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Program Narrative (Attachment 1)    
 
FFY 2009 Formula Program Narrative 
 
This attachment should include the Comprehensive 3-Year Plan Components for Fiscal Years 2009–
2011.  
  
This attachment must address the following:    
  

1. Structure and Function of the Juvenile Justice System. This description should include 
information on the organization, responsibilities, and functions of the major components of the 
formal juvenile justice system. Generally, this would include law enforcement, juvenile detention 
and other pretrial programs, courts, corrections, and community-based programs for delinquent 
and status offenders.  

  
Wisconsin’s juvenile justice code addresses both delinquency and juveniles in need of protection 
or services (JIPS) and is located in Wisconsin Statutes chapter 938. There is no separate 
juvenile court system in Wisconsin. The circuit courts serve as juvenile courts and are referred to 
as juvenile courts when exercising their jurisdiction under chapter 938. Wisconsin’s juvenile 
justice system is county-based which means there are 72 individual local juvenile justice 
systems. While Wis. Stats. ch. 938 provides an overall framework for the juvenile justice system, 
there is no one state agency that serves as a repository of all juvenile justice data. Data 
collection is unique to each county. The Office of Justice Assistance (OJA) collects arrest data 
from law enforcement agencies including juvenile arrest data. It also collects data on admissions 
to secure juvenile detention centers through its Juvenile Secure Detention Register (JSDR), an 
online reporting system. The Office of State Courts operates the Consolidated Case Automation 
Project (CCAP) through which court cases are reported. However, juvenile CCAP is confidential, 
and CCAP only covers cases where petitions were filed. The Department of Corrections gathers 
data on youth admitted to the state’s secure correctional facilities.  
 
The juvenile court has exclusive jurisdiction over any juvenile age 10-16 who is alleged to have 
violated any state or federal criminal law, with the exception of youth who fall under the original 
jurisdiction of the adult court or who are waived into adult court. Under current law, juveniles 
under age 10 who commit a delinquent act are considered JIPS youth and are not subject to 
delinquency proceedings. Proceedings for these children are handled by the juvenile court under 
the JIPS provisions in chapter 938. All status offenders are also subject to the JIPS provisions of 
the code. Since 1996 the adult criminal courts have had original jurisdiction over all 17-year-olds 
accused of committing crimes and over offenders under the age of 17 who commit certain 
offenses (see section on adult court jurisdiction below). Juveniles under the age of 17 can be 
waived into adult court under certain statutorily-enumerated circumstances (see section on adult 
court jurisdiction below).  
 
Initial Law Enforcement Contact  
 
A juvenile may be taken into custody when a law enforcement officer suspects the juvenile has 
committed an act in violation of a state or federal criminal law, that the juvenile is a runaway, or 
that the juvenile has violated some other law or court order. The officer taking the juvenile into 
custody must immediately attempt to notify the juvenile's parent(s) or guardian and make every 
effort to release the juvenile into that person's custody.  
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Intake Process  
 
State law requires intake workers to provide services 24 hours a day, seven days a week for the 
purpose of screening juveniles taken into custody. The intake worker is responsible for: (a) 
determining whether and where a juvenile is to be held in temporary custody; (b) receiving 
referral information and conducting intake inquiries to determine how the case is to proceed; and 
(c) providing counseling and referral services and other functions to assist the court.  
 
Temporary Custody  
 
The circumstances in which a juvenile may be taken into temporary custody are restricted. A 
juvenile may be held in temporary custody only if the intake worker determines that there is 
probable cause to believe the juvenile is within the jurisdiction of the court and if probable cause 
exists to believe one or more of the following criteria apply: (a) that if the juvenile is not held he or 
she will commit injury to the person or property of others; (b) that the parent, guardian or legal 
custodian of the juvenile or other responsible adult is neglecting, refusing, unable or unavailable 
to provide adequate supervision and care and that services to ensure the juvenile's safety and 
well-being are not available or would be inadequate; (c) that the juvenile presents a risk of harm 
to himself or herself; and/ or (d) that the juvenile will run away or be taken away and be 
unavailable for proceedings of the court. Under these circumstances, a juvenile may be held in 
nonsecure custody (for example, the home of a parent or a foster or group home). Under more 
restrictive criteria enumerated in the statutes, a juvenile may be held in a secure detention 
facility.  
 
If a juvenile is placed into temporary custody, the court must hold a hearing within 24 hours after 
the end of the day that the decision to hold the juvenile was made excluding Saturdays, Sundays 
and legal holidays.  
 
In a vast majority of situations, by the time of the hearing a petition to initiate proceedings against 
the juvenile must be filed. Absent filing the petition by the time of the hearing, the court must 
make findings specified in statute granting the prosecutor an extension of up to 48 hours to file a 
petition. If neither is done the juvenile must be released at the time of the hearing.  
 
Intake Inquiry  
 
While some juveniles are held in temporary physical custody, the vast majority are quickly 
released to a parent or other responsible adult, and their cases are subsequently reviewed by an 
intake worker. The intake worker makes recommendations as to what type of legal proceedings, 
if any, should be pursued with respect to the juvenile. The intake worker must make his or her 
determination within 40 days after receiving the referral information. Three major courses of 
action are available to the intake worker: (1) dismiss the case; (2) enter into a deferred 
prosecution agreement with the juvenile and his/her parents; or (3) initiate formal delinquency 
proceedings.  
 
Dismissal. The intake worker may dismiss the case without further proceedings if sufficient 
evidence does not exist to establish juvenile court jurisdiction. Notwithstanding the intake 
worker's decision, the district attorney has the authority to initiate a delinquency petition within 20 
days after receiving notice that the case has been closed.  
 
Deferred Prosecution. The intake worker may enter into a written deferred prosecution 
agreement with the juvenile if the intake worker determines that neither the interests of the 
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juvenile nor of the public require filing a petition and the jurisdiction of the court, if sought, would 
exist.  
 
The obligations imposed under a deferred prosecution agreement and its effective date must be 
stated in writing. If the obligations imposed under the agreement are not being met, the intake 
worker may cancel the deferred prosecution agreement and request that a petition be filed. If the 
obligations imposed under the deferred prosecution agreement are met, no petition may be filed 
on the charges that brought about the deferred prosecution agreement.  
 
A deferred prosecution agreement may provide for any one or more of the following actions: (a) 
individual, family or group counseling; (b) supervision, school attendance and/or curfew 
requirements; (c) an alcohol and other drug abuse assessment; (d) participation in an alcohol 
and other drug abuse treatment programs; (e) restitution for damaged property or physical injury 
to another; (f) participation in a supervised work program or other community service work; and 
(g) placement with a volunteers in probation program or a teen court program.  
 
Initiate Delinquency Proceedings. If the intake worker determines the juvenile should be 
referred to the court, the intake worker must request that the district attorney file a delinquency 
petition. The district attorney must file the petition within 20 days after the request is made.  
 
Delinquency Proceedings  
 
A district attorney must file a delinquency petition, close the case, or refer the case back to the 
intake worker or to the law enforcement agency for further investigation within 20 days of the 
intake worker's request for a petition or notice of a deferred prosecution agreement. If referred 
back for investigation, the intake worker or law enforcement agency must complete its 
investigation within 20 days. If the case is referred back to the intake worker with a decision to 
not file a petition, the intake worker must close the case or enter into a deferred prosecution 
agreement within 20 days.  
 
At any time after a petition is filed but before a determination is made at a fact-finding hearing, 
the juvenile court may suspend the proceedings and establish conditions applicable to the 
juvenile and the juvenile's family. If the juvenile, the juvenile's family and the person filing the 
petition agree to the conditions, they enter into a consent decree with the court.  
 
The consent decree is a written court order, valid for up to one year, with a six-month extension 
possible. If the juvenile satisfactorily completes the period of supervision, the decree expires and 
the original delinquency petition is dismissed. If the juvenile breaks a condition of the consent 
decree, the court may take up the delinquency petition at the point where it left off and pursue an 
adjudication of delinquency and a formal disposition.  
 
Hearings  
 
If a delinquency petition is filed and no consent decree is ordered, three types of hearings are 
provided for the adjudication and disposition of the case: (a) a plea hearing; (b) a fact-finding 
hearing; and (c) a dispositional hearing. These are full due process hearings in which all 
juveniles have access to an attorney (in Wisconsin, all juveniles are eligible for public defenders) 
and all other rights guaranteed by the U.S. and Wisconsin constitutions are afforded.  
 
 
Plea Hearing. A plea hearing must be held (within 30 days of the filing of a delinquency petition 
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or within 10 days if the juvenile is in secure custody) to determine the juvenile's plea to the 
petition for delinquency. If the juvenile contests the petition, the court must schedule a fact-
finding hearing. If the juvenile does not contest the petition, the court must schedule a 
dispositional hearing (within 30 days of the plea hearing or within 10 days if the juvenile is in 
secure custody).  
 
Fact-finding Hearing. If the alleged delinquent contests portions of the delinquency petition, the 
court must hold a fact-finding hearing (within 30 days of the plea hearing or within 20 days if the 
juvenile is in secure custody). The fact-finding hearing is to the court because in Wisconsin 
juveniles do not have a right to a jury trial. At the hearing the prosecutor must prove beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the juvenile committed the offense(s) specified in the petition. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the juvenile court makes findings of fact and conclusions of law 
relating to the petition. If the court finds that the juvenile is not within the jurisdiction of the court 
or finds that the facts alleged in the petition are not proved, the court must dismiss the petition.  
 
If the court determines that the juvenile committed the offense(s) specified in the delinquency 
petition or the juvenile does not contest the petition, the juvenile is adjudicated delinquent.  
 
Dispositional Hearing. Once a juvenile is adjudicated delinquent, the juvenile court must hold a 
dispositional hearing within 30 days of the fact-finding hearing or within 10 days if the juvenile is 
in secure detention.  
 
Dispositional Orders  
 
The court must issue a written dispositional order, detailing its findings of fact and conclusions of 
law based on the evidence presented at the fact-finding hearing. The dispositional order must list 
the specific services to be provided to the juvenile and the agencies responsible for the provision 
of those services. The order must also state the conditions with which the juvenile is required to 
comply. The judge must select one or more dispositional alternatives to assure the care, 
treatment and rehabilitation of the delinquent, consistent with the protection of the public. 
Dispositions may include a forfeiture, loss of driving privileges (for certain offenses), community 
supervision, community-based services and/or programming, electronic monitoring, orders of 
restitution, placement outside the home (foster care, group care, nonsecure residential care), 
placement in a secure detention for not more than 30 days, or placement in a secure juvenile 
correctional facility.  
 
Secure Juvenile Detention Facilities  
 
The Wisconsin Department of Corrections (DOC) has the statutory authority to establish 
standards and regulations for secure detention facilities to ensure compliance with both federal 
and state law. There are 16 county-operated secure juvenile detention facilities in Wisconsin, 
and one state-operated secure juvenile detention facility.  
 
Wisconsin’s Secured Correctional Facilities for Juveniles  
 
The Division of Juvenile Corrections (DJC) in DOC is authorized to operate secure correctional 
facilities (known as training schools under the JJDPA). Currently there are two correctional 
facilities for males and one facility for females.  
 
The Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) operates a secure mental health unit for 
juveniles transferred from other secure correctional facilities. The facility provides treatment to 
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male juvenile offenders with complex emotional and behavioral problems. Following treatment, 
juveniles either are placed in the community or are returned to the facility from which they were 
referred.  
 
Community-Based Juvenile Justice Programs  
 
Studies have indicated that an effective and comprehensive community juvenile justice program 
should include a sufficient range of services to meet the needs of juveniles entering the juvenile 
justice system. Wisconsin counties either directly provide or contract with private organizations to 
provide a wide variety of community-based programs and services for juvenile delinquents and 
juveniles at risk of becoming delinquents. Some common nonresidential community programs 
include early intervention programs, day treatment programs, intensive supervision programs 
and restitution programs. The following sections provide a brief summary of these types of 
community-based programs.  
 
Early Intervention Programs   
 
Early intervention programs encompass a variety of programs targeting juveniles at risk of 
committing delinquent acts or juveniles who have committed a minor offense and are at risk of 
further delinquent behavior. They include programs designed to: (a) identify children at risk and 
intervene to strengthen the skills of the children and their families; (b) provide volunteer 
programs linking juveniles at risk with adult mentors; (c) provide individual counseling and 
treatment programs and intensive in-home family treatment programs, and (d) Teen Court 
programs.  
 
Day Treatment Programs   
 
Day treatment programs generally provide specialized educational programming for delinquent 
juveniles in a structured, self-contained environment. Services may also include individual, group 
and/or family counseling, structured recreational activities and supervised work programs. 
Juveniles are on-site during the school day and remain on-site for additional after-school 
activities at some day treatment programs.   
 
Intensive Supervision Programs  
 
Under these programs, a county must purchase or provide intensive surveillance and 
community-based treatment services for participants. Electronic monitoring may also be 
provided. A caseworker providing intensive supervision services may not have a caseload of 
more than 10 juveniles and must have at least one face-to-face contact per day with each 
juvenile.  
 
Restitution/Community Service Programs   
 
If a juvenile commits an offense which results in damage to the property of another or physical 
injury to another, a court may order the juvenile to make reasonable restitution for the damage or 
injury. Restitution programs attempt to restore the losses of the victim as well as hold offenders 
accountable for their actions. Forms of restitution include: (a) monetary restitution requiring a 
juvenile to make payments to compensate the victim for damages; (b) community service 
requiring a juvenile to provide meaningful work to the community rather than monetary 
compensation; (c) direct victim services, if the victim agrees, requiring a juvenile to work for the 
victim to repair damage done; and (d) victim-offender reconciliation wherein, with the victim's 
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consent, the victim and the offender meet with a professional mediator to discuss the offense.  
 
To enter a restitution program, a finding must be made that the juvenile alone (or a parent, if 
applicable) is financially able to pay or that the juvenile is physically able to perform the services. 
Juveniles under 14 years of age cannot be ordered to make more than $250 in restitution or 
perform more than 40 hours of services for the victim.  
 
Original Adult Court Jurisdiction and Waiver to Adult Court   
 
Original Adult Court Jurisdiction. Adult criminal courts have original jurisdiction over juveniles 
under the following conditions:  
 

(a) The juvenile is 17-years-old 
(b) The juvenile is alleged to have attempted or committed first-degree intentional homicide 

or to have committed first-degree reckless homicide or second-degree intentional 
homicide on or after the juvenile's 10th birthday 

(c) If a juvenile has been adjudicated delinquent and is alleged to have committed battery 
or assault while placed in a secured correctional facility, a secure detention facility, a 
secured child caring institution or a secured group home or against an aftercare agent 
or a probation, extended supervision and parole agent 

(d) If a juvenile is alleged to have violated any state criminal law and has either been 
convicted of a previous violation in adult court (following waiver to adult court or under 
the original jurisdiction of the adult court) or has criminal proceedings pending in adult 
court (referred to as "once waived/always waived") 

(e) Juveniles age 16 or over who have committed traffic crimes. 
 
In addition, a juvenile specified in (a) or (b), who is alleged to have attempted or committed a 
violation of any state criminal law in addition to the violation alleged under (a) or (b), is under the 
adult court's jurisdiction for all of the alleged violations if the violations can be charged in the 
same complaint ("joined").  
 
Waiver to Adult Court. A district attorney or a juvenile may request the juvenile be waived into 
adult court in any of the following situations:   
 
 a. If the juvenile is alleged to have committed felony murder, second-degree reckless 

homicide, first-or second-degree sexual assault, taking hostages, kidnapping, armed 
robbery, armed burglary or the manufacture, distribution or delivery of a controlled 
substance on or after the juvenile's 14

th

 birthday;  
 b. If the juvenile is alleged to have committed, on or after the juvenile's 14

th 

birthday, a 
violation at the request of or for the benefit of a criminal gang, that would constitute a 
felony if committed by an adult; or   

 c. If the juvenile is alleged to have violated any state criminal law on or after the juvenile's 
15

th 

birthday.  
 
The judge may also initiate a petition for waiver in any of these situations if the judge disqualifies 
himself or herself from any future proceedings on the case.  
 
The juvenile must be represented by counsel at the waiver hearing. The juvenile has the right to 
present testimony on his or her own behalf, including expert testimony, and has the right to 
cross-examine witnesses at the hearing. The juvenile does not have the right to a jury at a waiver 
hearing.  
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Figure 51: Juvenile Violent Arrests by Age, 2007 
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Figure 56: Juvenile Property Arrests by Age, 2007 
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After considering statutorily-enumerated criteria, the court must make findings with respect to the 
criteria. If the court determines that it is established by clear and convincing evidence that it 
would be contrary to the best interests of the juvenile or of the public to hear the case, the court 
must enter an order waiving jurisdiction and referring the matter to the district attorney for 
appropriate proceedings in criminal court. If the waiver is granted, the district attorney may 
charge the offense he or she deems appropriate and a court or jury may convict the juvenile in 
regard to any offense. If the waived juvenile is being held in secure custody, he or she may be 
transferred to an adult facility and is eligible for bail.  

 
 
2.  Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems and Juvenile Justice Needs. States should base this 

analysis on the system description in section 1 above and include conditions they consider or 
determine to be relevant to addressing juvenile justice and delinquency prevention problems.  

 
 A. Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems 
 

As part of the 3-year planning process, Section 223(a)(7) of the JJDP Act requires the state to 
conduct an analysis of current juvenile crime problems (including juvenile gangs that commit 
crimes) and juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and educational needs within the state, 
including those geographic areas in which tribes perform law enforcement functions. This 
section should summarize the number and characteristics of youth handled at each stage of the 
process, from arrest through disposition. Applicants must provide a minimum of 3 years of 
recent data for the areas listed below and the most recent data to the extent possible by county, 
parish, or city. If the requested data is not available, applicants must describe the problem in 
obtaining the data and plans to improve collection and reporting efforts, including designated 
resources for improvement in this area.  

 
Applicants should view the data reporting requirements below as the minimum needed for this 
section of the juvenile crime analysis. They should expand the information within the 
recommended categories 1–4 below if relevant to analyzing current juvenile crime problems 
and juvenile justice needs.  
 
(1) Juvenile arrests by offense type, gender, age, and race.  
 

