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Introduction 
 
Growing overrepresentation of minority youth in secure facilities across the nation in the 1980’s 
led to efforts to examine and address the problem.  The effort, originally disproportionate 
minority confinement, referred to the proportion of juvenile minorities in confinement exceeding 
their proportion of the population.  Sedgwick County Juvenile Detention Facility became 
involved in 1992, when amendments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
elevated DMC to a core protection for minority youth, tying funding eligibility to states’ 
compliance.  At this time the detention facility was faced with rapid growth in population in 
response to law enforcement crackdowns on gang violence in the community.  The prevalence of 
gangs at this time was largely African American, and that was reflected in the detention 
population. 
 
Sedgwick County responded to the growth in demand for secure detention beds by developing 
detention alternatives consistent with the juvenile detention reform movement that was emerging in 
the field.  By June 1994 a continuum of programs composed of secure beds, non-secure residential 
beds and home-based supervision with and without electronic monitoring was established. 
 
In 1996 the Detention Utilization Committee was formed to provide oversight of the utilization of 
juvenile detention and detention alternative programs and planning future needs.  Reports were 
created to track admissions, admission reasons, length of stays and to profile the juvenile population 
by legal status, race, gender and age.  Through these reports, it was documented that there was a 
higher percentage of minorities represented in the detention population.  As a result, steps were 
taken to further study and reduce minority representation at the facility. 

 
One of the first strategies to decrease admissions and minority overrepresentation in detention was to 
develop, implement and validate an objective screening tool called the Juvenile Detention Risk 
Assessment Instrument (JDRA).  This proved a success, and subsequent studies have shown that the 
likelihood of detention in Sedgwick County is predictive by the following factors:  severity of the 
offense (.814), gender (.341), age at arrest (.279), and then race (.203). 
 
While the JDRA was helpful, it was determined through the local community planning process in 
1998, overseen by the Sedgwick County Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board (Team Justice), that 
still more could be done.  The Detention Advocacy Service (DAS) program was funded in FY 2000 
and provides specialized legal representation with case management services to minority and low-
income youth detained pending a detention hearing.  The legal defense team represents the youth at 
the detention hearing to provide the juvenile court with choices and alternatives to consider releasing 
the youth pending the court process.  DAS is serving about 160 new clients a year with case 
management services and has a success rate between 82-90%.  By race the clients are 66% minority 
(49% Black, 14% Hispanic, 2% Asian and 1% American Indian) and 34% White. 
 
During this same time period, new database programs were developed to keep more accurate count 
of juveniles entering the system through the Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center and the Juvenile 
Detention Facility.  These databases have been shared through the locally developed Juvenile 
Information Management System (JIMS) to facilitate faster processing of juveniles in the juvenile 
justice system. 



 

 
In 2002 the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) changed reporting 
requirements to include the proportion of minorities at each key decision point in the juvenile justice 
system and the effort shifted to disproportionate minority contact. 
 
To help the County find ways to lower the DMC numbers, the OJJDP was contacted for technical 
assistance.  A meeting was held with a team from Development Services Group, Inc. on January 12, 
2004.  From this, a report was generated with the following recommendations: 

 
• Re-examine the various means by which juveniles are admitted to detention, 
• Re-examine the practice of holding pre-adjudicated offenders with post-

adjudicated offenders by treating each as a separate and distinct population for 
DMC purposes, 

• Re-examine DMC-related reports from the local information management system 
to analyze each of the separate populations currently in detention by: 
o Completing the OJJDP matrix using the Disproportionate Representation 

Index 
o Completing the OJJDP matrix using the Disproportionate Relative Rate Index 
o Documenting minority youth involvement at major decision points in 

Sedgwick County’s juvenile justice system as depicted in the 18th Judicial 
District adjudication flowchart 

• Consider more active involvement of local racial and ethnic groups in the 
Department of Corrections annual strategic planning process. 

 
Three judicial districts served as pilot sites: the 18th Judicial District – Wichita (Sedgwick 
County), the 21st Judicial District – Manhattan (Riley County) and the 25th Judicial District – 
Garden City (Finney County).  The DMC Pilot Project grant period started in 2004 and officially 
ended on September 30, 2007.  The Sedgwick County Department of Corrections prepared this 
final summary report of grant activities for the State of Kansas Juvenile Justice Authority.   



 

Background 
 
 
 1980s – The faces in the Juvenile Detention Facility showed the impact of DMC. 
 1990 to 1994 – Detention overcrowding led to the creation of a continuum of alternatives. 
 1996 – A Detention Utilization Committee was formed by a Consent Agreement. 
 1998 – Sedgwick County and the entire state began comprehensive planning. 
 2004 – DMC 3-Year Pilot Project 

 
 
In 1992 Kansas adopted the JJDP Act requirement to study and address Disproportionate 
Minority Confinement in the juvenile justice system.  Sedgwick County officials embraced the 
mandate and started work at the juvenile detention facility.  Work began by creating a continuum 
of detention alternatives and was expanded with statewide juvenile justice reform in 1998.  The 
reforms downloaded decision-making and funding to local communities to plan, implement and 
operate juvenile justice services tailored to local needs.  This process utilized the Communities 
That Care planning model for change.  A community planning process resulted in a juvenile 
justice strategic plan and advisory board process to coordinate funds, programs and services.  
DMC was included in the Sedgwick County strategic plan.  A Detention Advocacy Service 
program was funded to address DMC in CY 2000.  DMC activities were then expanded from 
2003-2007 with grant funding (Title II) from the Kansas Advisory Group.  Sedgwick County has 
served as a demonstration site for DMC reduction activities since 2003.  The DMC 3-Year Pilot 
Project ended on September 30, 2007.  
 
Sedgwick County officials have demonstrated a sustained commitment to DMC reductions.  
Leadership is in place at both the policy and operations levels to make continuous system 
improvements with accurate data collection and analysis to track system performance at multiple 
decision points.  Data is regularly reviewed and changes are made where appropriate to ensure 
fair and equal treatment of all youth and to identify and address overrepresentation where it 
exists.  The DMC initiative includes:  prevention and early intervention programs with 
measurement of service location, access and success by zip code, race and ethnicity; a continuum 
of detention services to reduce the use of secure detention; objective risk screening for placement 
into detention; a Detention Advocacy Service program to provide specialized legal 
representation at detention hearings and case management; school based interventions to address 
the achievement gap at two middle schools; positive youth development summer programming; 
community mobilization, engagement and partnerships; cultural diversity training; ongoing 
research; specialized minority recruitment for work in juvenile programs; and participation in 
state and national DMC conferences.  We have an ongoing contractual relationship with the 
Wichita State University criminal justice department to provide consultation, data analysis, and 
evaluation services.  We prepare and publish two reports showing detailed accounts of juvenile 
system activity with analysis in a Benchmark Report, and a year-end Evaluation Report of 
prevention programs, including a section on DMC.  The data is used by policy makers to make 
refinements to the system and programs.  
 
 



 

Development of Alternatives to Detention 
 
 
 1990 – Home Based Supervision (HBS) Established 
 1992 – Decision to Build Juvenile Residential Facility (JRF) 
 1994 – Juvenile Residential Facility Opened in June 
 1995 – Began Contracting for Offsite Housing in September 
 1996 – Consent Decree with KDHE Due to Overcrowding 
 1996 – Established a Detention Utilization Committee 
 1997 – Implemented Detention Risk Screening Instrument 
 1999 – Study Validating Risk Screening Instrument 
 2000 – Detention Advocacy Service Program Began in January 
 2000 – Study of Detention Practices (DMC) 
 2002 – Design Planning for a New Facility to Open in 2006 
 2004 – DMC 3-Year Pilot Project Began 
 2006 – New Juvenile Detention Facility Opened in April 
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Alternative Programs and Services 
 

Sedgwick County Department of Corrections operates a continuum of detention programs 
including home detention with and without electronic monitoring, a 24 bed residential detention 
shelter, and a 108 bed secure detention facility.  Kansas Legal Services operates the Detention 
Advocacy Service and provides a case management program as an alternative to the detention 
continuum.  Geographically, the programs are located on a campus with the Juvenile Court and 
Juvenile District Attorney’s Office, at 700 S. Hydraulic, Wichita, Kansas. 
 
These alternatives and services help reduce DMC, particularly in terms of prioritized decision 
points.  The elevated level of arrests of minority youth being presented for juvenile intake 
requires a range of assessments and alternatives that are regularly monitored and measured to 
ensure fairness in practices and procedures.  Objective risk screening and movement to 
alternatives is critical to the process, because detainment in juvenile detention increases the 
likelihood of future delinquency.  Our practice is to divert youth whenever possible to a less 
restrictive setting that does not jeopardize public safety.  We monitor and work this process on a 
daily basis to reserve use of secure beds for high risk youth. 
 
Youth are screened by specialized detention staff for alternatives and presented to the Judges for 
approval.  A weekly meeting is conducted with operations level staff from probation, field 
services, detention mental health, alternative services and detention management each Tuesday 
morning at 9:00 A.M. and all youth in the detention continuum are reviewed.  This process has 
been in place since 1996 and prevents youth from “falling through the cracks” and spending 
more time in detention.  The result of the meeting is a listing of youth for movement and plans to 
carry it out.  Less detention time is a high priority and performance is regularly monitored and 
reported. 

 
In 2005 the Detention Utilization Committee approved new strategies identified at a national 
conference on DMC to reduce detention use by implementing a sanctions grid for use by court 
services officers in handling technical violations of probation; revision of the commitment order 
form to include showing the prior interventions and internal sanctions that have been employed 
by the supervision officer for the judge to consider before signing the order to detain the 
juvenile; and use of discretionary warrants permitting bonds to be used instead of detention in 
certain cases. 



 

Leadership 
 
 

Management Structure: 
 

The management structure for the DMC initiative in Sedgwick County is multi-departmental.  
Mark Masterson, Director of the Sedgwick County Department of Corrections has made the 
DMC issue one of his primary areas of interest since 1996.  He has been instrumental in bringing 
focus and change in DMC departmental practices over the past ten years. 
 
The Sedgwick County Department of Information and Operations liaison to the Department of 
Corrections is Donna Luetters.  Donna has several years of experience as a project manager for 
technology and programming.  She supervises Jennifer Chang, a software programmer 
responsible for many of the databases from which much of the DMC data is gathered.  These 
individuals are primarily responsible for the technology and programming changes required to 
gather the required information for the DMC decision points. 
 
Larry Ternes and Tom Kimbrell, both of whom report to Mark Masterson, are in charge of the 
Juvenile Detention Facility and Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center, respectively.  They are 
responsible for ensuring the best practices, as developed to date, are followed in these facilities 
in order to minimize DMC issues. 
 
 
 Key Leaders in the Community: 
 
State Representative Melody McCray-Miller is a key leader and organizer in the African 
American community around DMC.  She is a member and chairperson of the African American 
Coalition, a former Sedgwick County Commissioner 1992-2000, in the State Legislature, a 
member of the Kansas Advisory Group and a very effective coalition builder.  She is able to 
bring layers of government together with local agencies and community members to address 
issues.   
 
Brian Black, President and CEO, Urban League of Kansas has a national reputation working on 
DMC in Oregon, South Carolina and Washington, D.C.  He is a member of the Kansas Advisory 
Group and the Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board and active in bringing the issues and 
opportunities to community members, as well as providing youth programming in the high arrest 
zip codes.  The Urban League of Kansas currently serves as the fiscal agent for the African 
American Coalition. 
 
State Representative Delia Garcia has been involved and instrumental in gaining the support of 
the Hispanic community for DMC reduction planning.  In 2006 a coalition of agencies and 
neighborhood organizations named La Mesa Redonda participated in meetings to learn about 
DMC and to plan strategies to address it.  OJJDP provided a national consultant with expertise in 
Latino communities and DMC to assist with this work. 
 



 

  
Local Policy Groups: 

 
The Detention Utilization Committee and Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board (Team Justice) 
are the policy group leaders.  Monthly meetings are held by both groups and all meetings are 
public meetings.  Membership rosters for both key committees on DMC are on the following 
pages. 
 
The Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board was established by statute to provide system 
coordination, community involvement and recommendations to the Sedgwick County Board of 
County Commissioners on juvenile justice system issues, including funding.  The advisory board 
serves as our local DMC committee.  Meetings are held the first Friday of each month, and DMC 
is a standing agenda item for every meeting.  Many individuals on the board are involved in the 
DMC issue including the Wichita Police Department.   
 
