 

0.45 

0.80 

1.01 

1.13 

0.90 

1.65 

not be estimated. In 20

admissions). 

Misdemeanor 

4.03 

1.24 

1.00 

0.84 

1.03 

1.12 

0.93 

1.56 

dmissions). 
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--*

09, there were 127 whit

Non Violent Misdem

4.37

0.97

0.43

0.78

1.00

1.13

0.88

1.07
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Table 2.5: RRI Com

 

Paris

Paris

Paris

Paris

* Other offenses include 
Receiving, Possessing)..  

Table 2.6: RRI Com

 

Parish C 

Parish D 

Parish E 

Parish G 

nate Minority Conta

mparisons for Blac

sh C 

sh D 

sh E 

sh G 

offenses labeled "All oth

mparisons for Blac

 

act Assessment St

ck and White Youth

Total Arrests 

7.22 

6.22 

5.66 

3.84 

her Offenses (Except Traf

k and White Youth

Total Arrests 

7.22 

6.22 

5.66 

3.84 

tudy:  Final Report

h across Level of A

Felony 

12.27 

6.72 

3.45 

4.25 

ffic)" and offense where a

h across Violence L

Violent Felony

18.83 

9.22 

10.61 

0.85 

  

Arrest Offense (200

Mis

an offense level could no

Level of Arrest Offe

Non Violent

9.57

6.27

2.98

1.94

09) 

sdemeanor 

7.31 

6.79 

6.79 

4.12 

ot be identified in the dat

ense (2009) 

 Felony Viole

7 

7 

8 

4 

 

FINS 

-- 

-- 

1.82 

6.66 

ta file provided to GCR (

ent Misdemeanor 

5.67 

8.14 

6.63 

6.12 
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7.84

4.13

6.87

3.35
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Table 2.7: Local D

 

Parish A (2009) 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish D (2010)** 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

 

Parish F (2010)*** 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

*Non Criminal refers to c
**137 cases were missin
*** The data provided by
other" race is not reporte

nate Minority Conta

etention Admission

# of Yo

 

# of Yo

contempt of court, probat
ng offense information or 
y Parish F did not break t
ed. 

 

act Assessment St

ns across Offense 

outh 

135 

  19 

 

619 

119 

outh 

 

380 

    5 

tion violation, and house 
the offense level was un

the offense down by felon

tudy:  Final Report

Level*  

% Felony 

 

49.6 

42.1 

 

27.5 

31.9 

% Violent 

 

49.5 

-- 

arrest violation. 
nable to be identified (e.g
ny or misdemeanor, but o

  

% Misde

15

21

54

45

% Non 

28

20

g., theft of goods).  
only indicated whether th

emeanor 

 

5.6 

1.1 

 

4.8 

5.4 

Violent 

 

8.2 

0.0 

he offense was violent, n

 

% FINS 

 

1.5 

-- 

 

  7.6 

12.6 

% Status 

 

22.4 

80.0 

non violent, or a status of
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Table 2.8: Local D

 

Parish A (2009) 

Black Youth 

White Youth 

Parish D (2010)** 

Black Youth 

White Youth 

*Non Criminal refers to c
** 137 cases were missin

Note: The proportion of y

Table 2.9: 2009 OJ

 

Parish D 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish E 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish F 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

* OJJ probation data cou
** 58 cases were missing

nate Minority Conta

etention Admission

# of Youth %

 

135 

  19 

 

619 

119 

contempt of court, probat
ng offense information o

youth ages 10-17 residin

JJ Probation Place

# of Youth

 

264 

  67 

 

197 

 40 

 

156 

    1 

ld not be used in Caddo,
g offense information. Du

 

act Assessment St

ns across Violence

% Violent Felony %

 

21.5 

15.8 

 

6.0 

3.4 

tion violation, and house 
r the offense level was u

g in each parish in 2009

ements across Offe

h** 

, Calcasieu, and East Bat
ue to the low numbers, "o

tudy:  Final Report

e Level* 

% Non Violent Felony

 

28.1 

26.3 

 

21.5 

28.6 

arrest violation. 
nable to be identified (e.