Juvenile arrests by age. Figures 51, 56, 61, 66 and 71 show the 2007 juvenile arrests by age 
for violent arrests, property arrests, drug arrests, society arrests, and other arrests. As expected, 
15, 16, and 17-year-olds account for the vast majority of juvenile arrests. Due to UCR reporting 
requirements 17-year-olds are included in this data, even though the age of criminal 
responsibility in Wisconsin is 17. Arrest data by age for 2005 and 2006 is consistent with the 
2007 data.  
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Figure 61: Juvenile Drug Arrests by Age, 2007 
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Figure 66: Juvenile Society Arrests by Age, 2007 
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Figure 71: Juvenile Other Arrests by Age, 2007 

28%

26%

5%

21%

20%

< 12

13-14

15

16

17
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Juvenile arrests by type. Between 2006 and 2007, Wisconsin experienced a slight decrease 
in the total number of juvenile arrests. Yet, the number of juveniles arrested for violent and 
property offenses slightly increased. The charts on the next three pages show the arrests by 
type, race, and gender for 2005, 2006, and 2007. 
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Table   : Juvenile Arrests by Offense and Sex & Race, 2005 

 Sex Race 
Violent Male             Female            Total White       Black    Am. Ind.   Asian     Total 
Murder 
Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

11                     2                     13  
194                   29                   223 
436                   39                   475 
655                   218                 873 

3                  9              1                 0           13      
135              77            9                 2           223 
92                377          6                 0           475 
582              238          31               22         873 

Total 1,296               288                 1,584 812              701          47               24       1,584 
Property Male              Female           Total White      Black    Am. Ind.    Asian    Total 
Burglary 
Theft 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Arson 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Embezzlement 
Stolen Property 
Vandalism 

1,599               169               1,768 
7,212               5,457            12,669 
1,009               279               1,288 
150                  22                 172 
100                  95                 195 
160                  112               272 
14                    2                   16 
326                  123               449 
3,750               731               4,481 

1,347           326           67             28      1,768 
8,873           3,087        296           413    12,669 
675              512           54             47      1,288 
130              33             3               6        172 
156              37             2               0        195 
220              45             2               5        272 
13                2               0               1        16 
299              123           9               18      449 
3,415           883           83             100    4,481 

Total 14,320             6,990            21,310 15,128         5,048        516           618    21,310 
Drug Male            Female             Total White     Black     Am. Ind.    Asian     Total 
Sale: Opium/Cocaine 
Sale: Marijuana 
Sale: Synthetic Narcotic 
Sale: Other Drug 
Possession: Opium/Cocaine 
Possession: Marijuana 
Possession: Synthetic Narcotic 
Possession: Other Drug 

169                24                     193 
324                42                     366 
53                  35                     88 
63                  33                     96 
145                24                     169 
2,861             735                   3,596 
99                  52                     151 
331                152                   483 

71                122           0                0        193 
230              124           10              2        366 
80                6               2                0        88 
85                10             1                0        96 
80                85             3                1        169 
2,824           663           76              34      3,596 
135              10             3                3        151 
440              31             10              2        483 

Total 4,045             1,097                5,142 3,945           1,051        105            42      5,142 
Society Male             Female        Total White     Black    Am. Ind.    Asian    Total 
Weapons 
Prostitution 
Sex Offenses 
All Other Gambling 
Driving While Intoxicated 
Liquor Laws 
Disorderly Conduct 
Vagrancy 
Curfew and Loitering 
Runaways 

1,435               218             1,653 
8                      7                 15 
1,108               288             1,396 
35                    0                 35 
542                  189             731 
6,423               4,492          10,915 
13,970             6,751          20,721 
56                    41               97 
4,995               2,286          7,281 
2,116               2,852          4,768 

1,085          504         38               26      1,653 
4                 11           0                 0        15 
1,085          267        23                21      1,396 
4                 31          0                  0        35 
687             12          16                16      731 
9,822          489        367              237    10,915 
13,700        6,326     449              246    20,721 
89               2            0                  6        97 
4,658          2,407     146              70      7,281 
3,392          1,102     150              124    4,768 

Total 33,816             17,124        47,612 34,526        11,151   1,189           746    47,612 

Others Male            Female        Total White    Black     Am. Ind.    Asian    Total 
Negligent Manslaughter 
Other Assaults 
Family Offenses 
All Other (Except Traffic) 

1                       0                 1 
2,885                1,397          4,282 
72                     56               128 
18,587              10,039        28,626 

1                 0              0                 0        1  
2,367         1,680        176             59      4,282 
108            11             6                 3        128 
21,530       5,675        813             608    28,626 

Total 21,545              11,492        33,037 24,006       7,366        995             670    33,037 
GRAND TOTAL 71,894           36,791         108,685 78,417       25,317     2,852        2,100  108,685 
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Table   : Juvenile Arrests by Offense and Sex & Race, 2006 

 Sex Race 
Violent Male             Female            Total White       Black    Am. Ind.   Asian     Total 
Murder 
Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

22                     1                    23 
134                   13                  147 
581                   41                  622 
735                   247                982 

6                  17           0                 0            23 
108              31           5                3             147 
151              457        11               3             622 
619              277        55               31           982 

Total 1,472                302                1,774 884             782         71               37         1,774 
Property Male              Female           Total White      Black    Am. Ind.    Asian    Total 
Burglary 
Theft 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Arson 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Embezzlement 
Stolen Property 
Vandalism 

1,692                200              1,892 
7,305                4,989           12,294 
1,120                242              1,362 
142                   26                168 
98                     51                149 
144                   102              246 
11                     18                29 
345                   127              472 
3,920                682              4,602 

1,464        340           65               23         1,892 
8,933        2,712       282              367    12,294 
660           610           59                33        1,362 
137             25           2                  4             168 
138             9             1                  1             149 
204             38           2                  2             246 
19               8             1                  1             29 
309             125         16                22          472 
3,657          770         109              66       4,602 

Total 14,777              6,437           21,214 15,521       4,637      537              519     21,214 
Drug Male            Female             Total White     Black     Am. Ind.    Asian     Total 
Sale: Opium/Cocaine 
Sale: Marijuana 
Sale: Synthetic Narcotic 
Sale: Other Drug 
Possession: Opium/Cocaine 
Possession: Marijuana 
Possession: Synthetic Narcotic 
Possession: Other Drug 

223                  15                 238 
394                  38                 432 
58                    21                 79 
103                  33                 136 
133                  16                 149 
2,996               473               3,469 
82                    31                 113 
372                  100               472 

69              166            3                0            238 
262            161            2                7            432 
69               3               3                4             79 
97               30             5                4           136 
98               43             7                1           149 
2,617          699           125            28        3,469 
104             4               3                2            113 
409             43             12              8            472 

Total 4,361               727               5,088 3,725         1,149         160            54       5,088 
Society Male             Female        Total White     Black    Am. Ind.    Asian    Total 
Weapons 
Prostitution 
Sex Offenses 
All Other Gambling 
Driving While Intoxicated 
Liquor Laws 
Disorderly Conduct 
Vagrancy 
Curfew and Loitering 
Runaways 

1,382               189               1,571 
9                      17                 26 
1,001               244               1,245 
56                    1                   57 
561                  225               786 
6,480               4,527            11,007 
13,783             6,531            20,314 
108                  108               216 
4,964               2,304            7,268 
2,143               2,635            4,778 

1,051        462             43             15         1,571 
7                  19            0               0             26 
975           236             14             20         1,245 
16               40             1               0             57 
713             21             36             16          786 
9,788        480             399           340     11,007 
13,179     6,396           467           272     20,314 
190             15             4               7            216 
4,202       2,882           105           79         7,268 
3,263       1,235           140           140       4,778 

Total 30,487             16,781          47,268 33,384    11,786          1,209        889     47,268 

Others Male            Female        Total White    Black     Am. Ind.    Asian    Total 
Negligent Manslaughter 
Other Assaults 
Family Offenses 
All Other (Except Traffic) 

3                      1                   4 
2,759               1,429            4,188 
113                  46                 159 
20,098             10,025          30,123 

2                 2               0              0             4 
2,186        1,750          171          81         4,188 
136             20             1              2              159 
22,374      6,068          966          715      30,123 

Total 22,973             11,501          34,474 24,698      7,840         1,138        798      34,474 
GRAND TOTAL 74,070             35,748        109,818 78,212     26,194        3,115       2,297  109,818 
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Table 21: Juvenile Arrests by Offense and Sex & Race, 2007 

  Sex Race 
Violent Male Female Total White Black Am. Ind. Asian Total 
Murder 21 2 23 7 15 1 0 23
Forcible Rape 172 4 176 106 68 0 2 176
Robbery 628 47 675 136 522 10 7 675
Aggravated Assault 716 203 919 595 252 53 19 919

Total 1,537 256 1,793 844 857 64 28 1,793
Property Male Female Total White Black Am. Ind. Asian Total 

Burglary 1,775 186 1,961 1,461 416 62 22 1,961
Theft 7,340 5,617 12,957 9,226 3,078 284 369 12,957
Motor Vehicle Theft 815 234 1,049 555 371 59 64 1,049
Arson 113 8 121 93 21 5 2 121
Forgery 51 44 95 81 10 1 3 95
Fraud 127 91 218 167 47 0 4 218
Embezzlement 17 9 26 19 5 0 2 26
Stolen Property 500 173 673 354 293 13 13 673
Vandalism 3,620 654 4,274 3,304 790 118 62 4,274
Total 14,358 7,016 21,374 15,260 5,031 542 541 21,374
Drug Male Female Total White Black Am. Ind. Asian Total 

Sale: Opium/Cocaine 145 24 169 51 118 0 0 169
Sale: Marijuana 363 55 418 254 152 11 1 418

Sale: Synthetic Narcotic 59 15 74 58 9 6 1 74
Sale: Other Drug 114 39 153 124 24 4 1 153
Possession: Opium/Cocaine 82 21 103 62 36 4 1 103
Possession: Marijuana 2,750 666 3,416 2,509 773 109 25 3,416

Possession: Synthetic Narcotic 73 45 118 112 4 0 2 118

Possession: Other Drug 329 166 495 450 31 12 2 495

Total 3,915 1,031 4,946 3,620 1,147 146 33 4,946

Society Male Female Total White Black Am. Ind. Asian Total 

Weapons 1,257 170 1,427 903 476 24 24 1,427

Prostitution 6 20 26 7 19 0 0 26

Sex Offenses 929 250 1,179 912 246 13 8 1,179

All Other Gambling 46 4 50 4 46 0 0 50

Driving While Intoxicated 478 179 657 593 27 26 11 657

Liquor Laws 5,870 4,382 10,252 9,188 478 319 267 10,252

Disorderly Conduct 13,292 6,085 19,377 12,622 6,107 443 205 19,377

Vagrancy 43 21 64 53 8 3 0 64

Curfew and Loitering 5,188 2,229 7,417 4,373 2,892 98 54 7,417

Runaways 2,177 2,313 4,490 3,101 1,100 142 147 4,490

Total 29,286 15,653 44,939 31,756 11,399 1,068 716 44,939
Others Male Female Total White Black Am. Ind. Asian Total 
Negligent Manslaughter 4 3 7 5 2 0 0 7
Other Assaults 2,653 1,309 3,962 2,054 1,722 119 67 3,962
Family Offenses 130 60 190 155 27 7 1 190
All Other (Except Traffic) 18,771 8,910 27,680 20,880 5,256 881 663 27,680

Total 21,558 10,282 31,839 23,094 7,007 1,007 731 31,839

GRAND TOTAL 70,654 34,238 104,891 74,574 25,441 2,827 2,049 104,891
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Figure 52: Juvenile Violent Arrest Rates* by Sex 
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Figure 57: Juvenile Property Arrest Rates* by Sex 
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Figure 62: Juvenile Drug Arrest Rates* by Sex 
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Figure 67: Juvenile Society Arrest Rates* by Sex 
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Figure 72: Juvenile Other Arrest Rates* by Sex 
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Juvenile arrests by gender. Male juvenile violent arrests rates decreased from 2003 to 2005, 
but steadily increased in 2006 and 2007 to the extent that the 2007 violent arrest rate is only 
slightly lower than in 2003. Female violent arrests have decreased considerably over the past 
five years. Generally, arrests for juvenile crime have decreased since 2003. Males continue to 
account for most of the juvenile crime. In 2007, 67 percent of the crime was committed by 
males. This remains steady from previous years. 
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Figure 53: Juvenile Violent Arrest Rates* by Race 
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Figure 58: Juvenile Property Arrest Rates* by Race 
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Figure 63: Juvenile Drug Arrest Rates* by Race 
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Figure 73: Juvenile Other Arrest Rates* by Race 
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Figure 68: Juvenile Society Arrest Rates* by Race 
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Juvenile arrests by race. The number and types of arrest data do not reveal any noticeable 
trends. However, the data do reveal that race, and therefore DMC, remains a major issue. 
Wisconsin has not seen measurable progress in this area despite the issue being a top priority 
for several years. Comparing juvenile arrest rates for violent, property, drug, and society 
offenses, notable differences were found in the arrest rates among the four race 
classifications. Black and American Indian arrest rates have been consistently higher than 
white and Asian/Pacific Islander arrest rates over the past five years. See the DMC section of 
this application for more data on the role of race in the juvenile justice system. 
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Most recent juvenile arrest data. The most recent juvenile arrest data are from 2007. Data 
are available by law enforcement agency. Due to the size of the document, it will not be 
included in this application. The data can be found at 
http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15389&locid=97, on pages 199-258.
 
 

(2) Number and characteristics (by offense type, gender, race, and age) of juveniles referred 
to juvenile court, a probation agency, or special intake unit for allegedly committing a 
delinquent or status offense.  
 

This section contains data from the Consolidated Courts Automation Project (CCAP). CCAP is 
a data system that contains information on all adult and juvenile cases filed with the circuit 
court for most Wisconsin counties. Information on any juvenile on whom a petition is filed is 
entered into CCAP by court personnel. Juvenile information is not available to the public, and 
OJA was granted the raw data only after entering into a usage agreement with the Office of 
State Courts.  
 
PLEASE NOTE: The CCAP data provided regarding race are considered unreliable. Race 
information is incomplete and subjective. It is reported to the court by the agency that filed the 
case. 
 
In 2007, 13,909 delinquency, JIPS, and CHIPS petitions were filed. The number of 
delinquency and JIPS petitions filed has steadily decreased since 2005, while CHIPS filings 
have remained steady. The table below shows the number of petitions filed by counties which 
account for over two percent of the filings in 2007. Summary data are available for 2005 and 
2006, but data on the types of petitions filed and by which county are not. OJA will request 
complete CCAP data annually so this information will be available in the future. 
 
PETITIONS FILED BY COUNTY (2007) 
County Total Percent of total 
Milwaukee 2,595 18.7 
Dane 1,015 7.3 
Rock 862 6.2 
Winnebago 843 6.1 
Racine 749 5.4 
Kenosha 540 3.9 
Sheboygan 505 3.6 
Outagamie 453 3.3 
Waukesha 383 2.8 
Brown 365 2.6 
Marathon 338 2.4 

 
Wisconsin has 72 counties, and only 11 file enough petitions to exceed two percent of the total 
petitions filed. Of these 11 counties, all were in the top 10 counties to file petitions in 2004 (the 
most recent year for which complete data are available) except for Brown and Marathon. 
Seven counties account for over 50 percent of the petitions filed. All of the counties, except for 
Winnebago, are located in southern or southeastern Wisconsin, where most of Wisconsin’s 
citizens reside.  
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The table below represents all offenses that accounted for more than two percent of the 
offenses charged in 2007. The vast majority of petitions filed are for property and/or minor 
offenses. Battery is a misdemeanor in Wisconsin and does not rise to the level of aggravated 
assault. Sexual assault of a child could be a forcible sexual assault, but also could be two 
minors engaged in consensual sexual activity.  

 
JUVENILE COURT CASES FILED BY OFFENSE TYPE (2007) 
Charge Total Percent of total 
Disorderly conduct 3,787 18.4 
Theft 2,421 11.8 
Damage to Property 1,770 8.6 
Battery 1,701 8.3 
Burglary 1,306 6.4 
Operating a Motor Vehicle 
without Owner’s Consent 

1,065 5.2 

Resisting arrest/obstructing 904 4.4 
Truancy 804 3.9 
Sexual Assault of a Child 570 2.8 
JIPS (runaway, uncontrollable) 497 2.4 
Possession of THC 496 2.4 
Retail theft 424 2.1 

 

As with the arrest data, the chart below shows that 15, 16, and 17-year-olds account for over 
50 percent of the petitions filed. 
 

AGE OF JUVENILES ON WHOM PETITIONS WERE FILED (2007) 
Age Total Percent of total 
9 190 1 
10 184 1 
11 285 2 
12 529 4 
13 1,000 7 
14 1,671 12 
15 2,393 17 
16 3,071 22 
17 2,289 16 
Invalid 2,198 16 
Missing 99 1 

 
The race of the juveniles on whom petitions are filed, like the arrest data, are 
disproportionately African-American. See the DMC section of this application for more data on 
the role of race in the juvenile justice system. 
 
RACE OF JUVENILES ON WHOM PETITIONS WERE FILED (2007) 
Race Total Percent of Total 
Caucasian 6,210 45 
African American 2,735 20 
American Indian 254 2 
Hispanic 466 3 
Asian 221 2 
Other 9 0 
Missing 3,258 23 

 
Males accounted for two-thirds of the petitions filed. 

Page 15



(3)  Number of cases handled informally (nonpetitioned) and formally (petitioned) by gender, 
race, and type of disposition (e.g., diversion, probation, commitment, residential treatment).  
 

As discussed in the Structure and Function of the Juvenile Justice System section, Wisconsin 
does not collect comprehensive juvenile justice data on a statewide basis, except for the data 
described in that section. Therefore, data on the number of cases handled informally are not 
available, nor are data on the disposition of petitioned cases, other than that described in (2) of 
this section. 
 

 
(4) Number of delinquent and status offenders admitted, by gender and race, to juvenile 

detention facilities and adult jails and lockups (if applicable).    
 

PLEASE NOTE:  2008 data are preliminary and annualized based on January 1, 2008 – 
June 30, 2008 data. The data are subject to further verification and change pending the 
filing of the 2008 compliance monitoring report. 
 

Detention Facilities 
 

The tables below show the number of delinquent and status offenders detained in secure 
juvenile detention centers during 2006, 2007, and 2008. The 2008 data from the secure 
juvenile detention centers are based on verified annual data. Please note that current OJA 
staff are unable to verify the accuracy of the 2006 data. The number of youth admitted to 
secure detention facilities has decreased almost 10 percent from 2006 to 2008. More 
importantly, the number of status offenders securely detained in detention facilities has 
significantly decreased since 2006. Race remains an issue, with African-Americans being 
detained at a much higher rate than Caucasians. See the DMC section of this application for 
more data on the role of race in the juvenile justice system.  
 