The monthly Detention Utilization Committee meetings are well attended by all four juvenile 
judges, juvenile D.A., and other key stakeholders shown on the membership roster. Judge James 
Burgess is the presiding judge for the Juvenile Division, 18th Judicial District.  He has been in 
this position since 1989 and provides sustained leadership in juvenile justice at the local and state 
levels.  His openness and interest in DMC, use of juvenile detention alternatives, review of 
policies and practices, and research to guide changes has been and continues to be a hallmark of 
our success.   
 
 
 Local Advocacy Groups: 
 
The African American Coalition, La Mesa Redonda and the NAACP are involved in the DMC 
reduction planning.  A series of community events, called the Family Strengthening Conference 
Series, was held in September and October 2005 to raise awareness of DMC and address the 
Achievement Gap that was part of the strategies developed in community meetings.  The events 
were sponsored by the Wichita Black Arts Festival Association, the Wichita Branch NAACP, the 
DMC Northeast Community Advisory Group and the Urban League of the MidPlains. 
 
Many other community members and providers of delinquency prevention services participate in 
community meetings about DMC and related issues.  Our community mobilization work has 
combined and contributed to other projects including an adult offender reentry program and an 
exciting new project called the New Communities Initiative (NCI).  This is a very large 
collaborative effort to strengthen and revitalize an area in one of our DMC target zip codes in the 
African American community.  NCI partners include multiple levels of government with seven 
members of the Governor’s cabinet directly involved.  The level of collaboration on DMC with 
federal, state and local funding demonstrates our capacity to translate What Works into system 
improvements that will benefit other communities.  Community mobilization, engagement, 
partnerships and action planning are key elements of our DMC reduction initiative.  
 
 
 



 

 
 Political Support: 
 
In May 2006 Kansas Governor Kathleen Sebelius signed into law a bill expanding the role of the 
Kansas Advisory Group to study the effectiveness of juvenile justice continuum programs 
(prevention, alternatives to detention and incarceration, and intake and assessment) in reducing 
racial, geographic, and other biases that may exist.  This new law was championed by 
Representative Melody Miller to take the DMC initiative statewide.  The Kansas Advisory 
Group on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (KAG) was established to determine, 
advocate for, and promote the best interests of juveniles in Kansas.  KAG members are 
appointed by the governor.  
 
 
 



 

SEDGWICK COUNTY DETENTION UTILIZATION COMMITTEE 
 

The Juvenile Detention Utilization Committee is conducted once each month at the Juvenile 
Detention Facility.  Issues affecting the juvenile detention continuum of care in Sedgwick 
County are discussed with recommendations for improvement developed. 
 

NAME TITLE 
Dr. Delores Craig-Moreland Professor, Wichita State University 
Mark Jordan 18th Judicial District Asst District Attorney 
Judge Dan Brooks 18th Judicial District Court Judge 
Judge James Burgess 18th Judicial District Court Judge 
Judge Harold Flaigle 18th Judicial District Court Judge 
Judge Timothy Henderson 18th Judicial District Court Judge 
Thomas Kimbrell JIAC Program Manager 
Jeannine Lane 18th District Chief Juvenile Probation Officer 
Mark Masterson Director Sedgwick County Dept. of Corrections 
Terri Patterson Administrator of Juvenile Field Services 
John Ramirez Alternate Services Coordinator of JDF 
Marla Sutton Detention Manager of JDF 
Larry Ternes Youth Services Administrator 
Jean Hogan Wichita SRS Regional Director 
Kellie Hogan Staff Attorney for Kansas Legal Services 



 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERSHIP (Updated 7/16/07) 
 
 

Chairperson                 

Appointed by Representing Name & Job Title Phone Gender Ethnicity Race Appointed 
Date 

Expiration 
Date 

Chief of Police Law 
Enforcement Terri Moses, Deputy Chief – WPD 316-268-4165 F NH C 

1/20/99 
6/30/00 
6/30/03 
6/30/06 

6/30/09 

Members                 

Appointed by Representing Name & Job Title Phone Gender Ethnicity Race Appointed 
Date 

Expiration 
Date 

Sheriff Law 
Enforcement David Thompson, Chief Deputy 316-383-7264 M NH C 6/30/07 6/30/10 

County/District 
Attorney Prosecution Ron Paschal, Chief Deputy 

District Attorney 316-660-9700 M NH C 

1/20/99 
6/30/00 
6/30/03 
6/30/06 

6/30/09 

Administrative 
Judge Judiciary James Burgess,  

Chief Juvenile Judge 316-660-5590 M NH C 

1/20/99 
6/30/00 
6/30/03 
6/30/06 

6/30/09 

Administrative 
Judge Court Services Jeannine Lane,  

Chief Probation Officer 316-660-5560 F NH C 

1/20/99 
6/4/00 
6/30/03 
6/30/06 

6/30/09 

BOCC General Karen Langston, Attorney 316-686-0227 F NH C 
1/23/02 
4/16/03 
6/30/05 

6/30/08 

BOCC Education 
Denise Wren, Assistant 

Superintendent of High Schools – 
Wichita Public Schools 

316-973-4504 F NH C 6/28/06 6/30/09 

BOCC Mental Health Tom Pletcher, Clinical Director - 
COMCARE 316-660-7627 M NH C 6/30/07 6/30/10 

BOCC General Pat Hanrahan, President – United 
Way of the Plains 316-267-1321 M NH C 

1/20/99 
9/8/00 
7/24/02 
6/30/05 

6/30/08 

BOCC General Kathleen Kaiser, Citizen 316-264-0858 F NH C 2/23/05 
06/30/07 6/30/10 

BOCC General 
Riley Williams,  

Project Director – Wichita / 
Sedgwick Co. Weed & Seed 

316-263-7333 M NH AA 6/30/07 6/30/10 

BOCC General 
Jean Hogan, Wichita Regional 

Director – Social and 
Rehabilitation Services 

316-337-6639 F NH C 6/30/05 
6/30/07 6/30/10 

BOCC General Brian Black, President & CEO – 
Urban League of Kansas 316-262-2463 M NH AA 10/12/05 6/30/08 

City General Shawna Mobley, Director – 
Correctional Counseling of KS 316-262-3060 F NH C 

1/20/99 
9/11/01 
9/14/04 
6/30/07 

6/30/10 

City General Ron Terzian, Citizen 316-648-4155 M NH C 
3/15/00 
5/20/03 
6/30/06 

6/30/09 

City General Kathy Dittmer, Citizen 316-262-6165 F NH C 4/11/06 
6/30/07 6/30/10 



 

 
 

 Activities 
 
 
Sedgwick County has taken a research-based approach which began with Juvenile Detention 
Reform.  The Communities That Care planning model for change was the process utilized to 
plan, implement and operate juvenile justice services tailored to local needs.  The community 
planning process resulted in a Juvenile Justice Comprehensive Plan.  The Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) supports Blueprints for Violence Prevention, a 
national violence prevention initiative to identify violence prevention programs that are effective.  
Sedgwick County has focused on implementing prevention and intervention programs with a 
strong research design that have been proven to be effective at reducing violence.  This has been 
an important effort in bridging the gap between research and practice.  Sedgwick County is 
moving to effect size studies for programs to maximize community benefits. 
 
Sedgwick County has valued collaboration, not only within our community, but on a state and 
national level.   Representatives from Sedgwick County have participated in the annual Kansas 
Governor’s Conference on Juvenile Justice the past four years and presented our DMC project 
activities in the community at workshops.  Sedgwick County has also sent a team of community 
members to attend the national DMC conference the past three years to bring information back to 
the Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board (DMC committee) and the Detention Utilization 
Committee on factors that have been shown to contribute to DMC and evidence-based strategies 
to address it.  This year, our community team was selected to present at the national DMC 
conference in Denver, Colorado, scheduled in October 2007.  The presentation is titled 
“Connecting with Organizational Strategies and Structures for Sustained DMC Reduction 
Efforts.  Sedgwick County DMC Reduction – 10 Years of Collaboration and Continuous 
Improvement Process.” 
 
During the three years that Sedgwick County served as a pilot site for the DMC initiative, all five 
DMC phases (identification, assessment, intervention, evaluation and ongoing monitoring) were 
addressed; however, we view DMC as a cyclical process, where constant evaluation and 
refinements are necessary.   
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

Phase I:  Identification – Implementing the RRI 

 
Sedgwick County, Kansas is an urban community with a population of 525,000.  The largest city 
is Wichita with a population of roughly 400,000.  The remainder of the County population 
resides in suburban municipalities and rural areas.  The youth population under 18 represents 
26.9% of the total.  According to the 2000 census, there were 53,440 youth ages 10 to 17, which 
makes them eligible for arrest and adjudication in the juvenile justice system by Kansas statutes.  
The racial composition for these youth was 72.28% White, 12.25% Black, 3/56% Asian, 1.39% 
American Indian, .07% Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 10.44% Hispanic/Latino. 
 
A data analysis tool, the Relative Rate Index Matrix, helps pinpoint and quantify the levels of 
racial disparity at various decision points.  DMC data at each decision point is collected, 
reported, analyzed and acted upon to continue to monitor and ensure equal justice and to attempt 
to reduce, where appropriate, the overrepresentation of minorities in the juvenile justice system.  
Sedgwick County now has RRI data for CY 2003 – 2006 and partial data for CY 2007.  Our 
local RRI Matrix has additional decision points for the detention alternatives available in our 
district.   Sedgwick County presents the local RRI data in three categories:  all minority youth, 
African American youth and Hispanic youth.  
 
In 2006 data collection was achieved and added to our local matrix for the standard probation 
disposition caseload.  This was a snapshot of 471 active supervision caseload clients on 12/31/06 
that was analyzed to determine race, ethnicity and RRI.  The RRI calculations are:  all minorities 
1.02; African American .85; Hispanic 1.86.  This data will be made available annually by local 
Court Services. 
 



 

Phase II:  Assessment – Assess minority over-representation  
and recommend intervention strategies 

 
 

In 2005 preliminary data analysis for two years showed African Americans are the minority 
group most disproportionately seen in the juvenile justice system; the greatest disproportionate 
index numbers were observed at arrest (RRI 3.63) and referral to juvenile correctional facilities 
(RRI 2.95).  Further analysis of arrest data showed African Americans represent 35% of our 
juvenile crime arrests and 50% of violent crime arrests.  This explained the higher rate of 
juvenile correctional facility commitments.  Based upon this data, the decision was made to 
focus primary DMC efforts on community mobilization to raise awareness and identify strategies 
to reduce the overrepresentation of minorities being arrested.  Three zip codes were selected by 
Team Justice in northeast Wichita, an area with a predominately African American population, 
to begin the process of community mobilization and engagement on the DMC initiative.  A study 
was planned to analyze arrest data for disorderly conduct, where a high number of arrests occur 
but few juveniles are charged. 
 
In January 2006, representatives from the Wichita Police Department and USD 259 met to 
discuss situations where disorderly conduct is the most serious offense that led to an arrest at 
school.  Both entities agreed to make efforts to reduce school arrests for this reason through a 
thorough review of cases.  Data analysis was attempted but the specific location of the arrest was 
not part of the intake database.  That was corrected and data collection has been completed.  
Analysis, presentation and a process of discussion with policy level stakeholders started in July 
2007.   
 
In 2006 notable improvements/reductions in RRI’s for minority youth were achieved in 
admissions to intensive supervised probation, state custody and juvenile correctional facilities.  
The arrest decision point continued to be the target or opportunity with an RRI of 3.06 for 
minority youth. 
 
In 2007 Wichita State University completed the study of objective criteria for use in selecting 
youth for placement in detention alternative programs.  The methodology employed in the study 
to predict absconders from the residential alternative was essentially to review the characteristics 
of the absconders, searching for any patterns.  Once we had some variables we thought might 
distinguish the absconders from all residents, we did a Chi Square statistic to search for variables 
with difference (beyond chance) between all residents and absconders.  There was threshold 
significance for divorced parents, but nothing else really set apart the absconders.  That is not 
enough to justify a risk assessment, just a caution note for kids with divorced parents.  Race was 
not a predictor of absconding. 
 