9 are as follows: Parish A

nse Level (Data ob

% Felony 

 

31.1 

44.8 

 

22.3 

15.0 

 

59.0 

100.0 

ton Rouge because these
other" race are not report

  

% Violent Misdem

 

  7.4 

10.5 

 

26.3 

24.4 

.g., theft of goods, posse

A: 35% Black, Parish D: 

btained from JETS)

e jurisdictions have a loc
ted (Lafayette: n=13, Ou

meanor % Non Vio

ession of stolen property)

45% Black, Parish F: 85

* 

% Misdemean

 

68.6 

52.2 

 

72.6 

27.5 

 

32.7 

-- 

al probation department
uachita: n=2, Orleans: n=

 

olent Misdemeanor 

 

  8.1 

10.5 

 

28.4 

21.0 

. 

5%, Black. 

nor 

. Data from the local pro
=1).  
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12.6 
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  5.1

57.5

 

  8.3
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obation department was u
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unavailable. 
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Table 2.10: 2009 

#

Parish D 

Black Youth 

White Youth 

Parish E 

Black Youth 

White Youth 

Parish F 

Black Youth 

White Youth 

* OJJ probation data cou
** 58 cases were missing

Note: The proportion of y

nate Minority Conta

OJJ Probation Plac

# of Youth** %

 

264 

  67 

 

197 

 40 

 

156 

    1 

ld not be used in Caddo,
g offense information. Du

youth ages 10-17 residin

 

act Assessment St

cements across Vio

% Violent Felony 

 

  8.3 

  7.5 

 

  5.6 

-- 

 

12.2 

-- 

, Calcasieu, and East Bat
ue to the low numbers, "o

g in each parish in 2009

tudy:  Final Report

olence Level (Data

% Non Violent Felo

 

22.7 

37.3 

 

16.8 

15.0 

 

46.8 

100.0 

ton Rouge because these
other" race is not reporte

9 are as follows: Parish D

  

 obtained from JET

ny % Violent

e jurisdictions have a loc
ed (Lafayette: n=13, Oua

D: 45% Black, Parish E: 3

TS)* 

t Misdemeanor 

 

21.2 

  7.5 

 

14.7 

12.5 

 

  5.1 

-- 

al probation department
chita: n=2, Orleans: n=1

31% Black, Parish F: 85

 

% Non Violent M

4

4

5

1

2

. Data from the local pro
1).  

5% Black. 
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47.3 

44.8 

 

57.9 

15.0 

 

27.6 

-- 

obation department was u
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Table 2.11: 2009 

 

Parish C 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish D 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish E 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish F 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish G 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish H 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

* 22 cases were missing 

Note: The proportion of y
26% Black. 

nate Minority Conta

Secure Custody P

# of Youth

 

61 

  3 

 

43 

  5 

 

13 

  0 

 

107 

    1 

 

53 

  2 

 

19 

  6 

offense information. Due

youth ages 10-17 residin

 

act Assessment St

Placements across 

h* % F

88

33

6

20

6

  5

10

6

50

  7

10

e to the low number (n=6

g in each parish in 2009

tudy:  Final Report

Offense Level (Dat

Felony 

 

8.5 

3.3 

 

2.8 

0.0 

 

1.5 

-- 

 

57.9 

00.0 

 

2.3 

0.0 

 

78.9 

00.0 

6), "other" race is not inc

9 are as follows: Parish C

  

ta obtained from JE

% Misdemeano

 

11.5 

66.7 

 

37.2 

80.0 

 

38.5 

-- 

 

42.1 

-- 

 

37.7 

50.0 

 

21.1 

-- 

cluded. 