DELINQUENT OFFENDERS 
 

ALLEGED/ADJUDICATED DELINQUENTS BY RACE 

White Black Asian Hispanic Native American Unknown Detention 
Center 

2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Brown 345 302 291 167 109 111 13 6 7 58 64 52 195 169 162 2 0 0 

Dane 167 190 160 376 376 367 11 7 16 40 60 51 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fond du Lac 312 328 386 20 20 35 10 4 3 21 9 18 0 0 0 2 0 0 

La Crosse 643 690 592 82 82 125 23 56 23 19 13 10 21 17 15 0 0 0 

Lincoln Hills 91 80 101 8 8 2 2 1 2 2 3 1 0 13 15 0 1 0 

Manitowoc 776 689 614 60 60 55 10 11 4 18 25 22 0 41 34 2 8 3 

Marathon 464 534 486 18 18 25 53 77 52 3 3 6 143 136 99 1 0 0 

Milwaukee 340 315 275 2641 2641 2465 35 28 19 331 69 302 18 18 13 0 4 11 

NWRJDC 824 665 633 65 65 74 27 21 7 15 23 6 127 90 74 1 0 3 

Oconto 280 262 154 6 6 2 0 1 0 3 4 2 25 33 26 1 0 0 

Outagamie 664 675 650 97 97 95 18 39 8 44 40 38 27 41 26 6 11 1 

Portage* 0 328 271 0 0 15 0 4 12 0 19 24 0 4 12 0 0 0 

Racine 846 638 584 1024 1024 863 9 0 0 320 269 242 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Rock 646 553 336 264 264 362 1 0 1 29 65 75 2 1 0 0 0 0 

Sheboygan 303 335 278 26 26 32 37 28 18 33 41 72 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Washington 451 419 393 49 49 56 2 0 1 18 16 22 11 2 3 2 0 0 

Waukesha 332 253 195 43 43 59 2 0 2 84 36 46 5 1 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 7484 7256 6376 4946 4888 4627 253 283 175 1038 759 981 574 567 476 17 24 15 

*Portage County did not enter data into the JSDR  in 2006           
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ALLEGED/ADJUDICATED DELINQUENTS BY GENDER 
 

Alleged/Adjudicated Delinquent 
Males Detained 

Alleged/Adjudicated Delinquent 
Females Detained Detention 

Center 
2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Brown 500 407 411 280 243 212 

Dane 435 436 444 159 143 150 

Fond du Lac 248 282 313 117 97 125 

La Crosse 548 613 573 240 275 192 

Lincoln Hills 112 102 121 0 0 0 

Manitowoc 665 568 524 201 244 208 

Marathon 388 458 373 294 306 295 

Milwaukee 2868 2833 2633 501 462 450 

NWRJDC 691 600 545 368 255 252 

Oconto 315 301 184 0 0 0 

Outagamie 657 759 600 199 197 218 

Portage* 0 255 233 0 119 101 

Racine 1654 1327 1238 545 513 451 

Rock 654 666 566 288 261 208 

Sheboygan 295 332 294 106 101 107 

Washington 361 376 348 172 136 127 

Waukesha 355 251 251 111 91 51 

TOTAL 10746 10566 9525 3581 3443 3121 

*Portage County did not enter data into the JSDR  in 2006    
 

STATUS OFFENDERS 
 

ALLEGED/ADJUDICATED DELINQUENTS BY GENDER 

Status Offense Males 
Detained 

Status Offense 
Females Detained Detention 

Center 
2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Brown 18 3 20 18 14 15 

Dane 2 3 1 0 3 1 

Fond du Lac 4 7 1 0 8 8 

La Crosse 2 8 8 24 13 9 

Lincoln Hills 4 7 7 0 0 0 

Manitowoc 4 2 4 5 4 1 

Marathon 43 48 49 76 70 63 

Milwaukee 75 79 76 164 106 105 

NWRJDC 92 26 18 92 22 15 

Oconto 3 3 1 0 0 0 

Outagamie 9 7 4 13 5 5 

Portage* 0 16 16 0 15 19 

Racine 106 105 65 94 116 104 

Rock 5 0 2 6 2 1 

Sheboygan 7 0 0 5 0 1 

Washington 4 3 0 2 1 1 

Waukesha 1 0 14 0 1 13 

TOTAL 379 317 276 499 379 347 

*Portage County did not enter data into the JSDR  in 2006 
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ALLEGED/ADJUDICATED STATUS OFFENDERS BY RACE 

White Black Asian Hispanic Native American Unknown Detention 
Center 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Brown 19 12 17 5 3 3 1 0 1 6 1 2 5 1 12 0 0 0 

Dane 2 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fond du Lac 2 11 9 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

La Crosse 22 21 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Lincoln Hills 4 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Manitowoc 9 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 

Marathon 86 79 80 2 2 4 28 34 25 0 0 1 3 3 2 0 0 0 

Milwaukee 24 27 11 191 129 125 0 0 0 23 26 18 1 3 1 0 0 21 

NWRJDC 146 42 26 11 1 1 9 2 1 4 3 0 13 0 5 0 0 0 

Oconto 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Outagamie 19 7 7 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Portage 0 29 30 0 0 1 0 1 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Racine 90 95 49 65 84 75 0 0 0 45 40 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rock 8 0 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sheboygan 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Washington 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Waukesha 0 1 21 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 445 341 281 279 228 216 44 37 32 83 77 70 26 12 22 0 0 21 

*Portage County did not enter data into the JSDR in 2006            
 
 
 

Adult Jails/Lockups  
 

In its FFY08 Title II Formula grant application, Wisconsin estimated that about 3,000 
youth were held in adult jails/lockups, but that number was misleadingly inflated 
because two lockup facilities, both in the Milwaukee metropolitan area, booked almost 
1,100 juveniles in each facility in 2007. The current compliance monitor estimates that 
roughly the same number were booked in adult jails and lockups during 2008, again the 
vast majority being in the same two facilities. These numbers are estimates because the 
compliance team’s practice is to record violations only and not record the bookings that 
are not violations. Beginning in 2009 the compliance monitor will record the total 
number of youth securely detained at each facility, not just the number of violations. 
 
Data from 2006 are incomplete and the current OJA staff is unable to estimate the 
number of youth held based on the data available to them. Therefore, Wisconsin cannot 
provide the number of delinquents or status offenders securely held in adult 
jails/lockups. Data are available for 2007 and 2008. Since all status offenders securely 
held in adults jails and lockups are violations of both state and federal law, the number 
of violations reported is the number of status offender securely detained. In 2007, 40 
status offenders were held in adult jails/lockups, and 56 were held in 2008. 
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(5) Other social, economic, legal, and organizational conditions considered relevant to 
delinquency prevention programming.  
 

Substance use. Wisconsin has a history of high alcohol use among both youth and 
adults. The state consistently leads the nation in the number of adults who use and/or 
abuse alcohol. People often refer to Wisconsin’s “culture of drinking”. That culture is 
evident in the number of youth who self-report drinking. The table below shows that 
alcohol use among middle and high school students has remained relatively constant 
over the past 15 years.  

 
The next table shows that more of Wisconsin’s youth are trying marijuana than in the 
past. The good news is that the use of other illegal drugs has significantly declined. 
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Truancy. Another issue facing Wisconsin is the high truancy rate, especially among 
black youth. The overall truancy rate has remained steady for the past five years, but it 
is high, at almost 10 percent. See the DMC section of this application for more 
information on the role of race in the juvenile justice system. 
 

 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 

 
Juvenile corrections. The tables below show the admissions to Wisconsin’s juvenile 
correctional facilities (training schools) by gender, race, and age. The number of 
admissions has dramatically declined over the past six years. As expected, the vast 
majority of the juveniles admitted to corrections are males. Fifteen and sixteen-year-olds 
continue to account for the greatest number of admissions by age. Blacks are admitted 
at a high rate. See the DMC section of this application for more information on the role 
of race in the juvenile justice system. 
 

Characteristics of Department of Juvenile Corrections Commitments 
 
 

Calendar Years 2002-2007 
 
 

Sex 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Male 685 541 566 468 479 490 
Female 95 67 66 75 61 68 
Total 780 608 632 543 540 558 
 
 

Page 20



Race 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Asian/Pacific Islander 11 13 11 18 7 7 
Black 415 297 316 243 275 334 
North American Indian 30 32 23 29 16 24 
White 319 251 281 252 240 191 
Unknown 5 15 1 1 2 2 

Total 780 608 632 543 540 558 
 
 
Age at Admission 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

11 2 0 0 0 0 0 
12 12 3 3 2 1 3 
13 31 35 28 9 23 19 
14 105 109 106 78 71 79 
15 255 187 199 168 156 146 
16 312 219 240 225 221 228 
17 61 54 56 61 67 82 
18 0 1 0 0 1 1 
19 1 0 0 0 0 0 
26 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 780 608 632 543 540 558 
 
 
 

B. State Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements  
         

The product of the above analysis of juvenile crime problems shall be a series of 
problem statements. The state must establish a priority ranking for each problem 
statement, and applicants should list and discuss them in order of priority. A problem 
statement is defined as a written presentation that describes the magnitude, 
seriousness, rate of change, persons affected, and other aspects of a problem using 
qualitative and quantitative information. It identifies the nature, extent, and effect of 
system response, makes projections based upon historical precedent, and rigorously 
attempts to address the origins of the problem. Applicants should link the problem 
statements to the current data and needs analysis, the requirements of the JJDP Act, 
the functions of the juvenile justice system, geographic locations, and, whenever 
possible, related socioeconomic factors. A problem statement is a clear and succinct 
summary that reflects the results of the analysis undertaken. It does not necessarily 
represent all the analysis undertaken or all data collected for any given problem.  
 
Aside from expenditures for planning and administration and state advisory group 
(SAG) allocations (see Appendix D, program areas 23 and 31, respectively), these 
data-based problem statements and their priority ranking provide the state with the 
basis for developing its 3-year plan for funding juvenile justice programs.  

 
Wisconsin’s SAG has taken an integrated approach in developing its three-year state 
plan. The SAG’s strategic planning committee, formed to develop the three-year plan for 
the Title II Formula grant application, understood that the three funding sources—Title 
V, JABG, and Title II—are best utilized as part of a comprehensive, complementary 
approach to addressing juvenile crime. Wisconsin’s priorities for 2009-11 are: 
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 Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 
 Maintaining compliance with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act (JJDPA)  
 Promoting juvenile justice system improvement by providing local units of 

government (ULGs) the opportunity to adopt evidence-based 
programs/practices 

 Supporting programs that address mental health and substance abuse 
among juvenile offenders 

 
In developing its three-year plan, the SAG reviewed child abuse/neglect data; the 2007 
Youth Risk Behavior Survey alcohol and drug use data; truancy and graduation data; 
juvenile crime data; secure detention and correctional data; JJDPA compliance-related 
data; and results from key stakeholder surveys. The SAG sent letters to the following 
stakeholders requesting their input on juvenile justice issues: 

 
 Wisconsin Department of Justice 
 Badger Sheriff’s Association 
 Children’s Trust Fund 
 Wisconsin District Attorney’s Association 
 Wisconsin Department of Children and Families 
 Wisconsin Department of Corrections 
 Milwaukee County Circuit Court 
 Office of State Courts 
 Wisconsin Chiefs of Police Association 
 Wisconsin Sheriff’s and Deputy Sheriff’s Association 
 State Public Defender 
 Wisconsin Juvenile Court Intake Association 
 Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 
 Juvenile Officer’s Association 
 Wisconsin Police Executive Group 
 Legislative Special Committee on High Risk Juvenile Offenders 
 Legislative Special Committee on Strengthening Wisconsin Families 
 The Racial Disparities Oversight Committee 
 All county human services directors 
 All tribal chairpersons 

 
The SAG also reviewed current and proposed legislation/policies, including returning 
17-year-olds to the juvenile justice system and the proposed changes to the JJDPA. 
The SAG also reviewed the “Disproportionate Minority Contact County Project 
Evaluation”, a process evaluation of the six currently-funded DMC sites conducted by 
Wilberg Community Planning, LLC, and juvenile arrest RRI data for each county from 
2003-2007.  
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Problem – Priority 1: Disproportionate Minority Contact Reduction (DMC)  
 
Minorities continue to be overrepresented in the juvenile justice system. Minority 
overrepresentation most significantly affects African American youth in Wisconsin but 
also affects Native American, Hispanic, and Asian youth at different points in the 
juvenile justice process and this is especially true in counties where they represent a 
larger portion of the juvenile population. While the majority of Wisconsin counties have 
small numbers of minority youth involved in their systems, several counties have 
significant numbers of minority youth overrepresented at several points of contact.  
 
The data show minority youth are arrested at much higher rates than Caucasian youth, 
and that overrepresentation has not changed over the years. Minority youth are charged 
at a much higher rate and incarcerated in both secure detention and secure correctional 
facilities at much higher rates than Caucasian youth.  
 
The SAG is concerned about the lack of progress in addressing DMC, given that 
reducing DMC has been the SAG’s top priority for several years. However, Wisconsin 
still does not have a comprehensive, statewide data collection system so the true extent 
of DMC remains difficult to assess. 
 
 
Problem – Priority 2: Maintaining Compliance with the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA)  
 
Another priority the committee identified for the new three-year plan is JJDPA 
compliance. While Wisconsin currently is in compliance with all four core requirements, 
proposed changes to the JJDPA could put Wisconsin’s compliance at risk, particularly 
regarding DSO if the VCO exception is eliminated.  
 
Other data on which the committee based its decision to continue compliance as a 
priority was statewide truancy data. That data revealed the truancy rate—about 10 
percent--has remained basically unchanged for the past five years. Of greater concern 
is the racial aspect of the truancy data. In 2006-07, four percent of the truants were 
white, while over 40 percent of the truants were African American, over 20 percent were 
Native American, and almost 20 percent were Hispanic.  
 
The SAG is taking a multi-pronged approach to compliance. For the purpose of the Title 
II Formula grant application, it will address compliance by offering new grants for 
programs/projects that keep status offenders from being placed in secure detention 
facilities or adult jails/lockups. By funding new DSO grants, some of which may involve 
truancy, both the DMC and the compliance priorities will be addressed. It will address 
the system change priority by requiring that any program it funds with Title II Formula 
grant money be an evidence-based program or employ evidence-based practices. 
JABG funds will also be used to address compliance.  
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Problem – Priority 3: Promoting Juvenile Justice System Change through the use 
of Evidence-based Programs/Practices  
 
The SAG understands the importance of evidence-based practices (EBP) and the 
necessity of promoting system improvement through the use of EBP. For the past 
several years the SAG has promoted EBP through its partnership with the University of 
Wisconsin. That partnership resulted in the What Works, Wisconsin initiative—a series 
of documents on evidence-based programs and practices.  
 
For the 2009-11 plan, the SAG will devote funding to provide local units of government 
and service providers technical assistance in implementing specific evidence-based 
programs. In addition, the SAG will continue its partnership with the University of 
Wisconsin (UW). The SAG will sign an MOU with the UW’s child welfare regional 
training partnerships to provide regional trainings on EBP to counties and assist in 
developing plans to implement evidence-based programs and practices in counties.  
 
Problem – Priority 4: Supporting Mental Health and Substance Abuse screening, 
assessments, and treatment  
 
Another SAG priority continues to be mental health and substance abuse. An analysis 
of the Youth Risk Behavior Survey data revealed that almost half of the students 
surveyed had used alcohol in the past 30 days. While that number has remained 
relatively constant over the past 10 years, the committee found that 50 percent of 
middle and high school students using alcohol is alarming and needs to be addressed, 
since alcohol use leads to delinquent and status offending behavior. Equally significant 
was that the percentage of youth who report ever using marijuana has increased over 
the past 10 years, while the percentage of youth who have used marijuana during the 
past 30 days has only slightly decreased.  
 
Wisconsin legislators have already introduced several bills this legislative session that 
reflect a growing concern about Wisconsin’s alcohol culture and its impact on 
individuals and communities, including drunk driving deaths. 
 
While mental health data are not available on a statewide basis, the key stakeholder 
surveys revealed undiagnosed and untreated mental health issues to be a top priority 
for counties. 
 
The SAG will address this priority by offering a second year of funding for seven mental 
health/substance abuse programs were funded for CY 2009. A substantial portion of the 
JABG funds will be used to fund new juvenile mental health/substance abuse grants. 
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3. Plan for Compliance With the First Three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act and 
the State’s Compliance Monitoring Plan. Plans should be data-based and program 
specific, including the necessary ―who, what, where, how, and when. 

 
The comprehensive 3-year plan must include:   
 
 
A. Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO)   

 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(11) of the JJDP Act, the state must develop a plan that 
ensures status offenders and nonoffenders are not placed in secure detention or 
secure correctional facilities, except as allowed by OJJDP’s Guidance Manual for 
Monitoring Facilities Under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
2002 (revised January 2007).   
 
This plan should include trend analysis of the state’s DSO rates in preceding years 
(i.e. rates are increasing or decreasing and why). In addition, it should discuss the 
nature of DSO violations the state has typically experienced (e.g. 
status/nonoffenders in jails or lockups, accused status offenders held in juvenile 
detention centers for more than 24 hours, incorrect or inappropriate usage of the 
valid court order (VCO) exception, etc.). The state’s plan for achieving or maintaining 
compliance with DSO must relate directly to this analysis of violations.   
 
For states currently in compliance with DSO, the plan must provide a strategy for 
maintaining compliance, including information on how the designated state agency 
and state advisory group (SAG) will work together to address those circumstances in 
which DSO violations have tended to occur. Please also address any legislative or 
other changes that could impact the state’s compliance.  
 
For those states not in compliance with DSO, the plan must provide detailed goals, 
objectives, and action steps for achieving full compliance, including the individual 
responsible for each step and the date by which it will occur. An overall timetable for 
achieving compliance is also required. In addition, the strategy should include 
information on how the SAG will be involved. Goals, objectives, and activities must 
be directly tied to those circumstances in which DSO violations have occurred. 
Please also address any legislative or other changes that could impact the state’s 
compliance.  
 

Wisconsin is currently in full compliance with the DSO requirement. 
 
TREND ANALYSIS 
 
The following table shows the number of DSO violations in jails, lockups and juvenile 
detention and correctional facilities over the past three years: 
 
** Please note: current OJA staff are unable to verify the accuracy of the 2006 data** 

Violations/Year 2006 2007 2008 
Juvenile Detention Centers 216 31 14 
Lockups 0 9 42 
Jails 3 0 0 
Correctional Centers 0 0 0 
DSO Rates 16.9 2.96 4.24 
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Wisconsin’s comprehensive plan for addressing DSO will begin with an analysis of 
violation rates over a 3 year period. The number of violations fluctuated substantially 
between 2006 and 2007, while remaining relatively steady between 2007 and 2008. 
Due to the significant enhancements in compliance monitoring activities during 2007 the 
most accurate reflection of violation trends are from 2007 to 2008.  
 
Detention Centers 

 
From 2007 to 2008, violations in juvenile detention centers decreased primarily due to 
education and training efforts in regards to the VCO process. Many judicial and human 
service staff did not understand the VCO process and its impact on JJDPA compliance. 
Training sessions hosting juvenile court and human service staff were held in 
Milwaukee, Marathon, and Fond du Lac counties. The compliance monitor also spoke 
with individual social workers from around the state in regards to the VCO process. 
More specifically, the largest scope of educational efforts was directed to the Milwaukee 
County Court system which dealt with large numbers of alleged and adjudicated status 
offenders.  

 
An analysis of DSO violations in secure detention centers over this time period 
remained constant. The majority of violations were due to youth who chronically ran 
away from out-of-home placements, required short term stays in secure detention 
pending a new out-of-home placement, and missed truancy court hearings. Many times 
court records lacked the necessary findings that would allow for secure detainment if 
the youth violated his/her court order.  

 
Jails and Lockups 

 
DSO violations which occurred in jails and lockups have increased slightly over the 
three year period. The increase in violations over this period was primarily due to 
enhanced monitoring of lockups in 2007 and 2008. More specifically, violations were 
spread among various individual lockups through out Milwaukee County and one 
suburban location. In 2008, one additional lockup was added to the list of lockups 
authorized to hold juveniles. Also, one of the Milwaukee districts that was authorized to 
hold juveniles but rarely did converted more cells to juveniles use, thus holding more 
juveniles in 2008 than in 2007. These two factors accounted for some of the increased 
DSO lockup violations between 2007 and 2008. However, the underlying causes for the 
violations were consistent throughout all of the identified lockups. There were two 
consistent problem areas: lack of non-secure holding options for runaway/missing youth 
and the inability to identify delinquent versus non-delinquent warrants. 