Also in 2007, WSU completed a matched case study of juveniles involved in the system to look 
for any disparities based upon race and/or ethnicity.  The case study featured a total of 162 youth 
including 3 sets of 54 matched cases.  The cases were all instances of first time admissions by 
police for juvenile intake and assessment for three categories of offenses:  battery, possession of 
marijuana, and level 9 non-person felony.  The youth were matched by race, ethnicity and 
gender.  The overall pattern was very encouraging because there were lots of similarities in the 



 

movement of cases through the system.  A striking example is that none of the 162 youth were 
detained in juvenile detention.  This is strong evidence of the effectiveness of the detention risk 
screening instrument implemented in 1997 and validated in 2000.  The results were presented 
and discussed with the Juvenile Detention Utilization Committee and the Juvenile Corrections 
Advisory Board (our policy groups). 
 
Technical assistance has played an important role in the assessment of minority over-
representation in our community and has provided valuable recommendations.  Technical 
assistance has been provided by: 
 
 National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) provided detention population 

projections. 
 
 Wichita State University partnership provides ongoing consultation, research and evaluation. 

 
 OJJDP provided technical assistance to examine the Detention Advocacy Service to identify 

opportunities for improvement. 
 
 OJJDP provided technical assistance to examine how the entire system responds to Hispanic 

families and youth.  Francisco Villarreal, a professor from Michigan State University and 
author, met with community members from La Mesa Redonda on June 1, 2006, and our 
Juvenile Correct Advisory Board (DMC committee) on June 2, 2006.  Representatives from 
our 16 prevention programs also attended.  Dr. Villarreal is an expert on DMC and working 
in Hispanic communities.  The information he presented was very informative and the 
discussions with him were lively.  He was also able to tour our juvenile detention facility and 
visit with staff and school personnel during his visit and offer helpful suggestions to improve 
our cultural competence and services.  [See Section 9: Kansas Technical Assistance Summary 
Report, dated June 9, 2006] 

 
 



 

Phase III:  Intervention – Data-based targeting geographic areas  
and points in the system 

 
 

Through data collection and analysis, five zip codes were targeted for community mobilization 
activities (67203, 67204, 67208, 67214 and 67219).  The Wichita State University Self-Help 
Network was contracted with to design and carry out a process to mobilize the community by 
raising awareness about the issues as well as our assets.  In 2004, the WSU Self-Help Network 
team began holding design meetings with neighborhood stakeholders for community 
mobilization activities in northeast Wichita.  Through work in these neighborhoods, several 
leaders were identified to bring residents together to identify strategies to increase access to 
prevention programs and reduce arrests.  Through this work, partnerships were forged to 
implement various strategies with the NAACP, Black Arts Festival Inc., Urban League, USD 
259, La Mesa Redonda, several neighborhood associations and the new Communities Initiative 
(a joint state, city, county and community project to revitalize one of the DMC targeted zip 
codes).  Linkages of local resources were made to provide a series of community meetings 
focused on strengthening families and bridging the education gap.  Local prevention programs 
participated in a systems fair to discuss services and cultural issues.  In 2006 community 
mobilization activities were carried out in targeted neighborhoods in the Hispanic community 
and existing prevention and early intervention programs were marketed and monitored to ensure 
juvenile and families living in the target zip codes were being appropriately informed and served.  
State Representatives Delia Garcia and Melody Miller have been very involved in getting the 
right people to the meetings and participating.  Both agreed that Hispanic and African American 
groups would join forces to address these issues in the community and in the Legislature on a 
continuing basis. 



 

 

 



 

Diversity trainings were carried out with all new hires to Sedgwick County by the Division of 
Human Services with curricula provided by the DMC Pilot Project grant funds in 2005 to raise 
awareness and skills in understanding and working with diverse populations.  Phase II 
multicultural awareness training content was developed for delivery to supervisors and 
employees of the Department of Corrections.  The supervisors received training during the 1st 
quarter of CY 2007, and training sessions were carried out with all corrections department 
employees during the year.  The required training was 8 hours for each employee.  During 2007, 
20 phase II diversity training sessions were held with a total of 398 Sedgwick County staff 
participating. 
 
Minority recruitment activities were made a priority in 2005 at the Corrections Department.  A 
total of 96 new employees were hired and 39% were members of racial or ethnic minority 
groups.  Specifically, 25% were African American, 11% Hispanic, 2% Asian, and 1% American 
Indian.  Minority hiring was 33% in 2003 and 37% in 2004.  In 2006, 126 new hires were 
composed of 35% minority members; 22% African American, 5% Hispanic; 5% Asian; 3% 
Native American.  Sedgwick County minority population (ages 10 – 17) is 28%.  Minority 
recruitment continues to be a priority and results will be tracked and reported annually. 
 
Development, implementation and validation of an objective detention screening instrument 
were carried out in 1997 and 2000.  We consistently monitor, report and review any overrides of 
the score at our Detention Utilization Committee monthly meetings.  Overrides average 2%. 
  
Detention Advocacy Service is a key intervention to reduce time in detention and ensure fairness.  
The program is an example of maximum feasible interlocking agendas:  reduce minority 
detention AND save money be reducing Juvenile Detention Facility demand.  The program has 
been a funded component of the Sedgwick County graduated sanctions continuum of programs 
since January 2000 when juvenile justice reform was implemented.  It includes a legal services 
component and a case management component, which combine to form a legal defense team and 
serve youth at detention hearings.  To our knowledge, the Detention Advocacy Service program 
is the only DMC intervention program in Kansas and it is an evidence-based and model program.   
The legal services component of the Detention Advocacy Service program received DMC Pilot 
Project grant funds.  The case management component is funded with state graduated sanctions 
block grant funds allocated to the community.  The program components are funded separately 
but the services work together as one program.  For this reason, both components will be 
discussed in this narrative.  The services are designed to address the over-representation of 
minority and low-income youth in secure detention and reduce the likelihood of a juvenile 
offender spending unnecessary time in detention.  These services are offered when the reason for 
detention presents a reasonable likelihood that the services could expedite release. 
 
The target population consists of youth that are incarcerated in the Sedgwick County Juvenile 
Detention Facility (JDF).  Case management services are designed for those youth who are not 
directly released to parents at the Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center (JIAC), but can 
successfully be released home until trial/sentencing, with case management services.  These 
youth face more issues than those released at JIAC, but need less supervision than those placed 
on electronic monitoring or detained in JDF.  Program participants are either low-income or 
minority youth between 10 and 18 years of age.  Their goal is to serve 250 youth each year. 



 

The detention advocates work closely with JIAC and JDF to obtain referrals for case 
management services.  All youth in JDF are screened for this program; however, minority youth 
are given priority for case management services.  Youth and their families are informed of the 
program prior to the youth’s detention hearing.  If they wish to participate, a case plan is 
prepared and provided to the youth’s defense attorney, who advocates for detention alternatives.  
Other youth who can benefit from the program are also screened at weekly population meetings 
and are contacted about participation in the program.  Some youth are solely in detention 
pending completion of various tasks, such as drug treatment evaluations or a pre-sentence 
investigation.  Case management services will help identify and eliminate potential barriers so 
that the youth leaves JDF as soon as possible. 
 
Regular meetings with judges are used to challenge them to expand their use of the program to 
youth fitting profiles not currently considered for pre-trial release.  This includes a plan to do risk 
analysis and establishing a supervision plan.  In addition, we will continue to encourage the use 
of case management for youth who began at other points in the continuum, such as the 
Residential Facility, and who are successful there.  To maximize the number of youth served, we 
plan to allow 25% of the caseload to be in a higher risk category. 
 
Prior to the detention hearing, the detention advocates will meet with the youth to gather the 
necessary information to advocate for detention alternatives.  If the judge grants an alternative, 
the detention advocate will assist with accessing appropriate resources.  The protocol will be 
modified to allow more intense case management with more wrap-around of services for high-
risk youth.  The protocol of regular check-ins will remain frequent with this portion of the 
caseload throughout their program participation.  Referrals to other programs will be handled on 
a more hands-on basis for high-risk youth.  Youth not complying with check-ins, etc. will receive 
a prompt home visit.  If compliance is not re-established, youth will be terminated from the 
program, allowing more restrictive sanctions to be considered. 
 
The DAS program is modeled after the Baltimore Detention Response Unit, which is a program 
designed to address over-representation of minority youth in secure detention and to improve the 
quality of representation for detained youth.  The Baltimore Detention Response Unit was 
implemented in 1994 with funds from OJJDP. 
 
Kansas Legal Services maintains a database that tracks demographic information as well as 
program participation and compliance.  Data related to the JDF population will be maintained by 
the Sedgwick County Department of Corrections (SCDOC) and reported to Kansas Legal 
Services on a monthly basis.  In addition, the SCDOC will conduct recidivism checks for youth 
that successfully completed the Detention Advocacy Service program.  Data on the number of 
youth with new charges 1-6 months and 7-12 months post-program completion will be reported 
to Kansas Legal Services. 
 
Closing the Gap, Reducing DMC: A Strategic Approach to Raising Academic Achievement 
among USD 259 Middle School Students is a program that addresses five barriers to academic 
achievement that minorities in middle schools typically face:  (1) student behaviors, (2) 
meaningful parent and family involvement, (3) teacher behaviors, (4) school culture and climate, 
(5) community/environment/streets.  This intervention project focused on closing the 
achievement gap in test scores between minority and white students and received Title II and 
Sedgwick County Crime Prevention funding totaling $41,658.  The project served approximately 



 

500 students at Coleman Middle School and Brooks Middle School during the 2006-2007 school 
year.  The interventions included tutoring, mentoring, presentations, parent education, and home 
visits to promote more learning-friendly home environments.  The targeted students include 
African American and Hispanic children who meet one or more of the following criteria:  Did 
not perform at the proficient level on the state assessments in the 2006-2007 school year;  Fell 
below proficient on the District Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) during the fall pretest. 
 
Various methods of measurement were used to determine the program’s effectiveness.  USD 259 
MAP assessment scores at the end of the year were compared with those at the beginning of the 
year, referrals to the office of the targeted students were tracked each nine weeks and pre/post 
surveys were conducted among targeted students and their teachers to gauge improvements in 
behavior toward other students as well as their attitude toward school and education in general. 
 
This program was first implemented with DMC supplemental funding in CY 2007.  In CY 2008, 
the volunteer tutoring and mentoring will be continued, attention to relationships within the 
school will be expanded, and parents will be better educated to see if an even greater impact can 
be made on reducing the achievement gap.  USD 259 will thoroughly evaluate the program and 
consider it for implementation at other middle schools in CY 2009. 
 
Strategies developed through community meetings and recommendations in the technical 
assistance report in June 2006 to address DMC were prioritized and funded with $20,000 DMC 
grant funds.  Positive youth development summer programming was funded to serve youth in the 
target DMC zip codes.  The three summer youth programs were the New Communities Initiative: 
Summer Facelift Youth Employment Program, Job Prep 101 and Science and Math Week at the 
Northeast Activities Camp 4 Kids 2007.  Outcomes and impacts of the summer youth programs 
that received funding through this pilot project were presented to the Juvenile Corrections 
Advisory Board on September 7, 2007, by Mary K. Vaughn (City of Wichita), Brian Black 
(Urban League), Mim Wilkey (Wichita YMCA) and Patricia Houston (City of Wichita). 
 
Prevention and intervention programs are reporting the residence of youth and families receiving 
their services.  We evaluate and report program effectiveness in reaching families in the DMC 
target zip codes and the programs effectiveness with minority populations compared with the 
majority population.  This information encourages cultural competence in our providers and 
recruitment efforts in the targeted zip codes where the need is greatest.  The information is used 
by policy makers in making funding decisions, including changes in programs to improve results 
and/or focus area. 
 
Ongoing research is done to seek out bias at key system decision points, bring it to light of 
policy makers, and develop plans to address it where appropriate.  An example of an 
improvement made at a key system decision point was adding a Spanish speaking staff member 
to the team that provides Home Based Supervision (alternatives to detention).  This increased 
access to the program for non-English speaking youth and families. 
 
Policy and practice changes are a result of the DMC work in our jurisdiction.  Detention 
alternatives, prevention and early intervention programs have been established.  Ongoing 
evaluation, review and modifications are made regularly.  Movement has been continuous 
toward evidence-based practices and proven programs that are researched based.  We track 
outcomes and strive to improve programs and processes based upon the data. 



 

Phase IV:  Evaluation – Determine effectiveness of DMC reduction efforts 
 

 
 Program Evaluation: 
 
The DMC intervention programs (the Detention Advocacy Service program and the USD 259 
middle school project, Closing the Gap, Reducing DMC) were monitored and the results were 
tracked and reported at the Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board (DMC committee) meetings.  
Testing results in reading and math for DMC project youth compared with Caucasian youth at 
two middle schools (Coleman and Brooks) was presented to the Juvenile Corrections Advisory 
Board at their June meeting.  The results were quite encouraging for project youth receiving 
tutoring from members of the community.  Monitoring of contracts is on-target and results for 
each program were reported in their specific grant reports. 
 