C: 56% Black, Parish D: 

ETS) 

r 

45% Black, Parish E: 31

 

1% Black, Parish F: 85%
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Table 2.12: 2009 
* 22 cases were missing 

 

Parish C 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish D 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish E 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish F 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish G 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Parish H 

  Black Youth 

  White Youth 

Note: The proportion of y
26% Black. 

nate Minority Conta

Secure Custody Pl

offense information. Due

# of Youth* 

 

61 

  3 

 

  5 

43 

 

13 

  0 

 

107 

    1 

 

53 

  2 

 

19 

  6 

youth ages 10-17 residin

 

act Assessment St

lacements across V

e to the low number (n=6

% Violent 

 

39.3

--

 

--

23.3

 

23.1

--

 

14.0

100.

 

22.6

50.0

 

31.6

50.0

g in each parish in 2009

tudy:  Final Report

Violence Level (Da

6), "other" race is not inc

Felony %

3 

3 

1 

0 

0 

6 

0 

6 

0 

9 are as follows: Parish C

  

ata obtained from J

cluded. 

% Non Violent Felony

 

49.2 

33.3 

 

20.0 

37.5 

 

38.5 

-- 

 

43.0 

-- 

 

39.6 

-- 

 

42.1 

50.0 

C: 56% Black, Parish D: 

JETS) 

% Violent 

3

2

1

1

1

1

45% Black, Parish E: 31

 

Misdemeanor 

 

 8.2 

33.3 

 

20.0 

18.8 

 

15.4 

-- 

 

 9.3 

-- 

 

11.3 

-- 

 

10.5 

-- 

1% Black, Parish F: 85%
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33.3

  3.3

33.3
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18.6

 

23.1

-- 

 

33.6

-- 

 

26.4
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-- 

% Black, Parish G: 58% 
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Table 3.1: Racial D

 

 

Parish A 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

Parish D 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

Parish E 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

Parish F 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

* This table only includes
an identifiable offense le

nate Minority Conta

Differences in Aver

# of closed p
cases

 

20 

   9 

   3 

   8 

 

174

  31

133

  10

 

213

  66

147

-- 

 

126

  72

  44

  10

s closed probation cases
vel. Due to the low numb

 

act Assessment St

rage Length of Tim

Black 

probation 
s 

Average 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. Forty-six probation case
ber of cases (n=14), "oth

tudy:  Final Report

me on Probation by 

Probation Cases 

Days on Probation 

 

168.90 

159.44 

203.00 

166.75 

 

319.33 

354.39 

308.71 

351.90 

 

323.05 

297.18 

335.56 

-- 

 

292.36 

313.18 

276.36 

212.80 

es (59%) in Parish A, 29
her" race is not included.

  

Offense Level (20

Standard Deviation

 

93.40 

86.93 

25.24 

125.64 

 

107.50 

109.10 

108.46 

   53.56 

 

143.93 

127.34 

149.67 

-- 

 

169.20 

177.78 

156.48 

139.81 

9 (11%) cases in Parish D

009)* 

n # of closed p
cases

 

12

  6

  3

  3

 

37

  4

10

23

 

63

28

33

2 

 

1 

1 

--

--

D, 59 cases (16%) in Pa

 

White Prob

probation 
s 

Aver
P

arish E, and 31 (19%) in
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ation Cases 

rage Days on 
Probation 

Sta

 

191.50 

236.17 

  44.00 

249.67 

 

331.05 

383.25 

306.60 

332.61 

 

363.05 

337.50 

379.73 

445.50 

 

200.00 

200.00 

-- 

-- 

n Parish F were still open
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118.44 

106.54 

  40.45 

  58.71 

 

   92.21 

   21.69 

   85.35 

  100.49 

 

143.57 

121.06 

148.85 

364.16 

 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

 or did not have 
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Table 2: Racial Dif

 

 

Parish A 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

Parish D 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

Parish E 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

Parish F 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

* This table only includes
an identifiable offense le

nate Minority Conta

fferences in Averag

#

 

or 

meanor 

or 

meanor 

or 

meanor 

or 

meanor 

s closed probation cases
vel. Due to the low numb

act Assessment St

ge Length of Time 

# of closed probation 
cases 

20 

1 

8 

2 

1 

 

174 

7 

24 

28 

105 

 

213 

20 

46 

45 

102 

 

126 

15 

57 

7 

37 

. Forty-six probation case
ber of cases (n=14), "oth

tudy:  Final Report

on Probation by V

Black Probation Case

Average Days o
Probation 

 

168.90 

161.00 

159.25 

206.50 

196.00 

 

319.33 

331.57 

361.04 

310.86 

308.13 

 

323.05 

280.30 

304.52 

349.18 

391.52 

 

292.36 

348.07 

304.00 

331.71 

265.89 

es (59%) in Parish A, 29
her" race is not included.