 
Each of the lockups demonstrated a lack of resources to deal with low-level juvenile 
offenders in a non-secure manner. Law enforcement officers consistently identified the 
need for an intermediate location for youth not requiring secure detainment and in 
situations when a parent/guardian is unavailable to transport. In order to address this 
need, the compliance team is planning a meeting with the director of the Milwaukee 
County Juvenile Probation Department (MCJPD). OJA currently funds several projects 
through MCJPD and is looking to build on this relationship in the development of a 
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juvenile holdover program. It is the goal of OJA to have this program up and running by 
March of 2009. 

 
The second focus area of violations occurred when warrants were issued for juveniles 
missing from out-of-home placement. More specifically, when warrants are issued for 
any juvenile by the juvenile court, the warrant did not specify the underlying 
adjudication. Therefore, law enforcement was unable to decipher between a warrant for 
a delinquent youth and a warrant for a missing child protection youth. This issue was 
identified during a site visit to the Milwaukee 3rd Precinct Lockup in July 2008. 
Immediately following the identification of this issue, several meetings took place with 
members of the Milwaukee County Judiciary, Milwaukee County Juvenile Probation, 
Milwaukee County Law Enforcement, and staff from the compliance team. As a result of 
these meetings, all warrants issued for child protection or status offenders now explicitly 
state the underlying adjudication on the warrant. This will allow law enforcement, when 
apprehending a youth based on a warrant, to clearly determine whether he/she is a 
delinquent or non-delinquent youth. 

 
Wisconsin expects that in 2009 and beyond, violation rates will level off or decrease due 
to consistent monitoring of sites and additional resources being put towards jails and 
lockups. However, should the VCO exception be eliminated in the JJDPA 
reauthorization, Wisconsin’s compliance status on DSO could change. The SAG is 
preparing for this possibility by devoting significant Title II Formula grant funds to 
programs that will provide alternatives to secure detention of status offenders and by 
placing special conditions on its grants that require grantees to agree to comply with the 
JJDPA and to not place status offenders in secure detention. OJA is devoting one full-
time and one part-time position to compliance monitoring and education/training efforts. 

 
Correctional Centers (Juvenile Training Schools) 

 
Wisconsin’s juvenile justice code prohibits the secure confinement of status offenders in 
the state’s juvenile correctional facilities. As part of annual compliance monitoring 
activities, the compliance monitor will continue to spot check records in one of the three 
juvenile correctional centers annually. There were no violations during 2007 and 2008. 
Current OJA staff cannot determine if data was collected for 2006. No violations are 
projected for the future.  
 
Comprehensive Plan for DSO 
 
In addition to the Comprehensive Plan below, please review the “Compliance 
Monitoring Timetable” which is part of Wisconsin’s Compliance Monitoring Manual 
(provided as part of report see link on page 38). The following tables provide 
Wisconsin’s specific strategies for maintaining compliance with the DSO provisions:    
 

Wisconsin 
Comprehensive Plan to address Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 

 
The overall GOAL for all elements of this comprehensive plan is: 

To reduce or eliminate DSO violations in order for Wisconsin to maintain 
compliance with the DSO core requirement. 
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Category:  Legislative or legal issues 
Objective: To monitor and analyze proposed or current legislation which may 
jeopardize Wisconsin’s compliance to DSO 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Monitor progress of the reauthorization of the 
JJDPA. 

a. update system stakeholders of 
progress of the reauthorization 

Ongoing 
 
 
 

Compliance team 
 
 
 

2. Seek legislative changes if the new provisions 
of the JJDPA conflict with state law so as to 
put Wisconsin’s compliance at risk. 

Ongoing SAG, Governor’s 
office 

3. Monitor proposed state legislation which may 
impact the DSO core requirement. 

a. provide legislative updates to GJJC 
during quarterly meetings 

Ongoing Compliance team 

 
Category:  Violation reductions 
Objectives:  Provide training and programming to targeted counties, detention 
center, jails, lockups, geographic areas with violations. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Develop juvenile holdover programs in 
targeted areas of the state to address the 
holding of non and status offenders in 
lockups. 

 

March, 
2009 

Compliance team, 
Department of 
Children and 
Families, 
Department of 
Corrections, local 
law enforcement, 
Milwaukee County 
Human Services 

2. Provide training to Milwaukee, Racine and 
Brown County intake/social workers on the 
VCO process. 

 

February, 
2009 

Compliance monitor 
 

3. Provide individualized training to Milwaukee 
County police districts on the secure holding 
of juveniles. 

March, 
2009 

Compliance Monitor 
DMC coordinator 

 
Category: Training and Education 
Objectives: To increase the knowledge and practice of intake workers, social 
workers, court, law enforcement and detention staff through training and 
education. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Attend regional juvenile intake worker 
meetings to discuss compliance monitoring  

 

Quarterly Compliance monitor
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2. Attend regional jail administrator meetings to 
continue education in regards to compliance 
monitoring requirements. 

Quarterly Compliance monitor

3. Provide training to Juvenile Court Clerks on 
the JJDPA and the VCO process and proper 
paperwork. 

June, 
2009 

Compliance monitor

4. Attend regional Child Welfare and Juvenile 
Justice supervisors meeting to educate in 
regards to the secure holding of status 
offenders 

1 x month Compliance monitor

5. Attend quarterly juvenile detention 
superintendents meetings to update on 
compliance monitoring activities 

2 x year Compliance monitor

 

Category:  Juvenile Secure Detention Register (JSDR) 
Objectives:  Continue monitoring and provide enhancements to the JSDR system 
 

Activity or Task Timeline Who 
1. Monitor JSDR monthly for violations as well as 
data entry quality 

monthly Compliance monitor 

2. Meet with each data entry specialist during yearly 
site visit or as needed 

1 x year Compliance monitor 

3. Bring in computer programmer to provide 
technical updates to system 

May, 2009 Compliance 
monitor, Richard 
Eddy 

4. Begin discussions with jails/lockups in entering 
juvenile holds in JSDR 

February, 
2009 
 
March-
May, 2009 
 
 
 

OJA staff meet with 
DOC  
Select pilot site(s) to 
begin discussions 
and training on 
JSDR 
Jail/lockup begins 
data entry into 
JSDR system 

 

Category:  Governor’s Juvenile Justice Commission (GJJC) (SAG) 
Objectives:  Continue the GJJC’s role in monitoring Compliance with the DSO. 
 

Activity or Task Timeline Who 
1. The compliance monitor will update GJJC on 

compliance monitoring activities at quarterly 
meetings. 

Quarterly Compliance monitor

2. Through grants to local providers of juvenile 
justice services the GJJC will continue to not 
allow recipients of Title II Formula grant funds 
to place status offenders in secure detention. 

ongoing GJJC  

3. The compliance monitor will utilize the GJJC’s 
expertise in their own region for strategies 
and opportunities to decrease violations. 

As needed GJJC members 
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B. Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders   

 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act, the state must develop a plan that 
ensures juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent and status offenders shall 
not have contact with adult inmates who are incarcerated because they have been 
convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal charges.  
 
This plan should include trend analysis of the state’s separation rates in preceding 
years (i.e. rates are increasing or decreasing and why). In addition, it should discuss 
the nature of separation violations the state has typically experienced (e.g. problems 
with adult trustees, physical plant issues in older facilities, etc.). The state’s plan for 
achieving or maintaining compliance with separation must relate directly to this 
analysis of violations.   
 
For states currently in compliance with separation, the plan must provide a strategy 
for maintaining compliance, including information on how the designated state 
agency and SAG will work together to address those circumstances in which 
separation violations have tended to occur. Please also address any legislative or 
other changes that could impact the State’s compliance.  
 
For those states not in compliance with separation, the plan must provide detailed 
goals, objectives, and action steps for achieving full compliance, including the 
individual responsible for each step and the date by which it will occur. An overall 
timetable for achieving compliance is also required. In addition, the strategy should 
include information on how the SAG will be involved. Goals, objectives, and activities 
must be directly tied to those circumstances in which separation violations have 
occurred. Please also address any legislative or other changes that could impact the 
state’s compliance.  
 
For any state that utilizes the same staff to serve both adult and juvenile populations 
in approved collocated juvenile detention facilities, there must be a policy in effect 
requiring individuals who work with both juveniles and adult inmates to be trained 
and certified to work with juveniles. The state must submit a copy of this policy, 
including a description of the training and certification process, with this application.  
 

Wisconsin is currently in full compliance with the separation requirement. 
 
Collocated Facilities 
 
Wisconsin has eight collocated facilities but they generally do not use the same staff to 
serve both adult and juvenile populations, although how staff are assigned and 
scheduled for adult and/or juvenile functions varies by detention center. Under state 
law, individuals who work with both juvenile and adult inmates must be trained and 
certified to work with juveniles by completing a certification administered by the 
Wisconsin Department of Justice’s Law Enforcement Standards Board.  
 
Wis. Stats. 165.85 (4)(b)3 provides:    
 

“No person may be appointed as a secure detention officer, except on a 
temporary or probationary basis, unless the person has satisfactorily completed 
a prepatory program of secure detention officer training approved by the board 
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and has been certified by the board as being qualified to be a secure detention 
officer. The program shall include at least 120 hours of training. The training 
program shall devote at least 16 hours to methods of supervision of special 
needs inmates, including inmates who may be emotionally distressed, mentally 
ill, suicidal, developmentally disabled or alcohol or drug abusers. The period of 
temporary or probationary employment established at the time of initial 
employment shall not be extended by more than one year for an officer lacking 
the training qualifications required by the board. Secure detention officer training 
programs including municipal, county and state programs meeting standards of 
the board shall be acceptable as meeting these training requirements.” 
 

Wis. Admin. Code DOC 346.33(4) provides: 
 

(a) As soon as possible within 90 days of employment, security staff shall 
receive 40 hours of orientation training which shall be documented in the 
employee’s personnel records and which shall include but not be limited to: 

1. Information on the administrative rules governing secure detention of 
juveniles; 

2. First aid, the use of emergency equipment and medical devises: and 
3. Supervision and control of juveniles 
 

(b) Security staff shall receive training as required under s. 165.85(4), Stats., 
which may include 16 hours of training in subjects listed under par. (a). 

 
Transferred/Waived Juveniles 
 
The Wisconsin Department of Correction’s policy is to transfer juveniles who have been 
waived into adult court, or are otherwise under the jurisdiction of the adult court, into an 
adult facility as soon as practicable. Recent studies have shown that all youth are 
transferred within 6 months after the age of full criminal responsibility. 
 
Trend Analysis 
 
Wisconsin did not have any violations of this core requirement in 2007 or 2008. Current 
OJA staff cannot determine if there were any violations in 2006 based on data available. 
Therefore a trend analysis is not applicable. 
 
Comprehensive Plan for Separation (sight and sound) 
 
In addition to the Comprehensive Plan below, please view the link to Wisconsin’s 
Compliance Monitoring Manual on page 13 that includes the “compliance monitoring 
timetable”. presenting  
 
The following table provides Wisconsin’s specific strategies for maintaining compliance 
with the separation provision: 
 
 
 

Wisconsin 

Page 31



Comprehensive Plan to address Separation of Juveniles From Adult Offenders 
 

The overall GOAL for all elements of this comprehensive plan is: 
To continue no sight or sound violations in order for Wisconsin to maintain 

compliance with the Separation core requirement. 
 

Category:  Legislative or legal issues 
Objective: To monitor and analyze proposed or current legislation which may 
jeopardize Wisconsin’s compliance to Separation 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Seek legislative changes if the new provisions 
of the JJDPA conflict with state law so as to 
put Wisconsin’s compliance at risk. 

Ongoing GJJC, Governor’s 
office 

2. Monitor proposed state legislation which may 
impact the separation core requirement. 

b. provide legislative updates to GJJC 
during quarterly meetings 

Ongoing Compliance team 

3. Meet with the Department of Corrections 
(DOC) to discuss any potential changes to 
DOC Administrative Code which may come 
into conflict with the JJDPA separation 
provision. 

February, 
2009 

Compliance 
monitor 

 
Category:  Violation reductions 
Objectives:  Provide training and programming to targeted counties, detention 
center, jails, lockups, and geographic areas with violations. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Violation reduction is part of a comprehensive 
compliance monitoring program which is 
spelled out in detail in Wisconsin’s 
Compliance Monitoring Manual. Please 
review the link to Wisconsin’s Compliance 
Monitoring Manual for specific timeframes 
and practices for violation reductions. 

yearly Compliance Team 
 

 
Category: Training and Education 
Objectives: To increase the knowledge and practice of collocated detention, jail, 
and lockup staff through training and education. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Attend regional juvenile detention 
superintendents’ meetings and provide 
information and education around separation. 

Quarterly Compliance monitor

2. Attend regional jail administrator meetings to 
continue education in regards to separation 
requirements. 

Quarterly Compliance monitor
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Category:  Governor’s Juvenile Justice Commission (GJJC) (SAG) 
Objectives:  Continue the GJJC’s role in monitoring Compliance with the DSO. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. The compliance monitor will update GJJC of 
compliance monitoring activities at quarterly 
meetings. 

 

Quarterly Compliance monitor

2. The compliance monitor will utilize the 
GJJC’s expertise in their own region for 
strategies and opportunities to address 
violations. 

 

As needed GJJC members 

3. The GJJC has made compliance monitoring 
one of its top priorities once again. They have 
designated funding to increase best practices 
around the holding of juveniles in lockups as 
well as using more community based 
resources for status offenders. 

 

Yearly GJJC 

 
 
 
C. Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups   

 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act, the state must develop a plan that 
ensures no juvenile shall be detained or confined in any adult jail or lockup, except 
as OJJDP’s Guidance Manual for Monitoring Facilities Under the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 2002 (revised January 2007) allows.   
 
This plan should include trend analysis of the state’s jail removal rates in preceding 
years (i.e. rates are increasing or decreasing and why). In addition, it should discuss 
the nature of jail removal violations the state has typically experienced (e.g. status 
offenders held securely in adult facilities, 6-hour rule violations, incorrect or 
inappropriate usage of the rural exception, etc.). The state’s plan for achieving or 
maintaining compliance with jail removal must relate directly to this analysis of 
violations.   
 
For states currently in compliance with jail removal, the plan must provide a strategy 
for maintaining compliance, including information on how the designated state 
agency and SAG will work together to address those circumstances in which jail 
removal violations have tended to occur. Please also address any legislative or other 
changes that could impact the state’s compliance.  
 
For states not in compliance with jail removal, the plan must provide detailed goals, 
objectives, and action steps for achieving full compliance, including the individual 
responsible for each step and the date by which it will occur. An overall timetable for 
achieving compliance is also required. In addition, the strategy should include 
information on how the SAG will be involved. Goals, objectives, and activities must 
be directly tied to those circumstances in which jail removal violations have occurred. 
Please also address any legislative or other changes that could impact the state’s 
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compliance.  
 
For states that use or seek to use the rural removal exception, Section 223(a)(13)(B) 
and OJJDP regulations provide for a rural removal exception with regard to juveniles 
accused of delinquent offenses, held in certain rural areas, and who are awaiting an 
initial court appearance. Under certain circumstances, such juveniles may be 
temporarily detained beyond the 6-hour time limit. It is important to note that the rural 
removal exception does not apply to status offenders. Status offenders may not be 
held securely for any length of time in an adult jail or lockup. States must receive 
prior approval from OJJDP to use the rural exception.    
 
All states that have previously received OJJDP approval to use the rural exception 
must complete the Rural Removal Exception Certification form (Appendix H) 
certifying that approved facilities continue to meet the required conditions. This form 
should be signed by the juvenile justice specialist and submitted with the state’s 
formal grant application.  
 
States may submit requests for newly identified facilities at any time to their OJJDP 
State Representative or to Lawrence Fiedler. OJJDP must approve any use of the 
rural exception for any new facility prior to utilization.    
 

Wisconsin is in full compliance with the jail removal requirement. 
 
Wisconsin currently has 73 adult jails and 62 municipal lockups. Wisconsin law requires 
that before jails and lockups can securely hold juveniles, those facilities must be 
certified by the Department of Corrections to hold juveniles. To be certified, the facilities 
must meet exacting standards in terms of housing, education, recreation, food service, 
medical care, and sight/sound separation. These standards are set forth in Wisconsin 
law. In addition, the law requires each facility housing juveniles to have a policy and 
procedure manual. As of the date of this application, 11 jails and 25 municipal lockups 
are authorized to hold juveniles. 
 
If facilities are not authorized to hold juveniles, they cannot and do not hold them. This 
policy was verified July 2008, via a survey sent to all facilities that resulted in a 100 
percent return rate. In addition to the survey sent out by the OJA, beginning in 2009, as 
part of all facility inspections of non-authorized jails and lockups, additional information 
will be gathered by DOC inspectors around the holding of juveniles in those facilities. As 
part of this process, any potential violations of the JJDPA will be forwarded to the 
compliance monitor for follow-up with the specific facility. 
 
The facilities that are authorized to hold juveniles utilize the six-hour hold exception. 
Under Wisconsin law, municipal lockups can only hold youth for a total of six hours, not 
the more liberal federal law standard of six hours before and six hours after court. All 
jails and lockups authorized to hold juveniles were inspected onsite by OJA in 2008. 
 
Trend Analysis 
 
The following table displays the number of jail removal violations in jails and lockups 
over the past three years: 
 
**Please note: Current OJA staff are unable to verify the accuracy of the 2006 data** 
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Violations/year 2006 2007 2008 
Jails 34 0 0 
Lockups 3 122 54 
Rate: Jail Removal 3.29 10.38 5.49 

 
Wisconsin’s comprehensive plan for addressing Jail Removal will begin with an analysis 
of violation rates over a three year period. As stated previously in the DSO analysis, due 
to significantly increased on-site monitoring of jails and lockups from 2007 to 2008, 
violation rates varied dramatically.  
 
Jails: 

 
Jail violations have decreased significantly over the three year period. There are several 
reasons for this decrease. A number of jails in 2006 were not given the rural removal 
exception to hold juveniles beyond the six hour time limit. When granted rural exception 
in 2007, these jails were no longer in violation. Another reason for the decrease in 
violations was the increased education and training by the compliance team. In 2007, 
members of the compliance team began attending regional jail administrator meetings 
in order to bring compliance and the holding of juveniles to the forefront. Along with 
attendance at the jail administrator meetings, significant training was conducted while 
on-site with staff. As a result of on-site training with all 11 jail facilities, several sites 
modified their policies and procedures to come in line with the JJDPA. Facilities also 
developed non-secure holding areas for status and non-offenders along with an overall 
better understanding of the secure holding of juveniles. It should be noted that prior to 
2007, this type of on-site education and training had not occurred. In the future there 
should be very few Jail Removal violations due to the rural exception in all eleven jails 
authorized to hold juveniles along with consistent training and education. 