In addition to the DMC intervention programs, all prevention and intervention programs that 
receive Juvenile Justice Authority or Sedgwick County Crime Prevention funding were reviewed 
“using a DMC lens” to ensure continued focus on the issue. 
 
 Community Impacts: 
 
Sedgwick County has observed two important impacts on the community:  the out of home 
placement rate has decreased 29% since 2001 and the USD 259 graduation rate has increased 
6.5% since 2002-2003 school year. 
 
 Juvenile Justice System Impacts: 
 
Sedgwick County has observed three important impacts on the local juvenile justice system:  18th 
Judicial District admissions to state correctional facilities are down 59% since SFY00, intakes at 
the Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center are down 39% since CY98, and admissions to the 
Juvenile Detention Facility are down 23% since CY98. 
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Phase V:  Ongoing Monitoring – DMC requires  
ongoing efforts for a long period of time 

 
 

Lessons Learned: 
 
o Efforts to address DMC must keep evolving because the community is dynamic. 
 
o Districts must bring everyone to the table in a cooperative manner. 
 
o Leave no stone unturned.  For example, our DMC efforts involved a wide range of efforts.  

Specifically, data was reviewed for system perspective, legislative action, local government 
involvement and training in the M.E.E.T. model for staff. 

 
 
Efforts that will continue in Sedgwick County: 

 
o Staff training on the M.E.E.T. curriculum. 
 
o Differential success rate information. 
 
o Periodic review of MSO (most serious offense) arrest data for discussion with key 

stakeholders to understand and act. 
 
o Bringing in technical assistance for fresh eyes and ideas. 
 
o Periodic engagement of the community, especially various minorities. 



 

Data Collection 
 

Data is regularly reviewed, analyzed and discussed with our two advisory boards, community 
groups and the Board of County Commissioners.  The data is also presented in all diversity 
training sessions to corrections department staff by the Director and published in two annual 
publications.  The data is our guide for analysis, action and interventions. 
 
The juvenile justice comprehensive plan was developed in 1998 with annual updates, which are 
published in our Benchmark Report.  DMC has been a part of our plan since 1998.  The most 
recent update was published in April 2007.  This plan includes prevention, intervention and 
graduated sanctions programming in our community.  Each funded program included in our 
comprehensive plan is reviewed “using a DMC lens’ to ensure continued focus on this issue.  
Sedgwick County has worked for more than a decade with Wichita State University performing 
research and analysis of data of DMC, juvenile detention, validation studies and program 
effectiveness.  Analysis of each funded program by Wichita State University is presented to the 
Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board as part of the annual programs evaluation in October.     
 
The two annual publications that include DMC data are available on the Sedgwick County 
website at http://www.sedgwickcounty.org/corrections/.  One is the 2007 Sedgwick County 
Juvenile Community Planning Team Benchmark 5 Report Update and the second is the Sedgwick 
County Juvenile Justice Authority & Community Crime Prevention Funded Programs Program 
Evaluation for State Fiscal Year 2007.   
 
The continuation of data refinement is necessary to further identify those factors that may play a 
role in African American and Hispanic disproportionate contact and confinement.  The Juvenile 
Corrections Advisory Board continues to monitor, evaluate and target prevention services to the 
areas of greatest need in our community to achieve maximum impact with juvenile justice 
funding to prevent delinquency and to address DMC.   
  
Existing databases of juvenile justice data in our jurisdiction include:  Juvenile Intake and 
Assessment, Juvenile Detention, Juvenile Field Services, District Court and Wichita Police 
Department.  Each database is accessible electronically with security clearance.  The first two are 
linked and access is shared with the district attorney’s office and court.  Work is underway to 
link the others (except police).  Each database is utilized for part of the data collection.  The data 
is gathered from the various sources and combined for reports.  The method has been refined 
over the past four years and works smoothly.  Data is disaggregated by race and ethnicity. 
 
Sedgwick County has implemented and developed several key reports, charts and mappings to 
evaluate and sharpen our focus on DMC including the relative rate index matrix, a clients served 
report, differential success rate chart, and two maps showing needs and resources and the 
locations of prevention and intervention service providers.  As stated previously, data collection 
(and all phases of a DMC effort) is viewed as a cyclical process, where constant evaluation and 
refinements are necessary.   



 

 
Relative Rate Index (RRI) Matrix: 
 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention uses a relative rate index matrix as 
the standard measure of disproportionate minority contact.  Sedgwick County expanded the 
matrix to encompass our local detention alternatives.  Some youth are diverted from detention to 
the juvenile residential facility (shelter) and some are diverted from detention to the home base 
supervision program; this gives our jurisdiction two more decision points to examine.  Decision 
points, or contact points, are various points in the justice system where decisions are made that 
could potentially result in unfair treatment based on race and/or ethnicity.  An RRI of 1.0 
indicates proportionality.   Over-representation is denoted by numbers greater than 1.2 while 
under-representation is denoted by numbers less than .8.  The further the RRI is away from 1.0, 
the less likely it is to have occurred as a random process.  DMC exits when the rate of minority 
youth in contact with the juvenile justice system is higher or lower than the rate of contact for the 
majority population.  Local population data is based on the 2000 census.  
 
Sedgwick County collected baseline data for 2003 and 2004, analyzed and discussed it with 
consultants from OJJDP at a site visit in 2004.  We now have RRI data for CY 2003 – 2006 and 
partial data for 2007.  Not all decision points have a sufficient number of cases to be valid for 
analysis.  Data collection, analysis and refinement are ongoing.   

   
 
Clients Served Report: 

 
Sedgwick County has collected, analyzed and reported the unduplicated count of clients served 
by prevention and early intervention programs for the last two state fiscal years, SFY06 and 
SFY07.  More than 4,000 clients are served each year by programs receiving Juvenile Justice 
Authority or Sedgwick County Crime Prevention funds.   Overall, the percentage of minority 
clients served exceeds the local population and is in balance with the percentages of youth being 
arrested by zip codes for new crimes. 
 
 

Differential Success Rates: 
 
It is not enough to know that minority youth are receiving prevention and intervention services.  
It is important to know if minority youth are as successful as Caucasian youth in the programs.  
Service providers submit a year-end clients served report that is utilized to determine the 
differential success rate based on each program’s definition of success that was developed with 
technical assistance from Wichita State University (WSU).  Data for each program is reported in 
July.  Analysis by WSU is presented as part of the annual independent programs evaluation in 
October.  Two years of research (SFY06 and SFY07) has been conducted on this issue.  
Providers are encouraged throughout the year to analyze their differential success rates and work 
toward improvement of their success with whichever group requires some remedy.      
 



 

Needs and Resources: 
 
This map contains the unduplicated number of youth/families served by Juvenile Justice 
Authority and Sedgwick County Crime Prevention funded programs by zip code and the youth in 
need as weighted by the number of Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center referrals.  This 
information is published and distributed annually in the Benchmark Report done by Wichita 
State University. 
 

Prevention and Intervention Program Locations: 
 
This map identifies all prevention and intervention service locations to aid in the analysis of 
service availability of prevention resources.  This information is updated and published annually 
in the Program Evaluation Report also done by Wichita State University.  Data is presented 
consistent with our geographic approach to targeting zip codes.   
 



 

DMC RRI  -  Sedgwick County, Kansas 
Calendar Year 2007 

K.S.A. Offenses Only 

CY 2007 Sedgwick County Census 
Age 10 - 17 Arrest Detention 

Secure 
Detention 

Residential
Home 

Detention
Cases 
Filed 

Cases 
Adjudi-
cated 

Diversion 
Admits 

JISP 
Admits 

JCM 
Admits 

JCF 
Admits 

Adult 
Transfer

Race Count Percent Totals 2,381 357 242 148 1,216 1,058 202 146 199 104 9
White 38,626 72.28% Count 1,135 140 113 60 624 566 111 49 78 35 2

   Percent 48% 39% 47% 41% 51% 53% 55% 34% 39% 34% 22%
   Rate 29.38 123.35 807.14 428.57 549.78 907.05 177.88 86.57 137.81 61.84 3.21
   RRI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Black 6,548 12.25% Count 728 137 83 57 412 337 48 58 86 42 4
   Percent 31% 38% 34% 39% 34% 32% 24% 40% 43% 40% 44%
   Rate 111.18 188.19 605.84 416.06 565.93 817.96 116.50 172.11 255.19 124.63 9.71
   RRI 3.78 1.53 0.75 0.97 1.03 0.90 0.65 1.99 1.85 2.02 3.03

Asian 1,901 3.56% Count 53 9 8 4 25 13 7 2 2 1 0
   Percent 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 1% 0%
   Rate 27.88 169.81 888.89 444.44 471.70 520.00 280.00 153.85 153.85 76.92 0.00
   RRI 0.95 1.38 1.10 1.04 0.86 0.57 1.57 1.78 1.12 1.24 0.00

American 745 1.39% Count 18 0 3 0 5 7 3 1 2 2 0
Indian/   Percent 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 0%
Alaska   Rate 24.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 277.78 1400.00 333.33 83.33 285.71 285.71 0.00
Native   RRI 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 1.54 1.87 0.96 2.07 4.62 0.00
Hawaiian/ 40 0.07% Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Pacific   Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Islander   Rate 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

   RRI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hispanic/ 5,580 10.44% Count 447 71 35 27 120 87 30 35 30 24 3
Latino   Percent 19% 20% 14% 18% 10% 8% 15% 24% 15% 23% 33%

   Rate 80.11 158.84 492.96 380.28 268.46 725.00 250.00 402.30 344.83 275.86 25.00
   RRI 2.73 1.29 0.61 0.89 0.49 0.80 1.41 4.65 2.50 4.46 7.80

All 14,814 27.72% Count 1246 217 129 88 562 444 88 96 121 69 7
Minorities   Percent 52% 61% 53% 59% 46% 42% 44% 66% 61% 66% 78%

   Rate 84.11 174.16 594.47 405.53 451.04 790.04 156.58 216.22 272.52 155.41 12.46
   RRI 2.86 1.41 0.74 0.95 0.82 0.87 0.88 2.50 1.98 2.51 3.89

Unknown    0 0 0 0 30 48 3 0 0 0 0
Totals 53,440 100% Totals 2,381 357 242 148 1,216 1,058 202 145 199 104 9

10/3/2007     



 

DMC RRI  -  Sedgwick County, Kansas 
Calendar Year 2006 

K.S.A. Offenses Only 

CY 2006 
Sedgwick 

County Census 
Age 10 - 17 

 Arrest Detention 
Secure 

Detention 
Residential 

Home 
Detention 

Cases 
Filed 

Cases 
Adjudi-
cated 

Diversion 
Admits 

Probation 
Case-
load 

JISP 
Admits 

JCM 
Admits 

JCF 
Admits 

Adult 
Transfer 

Race Count Percent Totals 3,205 437 351 159 1,622 1,290 352 471 183 287 125 13 
White 38,626 72.28% Count 1,475 150 137 60 786 575 219 219 78 127 33 3 
      Percent 46% 34% 39% 38% 48% 45% 62% 46% 43% 44% 26% 23% 
      Rate 38.19 101.69 913.33 400.00 532.88 731.55 278.63 380.87 135.65 220.87 57.39 3.82 
      RRI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Black 6,548 12.25% Count 1,084 204 149 73 562 510 71 166 73 99 54 7 
      Percent 34% 47% 42% 46% 35% 40% 20% 35% 40% 34% 43% 54% 
      Rate 165.55 188.19 730.39 357.84 518.45 907.47 126.33 325.49 143.14 194.12 105.88 12.46 
      RRI 4.34 1.85 0.80 0.89 0.97 1.24 0.45 0.85 1.06 0.88 1.84 3.26 
Asian 1,901 3.56% Count 75 8 10 7 36 27 14 8 8 4 1 0 
      Percent 2% 2% 3% 4% 2% 2% 4% 2% 4% 1% 1% 0% 
      Rate 39.45 106.67 1250.00 875.00 480.00 750.00 388.89 296.30 296.30 148.15 37.04 0.00 
      RRI 1.03 1.05 1.37 2.19 0.90 1.03 1.40 0.78 2.18 0.67 0.65 0.00 
American 745 1.39% Count 24 5 2 0 4 6 11 5 2 5 2 0 
Indian/     Percent 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 
Alaska     Rate 32.21 208.33 400.00 0.00 166.67 1500.00 333.33 833.33 83.33 833.33 333.33 0.00 
Native     RRI 0.84 2.05 0.44 0.00 0.31 2.05 1.20 2.19 0.61 3.77 5.81 0.00 
Hawaiian/ 40 0.07% Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pacific     Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Islander     Rate 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
      RRI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Hispanic/ 5,580 10.44% Count 547 70 53 19 147 103 31 73 22 52 35 3 
Latino     Percent 17% 16% 15% 12% 9% 8% 9% 15% 12% 18% 28% 23% 
      Rate 98.03 127.97 757.14 271.43 268.74 700.68 210.88 708.74 213.59 504.85 339.81 20.41 
      RRI 2.57 1.26 0.83 0.68 0.50 0.96 0.76 1.86 1.57 2.29 5.92 5.35 
All 14,814 27.72% Count 1730 287 214 99 750 647 127 252 105 160 92 10 
Minorities     Percent 54% 66% 61% 62% 46% 50% 36% 54% 57% 56% 74% 77% 
      Rate 116.78 165.90 745.64 344.95 433.53 862.67 169.33 389.49 162.29 247.30 142.19 13.33 
      RRI 3.06 1.63 0.82 0.86 0.81 1.18 0.61 1.02 1.20 1.12 2.48 3.49 
Unknown       0 0 0 0 86 68 6 0 0 0 0 0 
Totals 53,440 100% Totals 3,205 437 351 159 1,622 1,290 352 471 183 287 125 13 
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DMC RRI  -  Sedgwick County, Kansas 