  

iolence Level (200

es 

on Standard Devia

 

93.40 

-- 

92.93 

34.65 

-- 

 

107.50

66.16 

119.07

96.57 

111.83

 

143.93

163.78

109.17

169.99

148.27

 

169.20

143.30

185.81

207.56

146.15

9 (11%) cases in Parish D

09)* 

ation # of closed
cas

 

12

1

5

1

2

37

--

4

5

5

63

5

23

4

29

1

--

1

--

--

D, 59 cases (16%) in Pa

 

White Pro

d probation 
ses 

Ave

 

2 

1 

5 

1 

2 

 

7 

- 

4 

5 

5 

 

3 

5 

3 

4 

9 

 

1 

- 

1 

- 

- 

arish E, and 31 (19%) in
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bation Cases 

rage Days on 
Probation 

Sta

 

191.50 

360.00 

211.40 

28.00 

52.00 

 

331.05 

-- 

383.25 

366.00 

247.20 

 

363.05 

437.40 

315.78 

294.25 

329.56 

 

200.00 

-- 

200.00 

-- 

-- 

n Parish F were still open
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118.44 

-- 

97.92 

-- 

53.74 

 

92.21 

-- 

21.69 

00.00 

87.01 

 

143.57 

136.04 

108.83 

137.06 

140.27 
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 or did not have 
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Table 3.3: Racial D

 

 

Parish A (2009) 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

  Non Criminal** 

Parish B (2009) 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

  Non Criminal** 

Parish D (2010) 

  Total 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

  FINS 

 Non Criminal** 

*Cases in which an offen
** Non criminal refers to 

nate Minority Conta

Differences in Aver

# of 
adm

 

se level could not be ide
contempt of court, viola

 

act Assessment St

rage Length of Sta

Black

detention 
missions* 

 

132 

65 

21 

2 

44 

 

943 

315 

289 

63 

276 

 

610 

168 

336 

46 

60 

entified (e.g., theft, posse
ation of probation, and vi

tudy:  Final Report

y in Local Detentio

k Detention Admission

Average Days in 
Detention 

25.99 

31.54 

17.05 

18.50 

22.41 

 

13.16 

21.59 

8.33 

9.05 

9.52 

 

11.78 

14.46 

9.29 

11.48 

18.38 

ession of stolen drugs) an
olation of house arrest. 

  

on by Offense Leve

ns 

Standard Deviati

 

26.27 

30.61 

23.20 

23.34 

18.55 

 

20.89 

29.20 

14.36 

6.74 

13.14 

 

15.81 

16.89 

13.99 

15.48 

19.44 

nd/or did not have a relea

el* 

ion # of det
admiss

 

19

8

4

--

7

35

12

128

18

79

119

38

54

15

12

ase date were excluded: 

 

White Detent

tention 
sions 

Aver
D

 

9 

 

 

- 

 

2 

7 

8 

8 

9 

9 

8 

4 

5 

2 

Parish A: NA; %; Parish

 

Appendix B

tion Admissions 

rage Days in 
Detention 

Sta

 

16.11 

11.87 

22.00 

-- 

17.57 

 

8.82 

10.34 

5.73 

8.39 

11.47 

 

11.23 

9.53 

8.20 

17.60 

22.25 

 B: n=213, 14%; Parish
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ndard Deviation 

19.12 

15.87 

24.04 

-- 

21.54 

 

14.50 

17.90 

11.35 

9.07 

13.20 

 

15.41 

17.72 

9.43 

22.71 

12.73 

 D: n=146, 17%. 
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Table 3.4: Racial D

 

Parish A (2009) 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

Parish B (2009) 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

Parish D (2010) 

  Total 

  Violent Felony 

  Non Violent Felony 

  Violent Misdemeano

  Non Violent Misdem

Parish F (2010) 

  Total 

  Violent Offense 

  Non Violent Offense

  FINS Offense 

*Cases in which an offen
Parish F: NA. 