 
 

Lockups: 
 

The significant increase in violations, from 2006 to 2007, was due to one facility in the 
largest urban area of the state, the City of Milwaukee. The facility, 3rd Milwaukee 
Precinct, is the largest of all of the Milwaukee police precincts and is also an informally 
designated facility to process juveniles in the City of Milwaukee. In 2007, all authorized 
Milwaukee police stations authorized to hold juveniles were on-site inspected which 
resulted in the significant increase in violations occurring from 2006 to 2007. In 2007, 
while inspecting the 3rd Precinct facility, the juvenile holding logs were such that the 
compliance team could not accurately determine how many juveniles were held in 
excess of six hours, therefore the team erred on the side of over-reporting the number 
of violations.  

 
However, due to the efforts of the Milwaukee Police Department Administration, these 
omissions were corrected in 2008. During three on-site inspections of the 3rd Precinct in 
2008, the juvenile logs were complete and accurate. Due to this correction, far fewer 
violations were identified and reported in 2008.  

 
The violations of the 6 hour rule were spread among various individual lockups through 
out Milwaukee County and one suburban location. However, the underlying causes for 
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the violations were consistent throughout all of the identified lockups. There were two 
consistent problem areas: a lack of non-secure holding options for non-violent alleged 
delinquents awaiting parent/guardian transport and law enforcements inability to timely 
admit juveniles into secure detention.  

 
Each of the lockups demonstrated a lack of resources to deal with low-level juvenile 
offenders in a non-secure manner. Law enforcement officers consistently identified a 
need for an intermediate location for youth who do not require secure detainment and 
whose parent/guardian is unavailable to transport. In order to address this need, the 
compliance team is planning a meeting with the director of the Milwaukee County 
Juvenile Probation Department (MCJPD). OJA currently funds several projects through 
MCJPD and would be looking once again to build on this relationship in the 
development of a juvenile holdover program.  

 
The second focus area of violations occurred when juveniles were held securely due to 
committing serious crimes with multiple co-offenders. This required substantial time to 
interview and complete all necessary paperwork prior to transporting to the Milwaukee 
County Juvenile Detention Center. A common concern of law enforcement was that the 
Milwaukee County Detention Center would not admit a juvenile without all law 
enforcement reports being completed. This often substantially added to the time law 
enforcement was required to keep juveniles in the secure area beyond six hours. In 
2007 and 2008, the vast majority of violations occurred in one Milwaukee County 
lockup, the 3rd Precinct. Following several meetings with the 3rd Precinct administrators 
in 2008, they drafted a memo implementing a policy that youth must be removed from 
the secure portion of the facility within six hours. Subsequently, in the second half of 
2008, the amount of violations was reduced dramatically following implementation of 
this policy. In 2009, the compliance team plans to work with the Milwaukee County 
Juvenile Detention Center and area lockups in order to explore what options are 
available to move juveniles requiring secure detention from lockups to the detention 
center more expediently. 

 
Wisconsin 

Comprehensive Plan to address Removal of Juveniles From Adult Jails and 
Lockups 

 

The overall GOAL for all elements of this comprehensive plan is: 
To reduce or eliminate Jail Removal violations in order for Wisconsin to maintain 

compliance with the Jail Removal core requirement. 
 

Category:  Legislative or legal issues 
Objective: To monitor and analyze proposed or current legislation which may 
jeopardize Wisconsin’s compliance to DSO 
 

Activity or Task Timeline Who 
1. Monitor progress of the reauthorization of the 

JJDPA. 
a. update system stakeholders of 

progress of the reauthorization 

Ongoing 
 

Compliance team 

2. Seek legislative changes if the new provisions 
of the JJDPA conflict with state law so as to 

Ongoing GJJC, Governor’s 
office 
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put Wisconsin’s compliance at risk. 
 
3. Monitor proposed state legislation which may 

impact DSO core requirements. 
a. provide legislative updates to GJJC 

during quarterly meetings 
 

Ongoing Compliance team 

 
 
 
 
Category:  Violation reductions 
Objectives:  Provide training and programming to targeted jails, lockups, and 
geographic areas with violations. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Develop juvenile holdover programs in 
targeted areas of the state in order to 
address the holding of non-violent juvenile 
offenders beyond 6 hours. 

 

March, 
2009 

Compliance team, 
DCF, DOC, GJJC 
(SAG) 

2. Meet with staff at the Milwaukee County 
Children’s Center to discuss options for law 
enforcement to admit juveniles into the 
detention center when situations are 
warranted. 

February, 
2009 

Compliance monitor
DMC coordinator 
 

3. Provide individualized training to Milwaukee 
County Police Districts in the secure holding 
of juveniles. 

March, 
2009 

Compliance Monitor
DMC coordinator 

4. On-site inspect those lockup facilities with 
either violations or hold a substantial amount 
of youth at a minimum twice per year. 

annual Compliance Team 

 
Category: Training and Education 
Objectives: To increase the knowledge and practice of adult jail and lockup staff 
on the secure holding of juveniles. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. Attend regional jail administrator meetings to 
continue education in regards to compliance 
monitoring requirements. 

 

quarterly Compliance monitor

2. Develop visual aids for each jail and lockup 
for the holding juveniles under state and 
federal law 

Provide at 
each site 
visit 

Compliance monitor

3. Continue to provide on site technical 
assistance for each facility. 

As needed Compliance monitor

 
Category:  Governor’s Juvenile Justice Commission (GJJC) (SAG) 
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Objectives:  Continue the GJJC’s role in monitoring Compliance with Jail 
Removal. 
 
Activity or Task Timeline Who 

1. The compliance monitor will update GJJC of 
compliance monitoring activities at quarterly 
meetings. 

Quarterly Compliance monitor

2. Through grants to local providers of juvenile 
justice services the GJJC will promote the 
use of non-secure holding of juvenile 
offenders. 

 

ongoing GJJC grants 
committee 

3. The compliance monitor will utilize the GJJC’s 
expertise in their own region for strategies 
and opportunities to decrease violations. 

As needed GJJC members 

4. The GJJC has made compliance monitoring 
one of its top priorities. It has designated 
funding to increase best practices around the 
holding of juveniles in lockups as well as 
using more community based resources for 
non-violent juvenile offenders. 

Yearly GJJC 

   
 

 
 
 

D. Plan for Compliance Monitoring for the First Three Core Requirements of the 
JJDP Act         

 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(14) of the JJDP Act, the state must provide for an 
adequate system of monitoring jails, lockups, detention facilities, correctional 
facilities, and nonsecure facilities to ensure that the core protections are met.  
 
Please provide a plan describing how the state’s system for compliance monitoring 
meets each of the following 10 elements of an adequate compliance monitoring 
system:   
 
 

Wisconsin’s Compliance Monitoring System is detailed in the Compliance Manual which 
can be found at:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97 
 
The areas of Policy and Procedures, Monitoring Authority, Monitoring Timeline, 
Violations Timeline, Violation Procedures, Barriers and Strategies, Definition of Terms, 
Identification of the Monitoring Universe, and Classification of Monitoring Universe are 
discussed. 
 

 
 
(1)  Policy and Procedures. As an attachment to this application, please provide a 

copy of the state’s compliance monitoring policy and procedures manual. If this 
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plan is available online, you may, as an alternative, provide a link to where it can 
be printed or downloaded. If the manual is not available in an electronic format, 
states may also provide a hard copy of this document to their State 
Representative.    

 
If the state does not maintain a compliance monitoring policy and procedures 
manual, please provide the state’s plan for developing such a document along 
with an estimated date for completion.  
 

See: http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97 
 

(2)  Monitoring Authority. The agency(s) responsible for compliance monitoring 
should have legal authority to inspect and collect data from all facilities in which 
juveniles might be placed pursuant to public authority. As an attachment to this 
application, please provide a copy of the legislative statute or executive order 
that provides the designated state agency with this authority. If this information 
is included in the above-referenced policies and procedures manual, please 
provide the specific page or appendix number.  

    
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 17 
 

(3)  Monitoring Timeline. States must keep an annual calendar demonstrating when 
and where compliance monitoring will occur. As an attachment to this 
application, please provide a copy of the state’s monitoring timetable. If this 
information is included in the above-referenced policies and procedures manual, 
please provide the specific page or appendix number.  

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 13 

 
(4)  Violation Procedures. This section of the plan must describe the legislative and 

administrative procedures and sanctions that the state has established to 
receive, investigate, and report compliance violations. If an agency other than 
the designated state agency is responsible for monitoring, describe how that 
agency maintains accountability for compliance with this requirement. If this 
information is included in the policies and procedures manual, please provide 
the specific page number where it can be found.  

See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 7 
 
(5)  Barriers and Strategies. Please provide a written description of barriers the 

state faces in implementing an adequate system of compliance monitoring. This 
description must include strategies employed to overcome the barriers 
identified. If an up-to-date description of barriers and strategies is included in the 
policies and procedures manual, please provide the specific page number 
where it can be found.  

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 5 

 
(6)  Definition of Terms. States’ definitions for key juvenile and criminal justice 

terms may differ from those provided in the JJDP Act. It is critical that these 
differences are identified and addressed in the monitoring process. Please 
provide a discussion of how key state terms differ from those provided in the 
federal act. If this information is included in the policies and procedures manual, 
please provide the specific page number where it can be found. In addition, the 
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state must certify that where state definitions differ from federal definitions in the 
monitoring process, federal definitions will be used in the monitoring process.   

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 19 

  
(7)  Identification of the Monitoring Universe. This refers to the identification of all 

facilities in the state that might hold juveniles pursuant to public authority and 
where a violation of a core requirement is possible. Every facility that has this 
potential, regardless of the purpose for housing juveniles, comes under the 
purview of the monitoring requirements. This list may include both public and 
privately owned or operated facilities. If a detailed description of the state’s 
identification process is included in the policies and procedures manual, please 
provide the specific page number where it can be found.    

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 29 

 
(8)  Classification of Monitoring Universe. This is the classification of all facilities 

in the state to determine which ones should be considered a secure detention or 
correctional facility, adult correctional institution, jail, lockup, or other type of 
secure or nonsecure facility. Moreover, classification also includes determining 
whether a facility is public or private, residential or nonresidential, and whether 
the population is juvenile only, adult only, or juvenile or adult. If a detailed 
description of the state’s classification process is included in the policies and 
procedures manual, please provide the specific page number where it can be 
found.   

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 31 
 

(9)  Inspection of Facilities. Inspection is necessary to ensure an accurate 
assessment of each facility’s classification and record keeping. All facilities 
classified as secure detention or correctional facilities, jails, lockups, and other 
facilities must have periodic, onsite inspections to determine that they comply 
with Sections 223(a)(11), (12), and (13) of the JJDP Act. If a detailed description 
of the state’s inspection process is included in the policies and procedures 
manual, please provide the specific page number where it can be found.   

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 33 

 
(10) Data Collection and Verification. States are required to collect and report data 

to determine whether facilities in the state comply with the applicable 
requirements of deinstitutionalization of status offenders (DSO), jail removal, 
and separation. If the facility self-reports the data or an agency other than the 
state agency receiving federal grant funds collects and reports the data, the plan 
must describe a statistically valid procedure used to verify the reported data. 
On-site data verification must involve the review of data self-reported by a 
facility, including a review of the facility’s admissions records and/or booking 
logs. If a detailed description of the state’s process for data collection and 
verification is included in the policies and procedures manual, please provide 
the specific page number where it can be found.   

 
See:  http://oja.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=15630&locid=97, Page 53 
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Although OJJDP holds the DSA implementing the Formula Grants program 
responsible for the compliance monitoring effort and the validity of the annual 
monitoring report, the DSA may contract with a public or private agency to 
perform the monitoring function. If selecting another agency, the state must 
identify in its monitoring plan which agency has been authorized and/or tasked 
to assist in the monitoring functions. This plan should identify the funding 
amount and the name, address, and telephone number of the contractor. In 
addition, the plan should include the procedures and activities the state uses to 
monitor the contractual arrangement.  
 

Not applicable. 
 

4. Plan for Compliance with the Disproportionate Minority Contact Core Requirement   
 

Pursuant to section 223(a)(22) of the JJDP Act of 2002, states and territories must 
address specific delinquency prevention and system improvement efforts designed to 
reduce, without establishing or requiring numerical standards or quotas, the 
disproportionate number of juvenile numbers of minority groups who come into contact 
with the juvenile justice system. Disproportionate minority contact (DMC) exists if the 
rate of contact with the juvenile justice system of a specific minority group is significantly 
different than the rate of contact for non-Hispanic whites or for other minority groups. 
The method that OJJDP has selected to use to determine the extent of DMC is the 
Relative Rate Index (RRI). This method involves comparing the relative rate of activity 
for each major stage of the juvenile justice system for minority and white youth. This 
method provides a single index number that indicates the extent to which the rate of a 
particular contact or activity differs for minority and white youth. By using rates of activity 
to reflect the relative volume of activity, this process provides a means to take into 
account the relative size of the minority and white populations and the relative amount of 
activity in each  stage of the juvenile justice system. It should be noted that this method 
does not calculate the odds of particular types of contact, since one is not tracking 
individual youth across time but rather comparing relative rates of activity within a 
specific time period. That relative rate may be created by the rapid turnover of a few 
youth or may be the result of a lower level of involvement of a large number of youth.  

 
The purpose of this core requirement is to ensure equal and fair treatment for every 
youth (regardless of membership in a minority or majority population group) involved in 
the juvenile justice system. A state achieves compliance with this core requirement when 
it meets the following requirements by addressing DMC on an ongoing basis through 
identification (identify the extent to which DMC exists), assessment (examine and 
determine the factors that contribute to DMC, if it exists), intervention (develop and 
implement strategies to reduce DMC), evaluation (evaluate the efficacy of intervention 
strategies), and monitoring (track changes in DMC trends over time).   
 
All states and territories, except for Puerto Rico, which has been exempted by the U.S. 
Census Bureau from reporting racial statistics, shall submit DMC Identification 
Spreadsheets as part of the DMC Compliance Plan in their 3-year plans. When a state 
determines that DMC exists, it shall provide in its 3-year plan, and the subsequent 
updates, a plan which complies with the implementation guidelines below. Responses to 
the 2009 DMC Plan must address the five phases of the DMC Reduction Cycle.  
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DMC Reduction Cycle   

  
  
  
  

GRAPHIC OMITTED 
  
  
   
  
  
  

Phase I: Identification   
 
The purpose of the identification phase of a state’s DMC effort is to determine whether 
disproportionality exists and the extent to which it exists. This requires between race 
comparisons to be made within targeted jurisdictions. By collecting and examining data 
on the volumes of occurrence at the major contact/decision points in the juvenile justice 
system, states and territories can determine whether overrepresentation exists, in which 
jurisdictions it may exist, and the degree to which it exists at any contact/decision point 
within the juvenile justice system (See Disproportionate Minority Contact Technical 
Assistance Manual, 3rd Edition for detailed descriptions of the juvenile justice system 
contact points).    
 
(1)  Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets (Attachment 2). OJJDP requires 

states to enter the most recent available statewide data and at least three targeted 
jurisdictions with the highest minority concentrations or, preferably, the localities 
with focused DMC-reduction efforts into its Web-based DMC Data Entry System at 
www.ojjdp.dmcdata.org/. Export the Relative Rate spreadsheets to GMS and label 
as ―Attachment #2. Please identify the jurisdiction when exporting to GMS 
(example: Attachment #2: Smith County/Township).  

 
The 2007 RRI data for the six DMC sites is provided in Attachment 2 

      
 
(2)  DMC Data Discussion. Please provide responses to the following:   
 

(a) When quantifiable documentation is unavailable or incomplete to determine 
whether DMC exists or changes, the state must provide a time-limited plan of 
action for developing and implementing a system to routinely collect the data 
needed to track progress in DMC reduction and demonstrate consistent 
improvement in this area.   

 
(b) Discuss the Relative Rates Indexes (RRIs) obtained, make comparisons 

between the updated data and data obtained in earlier years, and illustrate how 
the data inform/ guide the state’s FY 2009-2011 DMC Compliance Plan.   

 
See DMC report on the following page. 
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Phase II: Assessment/Diagnosis   
 
When a state or territory identifies that DMC exists, it must undertake an assessment. 
States should also undertake targeted assessments when they note significant changes 
in the Relative Rate Indexes at particular contact/decision points, or after they implement 
significant changes in laws, procedures, and policies within the juvenile justice system 
that may negatively impact DMC. A DMC assessment is a comprehensive analysis 
utilizing advanced research methodologies to identify the contributing factors and 
examine minority over-representation and explain differences at all contact stages of the 
juvenile justice system. It should also include recommendations for specific intervention 
strategies.   
 
Please provide responses to the following:   
 
(1)  Provide a brief summary of the findings of the statewide DMC assessment and any 

contributing mechanisms identified (Please see the Appendix for examples of major 
mechanisms contributing to DMC).             

 
(2) If a statewide DMC assessment has not been conducted or completed, please 

provide a time-limited plan for completing this assessment and/or any technical 
assistance needed.    

 
See DMC report on the following page. 
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  1 

Introduction 

  
In 1988, Congress amended the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJPDA) requiring 

states to address the overrepresentation of minorities in the juvenile justice system. This amendment 

directed each state to determine whether minority groups ‐ defined as African American, American Indian, 

Asian, Pacific Islander, and Hispanic ‐ were detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure 

correctional facilities, jails or lockups at a rate that exceeds the proportion of such groups in the general population. 

Congress further required that each state identify what efforts were being made to address this 

disproportionate representation. 

  

In 2002, Congress established the current definition of Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC). What had 

previously been studied as disproportionate minority confinement was expanded to consider all the decision 

points of the juvenile justice system. 

  

During this time, the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Commission (GJJC) had made the disproportionate contact 

of minority groups with the justice system a priority. In 2002, the GJJC awarded funds to Brown, Dane, 

Kenosha, Milwaukee, Racine, and Rock Counties to identify and devise solutions for DMC. Because the 

initial directive was to look at youth confinement, the six counties were selected based on the number of 

minority youth detained and incarcerated over a two‐year period. 

  

Data is collected from the six DMC grant recipient counties and analyzed to provide a comprehensive look 

at the current representation of minorities in the juvenile justice system. Information is collected for nine 

different decision‐making points: 

 

�         Juvenile Arrests 

�         Referrals to Juvenile Court 

�         Cases Diverted 

�         Cases Involving Secure Detention 

�         Cases Petitioned to Court 

�         Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

�         Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

�         Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secured Correctional Facilities 

�         Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

  

The Relative Rate Index (RRI) used to measure the nine data elements in this report was created by Dr. 