Calendar Year 2005 
K.S.A. Offenses Only 

CY 2005 Sedgwick    County         
Census 10 - 17 Arrest Detention 

Secure 
Detention 

Residential
Home 

Detention
Cases 
Filed 

Cases 
Adjudi-
cated 

Diversion 
Admits 

JISP 
Admits 

JCM 
Admits 

JCF 
Admits 

Adult 
Transfer 

Race Count Percent Totals 3,223 384 289 154 2,488 1,380 341 227 270 97 14 
White 38,626 72.28% Count 1,508 136 148 64 1,519 797 224 97 115 21 3 

   Percent 47% 35% 51% 42% 61% 58% 66% 43% 43% 22% 21% 
   Rate 39.04 90.19 1088.24 470.59 1007.29 524.69 147.47 121.71 144.29 26.35 1.97 
   RRI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Black 6,548 12.25% Count 1,026 163 95 54 628 418 57 78 92 48 9 
   Percent 32% 42% 33% 35% 25% 30% 17% 34% 34% 49% 64% 
   Rate 156.69 158.87 582.82 331.29 612.09 665.61 90.76 186.60 220.10 114.83 14.33 
   RRI 4.01 1.76 0.54 0.70 0.61 1.27 0.62 1.53 1.53 4.36 7.26 

Asian 1,901 3.56% Count 82 7 2 2 48 31 21 7 3 2 0 
   Percent 3% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 6% 3% 1% 2% 0% 
   Rate 43.14 85.37 285.71 285.71 585.37 645.83 437.50 225.81 96.77 64.52 0.00 
   RRI 1.10 0.95 0.26 0.61 0.58 1.23 2.97 1.86 0.67 2.45 0.00 

American 745 1.39% Count 28 4 0 2 12 9 3 6 4 1 0 
Indian/   Percent 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 0% 
Alaska   Rate 37.58 142.86 0.00 500.00 428.57 750.00 250.00 666.67 444.44 111.11 0.00 
Native   RRI 0.96 1.58 0.00 1.06 0.43 1.43 1.70 5.48 3.08 4.22 0.00 
Hawaiian/ 40 0.07% Count 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pacific   Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Islander   Rate 50.00 500.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

   RRI 1.28 5.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Hispanic/ 5,580 10.44% Count 577 73 44 32 118 106 36 39 56 25 2 
Latino   Percent 18% 19% 15% 21% 5% 8% 11% 17% 21% 26% 14% 

   Rate 103.41 126.52 602.74 438.36 204.51 898.31 305.08 367.92 528.30 235.85 16.95 
   RRI 2.65 1.40 0.55 0.93 0.20 1.71 2.07 3.02 3.66 8.95 8.58 

All 14,814 27.72% Count 1715 248 141 90 806 564 117 130 155 76 11 
Minorities   Percent 53% 65% 49% 58% 32% 41% 34% 57% 57% 78% 79% 

   Rate 115.77 144.61 568.55 362.90 469.97 699.75 145.16 230.50 274.82 134.75 13.65 
   RRI 2.97 1.60 0.52 0.77 0.47 1.33 0.98 1.89 1.90 5.11 6.91 

Unknown    0 0 0 0 163 19 0 0 0 0 0 
Totals 53,440 100% Totals 3,223 384 289 154 2,488 1,380 341 227 270 97 14 



 

 
DMC RRI  -  Sedgwick County, Kansas 

Calendar Year 2004 
K.S.A. Offenses Only 

CY 2004 Sedgwick    County         
Census 10 - 17 Arrest Detention 

Secure 
Detention 

Residential
Home 

Detention Cases Filed
Cases 
Adjudi-
cated 

Diversion 
Admits 

JISP 
Admits 

JCM 
Admits 

JCF 
Admits 

Adult 
Transfer 

Race Count Percent Totals 3,340 331 65 39 2,691 1,387 230 173 290 99 28 
White 38,626 72.28% Count 1,641 123 25 10 1,691 766 146 78 141 34 3 

   Percent 49% 37% 38% 26% 63% 55% 63% 45% 49% 34% 11% 
   Rate 42.48 74.95 203.25 81.30 1030.47 452.99 86.34 101.83 184.07 44.39 1.77 
   RRI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Black 6,548 12.25% Count 1,056 144 28 19 676 384 50 63 98 50 13 
   Percent 32% 44% 43% 49% 25% 28% 22% 36% 34% 51% 46% 
   Rate 161.27 136.36 194.44 131.94 640.15 568.05 73.96 164.06 255.21 130.21 19.23 
   RRI 3.80 1.82 0.96 1.62 0.62 1.25 0.86 1.61 1.39 2.93 10.84 

Asian 1,901 3.56% Count 68 1 2 2 54 31 5 2 5 0 0 
   Percent 2% 0% 3% 5% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 0% 0% 
   Rate 35.77 14.71 2000.00 2000.00 794.12 574.07 92.59 64.52 161.29 0.00 0.00 
   RRI 0.84 0.20 9.84 24.60 0.77 1.27 1.07 0.63 0.88 0.00 0.00 

American 745 1.39% Count 30 2 0 0 10 8 5 1 4 2 0 
Indian/   Percent 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 0% 
Alaska   Rate 40.27 66.67 0.00 0.00 333.33 800.00 500.00 333.33 500.00 250.00 0.00 
Native   RRI 0.95 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.32 1.77 5.79 3.27 2.72 5.63 0.00 
Hawaiian/ 40 0.07% Count 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pacific   Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Islander   Rate 75.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

   RRI 1.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Hispanic/ 5,580 10.44% Count 542 61 10 8 130 106 24 29 42 13 12 
Latino   Percent 16% 18% 15% 21% 5% 8% 10% 17% 14% 13% 43% 

   Rate 97.13 112.55 163.93 131.15 239.85 815.38 184.62 273.58 396.23 122.64 92.31 
   RRI 2.29 1.50 0.81 1.61 0.23 1.80 2.14 2.69 2.15 2.76 52.03 

All 14,814 27.72% Count 1699 208 40 29 870 529 84 95 149 65 25 
Minorities   Percent 51% 63% 62% 74% 32% 38% 37% 55% 51% 66% 89% 

   Rate 114.69 122.42 192.31 139.42 512.07 608.05 96.55 179.58 281.66 122.87 28.74 
   RRI 2.70 1.63 0.95 1.71 0.50 1.34 1.12 1.76 1.53 2.77 16.20 

Unknown    0 0 0 0 130 92 0 0 0 0 0 
Totals 53,440 100% Totals 3,340 331 65 39 2,691 1,387 230 173 290 99 28 



 

 
DMC RRI  -  Sedgwick County, Kansas 

Calendar Year 2003 
K.S.A. Offenses Only 

CY 2003 
Sedgwick    

County         
Census 10 - 17 

 Arrest Detention 
Secure 

Detention 
Residential 

Home 
Detention 

Cases 
Filed 

Cases 
Adjudi-
cated 

Diversion 
Admits 

JISP 
Admits 

JCM 
Admits 

JCF 
Admits 

Adult 
Transfer 

Race Count Percent Totals 3,480 292 77 49 2,263 1,365 301 182 328 96 12 
White 38,626 72.28% Count 1,794 129 40 25 1350 753 187 93 141 24 0 
      Percent 52% 44% 52% 51% 60% 55% 62% 51% 43% 25% 0% 
      Rate 46.45 71.91 310.08 193.80 752.51 557.78 138.52 123.51 187.25 31.87 0.74 
      RRI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Black 6,548 12.25% Count 1,056 124 26 19 599 433 70 57 124 48 8 
      Percent 30% 42% 34% 39% 26% 32% 23% 31% 38% 50% 67% 
      Rate 161.27 117.42 209.68 153.23 567.23 722.87 116.86 131.64 286.37 110.85 13.36 
      RRI 3.47 1.63 0.68 0.79 0.75 1.30 0.84 1.07 1.53 3.48 18.03 
Asian 1,901 3.56% Count 65 5 1 0 36 32 6 5 13 1 0 
      Percent 2% 2% 1% 0% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 1% 0% 
      Rate 34.19 76.92 200.00 0.00 553.85 888.89 166.67 156.25 406.25 31.25 0.00 
      RRI 0.74 1.07 0.65 0.00 0.74 1.59 1.20 1.27 2.17 0.98 0.00 
American 745 1.39% Count 16 1 0 0 15 12 5 1 4 2 0 
Indian/     Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 0% 
Alaska     Rate 21.48 62.50 0.00 0.00 937.50 800.00 333.33 83.33 333.33 166.67 0.00 
Native     RRI 0.46 0.87 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.43 2.41 0.67 1.78 5.23 0.00 
Hawaiian/ 40 0.07% Count 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pacific     Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Islander     Rate 125.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
      RRI 2.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Hispanic/ 5,580 10.44% Count 544 33 10 5 124 82 33 26 46 21 4 
Latino     Percent 16% 11% 13% 10% 5% 6% 11% 14% 14% 22% 33% 
      Rate 97.49 60.66 303.03 151.52 227.94 661.29 266.13 317.07 560.98 256.10 32.26 
      RRI 2.10 0.84 0.98 0.78 0.30 1.19 1.92 2.57 3.00 8.04 43.55 
All 14,814 27.72% Count 1686 163 37 24 774 559 114 89 187 72 12 
Minorities     Percent 48% 56% 48% 49% 34% 41% 38% 49% 57% 75% 100% 
      Rate 113.81 96.68 226.99 147.24 459.07 722.22 147.29 159.21 334.53 128.80 15.50 
      RRI 2.45 1.34 0.73 0.76 0.61 1.29 1.06 1.29 1.79 4.04 20.93 
Unknown       0 0 0 0 139 53 0 0 0 0 0 
Totals 53,440 100% Totals 3,480 292 77 49 2,263 1,365 301 182 328 96 12 



 

Sedgwick County Disproportionate Minority Contact 
2003-2006 
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Sedgwick County Disproportionate Minority Contact 
2003-2006 
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Sedgwick County Disproportionate Minority Contact 
2003-2006 

All Minority Youth 
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Clients Served in SFY07 
by Juvenile Justice Authority Funded and 

Sedgwick County Crime Prevention Funded Programs
 

Unduplicated Number of Clients = 4,255
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Minority Youth = 28% of population 

Minority Clients = 57% of clients served 



 

 
 

Differential Success Rates for Programs Funded in SFY07 
by Juvenile Justice Authority & Sedgwick County Crime Prevention Funds 

 
     
          
  Successful Percent Unsuccessful Percent 

Caucasian Clients 1238 81.2% 286 18.8% 
Minority Clients 1437 82.1% 313 17.9% 

African American Clients 655 78.6% 178 21.4% 
Hispanic Clients 654 86.3% 104 13.7% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Clients 63 77.8% 18 22.2% 
Asian Clients 65 83.3% 13 16.7% 