NOTE: Parish F did not b

nate Minority Conta

Differences in Aver

or 

meanor 

or 

meanor 

or 

meanor 

e 

se level could not be ide

break the offense down b

act Assessment St

rage Length of Tim

Bl

# of detention 
admissions* 

 

132 

28 

37 

10 

11 

 

943 

148 

167 

144 

145 

 

610 

36 

132 

160 

176 

 

380 

107 

188 

85 

entified (e.g., theft, posse

y felony or misdemeanor

tudy:  Final Report

me in Local Detenti

ack Detention Admiss

Average Days i
Detention 

 

25.99 

46.00 

20.59 

15.00 

18.91 

 

13.16 

28.60 

15.38 

10.30 

6.38 

 

11.78 

14.89 

14.35 

8.39 

10.11 

 

16.44 

23.50 

14.53 

11.78 

ession of stolen drugs) an

r or provide the specific o

  

on by Violence Lev

sions 

n # of detentio
admissions

 

26.27 

37.08 

18.66 

19.25 

27.12 

 

20.89 

34.93 

21.20 

15.33 

13.08 

 

15.81 

17.86 

16.68 

12.79 

15.01 

 

22.75 

32.92 

17.88 

12.75 

nd/or did not have a relea

offense. 

vel* 

on 
s* 

Average 
Deten

19

3

5

2

2

35

32

95

64

64

11

4

34

29

25

5

1

--

4

ase date were excluded: 

 

White Detent

Days in 
ntion 

# o
ad

 

9 

3 

5 

2 

2 

 

52 

2 

5 

4 

4 

 

19 

4 

4 

9 

5 

 

5 

1 

- 

4 

Parish A: NA; Parish B: 
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tion Admissions 

of detention 
dmissions* 

Av

 

16.11 

11.00 

12.40 

15.50 

28.50 

 

8.82 

11.63 

9.91 

6.52 

4.95 

 

11.23 

14.89 

6.53 

6.52 

10.16 

 

7.00 

7.00 

-- 

7.00 

n=213, 14%; Parish D: 
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B

verage Days in 
Detention 

 

19.12 

8.89 

20.01 

16.26 

36.06 

 

14.50 

21.21 

16.73 

13.61 

8.56 

 

15.41 

17.86 

8.72 

6.40 

11.88 

 

1.87 

-- 

-- 

2.16 

n=146, 17%; 
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Table 3.5: Racial D

Parish A 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish B 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish C 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish D 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish E 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish F 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish G 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

Parish H 

  Felony 

  Misdemeanor 

* Cases with an offense l
** Of the cases that did n

Note: Due to the low num

nate Minority Conta

Differences in Aver

# o
Con
Adm

evel could not be identif
not have a release date, 

mbers in each category, b

act Assessment St

rage Length of Sta

Black Secu

of Secure 
nfinement 
missions 

Ave

9 

7 

2 

59 

34 

25 

31 

25 

6 

12 

7 

5 

23 

12 

11 

88 

48 

40 

25 

9 

16 

5 

5 

-- 

fied (e.g., theft, possessio
7% were White, 90% we

breaking the offenses dow

tudy:  Final Report

y in Secure Reside

ure Confinement Adm

erage Days in Secure 
Confinement 

391.00 

361.43 

494.50 

364.32 

377.88 

345.88 

409.52 

434.04 

307.33 

428.83 

373.00 

507.00 

287.22 

324.67 

246.36 

320.38 

374.44 

255.50 

292.08 

403.56 

229.38 

659.80 

659.80 

-- 

on of stolen property) an
ere Black, and 3% were "

wn by violence level did n

  

ential Confinement

issions 

Standard Deviati

176.70 

186.76 

113.84 

147.92 

156.37 

136.55 

178.15 

167.44 

200.11 

159.74 

153.85 

146.89 

140.62 

179.47 

67.47 

163.21 

157.09 

147.55 

210.72 

224.35 

180.41 

107.78 

107.78 

-- 

d/or did not have a relea
"Other." 