William Feyerherm and Dr. Jeffrey Butts as an unbiased tool to fairly and accurately make comparisons of 

racial groups regardless of population size. The RRI uses the occurrence of an event by a White juvenile as 

the baseline for comparisons to other minority groups. The optimal RRI score is 1.00 signifying that there is 

no difference between the rate of White juveniles and minority juveniles in a particular stage of the juvenile 

justice system. For example, Juvenile Arrests, if the RRI score of African Americans is 4.50, an African 

American juvenile is 4.5 times, or 450%, more likely to be arrested than a white juvenile. 
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Data Collection and Limitations 

  
At the state level, only three of the nine data elements are available – juvenile arrests, cases involving secure 

detention, and cases resulting in confinement in secure juvenile correctional facilities. Data regarding the 

number of referrals to juvenile court, cases diverted, cases petitioned, cases resulting in delinquent findings, 

cases resulting in probation placement, and cases transferred to adult court are not available in a centralized 

fashion. Further, some data elements are limited to only four racial or ethnic groups: White, Black or African 

American, Asian, and American Indian or Alaskan Native. This type of categorization neglects racial and 

ethnics groups such as Other/Mixed, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders, and Hispanic or Latino 

entirely. 

  

At the county level, the same problems may occur. However, counties receiving DMC project funding from 

the GJJC have improved data collection methodology and are reporting anywhere from seven to all nine 

data elements. 

  

There are two different and distinct ways that RRI values may appear in a table. An RRI value whose font 

color is black denotes that the value is reliable and not statistically different from that of White juveniles at 

that data element. In this case, RRI numbers in black simply represent equal treatment at that stage. A 

graph that contains RRI values that are all black is the ideal and shows that there is no disproportionate 

minority contact (minorities are neither over nor under‐represented) for that particular data element. 

  

RRI Values that are red signify statistically significant differences between the minority group being 

analyzed and Whites for a given data element. An RRI value regarding cases transferred to adult court of 

2.73 for Asians means that Asians are 273% more likely than Whites to be transferred to adult court. 
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Data Element Summaries 

 

*Note – Comparison RRI value is ‘All Minorities’ aggregate for 2007 
 

Juvenile Arrests 

Five of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. Dane had the highest 

value followed by Rock, Brown, Racine, and Milwaukee. Minorities in Dane County were three‐times more 

likely to be arrested than their White counterparts. 
 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 

Four of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element.  Brown, Dane, and 

Kenosha all had relatively similar values; showing that minorities were two‐times more likely to be referred to 

juvenile court than their White counterparts. In Milwaukee, this rate increased to nearly three‐times. 
 

Cases Diverted 

Five of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. Minorities were less likely 

to be diverted out of the juvenile justice system in Brown, Dane, Kenosha, and Milwaukee Counties, yet more 

likely in Racine. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

All six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. Cases involving minorities in 

Racine County were three‐times more likely to be securely detained, yet minorities in the other five counties 

were about one‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely. 
 

Cases Petitioned 

Three of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. Brown, Dane, and 

Milwaukee all had relatively similar values. Minorities in each of these three counties were about one‐and‐a‐

half‐times more likely to have their cases petitioned than their White counterparts.  
 

Delinquent Findings 

Two of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. Minorities in both 

Kenosha and Milwaukee Counties were about one‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely to be found delinquent than 

their White counterparts. 
 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

Two of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. In Racine, minorities were 

two‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely to have their cases result in probation. Conversely, minorities in Milwaukee 

were less likely to have their cases result in probation. 
 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Two of the six counties had statistically significant RRI values for this data element. Minorities in both Racine 

and Rock Counties were over three‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely to be confined to juvenile correctional 

facilities than their White counterparts. 
 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

Reliable RRI values were only available for Milwaukee County. The results show that minorities were 

slightly less likely to be transferred into adult court than their White counterparts. 
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Statewide Summary 

 

Wisconsin is making a concerted effort to gather Relative Rate Index data from all counties by working with 

the Department of Corrections and Office of State Courts and providing  incentive  funds directly  to  local 

agencies to collect, analyze and submit their own RRI numbers. Currently, the state has the ability to gather 

data by race at three system points: arrest, secure detention, and placement in a secure juvenile correctional 

facility.  Statewide  aggregation  tends  to  downplay  some  spikes  of  overrepresentation  and  does  not  help 

show where to focus resources to best reduce those spikes. 
 

The  analysis  dramatizes  the  successes  that  were made  in  addressing  areas  of  DMC  within  respective 

counties, but also illustrates the improvements that must be made in data collection and implementation of 

strategies to correct DMC. 
 

*Data on Hispanic juveniles is not submitted from counties using the Uniform Crime Reporting system. 
 

Juvenile Arrests 

The juvenile arrest aggregate RRI trend in the ‘All Minorities’ category has remained relatively stable from 

2003  through  2007.  In  each  of  the  past  five  years,  the  RRI  value  for  this  element  has  been  statistically 

significant at about 1.65. Meaning, minority youth have been slightly over one‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely 

to be arrested  than  their White counterparts. African‐American and American  Indian  juveniles have been 

over two‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely to be arrested, while Asian juveniles have been slightly less likely to 

be arrested. 
 

Cases Involving Juvenile Secure Detention 

Like  juvenile  arrests,  the  aggregate  RRI  trend  for  cases  involving  juvenile  secure  detention  in  the  ‘All 

Minorities’  category has  remained  relatively  stable  from 2003  through 2007. On average, minorities have 

been  about  two‐and‐a‐half‐times more  likely  to  have  cases  involve  juvenile  secure  detention  than  their 

White  counterparts.  These  numbers  have  fluctuated  slightly  between  years  and  among  racial/ethnic 

categories,  but  overall  have  remained  relatively  consistent.  African‐American  and  American  Indian 

juveniles have been twice as likely, while Asian juveniles have been slightly more than one time more likely. 

The RRI values for all three racial/ethnic categories remained virtually unchanged between 2006 and 2007.  
 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

The  aggregate  RRI  trend  for  cases  resulting  in  confinement  in  juvenile  correctional  facilities  in  the  ‘All 

Minorities’ category has fluctuated between 2003 and 2007. After a three‐year drop, the RRI value for this 

element  is once again at a rate similar  to  that  found  in 2003.  In 2003, minority  juveniles were  four‐and‐a‐

half‐times more likely to be sent to confinement than their White counterparts. From 2004 through 2006, this 

rate dropped to approximately three‐and‐a‐half‐times, yet this value rose back to its previous rate in 2007. In 

2007, African‐American juveniles were over five‐times more likely to have their cases result in confinement 

than  their White  counterparts; American  Indian  juveniles  are  nearly  three‐and‐a‐half‐times more  likely. 

Rates for Asian juveniles were not statistically significant, meaning they were not unlike those of their White 

counterparts. 
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Statewide RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  2.96 2.91 2.84 2.76 2.81

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 2.03 2.02 1.99 2.24 2.00

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement -- ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 5.13 3.42 3.05 3.82 4.38

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** ** **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  0.78 0.83 0.79 0.94 1.06

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.33 1.10 1.40 1.62 1.39

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 1.27 0.95 2.32 1.19 1.56

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  2.44 2.56 2.27 2.30 2.30

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 2.11 1.98 2.25 2.07 1.77

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 3.44 1.74 3.03 2.46 3.73

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  1.67 1.66 1.64 1.64 1.72

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 2.33 2.30 2.29 2.55 2.28

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 4.73 3.12 3.12 3.70 4.46

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐  
 

Bold & Underline Font .......................................................................... Statistically Significant Results 
Regular Font.................................................................................... Not Statistically Significant Results 
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– ....................................................................................Missing Data for Some Element of Calculation 
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Brown County Summary 

 

From 2003  to 2007,  the aggregate RRI values  in  the  ‘All Minorities’ category for Brown County fluctuated 

among  the  nine  different  justice  stages.  Juvenile  arrests,  court  referrals,  and  secure  detentions  have  all 

remained statistically significant, while values in five of the other six stages have varied from year to year. 

The one stage that has remained statistically insignificant (i.e., equal treatment between White juveniles and 

minorities) is cases transferred to adult court. 
 

Juvenile Arrests 
In  2007, African‐American  juveniles were  almost  six‐times more  likely  to  be  arrested  than  their White 

counterparts. American  Indian  juveniles were almost  five‐times more  likely. Yet unlike  these  two groups, 

Asian juveniles were less likely to be arrested. 

 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 
African‐American and American Indian  juveniles were both nearly two‐times more likely to be referred to 

juvenile court than their White counterparts in 2007. The RRI value for Asian juveniles was not statistically 

significant, while there were an insufficient number of cases for Hispanic juveniles. 
 

Cases Diverted 
In 2007, African‐American and American Indian juveniles were both less likely to be referred to have their 

cases  diverted  than  their White  counterparts.  The RRI  value  for Hispanic  juveniles was  not  statistically 

significant, while there were an insufficient number of cases for Asian juveniles. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

African‐American, Hispanic,  and  American  Indian  juveniles  were  all  nearly  one‐and‐a‐half‐times more 

likely to have cases involving secure detention than their White counterparts. 

 

Cases Petitioned 

Similar to court referrals, African‐American and American Indian juveniles were both one‐and‐a‐half‐times 

more likely to have their cases petitioned than their White counterparts in 2007. The RRI value for Hispanic 

juveniles  was  not  statistically  significant,  while  there  were  an  insufficient  number  of  cases  for  Asian 

juveniles. 
 

Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

Aside from Asian juveniles (which had an insufficient number of cases for analysis), none of the other three 

racial/ethnic groups had statistically significant RRI values for this element. 

 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

Neither African‐American  nor American  Indian  juveniles  had  statistically  significant RRI  values  for  this 

data element. And there were an insufficient number of cases for both Asian juveniles. 
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Brown County RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  5.80 5.59 5.05 5.56 5.37

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.77 1.57 1.56 1.39 2.29

4. Cases Diverted  0.79 0.89 0.93 0.86 0.98

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.21 1.96 1.76 1.86 0.97

6. Cases Petitioned 1.51 1.25 1.17 1.59 1.08

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 0.93 0.87 1.08 1.06 0.58

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 0.85 0.56 **

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** 5.15 ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.60 ** 1.56 ** **

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** 0.54 **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** 1.01 **

4. Cases Diverted  1.07 0.97 1.12 ** 0.97

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.24 2.08 1.77 ** 1.38

6. Cases Petitioned 0.82 1.07 0.71 ** 1.09

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ** ** ** ** **

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 ** ** **

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ** **

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  0.82 0.65 0.70 1.13 1.46

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.00 1.16 3.37 0.69 1.92

4. Cases Diverted  ** ** 0.78 0.41 1.03

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ** ** 0.59 2.44 0.20

6. Cases Petitioned ** ** 1.52 3.57 0.89

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ** ** 0.82 ** **

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 ** ** **

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ** **

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  4.92 4.86 3.68 3.83 4.47

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.77 1.36 2.21 1.99 2.29

4. Cases Diverted  0.85 0.91 0.98 0.97 0.94

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.45 1.70 1.11 1.57 0.92

6. Cases Petitioned 1.36 1.20 1.04 1.15 1.21

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 0.97 0.83 1.10 1.28 0.65

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 1.01 0.96 1.23

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  1.03 1.54 ** 3.19 **

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  2.02 1.93 1.74 2.13 2.20

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 2.21 1.73 2.33 1.45 2.42

4. Cases Diverted  0.90 0.90 0.95 0.87 0.97

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.26 1.81 1.30 2.00 0.85

6. Cases Petitioned 1.25 1.16 1.13 1.55 1.10

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.09 0.88 1.02 1.09 0.53

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 0.93 0.82 1.44

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** 3.09 1.34 ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.65 0.80 0.98 1.89 **  
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Dane County Summary 

 

From  2003  to  2007,  the aggregate RRI values  in  the  ‘All Minorities’  category  for Dane County  remained 

relatively  stable among  the nine different  justice  stages. Aside  from a year or  two,  juvenile arrests,  court 

referrals, cases diverted, secure detentions, and cases petitioned have all remained statistically significant.  

Rates  in  the remaining four stages have varied from year  to year, although  they have primarily remained 

statistically insignificant. 
 

Juvenile Arrests 
In 2007, African‐American  juveniles were almost  seven‐times more  likely  to be arrested  than  their White 

counterparts. Asian juveniles were less likely to be arrested, while Hispanic and American Indian juveniles 

had an insufficient number of cases for analysis. 

 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 
African‐American and American Indian juveniles were both more likely to be referred to juvenile court than 

their  White  counterparts  in  2007  (two‐times  and  one‐and‐a‐half‐times,  respectively).  The  data  was 

insufficient for Hispanic juveniles, while Asian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 
 

Cases Diverted 
In 2007, African‐American and Hispanic  juveniles were both  less  likely  to have  their  cases diverted  than 

their White  counterparts. The data was  insufficient  for Asian  juveniles, while American  Indian  juveniles 

comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

African‐American and Hispanic  juveniles were both more  likely  to have cases  involving secure detention 

than  their White  counterparts.   African‐American  juveniles were one‐and‐a‐half‐times more  likely, while 

Hispanic juveniles were two‐times more likely. 

 

Cases Petitioned 

Similar to cases involving secure detention, African‐American and Hispanic juveniles were both more likely 

to have their cases petitioned than their White counterparts.  African‐American juveniles were slightly more 

than one‐time more likely, while Hispanic juveniles were one‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely. 
 

Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

Hispanic  juveniles were  the only group with statistically significant RRI value for  this data element. They 

were nearly one‐and‐a‐half‐times more  likely  to have  their  cases  result  in delinquent  findings  than  their 

White counterparts. 

 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

African‐American  juveniles  were  the  only  group  with  statistically  significant  RRI  value  for  this  data 

element. They were two‐times more likely to be confined than their White counterparts. 

 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 
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Dane County RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  6.98 6.50 6.49 5.59 4.92

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.94 1.76 1.62 1.69 2.02

4. Cases Diverted  0.74 0.87 0.64 0.74 1.02

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.34 2.09 2.09 2.04 1.71

6. Cases Petitioned 1.17 1.22 1.28 1.24 0.98

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.04 0.79 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 2.27 1.67 ‐‐ 1.75 2.24

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.67 ** ** ** 0.84

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** ** **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** ** **

4. Cases Diverted  0.37 1.44 0.67 0.74 1.15

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.92 3.22 2.69 2.69 1.66

6. Cases Petitioned 1.47 1.16 1.26 1.24 0.84

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.36 1.38 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ** ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ‐‐ ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ** **

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  0.49 0.73 0.88 0.73 0.69

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.51 0.79 0.93 0.84 2.60

4. Cases Diverted  ** ** 0.54 0.63 0.64

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ** ** 1.93 2.32 1.45

6. Cases Petitioned ** ** 1.36 1.33 1.39

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ** ** ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ** ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ‐‐ ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ** **

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** * *

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court * * * * *

4. Cases Diverted  * * * * *

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention * * * * *

6. Cases Petitioned * * * * *

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings * * * * *

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement * * * * *

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement * * * * *

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  * * * * *

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  3.16 3.01 3.17 2.72 2.46

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 2.17 1.84 1.70 1.77 2.32

4. Cases Diverted  0.70 0.90 0.64 0.74 0.99

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.39 2.11 2.13 2.08 1.66

6. Cases Petitioned 1.20 1.20 1.28 1.24 1.01

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.08 0.84 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ 1.00 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 1.88 1.46 ‐‐ 1.91 1.80

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.56 ** ** ** 0.65  
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Kenosha County Summary 

 

From 2003 to 2007, the aggregate RRI values in the ‘All Minorities’ category for Kenosha County fluctuated 

among  the  nine  different  justice  stages.  Court  referrals,  diverted  cases,  and  secure  detentions  have  all 

remained statistically significant, while values in five of the other six stages have varied from year to year. 

The one stage that has remained statistically insignificant (i.e., the RRI values for minority juveniles are not 

statistically different than those for White juveniles) is cases resulting in confinement. 
 

Juvenile Arrests 
In  2007, African‐American  juveniles were  almost  three‐times more  likely  to be  arrested  than  their White 

counterparts. There were an  insufficient number of cases  for Asian and Hispanic  juveniles, and American 

Indian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 
African‐American  juveniles were almost  two‐times more  likely  to be  referred  to  juvenile  court  than  their 

White counterparts  in 2007. There were an  insufficient number of cases  for Asian and Hispanic  juveniles, 

and American Indian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 
 

Cases Diverted 
In 2007, African‐American and Hispanic  juveniles were both  less  likely  to have  their  cases diverted  than 

their White  counterparts.  Data was  not  available  for  Asian  juveniles, while  American  Indian  juveniles 

comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

African‐American and Hispanic  juveniles were both more  likely  to have cases  involving secure detention 

than  their White  counterparts.   African‐American  juveniles were  over  one‐and‐a‐half‐times more  likely, 

while Hispanic juveniles were nearly three‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely. 

 

Cases Petitioned 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 
 

Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

Hispanic juveniles were the only group with statistically significant RRI values for this data element. They 

were less likely to have cases resulting in probation placement than their White counterparts. Data for the 

remaining racial/ethnic groups were either statistically insignificant or insufficient to provide RRI values. 

 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 
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Kenosha County RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  2.88 2.72 3.00 ** 2.80

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.96 2.02 1.87 ** 2.15

4. Cases Diverted  0.83 0.87 0.79 0.93 0.80

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.67 1.24 1.22 1.89 0.99

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 0.99 0.80 0.94 1.43 0.90

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 0.90 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 1.24 1.34 1.66 ** 0.80

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** 2.01 2.38 ** 1.80

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** ** 2.95

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** ** 2.10

4. Cases Diverted  0.73 0.92 1.34 1.40 0.74

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 3.40 3.29 ‐‐ 2.16 0.88

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 2.74 1.36 2.44 ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 0.80 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ** ** 0.75

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ‐‐ ‐‐

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** ** **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** ** **

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ** ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ‐‐ ‐‐ ** ‐‐ ‐‐

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ** ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ** ‐‐ ‐‐

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  * * * * *

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court * * * * *

4. Cases Diverted  * * * * *

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention * * * * *

6. Cases Petitioned * * * * *

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings * * * * *

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement * * * * *

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement * * * * *

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  * * * * *

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  1.10 1.04 1.18 1.17 1.16

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 2.32 2.43 2.30 2.49 2.61

4. Cases Diverted  0.81 0.88 0.86 0.83 0.81

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.88 1.59 1.46 1.01 1.15

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.33 0.92 1.17 ‐‐ 1.05

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 0.90 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 0.79 0.96 1.08 0.83 0.62

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** 1.94 2.53 ‐‐ 1.88  
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Milwaukee County Summary 

 

From  2003  to  2007,  the  aggregate  RRI  values  in  the  ‘All  Minorities’  category  for  Milwaukee  County 

remained  relatively  stable  among  the nine different  justice  stages. Aside  from  a  few  instances,  the  rates 

remained statistically significant for all years in all stages. 
 

Juvenile Arrests 
In  2007, African‐American  juveniles were  almost  two‐times more  likely  to  be  arrested  than  their White 

counterparts. Asian juveniles were less likely to be arrested, while Hispanic and American Indian juveniles 

had an insufficient number of cases for analysis. 

 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 
African‐American  and Asian  juveniles were  both more  likely  to  be  referred  to  juvenile  court  than  their 

White counterparts in 2007 (two‐and‐a‐half‐times and two‐times, respectively). The data was insufficient for 

Hispanic and American Indian juveniles. 
 