Other/Unknown Clients 183 81.3% 42 18.7% 
         

    
EARLY YEARS 

    
Early Intervention Project (Rainbows United) 

Caucasian Parents 20 50.0% 20 50.0% 
Minority Parents 4 80.0% 1 20.0% 

African American Parents 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 
Hispanic Parents 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Parents 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 
Other/Unknown Parents 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 

    
Parent Training (Kansas Children's Service League) 

Caucasian Parents 71 69.6% 31 30.4% 
Minority Parents 41 71.9% 16 28.1% 

African American Parents 19 70.4% 8 29.6% 
Hispanic Parents 16 72.7% 6 27.3% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Parents 5 71.4% 2 28.6% 
Asian Parents 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 

    

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL YEARS 
    

Big Brothers Big Sisters 
Caucasian Youth 24 82.8% 5 17.2% 

Minority Youth 31 67.4% 15 32.6% 
African American Youth 22 68.8% 10 31.2% 

Hispanic Youth 9 69.2% 4 30.8% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 

    
Communities In Schools (County grant) 

Caucasian Youth 137 97.2% 4 2.8% 
Minority Youth 137 98.6% 2 1.4% 

African American Youth 33 97.1% 1 2.9% 
Hispanic Youth 91 100.0% 0 0.0% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 9 100.0% 0 0.0% 
Asian Youth 4 80.0% 1 20.0% 

Other/Unknown Youth 27 96.4% 1 3.6% 



 

 
 
 
 

Mental Health Association - PATHS for Kids 
Caucasian Youth 197 90.0% 22 10.0% 

Minority Youth 296 95.2% 15 4.8% 
African American Youth 100 94.3% 6 5.7% 

Hispanic Youth 172 96.6% 6 3.4% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 15 88.2% 2 11.8% 

Asian Youth 9 90.0% 1 10.0% 
Other/Unknown Youth 71 86.6% 11 13.4% 

     
Truancy Prevention Program / Communities In Schools 

Caucasian Youth 133 73.5% 48 26.5% 
Minority Youth 239 77.3% 70 22.7% 

African American Youth 111 72.1% 43 27.9% 
Hispanic Youth 110 80.9% 26 19.1% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 7 100.0% 0 0.0% 
Asian Youth 11 91.7% 1 8.3% 

Other/Unknown Youth 16 59.3% 11 40.7% 
     

Truancy Prevention Program / D.A.'s Office 
Caucasian Youth 81 74.3% 28 25.7% 

Minority Youth 168 82.8% 35 17.2% 
African American Youth 69 77.5% 20 22.5% 

Hispanic Youth 85 88.5% 11 11.5% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 7 77.8% 2 22.2% 

Asian Youth 7 77.8% 2 22.2% 
Other/Unknown Youth 6 85.7% 1 14.3% 

    
Truancy Prevention Program / USD 259 

Caucasian Youth 130 90.9% 13 9.1% 
Minority Youth 114 89.8% 13 10.2% 

African American Youth 55 90.2% 6 9.8% 
Hispanic Youth 47 88.7% 6 11.3% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 8 88.9% 1 11.1% 
Asian Youth 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Other/Unknown Youth 31 86.1% 5 13.9% 
 

    

MIDDLE SCHOOL AND HIGH SCHOOL YEARS 
    

Educational, Training & Employment (KANSEL) 
Caucasian Youth 12 32.4% 25 67.6% 

Minority Youth 16 28.1% 41 71.9% 
African American Youth 7 21.2% 26 78.8% 

Hispanic Youth 7 41.2% 10 58.8% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 

Asian Youth 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 
Other/Unknown Youth 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 

 
 

    



 

Family Group Conferencing (D.A.'s Office and Episcopal Social Services) 
Caucasian Youth 28 66.7% 14 33.3% 

Minority Youth 18 75.0% 6 25.0% 
African American Youth 9 81.8% 2 18.2% 

Hispanic Youth 5 55.6% 4 44.4% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Asian Youth 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 
     

Functional Family Therapy (Family Consultation Service, a division of Youthville) 
Caucasian Youth 24 82.8% 5 17.2% 

Minority Youth 25 64.1% 14 35.9% 
African American Youth 16 61.5% 10 38.5% 

Hispanic Youth 6 85.7% 1 14.3% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 

Asian Youth 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 
    

JIAC Case Management (Kansas Children's Service League) 
Caucasian Youth 64 94.1% 4 5.9% 

Minority Youth 43 95.6% 2 4.4% 
African American Youth 30 96.8% 1 3.2% 

Hispanic Youth 13 92.9% 1 7.1% 
    

Learning the Ropes (Higher Ground) 
Caucasian Youth 22 61.1% 14 38.9% 

Minority Youth 24 61.5% 15 38.5% 
African American Youth 7 63.6% 4 36.4% 

Hispanic Youth 16 59.3% 11 40.7% 
Asian Youth 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Other/Unknown Youth 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
    

Targeted Outreach (Boys & Girls Club) 
Caucasian Youth 12 92.3% 1 7.7% 

Minority Youth 41 80.4% 10 19.6% 
African American Youth 27 79.4% 7 20.6% 

Hispanic Youth 8 80.0% 2 20.0% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Asian Youth 3 75.0% 1 25.0% 
Other/Unknown Youth 8 72.7% 3 27.3% 

    
Teen Intervention Program (Episcopal Social Services) 

Caucasian Youth 122 97.6% 3 2.4% 
Minority Youth 65 95.6% 3 4.4% 

African American Youth 33 91.7% 3 8.3% 
Hispanic Youth 19 100.0% 0 0.0% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 
Asian Youth 9 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Other/Unknown Youth 20 95.2% 1 4.8% 
    

ON-TRAC (Wichita Family Services Institute) 
Caucasian Youth 3 60.0% 2 40.0% 

Minority Youth 25 86.2% 4 13.8% 
African American Youth 24 88.9% 3 11.1% 

Hispanic Youth 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 
Other/Unknown Youth 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 



 

    

INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 
    

D.A.'s Diversion/Immediate Intervention Program 
Caucasian Youth 120 75.9% 38 24.1% 

Minority Youth 60 66.7% 30 33.3% 
African American Youth 29 65.9% 15 34.1% 

Hispanic Youth 23 71.9% 9 28.1% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 1 20.0% 4 80.0% 

Asian Youth 7 77.8% 2 22.2% 
Other/Unknown Youth 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 

    
Detention Advocacy Service (Kansas Legal Services) 

Caucasian Youth 38 80.9% 9 19.1% 
Minority Youth 90 81.1% 21 18.9% 

African American Youth 63 84.0% 12 16.0% 
Hispanic Youth 24 80.0% 6 20.0% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native Youth 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 
Asian Youth 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 

     
 
 



 



 

 
 
 



 

SERVICE LOCATIONS OF PREVENTION & INTERVENTION PROGRAMS IN SFY07 
Big Brothers Big Sisters Mentor Services 
1 Program Office - Services provided throughout Sedgwick County 

Communities In Schools (County grant) 
2 Cooper Elementary 
  Derby 6th Grade Center (Not Mapped) 
3 Jefferson Elementary 
4 Oaklawn Elementary 

Connection to Services - Truancy Prevention Program 
5 Brooks Middle 
6 Coleman Middle 
7 Curtis Middle  
8 Hadley Middle 
 9 Hamilton Middle 
10 Jardine Middle 
11 Marshall Middle 
12 Mead Middle 
13 Pleasant Valley Middle 
14 Robinson Middle 
 15 Truesdell Middle 
Detention Advocacy Service 
16 On-site 
Diversion - Truancy Prevention Program 
17 On-site 
Diversion / Immediate Intervention Program 
18 On-site 
Family Group Conferencing 
19 Program Office - Sites vary as needed 
Functional Family Therapy 
20 Program Office - Services provided in-home throughout Sedgwick County 
GED Preparation & JOBSTART 
21 On-site 
JIAC Case Management 
22 Program Office - Services provided in-home throughout Sedgwick County 
Learning the Ropes 
23 On-site 
ON-TRAC 
24 On-site 
25 Curtis Middle 
26 Sowers Special Education Center 
27 Wells Special Education Center 
Parent Training 
28 On-site 
29 Sedgwick County Jail 
30 Women's Recovery Center 
PATHS for Kids 
31 Boys & Girls Club 
32 Boys & Girls Club 
33 MHA Psychosocial Camp (Holy Savior Church) 
34 Harry Street Elementary 
35 Jefferson Elementary 
36 Lawrence Elementary 
37 Lincoln Elementary 

 Nelson Elementary in Haysville (Not Mapped) 
38 Oaklawn Elementary 
Targeted Outreach 
39 On-site (Follow-up provided in all schools) 
Teen Intervention Program 
40 On-site 
Early Intervention Program (Rainbow United) 
41 On-site 
USD 259 - Truancy Prevention Program 
42 Adams Elementary 
43 Anderson Elementary 
44 Bryant Core Knowledge Elementary 
45 Chisholm Trail Elementary 
46 Franklin Elementary 
47 Linwood Elementary 
48 Minneha Core Knowledge Elementary 
49 Pleasant Valley Elementary 
50 White Elementary 



 

Sustaining DMC 
 
The Sedgwick County Department of Corrections is committed to best practices and will 
continue to collect and analyze juvenile justice DMC data and refine our practices, programs and 
services to reduce delinquency and to ensure the fair and equal treatment of the juveniles and 
families we serve.  Support is provided by grants and local budget allocations to the Sedgwick 
County Department of Corrections.  The department provides juvenile and adult correctional 
programs, coordination of grant funding for contracted programs and services, contract 
monitoring and evaluation, and the director serves as the administrative point of contact with the 
Kansas Department of Corrections and Juvenile Justice Authority for Sedgwick County.  
Without funding for community-based intervention strategies, any plans developed with the 
Hispanic and African American communities that require funding will be placed on hold until 
other resources can be secured.  While there is no guarantee that the intervention programs will 
continue, we are committed to the DMC initiative and will do all we can to maximize local, state 
and federal funding for the project. 
 
Over the past three years, Sedgwick County has been a pilot site for the state DMC initiative.  
Continued funding will allow us to maintain our system focus on DMC and support 
interventions, training, research, and data collection/analysis.  The key community-based 
strategies include advocacy and legal representation to prevent placements in juvenile detention, 
efforts to close the achievement gap in test scores between Caucasian and minority youth, 
positive youth development programming, and efforts to ensure delinquency prevention 
programs are effective with and reaching minority youth and families in the target DMC zip 
codes (67203, 67204, 67208, 67214, 67219).  Sedgwick County has a track record and model 
program in place to keep advancing.  Continued research and commitment in this area is critical. 
 
In September 2007 Sedgwick County was selected to participate in the DMC Action Network, a 
new component of the Models for Change:  Systems Reform in Juvenile Justice initiative.  
Supported by the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, Models for Change is an 
effort to create successful and replicable models of juvenile justice system reform.  There are 
twelve jurisdictions participating in the Network representing eight states including:  
Pennsylvania (Allegheny County, Berks County and Philadelphia), Illinois (Peoria), Louisiana 
(Jefferson Parish and Rapides Parish) and Washington (Benton-Franklin Counties and Pierce 
County), Maryland (Baltimore City), Wisconsin (Rock County), Kansas (Sedgwick County) and 
North Carolina (Union County).  One of the goals in all of the Models for Change states is 
reduction of disproportionate minority contact. 
 
The Center for Children’s Law and Policy (CCLP) coordinates the DMC Action Network.  
Participants were selected based on achievement and potential in the following key areas: 
 

o Commitment by system leaders to identify and modify system policies and practices 
toward reducing DMC; 

o Development and utilization of data-driven approaches to reduce DMC; 
o Reduction of DMC at one or more key decision points throughout the continuum of the 

juvenile justice system; 
o Determination to building a viable continuum of alternative programs and diversion 

services to reduce entry and further penetration into the juvenile justice system; and, 
o Willingness to report on present, current and future efforts in order to further the national 

knowledge base in DMC reduction. 



 

Selection into the DMC Action Network provides Sedgwick County with a Coalition Manager 
for the African American Coalition through a contractual agreement with the Urban League of 
Kansas, a DMC Community Outreach Coordinator for Sedgwick County Department of 
Corrections, travel funds for project staff to attend the annual DMC Network meeting and 
consultant fees to support ongoing data analysis to monitor, understand and respond to system 
activity impacting DMC. 
 