not provide meaningful c

t by Offense Level 

ion # of Se
Confine
Admissi

--

--

--

22

15

7

3

1

2

--

--

--

5

1

4

--

--

--

1

--

1

2

2

--

se date were excluded (n

comparisons across race.

 

(2009)* 

White Secure Conf

ecure 
ement 
ions** 

Aver
Secure

- 

- 

- 

2 

5 

 

 

 

 

- 

- 

- 

 

 

 

- 

- 

- 

 

- 

 

 

 

- 

n=212, 42.7%).  
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finement Admissions

rage Days in 
e Confinement 

Sta

-- 

-- 

-- 

333.91 

328.80 

344.86 

409.00 

356.00 

435.50 

-- 

-- 

-- 

179.80 

423.00 

119.00 

-- 

-- 

-- 

181.00 

-- 

181.00 

409.00 

409.00 

-- 
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B

ndard Deviation 

-- 

-- 

-- 

171.22 

159.47 

207.52 

91.80 

-- 

112.43 

-- 

-- 

-- 

164.04 

-- 

106.00 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

42.43 

42.43 

-- 
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ble 4.1 School Arre

 

Parish A 

Parish B 

Parish G 

Table 4.2 Most Co

Parish A 

Disturbing the Peace

Parish B 

Interfering with an Ed

Parish G 

Disturbing the Peace

Note:  The proportion 

nate Minority Conta

ests during the 20

mmon Offense for 

 

e 

ducation Institution 

e 

of youth attending pu

act Assessment St

009-2010 School Y

Number

School-Based Arre

# of 

 

  34 

 

173 

 

173 

ublic schools in each o

tudy:  Final Report

Year 

r of School Arrests 

64 

708 

344 

ests during the 200

School Arrests 

of the parishes is: Par

  

09-2010 School Y

% of Total Schoo

53% 

24% 

50% 

rish A = 43% Black, P

% Black 

78% 

76% 

97% 

Year 

ol Arrests % 

 

100

 

  84

 

  96

Parish B = 49% Black

 

Black 

0% 

4% 

6% 

k, and Parish G = 64%

 

Appendix B

% Black. 
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Appendix C: 
The purpose of
uvenile justice 

where objective
nclude, and c) 
o compare the
arishes, and to

Once we receiv
dditional ques
curry@gcrcons

tionate Minori

Survey 
f this question
system. More

e screening cri
who is respon

e decision-mak
o correlate the

ve your compl
stions.  If you 
sulting.com. T

ty Contact Ass

nnaire is to un
e specifically, t
iteria are most
nsible for mak
king processes 
e RRI at each s

eted questionn
have any ques

Thank you for

sessment Study

derstand the d
the goal of thi
t commonly u
king the decisi

across the JJS
stage with the

naire, we will 
stions or comm
r taking the tim

y:  Final Repor

decision-maki
is survey is to 

used to make d
ion at each sta
S stages in a gi
e decision-mak

contact you v
ments, please 
me to provide

rt  

Appen

ing process at 
identify a) the

decisions, b) w
age.  This info
iven parish, as
king process. 

via email if we
contact Tobie

e this informat

 

ndix C 

each stage of 
e stages of the

what these crit
ormation will u
s well across 

e have any 
e Curry by em
tion. 