Cases Diverted 
In 2007, African‐American were less likely to have their cases diverted than their White counterparts. Data 

for  the  remaining  racial/ethnic groups were either  statistically  insignificant or  insufficient  to provide RRI 

values. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

African‐American and Hispanic  juveniles were both more  likely  to have cases  involving secure detention 

than  their White  counterparts.    African‐American  juveniles  were  nearly  two‐times  more  likely,  while 

Hispanic juveniles were one‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely. 

 

Cases Petitioned 

African‐American  juveniles  were  slightly  more  likely  to  have  their  cases  petitioned  than  their White 

counterparts.    Data  for  the  remaining  racial/ethnic  groups  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or 

insufficient to provide RRI values. 
 

Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

Similar  to  cases  involving  secure detention, African‐American  and Hispanic  juveniles were  both  slightly 

more  likely  to  have  cases  resulting  in  delinquent  findings  than  their White  counterparts.  Data  for  the 

remaining racial/ethnic groups were insufficient to provide RRI values. 

 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

African‐American  juveniles were  slightly  less  likely  to have  their  cases  resulting  in probation placement 

than  their  White  counterparts.    Data  for  the  remaining  racial/ethnic  groups  were  either  statistically 

insignificant or insufficient to provide RRI values. 

 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

African‐American  juveniles were  less  likely  to have  their cases  transferred  to adult court  than  their White 

counterparts.  
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Milwaukee County RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  1.97 1.97 1.72 1.79 1.76

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 2.49 2.14 2.34 1.75 1.98

4. Cases Diverted  0.76 0.66 0.66 0.65 0.66

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.84 1.98 1.84 2.45 1.82

6. Cases Petitioned 1.17 1.32 1.30 1.40 1.32

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.12 1.10 1.09 1.07 1.12

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 0.92 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.93

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 0.92 0.92 2.49 2.90 1.63

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.31 ** ** ** **

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** ** **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** ** **

4. Cases Diverted  0.89 0.78 0.84 0.73 0.70

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.61 2.20 1.61 2.99 2.08

6. Cases Petitioned 1.06 1.20 1.14 1.32 1.28

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.22 1.13 1.07 1.12 1.21

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 0.95 0.84 0.91 0.90 0.91

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** 2.41 3.57 1.42

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ** **

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  0.23 0.27 0.40 0.53 0.81

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 2.05 1.87 1.93 1.80 0.87

4. Cases Diverted  ** 0.69 0.84 0.77 1.04

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ** 1.97 2.04 1.94 1.50

6. Cases Petitioned ** 1.29 1.15 1.26 0.96

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ** ** 1.29 1.19 **

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ** 0.14 ** 1.03 **

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ** ** **

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  * * * * *

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court * * * * *

4. Cases Diverted  * * * * *

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention * * * * *

6. Cases Petitioned * * * * *

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings * * * * *

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement * * * * *

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement * * * * *

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  * * * * *

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  1.34 1.34 1.20 1.28 1.30

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 2.78 2.37 2.63 1.94 2.14

4. Cases Diverted  0.78 0.68 0.68 0.66 0.67

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.82 1.99 1.81 2.49 1.83

6. Cases Petitioned 1.16 1.30 1.28 1.39 1.30

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.13 1.17 1.09 1.08 1.13

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 0.92 0.85 0.93 0.92 0.93

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 0.82 0.78 2.55 2.94 1.81

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.39 ** ** ** **  
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Racine County Summary 

 

From 2003  to 2007,  the aggregate RRI values  in  the  ‘All Minorities’ category for Racine County fluctuated 

among the nine different justice stages. Juvenile arrests and cases diverted have both remained statistically 

significant, while court referrals, cases petitioned, delinquent findings, and transfers to adult courts have all 

maintained insufficient data for analysis. RRI values in the remaining three stages have varied from year to 

year.  
 

Juvenile Arrests 
In  2007,  African‐American  juveniles  were  three‐times  more  likely  to  be  arrested  than  their  White 

counterparts. Data were  insufficient  for Hispanic  juveniles, while Asian  and American  Indian  juveniles 

comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 
Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 
 

Cases Diverted 
African‐American juveniles were nearly two‐times more likely to have their cases diverted than their White 

counterparts. Data were  insufficient  for Hispanic  juveniles, while Asian  and American  Indian  juveniles 

comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

African‐American juveniles were three‐times more likely to have cases involving secure detention than their 

White  counterparts.  Data  were  insufficient  for  Hispanic  juveniles,  while  Asian  and  American  Indian 

juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Cases Petitioned 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 
 

Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

African‐American juveniles were two‐times more likely to have cases resulting in probation placement than 

their White counterparts. Data were  insufficient  for Hispanic  juveniles, while Asian and American  Indian 

juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

African‐American  juveniles were over  three‐times more  likely  to have cases resulting  in confinement  than 

their White counterparts. Data were  insufficient  for Hispanic  juveniles, while Asian and American  Indian 

juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

Data for this element were insufficient to provide RRI values for individual racial groups in 2007. 
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Racine County RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  3.04 3.94 3.48 2.31 2.48

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  1.77 1.17 1.55 ‐‐ 2.59

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 2.93 1.92 1.72 3.43 3.11

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 1.95 1.76 2.15 ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 3.39 ** 1.81 6.42 4.66

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ 4.66 ** ‐‐ ‐‐

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** ** **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  * * ** 0.21 **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court * * ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  * * ** ‐‐ **

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention * * ** ** **

6. Cases Petitioned * * ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings * * ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement * * ** ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement * * ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  * * ** ‐‐ ‐‐

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  * * * * *

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court * * * * *

4. Cases Diverted  * * * * *

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention * * * * *

6. Cases Petitioned * * * * *

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings * * * * *

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement * * * * *

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement * * * * *

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  * * * * *

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  1.56 2.02 1.81 1.23 1.34

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

4. Cases Diverted  2.33 1.50 ** ‐‐ 3.18

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 3.62 2.41 2.07 4.17 4.00

6. Cases Petitioned ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 2.27 1.96 ** ‐‐ ‐‐

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 3.51 ** 2.01 6.36 5.69

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ‐‐ ** ** ‐‐ ‐‐  
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Rock County Summary 

 

From  2003  to  2007,  the  aggregate  RRI  values  in  the  ‘All  Minorities’  category  for  Rock  County  have 

fluctuated  somewhat  among  the  nine  different  justice  stages.  Juvenile  arrests,  court  referrals,  and  cases 

diverted  have  all  remained  statistically  significant, while  cases  petitioned,  cases  resulting  in  delinquent 

findings, probation placements, confinements, and transfers to adult courts have varied from year to year.  

The RRI values for cases involving secure detention were statistically significant in every year except 2007. 
 

Juvenile Arrests 
In 2007, African‐American  juveniles were five‐and‐a‐half‐times more likely to be arrested than their White 

counterparts, while Asian  juveniles were  less  likely. Data were  insufficient  for Hispanic  juveniles,  and 

American Indian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Referrals to Juvenile Court 
Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 
 

Cases Diverted 
African‐American  juveniles were one‐and‐a‐half‐times more  likely  to have  their  cases diverted  than  their 

White  counterparts. Data  for  the  remaining  racial/ethnic  groups were  either  statistically  insignificant  or 

insufficient to provide RRI values. 
 

Cases Involving Secure Detention 

African‐American  juveniles were  slightly more  likely  to have  cases  involving  secure detention  than  their 

White counterparts, while Hispanic juveniles were less likely. Data were insufficient for Asian juveniles, and 

American Indian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Cases Petitioned 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 
 

Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 

African‐American and Hispanic  juveniles were  slightly more  likely  to have  cases  resulting  in delinquent 

findings  than  their White  counterparts  in 2007. Data were  insufficient  for Asian  juveniles, and American 

Indian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 

 

Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

African‐American  juveniles  were  over  two‐and‐a‐half‐times  more  likely  to  have  cases  resulting  in 

confinement than their White counterparts. Data were insufficient for Hispanic and Asian  juveniles, while 

Asian and American Indian juveniles comprised less than 1% of the youth population. 

 

Cases Transferred to Adult Court 

Data  for  this  element  were  either  statistically  insignificant  or  insufficient  to  provide  RRI  values  for 

individual racial groups in 2007. 
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Rock County RRI: Five‐Year Trend 
Black or African‐American 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  5.55 4.31 4.48 4.22 3.61

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.13 1.34 1.15 1.33 1.14

4. Cases Diverted  1.45 0.72 1.22 0.66 0.60

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.05 0.80 1.05 0.84 1.12

6. Cases Petitioned 0.95 0.98 1.05 0.93 0.90

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.19 0.97 0.57 0.99 1.07

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 1.00 1.04 1.41 0.88 0.90

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 2.73 3.50 ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.84 1.85 3.77 0.99 1.28

Hispanic 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  ** ** ** 0.95 **

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** 1.37 **

4. Cases Diverted  1.03 0.62 1.00 0.65 0.82

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 0.69 0.37 0.26 0.28 1.24

6. Cases Petitioned 0.94 0.99 1.01 0.97 0.97

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.30 1.04 0.73 0.82 1.11

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 1.00 0.98 ** ** **

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** 5.44 ** **

Asian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  0.41 0.50 0.51 0.33 0.83

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court ** ** ** ** 0.99

4. Cases Diverted  ** ** ** ** **

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention ** ** ** ** **

6. Cases Petitioned ** ** ** ** **

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings ** ** ‐‐ ** **

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement ** ** ‐‐ ‐‐ **

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement ** ** ‐‐ ‐‐ **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** ** ‐‐ ** **

American Indian 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  * * * * *

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court * * * * *

4. Cases Diverted  * * * * *

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention * * * * *

6. Cases Petitioned * * * * *

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings * * * * *

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement * * * * *

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement * * * * *

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  * * * * *

All Minorities 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003

2. Juvenile Arrests  2.62 2.02 2.22 2.57 2.01

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court 1.46 1.71 1.35 1.34 1.30

4. Cases Diverted  1.34 0.70 1.17 0.66 0.66

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 0.96 0.70 0.92 0.77 1.14

6. Cases Petitioned 0.94 0.99 1.03 0.93 0.92

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 1.22 0.98 0.58 0.94 1.05

8. Cases Resulting in Probation Placement 1.00 1.03 1.34 0.88 0.92

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement 2.25 2.95 ** ** **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  0.85 1.65 3.88 1.14 1.20  
 

Bold & Underline Font .......................................................................... Statistically Significant Results 
Regular Font.................................................................................... Not Statistically Significant Results 
*..................................................................................................Less Than 1% of the Youth Population 
**.......................................................................................... Insufficient Number of Cases for Analysis 
– ....................................................................................Missing Data for Some Element of Calculation 
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Appendix A: RRI Flow Chart 

 
 

Population 

at Risk

(age 10 through  17)

Juvenile 
Arrests

(per 1000 youth)

Referrals to 
Juvenile Court
(per 100 arrests)

Juveniles 

Diverted 
before 

Adjudication

(per 100 referrals)

Juveniles 

Detained

(per 100 referrals)

Juveniles 

Petitioned or 
Charged

(per 100 referrals)

Juveniles found to 

be Delinquent

(per 100 youth petit ioned)

Juveniles placed 

on Probation
(per 100 youth found 

del inquent)

Juveniles placed 

in Secure 
Correctional 

Facilities
(per 100 youth found 

delinquent)

Juveniles transferred 
to Adult Court

(per 100 youth petitioned)

Relative Rate Index 
(RRI) base calculation 
flow with Complete 
Data
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Appendix B: RRI Data Entry Spreadsheet 

 
 
 

 AREA REPORTED

State :Wisconsin                              

County: Rock  Reporting Period    01 / 2005

Total 
Youth White

Black or 
African-
American Hispanic Asian

Hawaiian 
or Other 
Pacific 
Islander

American 
Indian

Other-
Mixed

All 
Minorities

1. Population at risk (age 10  through 17 ) 18,449 15,628 1,369 1,187 195 70 2,821
2. Juvenile Arrests 5,557 3,966 1,558 25 8 1,591
3. Refer to Juvenile Court 1,135 736 332 50 2 0 7 8 399
4. Cases Diverted 1,226 750 413 51 1 0 3 8 476
5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 916 612 289 11 0 2 2 304
6. Cases Petitioned (Charge Filed) 882 566 269 39 0 0 6 2 316
7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 394 298 81 15 0 0 0 0 96
8. Cases resulting in Probation Placement 478 334 128 15 0 0 0 1 144
9. Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure    
Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

13 9 4 0 0 4

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court 76 24 43 9 0 0 0 0 52

Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed seperately? Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No

release 10/30/05

5. DATA SOURCES & NOTES

Data Entry Section 

Item 2:  OJA - UCR Database

Item 4:  Referral '97 Table Sub Data (Rock Cty Juv Prob)

Item 6:  Referral '97 Table Sub Data (Rock Cty Juv Prob)Item 5:  JSDR - 2005

Item 3:  Referral '97 Table Sub Data (Rock Cty Juv Prob)

Item 1:  OJJDP 2005

through   12  / 2005

Item 8:  Referral '97 Table Sub Data (Rock Cty Juv Prob)

Item 10:  Referral '97 Table Sub Data (Rock Cty Juv Prob)Item 9:  DOC - DJC

Item 7:  Referral '97 Table Sub Data (Rock Cty Juv Prob)

 

Page 65



 

  20

Summary: Relative Rate Index Compared with White Juveniles
 Reporting Period    01 / 2005

State :Wisconsin                              through   12  / 2005
County: Rock

Black or 
African-
American Hispanic Asian

Hawaiian 
or Other 
Pacific 
Islander

American 
Indian

Other-
Mixed

All 
Minorities

2. Juvenile Arrests 4.48 ** 0.51 * * * 2.22
3. Refer to Juvenile Court 1.15 ** ** * * * 1.35
4. Cases Diverted 1.22 1.00 ** * * * 1.17
5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.05 0.26 ** * * * 0.92
6. Cases Petitioned 1.05 1.01 ** * * * 1.03
7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 0.57 0.73 -- * * * 0.58
8. Cases resulting in Probation Placement 1.41 ** -- * * * 1.34
9. Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure    
Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

** ** -- * * * **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court 3.77 5.44 -- * * * 3.88
Group meets 1% threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No No

release 10/30/05

Key:
Statistically significant results: Bold font
Results that are not statistically significant Regular font
Group is less than 1% of the youth population *
Insufficient number of cases for analysis **
Missing data for some element of calculation ---

Appendix C: RRI Summary Results 
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1. AREA REPORTED 2. MINORITY    
GROUP:

State :Wisconsin                              

County: Rock

Data Items Rate of Occurrence - 
White Youth

Rate of Occurrence - 
Minority Youth

Relative Rate 
Index      

1. Population at risk (age 10  through 17 ) 

2. Juvenile Arrests 253.78 1,138.06 4.48

3. Refer to Juvenile Court 18.56 21.31 1.15

4. Cases Diverted 101.90 124.40 1.22

5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 83.15 87.05 1.05

6. Cases Petitioned (Charge Filed) 76.90 81.02 1.05

7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 52.65 30.11 0.57

8. Cases resulting in Probation Placement 112.08 158.02 1.41

9. Cases Resulting in Confinement in Secure    Juvenile 
Correctional Facilities 

3.02 4.94 **

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court 4.24 15.99 3.77
release 10/30/05

Key:
Statistically significant results: Bold font
Results that are not statistically significant Regular font
Group is less than 1% of the youth population *
Insufficient number of cases for analysis **
Missing data for some element of calculation ---

Definitions of rates:
Recommended Base Base Used
2. Juveniles Arrested - rate per 1000 population per 1000 youth

3. Referrals to Juvenile Court - rate per 100 arrests per 100 arrests

4. Juveniles Diverted before adjudication - rate per 100 referrals per 100 referrals

5. Juveniles Detained  - rate per 100 referrals per 100 referrals

6. Juveniles Petitioned - rate per 100 referrals per 100 referrals

7. Juveniles found to be delinquent - rate per 100 youth petitioned (charged) per 100 youth petitioned

8. Juveniles placed on probation - rate per 100 youth found delinquent per 100 youth found delinquent

9. Juveniles placed in secure correctional facilities - rate per 100 youth found delinquper 100 youth found delinquent

10. Juveniles transferred to adult court - rate per 100 youth petitioned per 100 youth petitioned

Black or African-American

Appendix D: RRI Race‐Specific Results 
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Phase III: Intervention   

 
Each state’s DMC compliance plan shall, where DMC has been demonstrated and contributing 
factors determined, provide an intervention plan for reduction. The state shall base the plan on 
the results of the identification data and assessment findings. It should also target 
comprehensive prevention programming and system improvement efforts to communities where 
DMC is most prominent and those contact stages of the system where major disproportionate 
rates occur. Ultimately, the intervention efforts should address any individual, family, 
community, systemic (juvenile justice, education, etc.), and related laws and policies that may 
contribute to DMC.   

 
Please provide responses to the following:   
 

(1)  Progress Made in FY 2008: Discuss the status of each of the planned activities in the 
FY 2008 DMC Compliance Plan. States with significant local DMC-reduction efforts 
should complete this section for each individual locality.   

 
(a) Which activities have been implemented? Discuss specific progress made.  

 
(b) Which activities were not implemented? Discuss the reason that prevented 

implementation and plans to overcome these obstacles.   
 
The Wisconsin strategy to address DMC and the rates reflected in the statewide data began 
with an identification of six counties that had significant populations and whose RRI data 
showed the potential for impact at multiple contact points along the juvenile justice continuum. 
Because the demographics and self-identified needs of the six counties differed, the initial 
funding for the projects was made available to the six counties whose advisory boards were to 
design appropriate DMC reduction plans. 
 
The six counties (Brown, Dane, Kenosha, Milwaukee, Racine, and Rock) whose projects were 
funded through the SAG were to identify which of the contact points in the juvenile justice 
continuum were to be the focus of their project area and then develop strategies to best 
correct the factors that led to the identified disparities. 
 
The SAG funded a process evaluation of the projects in the six counties which was completed 
in 2008. The report addressed the points of contact chosen by the respective counties and the 
nature of the programs developed to address disproportionate representation at those points. 
 
Brown County created a program that addressed multiple points of contact, including early 
intervention to prevent juveniles being arrested as well as mentoring and counseling to avoid 
recidivism once a juvenile had contact with the juvenile justice system. 
 
The portion of the project supported by DMC funds includes juveniles who have a delinquency 
referral. Juveniles deemed to be at-risk of a delinquency referral as determined by school 
personnel, child welfare, or other community entities can be referred to the agency 
administering the program and have their services funded through additional sources. There 
are occasional referrals of youth who are returning to the community from Corrections if the 
mentoring programs included in the services are deemed appropriate. 
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The choice of a project that included  efforts to address the disproportions at multiple stages, 
but included the arrest stage is quite appropriate as an examination of the RRI data related to 
Brown County indicates a significant need to have front-end disparities addressed. The 
demographic changes in the jurisdiction over the last few decades have seen a significant 
increase in the numbers of minority-group members in the community at a time institutions in 
the community have not changed a great deal. 
 
Additional efforts to identify system changes and implement them must be made in order to 
affect the initial-stage disparity which has thus far not shown improvement. 
 