The African American Coalition is a partnership consisting of community leaders from various 
social service agencies, faith based, business, public sector and interested individuals in the 
Wichita, Kansas, area.  The coalition wants to reduce DMC by improving outcomes of African 
American youth, and their families.  The African American Coalition consists of leaders who are 
leading their various organizations and although each is devoted and committed to the coalition, 
a single person (a Coalition Manager) is needed to head the effort to ensure that meetings are 
arranged, actions are taken and that people are in place to attend meetings. 
  
The Corrections Department Director is the DMC project director.  Prior DMC work in targeted 
zip codes in Wichita has contributed to development of a project of large scope and potential 
impact called the New Communities Initiative (NCI).  The NCI is a joint project of the State, 
County and City of Wichita with support from the Council of State Governments and private 
foundations to address a heavily blighted area in zip code 67214.  NCI is a community 
revitalization strategy designed to support and enhance successful families and sustain 
neighborhoods in which they live.  It is supported by a wide coalition of state and local leaders 
from the public and private sectors, whose collaborative vision will help accomplish this goal.  
There are five pillar areas to create improved quality of life through coordinated service delivery 
and focused attention of all available resources.  Most importantly, this model will start in this 
defined area but will move to other areas of the city as goals are achieved.  A DMC Community 
Outreach Coordinator is needed to fully engage in the NCI pillar groups, and to begin 
community mobilization in other DMC project zip codes to educate neighborhood members, 
develop DMC reduction strategies, increase access to delinquency prevention programs, and 
prepare to compete to be the next NCI site.  The Coordinator position will provide the means to 
increase community collaboration and mobilization activities and to aggressively seek funding 
opportunities through grant writing to fund additional DMC strategies and resources to address 
service gaps. 
 
The Corrections Director is the designated agent by the Sedgwick County Commission to 
administer and coordinate juvenile justice program funds and activities in Sedgwick County, 
Kansas.  Included in the responsibilities is serving as DMC project director.  DMC in Sedgwick 
County is addressed with a combination of funding sources: 
 

o Title II funds support DMC interventions. 
o State juvenile justice grant funds support the majority of costs for a Detention Advocacy 

Service program (and other prevention, intervention and graduated sanctions programs). 
o Sedgwick County government funds detention alternatives and crime prevention / early 

intervention programs. 
o DMC Action Network funding will provide expansion of community mobilization and 

grant writing activities. 



 

Evaluation 
 
 

What we know in this field nationally about reducing DMC: 
 
o Prevention and equal access to prevention programs is critical. 
o Hispanic youth and families need to be treated as a distinct group. 
o Use of confinement in detention needs to be a last resort. 
o DMC tracking and reporting must be part of every program design. 
o Contributing factors include socio-economic status, family, education and juvenile justice 

systems. 
o Evidence-based strategies that have proven successful include prevention and early 

intervention programs  (we have 16 programs in SG County established in 1998 and 2000), 
alternatives to secure detention (we have a model system with alternative programs 
established in 1990, 1994, and 2000), administrative rule modifications (Detention 
Utilization Committee established in 1996 and meets monthly to review and address issues 
and opportunities), cultural competency training (new curriculum and initiative is in place 
and ongoing), and the development of objective decision-making tools (detention screening 
tool was implemented in 1997, reviewed and validated in 2000 by WSU to prevent 
unnecessary use of confinement). 
 
 
The impact of our jurisdiction’s work to reduce DMC: 

 
o Significant reductions (1998 to 2005) in juvenile intakes (arrests) from 6,826 to 4,166 (39%). 
o Reduced admissions to juvenile detention from 1,514 to 1,176 (23%). 
o Growth in demand for secure detention has been stopped. 
o 1996 projected secure detention bed needs by NCCD consultants were cut from 130 to 108. 
o The aging detention facility was replaced with more beds without increasing utilization  

(the average is 75 beds per day). 
o Sustained leadership, commitment and effective processes. 
o Reduced construction and operating costs. 
o Reduced the number of youth in state custody. 
o Reduced admissions to juvenile correctional facilities by 59% since CY 2000. 
o Reduced the out of home placements. 
o Increased USD 259 graduation rate 6.5% since 2002 – 2003 school year. 
o Engaged the community in the DMC initiative. 
o Focused prevention programming to zip codes with high numbers of minority youth being 

arrested and evaluated access and success rates of programs with minority youth and 
families. 

o Established effective data systems to track DMC across the juvenile justice decision points. 
o Maintained ongoing policy and operations level review of the data. 

 



 

Reducing the rate of arrests of minority youth: 
   
Reducing arrests of minority youth has proven to be our most difficult challenge.  Multiple 
strategies and more manpower are necessary to have an impact on a community the size of 
Wichita, Kansas.  Community organizing, administrative advocacy, parent advocacy, legislative 
advocacy, and manpower to identify and prioritize a DMC agenda with interventions and the 
means to apply pressure on the system to influence recourse allocations and to write grants to 
seek new resources to address gaps is necessary.  Community organizing is time consuming to 
sustain.  Sedgwick County has built momentum over the past three years by engaging citizens, 
youth, parents, neighborhood organizations, agencies and government (City, County and State) 
in DMC work.  As it has grown, the scope has expanded as evident with the New Communities 
Initiative.  Manpower is needed to keep the harsh reality of DMC a “must do” priority.  The 
potential for sustained advocacy and citizen involvement at meetings is essential to expanding 
the project scope to other neighborhoods and having an impact on the DMC project goal of 
reducing arrests.  The NAACP and Latino coalition are DMC partners.  The DMC project 
director will work closely with the Coalition leadership in developing plans to reduce arrests.  
Persistence, research, support and partnerships are critical.  Sedgwick County has the potential 
and record to make significant progress reducing DMC at the point of arrest in Wichita. 



 

Recommendations 
 
 

The 18th Judicial District has experienced barriers in our DMC reduction activities.  Significant 
barriers include diminished federal and state funding for juvenile justice graduated sanctions 
programming.  Two important programs were eliminated in 2002 that provided alternatives to 
out of home placements – Day Reporting and Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST).  Engaging 
families in neighborhoods in prevention programs and parental involvement with schools are 
ongoing challenges.  The minority communities suffer disproportionately from gang violence, 
fear of citizens to make police reports and/or testify as witnesses, and there is distrust of police in 
both the Hispanic and African American communities.  The local African American Coalition of 
individuals, businesses and agencies is the pulse of the African American community and will 
benefit greatly by having a position to coordinate their work and increase their focus on DMC. 
 
Our local efforts consist of collaboration (local team participates in the national DMC 
conference), training (ongoing diversity training of staff), prevention (programming to close the 
achievement gap at two middle schools), intervention (Detention Advocacy Service defense 
attorney program component) and research (partnership for professional criminal justice 
consultation services to maintain the current focus on DMC analysis and getting research 
findings into practice as quickly as possible.  Nationally the average time is 12 years according 
to OJJDP.  In Sedgwick County it occurs in a matter of months with our 11 year partnership).  
One opportunity for advancement in our community is graduated sanctions.  An Evening 
Reporting Center Program (day reporting model), would serve as both a detention alternative in 
our local continuum and intermediate sanction for probation and conditional release violators to 
avoid confinement and out of home placement. 



 

 
Kansas Technical Assistance 

Summary Report 
June 9, 2006 

 
This report outlines recommendations to two Kansas communities (Garden City and Wichita, KS) that 
requested technical assistance for addressing issues of Latino DMC. While these are two unique 
jurisdictions with different demographics and populations, there are common issues that can be 
addressed in response to the growing concern and data that point to a growing RRI’s for Latino youth. 
Specific recommendations are offered for a particular jurisdiction will be noted. 
 
The basis of these recommendations comes from multiple sources, including: (a) pre visit conference 
calls with the State DMC coordinator, Brock Landwehr, and staff from Finney and Sedgwick County, 
(b) a review of RRI matrix data that were received prior to the visit as well as data that were shared 
during the visit, (c) a site visit (May 30 – June 2) to the aforementioned communities, (d) a review of 
intake instruments in Finney County, and, (e) discussions with staff and leadership from Finney and 
Sedgwick County. In addition to these materials, three presentations addressing issues of Latino DMC 
were presented. Two of these talks were similar, the third required new content. 
 
Background 
 
Based on RRI data provided, both jurisdictions have an existing and growing Latino DMC issue, 
particularly in the areas of juvenile arrests and referrals to juvenile courts.  By the same token, these two 
jurisdictions are rather unique. Garden City (Finney County) has a significantly smaller population that 
is comprised of approximately 52% Hispanic residents.  Wichita (Sedgwick County) on the other hand, 
has a relatively larger population base, and a smaller proportion of Latinos (approximately thirteen 
percent). 
 
Having stated this, there is an important constraint with the current RRI data.  For some categories (e.g., 
Cases transferred to Adult Court or secure placement), there are simply not enough cases in the baseline 
data that permit a reliable RRI index.  Yet, as the leadership in both of these counties recognize, the 
importance of being proactive and addressing these issues now rather than later is important.  By the 
same token, current data, while unreliable, illustrate trends that indicate significant disparities between 
Latino youth and non-Hispanic whites. 
 
Law enforcement 
 
Based on the RRI data from both counties, DMC appears at the front end of the system for both 
jurisdictions.  Having stated this, there is a co-occurring factor that is not fully revealed in the RRI—
school suspensions and expulsions.  Data provided from school districts indicate that there are a 
disproportionately high number of suspensions and expulsions across elementary, middle, and high 
school systems.  With the presence of school resource officers in both counties, presence of school 
resource officers might be correlated to an increased number of arrests and referrals.  To better 
understand this issue, both jurisdictions might consider a logistic regression to analyze the error 
variance accounted by the presence/absence of school resource officers and contact with the justice 
system. 
 
A logistic regression is an analysis that can be utilized with the outcome is dichotomous, such as in 
right/wrong responses or the presence/absence of an event.  This analysis is analogous to standard 
linear regress in that it can employ continuous or categorical predictor variables to 1) determine the 
percent of variance in the outcome variable that can be explained by the predictors, 2) rank the relative  
 



 

 
importance of each predictor variable, 3) assess interactions between the predictors, and 4) assess the 
moderating effects of covariate control variable. 
 
Moreover, both jurisdictions reported that school resource officers were more likely to be located on 
the campuses of schools in urban as opposed to suburban or rural districts, where fewer Latino (and 
African American) youth are enrolled.  Therefore, both counties might examine within district 
differences to better understand if there are contextual trends (e.g., neighborhood trends) that are 
disparities in contact, citation, and referrals. 
 
Translation of documents 
 
Both jurisdictions acknowledged that not all documents across the system are translated and accessible 
for families who are Spanish speaking dominant.  There are multiple strategies that can be employed 
to address this issue.  One short term approach would be to simply contact other jurisdictions where 
translated documents already exits (e.g., Pima County, AZ, Santa Cruz County, CA, Multnomah 
County, OR).  While this only provides a partial answer, these jurisdictions have an established 
approach to addressing this issue, and can provide important guidance for Kansas. 
 
Another alternative is to engage the new and emerging populations in these jurisdictions to translate 
documents for the various agencies of the juvenile justice systems in these counties.  Such an effort, 
while not systemically utilized across the country, has a multifaceted benefit.  First, it is an outreach 
and engagement strategy where individuals who are contracted by the juvenile justice systems become 
engaged and cognizant of the role and function of the juvenile justice system, but also may serve to 
educate a small segment of the population about the Latino DMC challenges and efforts to address 
these in both locations.  More importantly, this approach would benefit both counties by permitting the 
staff to focus on the tasks that they are required to address, and more importantly, to devote the needed 
time and energy to their caseloads.  Finally, as an “insider” to the system, the ability to address the 
cultural and linguistic needs of communities is not necessarily a skill possessed by juvenile justice 
specialists who may not have immigrated from some of the sending nations or regions of the country 
where there are subtle and unique linguistic patterns, or for whom Spanish is an acquired not native 
language. 
 
Both counties reported that they have attempted to build the capacity of their systems by aggressively 
recruiting and targeting bilingual staff.  By the same token, the leadership of both counties 
acknowledged while there have been significant strides, they are still understaffed in this area.  Thus, 
one must challenge whether asking bilingual staff to translate documents in addition to their normal 
job expectations is a judicious use of their time or compromises their ability to address the needs of the 
youth in the system.  Translation of documents is a labor intensive process.  Moreover, multiple 
strategies for interpreting documents and ensuring their accuracy have been documented in the 
academic literature to ensure the fidelity of information (see Erkut¹, et al, 1999). 
 