Page | 5

the 
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teria 
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he decision-ma

. Juvenile A

Who is respon
___________

s this decision 

f yes, please de
___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

How often are 
Every C

Does the decisi
No 

f yes, please pr
___________

s the screen/as
___________

How often is th
Every C

 

tionate Minori

of the RRI Co
aking process 

Arrests 

nsible for deter
___________

based on obje

escribe these c
___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

these criteria 
Case  

ion-making pr

rovide the nam
___________

sessment tool 
___________

his screening/a
Case  

ty Contact Ass

ontact Points. 
that occurs at

rmining if a ch
____________

ective criteria?

criteria. 
____________
____________
____________
____________
____________

used to make 
Most Ca

rocess involve 

me of the scree
__________ 

evidence-base
______ 

assessment too
Most Ca

sessment Study

Please provide
t each stage in

hild is arrested
______ 

? Yes No

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

decisions?      
ases 

the use of a sc

ening/assessme

ed (ie: based o

ol used to mak
ases 

y:  Final Repor

e the most up
n your parish.

d? 

____________
____________
____________
____________
____________

         
Some Cas

creening/asses

ent tool. 

on research)? 

ke decisions?  
Some Cas

rt  

Appen

-to-date infor

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

ses  

ssment tool?   

            
ses  

 

ndix C 

rmation regard

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

Rare Cases

           Y

Rare Cases
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_____
_____
_____ 
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___________

s this decision 
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___________
___________
___________
___________
___________
___________
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Every C

Does the decisi
No 

f yes, please pr
___________

s the screen/as
___________

How often is th
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sible for determ
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based on obje
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___________
___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

these criteria 
Case  

ion-making pr

rovide the nam
___________

sessment tool 
___________

his screening/a
Case  

ty Contact Ass
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mining if a ch
____ 

ective criteria?
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____________
____________
____________
____________
____________
_______ 

used to make 
Most Ca

rocess involve 

me of the scree
__________ 

evidence-base
______ 

assessment too
Most Ca

sessment Study

hild is referred 

? Yes No

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

decisions?      
ases 

the use of a sc

ening/assessme

ed (ie: based o

ol used to mak
ases 

y:  Final Repor
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____________
____________
____________
____________
____________

         
Some Cas

creening/asses

ent tool. 

on research)? 

ke decisions?  
Some Cas

rt  

Appen

ourt? 

__ 
___________
___________
___________
___________

ses  

ssment tool?   

            
ses  

 

ndix C 

___________
___________
___________
___________

Rare Cases

           Y

Rare Cases
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Who is respons
___________
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___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

How often are 
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Does the decisi
No 

f yes, please pr
___________

s the screen/as
___________

How often is th
Every C

 

tionate Minori

verted 

sible for determ
_________ 

based on obje

escribe these c
___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

these criteria 
Case  

ion-making pr
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___________

sessment tool 
___________

his screening/a
Case  

ty Contact Ass

mining if a ch

ective criteria?

criteria. 
____________
____________
____________
____________
____________

used to make 
Most Ca

rocess involve 

me of the scree
__________ 

evidence-base
______ 

assessment too
Most Ca

sessment Study

hild is referred 

? Yes No

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

decisions?      
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the use of a sc
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____________
____________
____________
____________
____________
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creening/asses
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on research)? 
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___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

ses  

ssment tool?   

            
ses  

 

ndix C 

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

Rare Cases

           Y

Rare Cases
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No 

f yes, please pr
___________
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___________

How often is th
Every C
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___________

based on obje

escribe these c
___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

these criteria 
Case  

ion-making pr
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___________

sessment tool 
___________

his screening/a
Case  

ty Contact Ass

ure Detentio

mining if a ch
____ 

ective criteria?

criteria. 
____________
____________
____________
____________
____________

used to make 
Most Ca

rocess involve 
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__________ 

evidence-base
______ 

assessment too
Most Ca

sessment Study

on 
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? Yes No

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________
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the use of a sc

ening/assessme
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secure detenti

____________
____________
____________
____________
____________
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ent tool. 
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___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

ses  

ssment tool?   

            
ses  

 

ndix C 

___________
___________
___________
___________
___________

Rare Cases

           Y

Rare Cases
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___________
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___________
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___________
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