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Overview
1. The JJDPA of 1974 and JJ Reform Act of 2018
2. Racial and Ethnic Disparities (RED) in Juvenile Justice –
What and Why
3. The School-to-Prison Pipeline
4. School Justice Partnerships
5. Examples and Next Steps

Learning Objectives
Participants will:
Ø Understand foundationally - RED in JJ, SJPs, and the STPP
Ø Plan their own forensic practice next steps at micro, mezzo

and macro levels – forging a path towards equity
Ø Glean examples and resources for additional exploration

and learning

The JJDPA’s original 3 mandates
(1974) :
1) discontinue holding juvenile status offenders in secure
detention or confinement;
2) create separate confinement facilities for youth
(protecting juveniles from further corruption by adult
offenders); and
3) when children must be placed in an adult facility,
maintain sight and sound separation (P.L. 93-415).

What is DMC?
1988 – DMC: Disproportionate
Minority Confinement added to JJDPA.
1992 – Elevated DMC to a core
requirement of the JJDPA with financial penalty for states out of
compliance.
2002 - the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
changed the language to Disproportionate Minority Contact.
Journal of Forensic Social Work, 1(1), 96-107.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1936928X.2011.541217

JJ Reform Act of 2018: H.R. 6964
Updates to the Core Requirements:
ØImproves jail removal and sight/sound separation
ØStrengthens deinstitutionalization of status offenders: youth
who violate VCOs may be held in detention for no longer than 7 days and
only if certain criteria are met

ØChanges DMC to RED (Racial and Ethnic Disparities)
ØMandates community-based prevention and treatment
services including cross-sector collaborations.
http://www.act4jj.org/sites/default/files/resourcefiles/JJDPA%20Reauthorization%20Summary%20December%202018.pdf

https://grandchallengesforsocialwork.org/

What are “School Justice
Partnerships?”
Ø All SJPs have the goal of reducing referrals from
schools to juvenile courts
Ø Some SJPs focus on prevention, identifying
youth at risk of court involvement and providing
support and services to them.
Ø Other SJPs center on diversion at the school
level by school personnel, resource officers, or
law enforcement, or at intake by court
counselors.

The school-to-prison
pipeline refers to the
pathway between
the education and
juvenile or adult
criminal justice
system.
http://www.apa.org/pubs/info/r
eports/zero-tolerance.pdf

The School-to-Prison Pipeline

The School-to-Prison Pipeline: A
primer for social workers. Social
Work, 62(1), 53-61.
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/sww
078

SJP State Exemplars
Clayton County, GA.

North Carolina

Connecticut

In 2004, Judge Steven Teske
convened JJ stakeholders to create
a community-based risk reduction
program including the School
Referral Reduction Program (SRRP) an
innovative collaboration between
the education system, law
enforcement, and the JJ system. This
initial SJP shows a 90% decrease in
school-related filings to the JJ system,
a 64% decrease in the use of
detention and a 40% decrease in the
annual admission of youth of color
(Slay, 2019). Clayton County is often
used as a model for other
municipalities interested in a judicially
led partnership with education
systems.

RTA legislation passed in NC in 2017
includes a clause regarding
statewide implementation of SJPs.
The work of the SJP in New Hanover
resulted in a 47% decrease in
referrals to JJ system in its first year
and the NCDPS found a five-year,
statewide trend of a 67% decrease
in school-based complaints (SJP:
NC, 2019). Mecklenburg Co.
entered into a SJP in 2017 with a
partnership between CMS, county
police departments and judicial
districts includes a graduated
response model (GRM) and focus
acts (acts committed by student
that by its nature does not require a
juvenile referral).

The School-Based Diversion
Initiative (SBDI) in Connecticut
was established in 2008. It
changed intake policy to prevent
non-serious in-school arrests from
being referred to the JJ system,
coordinated local stakeholders
using an MOA between the
school and the police and a
GRM, and utilizes local mental
health resources (Bracey et al.,
2013). The results in CT are
generally positive and show a
decrease in court referrals by 34%
(CT SBDI, 2019).
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REDuction Strategies
1. Disaggregate data by R/E and use data to inform policy and
practice.
2. Collaborate with state & local agencies, police, judges, and
community stakeholders.
3. Change culture from punitive/procedural focus towards
what’s best for the youth, family, and community.
4. Affiliate with national JJ Reform Initiatives.
5. Create alternatives to detention, secure confinement, and
formal system involvement.
6. Develop an intentional focus on RED reduction
7. Cultivate leadership at both state and local levels.
8. Make reducing RED a Long-Term Priority.
Case Studies of Nine Jurisdictions that Reduced Disproportionate Minority Contact in their Juvenile Justice
Systems. https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/250301.pdf

RED Laws in other states
Racial impact statements: Requires a statement, much like a fiscal impact
statement, for proposed legislation to examine the impact of sentencing or parole
changes for youth of color.
Committees or commissions to address RED: Establishes committees or
commissions to address and remedy overrepresentation of BIPOC in their JJ
systems.
Cultural competency training for law enforcement: Requires cultural competency
training for all law enforcement officers assigned to public school buildings.
Standardized data collection: Requires standardized collection of demographic
data for individuals arrested or committed to the DOJ.
Race neutral risk assessments: Requires JJ and probation staff to use “raceneutral” risk assessment instruments to eliminate racial and ethnic bias in
detention screening.