Often times, staff who translate materials are not given release time for their efforts and must, 
simultaneously, address the added responsibilities of their position. Such practices serve to splinter the 
ability of staff to address the needs of youth or community safety.  Similarly, as system providers, they 
 
_________________ 
¹ Erkut, S., Alacón, O., García Coll, C., Tropp, L.R., & Vázquez García, H. (1999).  The Dual-Focus 
Approach to Creating Bilingual Measures.  Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 30, 206-218. 
 
 



 

 
may have developed approximate translations as opposed to literal translation of technical words that 
may not be fully understood by persons not integrally involved with the juvenile justice system. 
 
Both jurisdictions reported that they utilize local colleges for assistance with translations.  While there 
are convenient benefits with this practice, the challenge dialectical emphasis utilized by these 
individuals.  The majority of persons working within institutions of higher education utilize a Castilian 
dialect.  By the same token, there is no assurance that they are able to translate legal and technical 
language that is central to the juvenile justice system. 
 
A final approach would be to outsource the translation of materials to an independent third party with 
expertise in translations.  A logistical challenge is identifying a reliable agency that can do this work in 
a timely manner. 
 
Interpreters 
 
Both jurisdictions have limited numbers of staff that are available for interpretations when Spanish 
dominant youth and families are interacting with the system.  During a tour of the detention center in 
Sedgwick County, for example, an intake officer stated that there are times where “younger siblings” 
or neighbors are required to interpret during the intake stages for their parents.  Both jurisdictions 
should seriously consider the drafting and implementation of a policy that strictly prohibits this 
practice.  Simply stated, asking younger siblings or family members to become the key informant in an 
already stressful situation compromises the integrity of the process, and more importantly, jeopardizes 
due process for youth and their families. 
 
As with the issue of translation, both jurisdictions might consider a collaborative program with local 
community colleges and universities to increase the number of court certified translators for all 
components of the system.  Working with community based agencies, for example, programs to certify 
translators can be easily undertaken.  Such an approach has the advantage of building community 
capacity and bridges between the system and community residents.  A collateral benefit of this 
approach is that the certification practice can stable employment opportunities for the new and 
emerging populations of Finney and Sedgwick County.  More importantly, this form of outreach may 
help alter the perception of a system that is adversarial and/or insensitive to the cultural and linguistic 
needs of its changing demographic populations. 
 
Assessment instruments 
 
It is also not clear whether all off the instruments used for assessment and intake have undergone 
rigorous psychometric testing and validation before being used with Spanish dominant speaking 
populations.  Additional information on how materials that are not accessible in both Spanish and 
English are administered to youth and their families also needs to be carefully addressed.  When 
translated documents are not available, the best case scenario is that one individual assumes 
responsibility for administering these instruments, thus contributing to inter rater reliability.  However, 
if multiple staff are administering these instruments, then there is an increased probability of subtle 
differences which may compromise the integrity and validity of the data obtained from these 
assessment instruments.  A key factor in the psychometric validity of instruments is a standard 
administrative procedure.  Thus, it is highly recommended that a procedure for the administration of 
non-translated instruments be developed by each jurisdiction. 
 
Various assessment instruments (e.g., MAYSI) have already undergone psychometric testing and have 
published norms.  Other instruments still have not undergone extensive norming for use with Latino 



 

populations.  Information on the various assessment instruments is generally published and available 
from the author of various instruments. 
 
Risk assessment instruments 
 
Juvenile risk assessment has become increasingly popular over the past 20 years.  Beginning in the 
early 1990’s a number of alternatives to incarceration, focusing on rehabilitation, began to emerge.  
The desire to rehabilitate balanced with an increased push to punish and protect society from 
dangerous youth offenders is one reason for the use of risk assessment in the modern juvenile justice 
system.  These measurement instruments are used to aid in identifying those youth who can be 
successfully rehabilitated and those who should receive more carefully supervised detention services 
(Withrow, 2003). 
 
There is a large academic literature on the risk factors associated with juvenile crime and recidivism 
(Loeber & Dishion, 1983).  It is important that this literature be understood before undertaking a risk 
assessment so as to ensure the relevant factors are being measured. 
 
A review of two meta-analyses of the academic research on risk assessment scales yields five factors 
most strongly predictive of recidivism;  age at first commitment, age at first contact with law, 
nonsevere pathology, family problems, and conduct problems.  The five most weakly predictive were:  
parent pathology, performance IQ score, school achievement, history of treatment, and substance use 
(Cottle, et. al, 2001). 
 
Absent from this literature is a review of protective factors.  Simply stated, the presence or absence of 
risk is not corollary with the presence of protective factors.  An individual may have normal blood 
pressure, but have high cholesterol.  Job stress, dietary habits, and the frequency and type of exercise 
might mitigate these risk associated with high cholesterol and health status.  Unless these are also 
measured and considered, risk assessment instruments, in isolation, may not yield the reliable data that 
are desired. 
 
The development of these instruments can strengthen detention decisions, and more importantly, lend 
themselves to discriminate analysis and linear regression approaches (see below for more detail on 
these approaches). 
 
Diversion programs 
 
While both jurisdictions acknowledged the existence of an array of diversion programs, data 
documenting the efficacy of these programs with Latina/o youth was essentially not quantified.  
Efforts should be undertaken in both jurisdictions to discern whether the outcomes of these efforts are 
consistent across racial and ethnic groups, and aw well, for bilingual or limited English proficient 
youth. 
 
A major difference between Finney and Sedgwick County has to do with the proportion of the 
populations that are of Latino origin.  While Finney is predominantly Latino, the proportion of youth 
residing in Sedgwick County is growing.  Hence, their approaches to developing programs for Latino 
youth are somewhat unique. Sedgwick County has the advantage of multiple community organizations 
that appear to have evidenced based approaches to program delivery.  In this case, hiring bilingual 
staff or providing TA to these organizations to make necessary modifications, while labor intensive, is 
feasible. Finney County, on the other hand, has a different capacity and range of alternatives. They too 
 
 



 

could benefit from further TA in terms of developing culturally appropriate and competent services, 
but must build these from the ground up given the geographically distribution of residents. 
 
Data analysis 
 
Due to the exploratory nature of the study, data analyses should be conducted in two parts.  The first 
part will consist of an evaluation of the available data to assess adequacy for multivariate analyses:  for 
example, missing data, skew of distribution, and homogeneity of variance across groups.  Once the 
data are determined to be adequate for statistical analyses, an exploratory approach will be used with a 
randomly-selected subset of the data to identify potential group differences, interrelationships between 
data elements, and the power of selected variable to predict outcome events. 
 
Logistic regression could be used when the outcome is dichotomous, such as in right/wrong responses 
or the presence/absence of an event.  This analysis is analogous to standard linear regress in that it can 
employ continuous or categorical predictor variables to 1) determine the percent of variance in the 
outcome variable that can be explained by the predictors, 2) rank the relative importance of each 
predictor variable, 3) assess interactions between the predictors, and 4) assess the moderating effects 
of covariate control variable. 
 
Discriminate function analysis (DFA) is a powerful method to assess the accuracy of a set of 
categorical or continuous predictors to correctly classify each level of a categorical, usually 
dichotomous, outcome.  For example, if the outcome is repeat offender status (yes vs. no), DFA will 
allow you to determine the percentage of repeat offenders and non-repeat offenders that are correctly 
predicted by your model.  This is especially useful for avoiding models that are underspecified and 
work well at predicting only a portion of the outcome variable (e.g., correctly classifying most non-
repeat offenders but few repeat offenders). 
 
The combination of standard assessments utilized within both jurisdictions and their use of 
supplemental data offers an additional unique and rich set of data that can strengthen the individual 
and collective decisions about decisions to divert or detain youth.  Currently, it appears that these data 
sets are analyzed separately.  Serious consideration should be given to combining these for internal 
research to better understand factors that may purposefully or inadvertently contribute to detention 
decisions.  One example of a data point that appears to be under evaluated is whether youth are born in 
the U.S. or from another country.  Similarly, the request and services provided by translators do not 
appear to be a priority in analysis.  Years of residency in the U.S., as well as in the targeted counties 
can also factor in, and be correlated with the above measures. 
 
By combining these data sets, opportunities to utilize hierarchical techniques to analyze extant data 
become not only more feasible, but also, more reliable.  Analyses could be conducted to meet two 
primary goals.  The first objective would be to identify and validate the underlying structure of the 
dataset.  To meet the first goal, a randomly-selected subset of approximately 40% of cases could be 
submitted to exploratory factor analysis to identify the dimensional structure of the data.  Results will 
provide information on the degree to which survey items measure their intended constructs and allow 
for an efficient coding scheme to be developed and assessed for conceptual integrity – i.e., the extent 
to which the coding is statistical sound and fits with the intended purpose of the survey. 
 
To meet the second goal, confirmatory factor analysis will be used to confirm and cross-validate the 
results from the first analysis on an independent sample of approximately 40-60% on randomly- 
_________________ 
² Factor extraction will be based on principal axis factoring using the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalues > 1) for factor retention and Varimax rotation for 
interpretation. 



 

selected cases from the dataset could be extracted.  A two-step modeling procedure will be employed 
that will first assess model fit to data and then model comparisons to alternative, mathematically-
equivalent models.  Results will yield a maximally-efficient and stable coding scheme on which to 
conduct further analyses.  For example, the data could then be compared across SES, racial/ethnic, 
gender to determine the extent to which the same decision making processes are being employed. 
 
This might be one factor that can be included in a hierarchical linear regression model to understand 
the influence of in-migration to these jurisdictions.  By the same token, consideration might be given 
to altering this question.  Years of residency in the U.S., as well as Finney County, might yield an even 
more significant intervention perspective.  Language dominance of parents, as well as education, may 
be key factors that could also be included in this analysis. 
 
A second point of analysis would be to examine differences related to parental and youth language.  
This might require Finney to add the following questions to their data:  (a) What languages do you 
speak? (b) What language is spoken in your household? (c) What language do you prefer to speak with 
peers? 
 
Capacity Building 
 
Both jurisdictions are to be applauded for devoting attention to addressing the Latino DMC issues that 
have been quantified over the last two years.  By the same token, there is a unique tension that they 
both currently confront—whether existing programs (some of which are evidenced based) can be 
successfully replicated with Latinas/os.  Alternatively, there is also the struggle of whether new 
investments in programs and organizations specifically for Latina/o youth are merited given the 
growing presence of Latina/o youth in these jurisdictions.  While there appears to be interest in the 
latter, there is also merit for the former. 
 
Careful attention and evaluation must be devoted to cultural adaptations of evidenced based practices 
when extended to populations that they were not piloted and evaluated upon.  Curricular approaches 
that are not sensitive to the cultural mores of ethnic communities may result in unintended cultural 
tensions for the youth, families, and communities, and in the end, exacerbate the lack of trust between 
agencies, youth, and their families. 
 
Therefore, it is recommended that both counties seriously consider creating community collaborative 
initiatives that build the capacity of Latino communities to deliver programs and supports at the 
community level.  Organizations such as the Urban League, for example, could provide TA for an 
upstart community agency that is interested in working with youth who are involved with the juvenile 
justice system.  The availability of these types of local supports can also build a communities capacity 
to develop coordinated efforts to addressing the needs of all youth involved in the juvenile justice 
system. 
 
One organization that has been successful in addressing the needs of court-involved Latino youth and 
their families is Southwest Key.  Headquartered in Austin, TX under the leadership of Juan Sanchez, 
Southwest Key provides services to troubled youth and their families, including intensive supervision, 
therapeutic services.  They have expanded their programs across a number of states. 
 
Another organization that is renowned for its work with Latino youth, especially gang-involved Latino 
youth, is Barrios Unidos (http://www.barriosunidos.net/about.htm).  BU, headquartered in Santa Cruz, 
has been addressing the needs of youth involved in violence for over 25 years.  They have any array of 
programs and services for pre-adjudicated youth as well as court-involved youth. 
 



 

The National Council of La Raza, the largest Latino Civil Rights organization in the country, recently 
established the Latino Juvenile Justice Network.  The effort, under the leadership of Ms. Angela 
Arboleda, aims to increase the dissemination of evidence based practices, and more importantly, to 
create a network of agencies devoted to working with Latino youth. 
 
 