Dane County has focused on the entry points into the justice continuum, noting the significant 
(and rising) RRI disparities at the point of arrest. Using the community analysis of the 
educational disparities between minority-group (and particularly African-American) juveniles 
and their white counterparts and the significant role school referrals played in the number of 
juveniles in the court system, Dane County’s project focused on middle school youth who were 
referred to the District Attorney’s Office following an arrest. The project’s aim is to have the 
juveniles participate in a Deferred Prosecution Agreement rather than have a formal court 
referral. The program would have the youth participate in sixteen weekly sessions that focused 
on anger management; healthy relationships; the justice system; and vision for the future. 
 
While the current project appropriately addresses an early-stage contact point, the RRI data 
show a need to address practices and systems prior to arrest. Future efforts should include 
such an initiative.  
 
Kenosha County has similarly seen the point of arrest as one of the points of greatest 
disparity in the justice continuum. Cases involving secure detention and delinquency findings 
have also emerged as points of serious RRI disparities, but the Kenosha project has focused 
on juveniles being taken into custody, and particularly being referred to court for habitual 
truancy as the focus of its efforts. 
 
The decision to focus on this point of the justice continuum came as a result of analyzing data 
as to the effectiveness of previous DMC projects within the county and a belief that a project 
addressing truancy and suspensions would have a greater impact on reducing the number of 
youth taken into custody. Initial program data analysis revealed a high rate of successful 
completion of the program, but the number of youth serviced may not be enough to have 
significant impact on the overall arrest data. 
 
Future efforts may need to address the significant disparities at the points of secure detention 
and delinquency findings. 
 
Milwaukee County has focused on reducing correctional confinements and developing 
community-based alternatives, showing a reduction of the RRI figures relating to that area 
from a high of 2.94 for all minorities in 2004 to the 2007 figure of 0.82. The project has 
involved support of two programs, one of which emphasizes providing intensive home, school, 
and community monitoring of males charged with firearms possession, and a second 
residential program with Wraparound services supporting community re-entry for males with 
mental health diagnoses who, but for the existence of the program, would be sent to 
Corrections. 
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Milwaukee County, as is true in each of the other six counties, has a significant RRI disparity 
at the point of arrest and must develop strategies to address that continuum point as well. 
 
Racine County has developed an Alternatives to Detention plan that seeks to prevent 
juveniles who would otherwise be the subject of a sanctions-based placement in secure 
custody. The development of this program was based on a data analysis that shows an RRI 
figure for minority-group youth in secure custody ranging from a 2004 high of 4.17 to the 2007 
figure of 3.62. 
 
The Racine project has consistently struggled with securing the full data necessary for 
reporting purposes, particularly failing to report the cases petitioned to court and the cases 
resulting in delinquency findings. Those are areas that, given the high secure detention 
figures, may also reflect significant program focus needs. 
 
Rock County has likewise focused its project on providing an alternative to secure custody 
placement of juvenile who would otherwise be placed in secure custody. The five year trend 
for secure custody placements has shown a significant decrease and the project has rightfully 
received significant recognition for its efforts.  
 
The RRI figure that remains most troubling as it relates to Rock County is the 5.55 figure for 
2007 as it relates to arrests of African-American juveniles (as opposed to an all minorities 
arrest figure that, while still significant at 2.62, shows the need for addressing the African-
American rate). 
 
It is clear that the statewide effort must address the arrest figures in each of its projects. 
Current planning has included examining additional counties and possible expansion of the 
projects into additional “second-tier” counties. 
 

 
(2)  DMC Reduction Plan for FY 2009 – 2011:   

 
(a) Include specific activities in data collection, data system improvement, assessment, 

programmatic and systems improvement intervention, evaluation, and monitoring 
strategies.   

 
(b) Specify the timeline (i.e., FY 2009, FY 2010, and FY 2011), funding amount, and 

funding source(s) designated to conduct each of the planned activities.  
 

(c) Include planned Formula Grant-supported activities under "Program Descriptions" 
section below with amount budgeted and required descriptions of goals, objectives, 
and performance measures selected to document the output and outcomes of these 
activities.   

 
A primary improvement goal will be to ensure that each funded project submits complete data 
for the identified contact points. Such data will allow the individual projects and the overall 
supervisory activity to ensure that the initiatives are addressing appropriate points of contact 
and having needed impact on the noted disparities. The requirement for provision of complete 
data will be a part of all 2009 funding requests.  
 
Additional funding for the project has been conditioned on devising a method of obtaining and 
submitting complete data in all the requested categories.  
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As noted above, a process evaluation was completed in 2008 as to each of the six sites 
funded as part of the DMC initiative. The evaluation included recommendations and 
information as to the best ways to determine effectiveness of the respective projects. As part 
of the process of determining additional funding for projects in the state, the outcomes of the 
respective projects will be considered. 

 
The SAG has determined that a competitive process open to all counties will be used to 
determine the projects funded in the next fiscal year. Each of the current programs will be able 
to apply for additional funding and will have to show the impact of the programs currently in 
place on the RRI data and disparities in their communities as part of an requests for additional 
funds. No county will be automatically provided DMC funding. 

 
It is anticipated that $385,000 will be available for the implementation of programs designed to 
address DMC. Potential applicants will be required to attend a pre-application meeting to be 
held in the spring of 2009. The SAG anticipates awarding DMC grants in September, 2009. 

 
The source of the funds is the Title II Formula grant funds. 

 
Phase IV: Evaluation   
 
States shall evaluate the efficacy of their efforts to reduce DMC. At a minimum, all 
intervention strategies to reduce DMC shall include specific goals, objectives, activities, 
and selected performance measures. Some states have conducted formal process and/or 
outcome evaluations of DMC activities.   
 
If applicable, please include a brief summary of findings of any formal process or outcome 
evaluation related to DMC activities (i.e. those that contain a specific research 
methodology used to evaluate the program's effectiveness).   
 
If no formal process or outcome evaluation has been conducted, please write “Not 
applicable. 
 

The SAG commissioned an evaluation of the six sites providing DMC reduction programming 
as part of Wisconsin’s DMC effort. That evaluation was completed in 2008. The full report is 
232 pages and can be found at ftp://doaftp04.doa.state.wi.us/doadocs/DMCReportFIN.pdf. 
The methodology is discussed on pages 26-31. 
 
The report noted that the responses chosen by the six counties to address DMC problems did 
not necessarily relate to the contact points identified by the RRI data as being the points 
showing the greatest racial disparity. It noted that the projects often incorporated elements of 
evidence-based or best-practice models, but tended to evolve with the implementer’s greater 
knowledge and experience rather than remaining fixed at the original concept. 
 
The evaluation further noted that the programs did not all use outcome data to make 
adjustments in their approach and to inform program planning. 
 
In an effort to improve outcome measurement, the SAG has indicated an intent to require each 
applicant for future funding to address efforts to influence the disparity at the point of arrest 
since, as to each jurisdiction and in counties throughout the state, that point seemed to be an 
area of significant disparity. 
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Phase V: Monitoring   
 
States and their selected localities shall monitor and track changes in DMC trends over 
time to identify emerging critical issues and to determine whether there has been progress 
in reduction. The ultimate question that jurisdictions must answer is: Has DMC been 
reduced? Whether such a change is directly attributable to specific DMC efforts is a 
secondary issue that requires a specific evaluation study.  
 
Please provide responses to the following:    
 
(1) Include a description of how the state will monitor and track changes in DMC trends 

over time.   
 
(2) Indicate who will monitor these activities. If this is a DMC coordinator, please indicate if 

the position is full or part-time.  
 
(3) Provide a timeline of current and/or future monitoring activities.  
 

(1) Each of the currently-funded sites is responsible for submitting data addressing each of the 
nine contact points identified as possible points of disproportionate minority contact. The 
SAG has noted deficiencies in the provision of some of the mandated RRI data and has 
indicated the continued funding of projects or any new funding will be conditioned on 
complete submission of data so that trends can be noted and the success of the developed 
programs can be monitored. 
 

(2) Responsibility for monitoring and reporting the activities of the respective projects will rest 
with the State DMC Coordinator. 

  
(3) The State DMC Coordinator will make regular reports at each of the SAG meetings and will 

attend as often as possible the meetings of each of the advisory committees of the 
respective DMC projects. The coordinator will make recommendations to the SAG as to 
funding of the respective sites consistent with the application procedure.  
        

 
 

5. Coordination of Child Abuse and Neglect and Delinquency Programs    
 

The JJDP Act emphasizes interagency coordination and collaboration in addressing the prevention 
and treatment of juvenile delinquency. Applicants may fund such programming under program area 
19 (see Appendix D).  

 
A. Reducing Probation Officer Caseloads. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(25) of the JJDP Act, the 

state may provide incentive grants to units of general local government that reduce the 
caseload of probation officers. Funds reserved for this purpose may not exceed 5 percent of the 
state’s allocation (other than funds made available to the SAG).  

 
Wisconsin will not provide incentive grants to ULGs to reduce probation officer caseload 
because that issue was not identified as a priority in the stakeholder surveys the SAG sent to 
all county human services departments as part of the three-year planning process. The 
county human services departments’ social workers serve as juvenile probation officers.  
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B. Sharing Public Child Welfare Records with Juvenile Courts. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(26) 

of the JJDP Act, the state shall, to the maximum extent practicable, implement a system to 
ensure that if a juvenile is before a court in the juvenile justice system, that juvenile’s public 
child welfare records (including child protective services records) for the geographical area 
under the jurisdiction of that court will be made known to the court.  

 
In many Wisconsin counties the child welfare staff performs juvenile justice functions so the 
staff has access to both child welfare and juvenile court records and the court is made aware 
of the juvenile’s child welfare records including child protective services records. In those 
counties where different staff performs these functions, the staff must work with the clerk of 
court and county staff performing child welfare functions to access this information. In 
Milwaukee County, the state operates the child protective service system and the county 
operates the juvenile justice system. As the date of this application, an agreement has been 
drafted but not yet implemented to allow Milwaukee County’s juvenile intake workers access to 
the electronic child welfare records in an effort to increase the coordination and information-
sharing between the two systems.  

 
 
C. Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Child Protective Services Records into 

Juvenile Justice Records. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(27) of the JJDP Act, the state shall 
establish policies and systems to incorporate relevant child protective services records into 
juvenile justice records for purposes of establishing and implementing treatment plans for 
juvenile offenders.   

 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(28) of the JJDP Act, this section of the application must provide an 
assurance that juvenile offenders whose placement is funded through Section 472 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 672) receive the protections specified in Section 471 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 671), including a case plan and case plan review as defined in Section 475 of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 675).  

 
Wisconsin assures that juvenile offenders whose placement is funded through Section 472 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 672) receive the protections specified in Section 471 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 671), including a case plan and case plan review as defined in Section 
475 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 675). 
 
Wisconsin law does not allow for juvenile case specific information to be shared except in very 
specific circumstances. This can lead to situations in which county delinquency workers are 
not able to get child welfare or out-of-county juvenile justice information needed for temporary 
custody decisions. Activities to address these barriers include education and information-
sharing agreements, having judges order access to county child welfare and delinquency 
workers, and, most recently legislation. Legislation to expand information sharing passed the 
legislature during the last session, but the Governor vetoed the bill because of concern that the 
scope of the bill was too broad. Legislation addressing the Governor’s concerns is expected to 
be introduced this session. The SAG supports these efforts.  
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6.  Collecting and Sharing Juvenile Justice Information    
 

To better understand the difficulties state agencies that administer the Formula Grants Program 
encounter in collecting and sharing juvenile justice information, OJJDP requests that the states 
provide the following information in their FY 2009 Formula Grants application:   
 
A. A description of the state’s process for gathering juvenile justice information and data across 

state agencies—i.e. state departments of education and welfare, mental health services, local 
law enforcement—and how the state makes this information available across agencies and 
incorporates the data into its comprehensive 3-year plan and annual plan updates.  

 
Wisconsin has a county-based juvenile justice system which means data are collected at the 
local level and are rarely shared on a statewide basis. Local law enforcement agencies report 
juvenile arrest data to the state’s Statistical Analysis Center which is housed in the state 
administering agency (OJA). OJA makes the data available on its website. However, no other 
statewide juvenile justice data such as number of petitions filed, number of cases diverted, 
dispositions, etc. is available statewide. That information may be available on a county-by-
county basis. Local school districts report school-related information such as truancy, 
suspensions/expulsions, graduation rates, and dropout rates to the Department of Public 
Instruction, and that information is available on the Department’s website. Similarly, the 
Department of Children and Families reports statewide child welfare data. Statewide data 
relating to substance abuse and mental health are not readily available. Statewide data from 
the Youth Risk Behavior Survey, detailing self-reported juvenile drug use, is available from 
the Department of Public Instruction. The SAG used the school-related, child welfare, and 
Youth Risk Behavior Survey data to inform this three-year plan. It also used the public data 
related to juvenile arrests and the DMC data it requires from the six DMC sites. In order to 
gather data on the number of petitions filed and case dispositions, as well as the gender and 
racial breakdowns, OJA entered into a confidentiality agreement with the Office of State 
Courts.  

 
 
B. Identify specific barriers the state encounters with the sharing of juvenile information of at-risk 

youth among state agencies, including local law enforcement, i.e. where state statute, 
regulation, or policy prohibits the sharing of this information.  

 
States are to direct sufficient resources to accomplish this effort and increase the capacity to 
implement new or improve existing juvenile justice information sharing systems.  
 

The barriers across the system were studied in 2005 using JABG funds. Part of that study is 
excerpted below:  
 

The Juvenile Justice Information Sharing Survey  
 
With the GJJC principles in mind, a Juvenile Justice Information Sharing Survey was sent to all 
county human services directors and chief juvenile court intake workers in Wisconsin in August 
2005. Open ended questions were included to ascertain “best reasons” for information-
sharing.  
 
Since information systems are funded and built by individual agencies to meet their specific 
business needs, the efficient and timely flow of information among systems continues to be a 
challenge. However, emerging technologies hold significant promise to remove some of the 

Page 75



 

 

barriers to information flow among decision-makers. Before implementing technical solutions, 
the issues need to be carefully defined. This includes identification of decision-makers, 
description of information currently available and needed, and existing barriers.  
 

Identification of Decision Makers and Types of Information  
 

Decision makers do not consistently have all of the information they need to make 
comprehensive, equitable and effective decisions for juvenile offenders and their 
parents.  

 
Who are the decision-makers?  

 
1 Law Enforcement  
2 Juvenile Court Intake Workers  
3 Prosecutors or Corporation Counsel  
4 Court Clerks  
5 Public Defenders  
6 Judges  
7 Municipal court judges  
8 Juvenile Justice disposition staff  
9 Child Protection disposition staff  
10 Secure Detention Center or Shelter Care facility  
11 Schools  
12 Service Providers  
13 DOC Secure Correctional Facilities  
 
What information do they typically have?  
 

 Law Enforcement: Arrest information, generates Law Enforcement Court Referral Form; 
enters data into RMS, NCIC, TIME, (CCAP on adult cases only)  

 Juvenile Court Intake Workers: Court Referral Form from Law Enforcement and Non-
Law Enforcement agencies, incident reports, victim identification and case related 
documentation (i.e., school attendance records for school truancy)  

 Prosecutors or Corporation Counsel: Court Referral Form generated by Law 
Enforcement or a Non-Law Enforcement agency completed by Intake Worker; access to 
PROTECT and, CCAP. Other information varies based on county worker’s access to 
information.  

 Court Clerks: Petitions filed with the court: generates notices and court calendar victim 
information if provided  

 Public Defenders: Copies of documents provided by the client such as the petition and 
notice of hearing; detention documents provided by Intake Worker  

 Judges: Petitions filed by Corporation Counsel or Prosecutors, (access to CCAP)  
 Municipal court judges: Citations for less serious offenses  
 Juvenile Justice Disposition Staff: Court documents, Disposition reports prepared by an 

Intake Worker or Disposition Worker, human services records; inconsistent access to 
WiSACWIS; CCAP on adult cases only  
 Child Protection Disposition Staff: If court involved, court documents, disposition 

reports prepared by an Intake Worker or  
 Disposition Child Protection worker, human service records, WiSACWIS; CCAP on 
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adult cases only  
 Secure Detention Center or Shelter Care facility: Verbal messages conveyed to facility 

followed by Orders for temporary physical custody, and conditions for release, name of 
Juvenile Court Intake Worker or dispositional staff; other information varies by county  
 Schools: Disposition orders on youth adjudicated delinquent for a felony; 

information received per a MOU, information shared with law enforcement per 
mutual agreement  

 Service Providers:  If service is contracted through the county, provider is eligible 
to receive all juvenile justice information. If not contracted, all confidentially 
requirements for a proper release apply. No access to automated information other 
than adults cases on CCAP  

 DOC Secure Correctional Facilities:  Court orders, dispositional reports from the 
county, victim notification information, school records  

 
What information do they need, but currently do not have?  
 

 Law Enforcement: Need to know what rules of non-secure custody the youth is under 
with an Intake Worker and what conditions of custody were imposed by the court. The 
officer also needs to know the dispositions of previous court referrals, pending 
proceedings, warrants, capiases and any other information related to officer’s discretion 
for taking a youth into custody or referring to court. Officer also needs to know who to 
contact for additional information or to coordinate intervention plans  

 Juvenile Court Intake Workers: Need to know prior criminal record of youth and family, 
school records, child abuse and neglect information for the family, AODA information, 
family history, parties in the household;  effectiveness of current treatment plan. For 
detention and court referral decisions, the intake workers needs to be aware of the court 
calendar, capiases, warrants, and other court actions,  that may be taken in other 
jurisdictions, or in their own county through citations or informal agreement with law 
enforcement or schools  

 Prosecutors or Corporation Counsel: Need to have information as it relates to probable 
cause,  burden of proof of the alleged crime, victim information including victim impact 
statement, intake and/or disposition staff recommendation; proceedings in other 
counties  

 Court clerk: Need to know if multiple petitions are being filed; may need to know which 
parties require notification, need to know if venue is changing or anything that will affect 
the court calendar such as custody status  

 Public Defenders:  Need to know court history, court calendar, detention status, 
recommendations by intake or dispositional worker and prosecutor  

 Judges: Need to know factors that may affect disposition or calendar and be provided 
all statutory relevant information by prosecutor (or corporation counsel) and human 
services to make decisions  

 Municipal court judges: May need existing juvenile court orders that may affect 
disposition of the citation, and information regarding the availability of resources  

 Juvenile Court Disposition Staff: Need to know all past and current police contacts, DA’s 
charging decisions on Court Referrals, status of court proceedings from the district 
attorney and the courts, court calendar, past and present treatment plans and 
interventions, child welfare history, domestic violence contacts, access to school 
records, family court records and any information regarding the economic status of the 
family, and information from service providers on an ongoing basis  
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 Child Welfare Disposition Staff:  Need to know all past and current police contacts, 
status of court proceedings from the district attorney (or corporation counsel) and the 
courts, court calendar, past and present treatment plans and interventions, juvenile 
justice and domestic violence contacts, access to school records, family court records 
and any information regarding the economic status of the family, and information from 
service providers on an  ongoing basis  

 Secure Detention Center or Shelter Care facility:  Need more immediate access to court 
ordered placements and conditions for release; need contact person to arrange release  

 Schools: Need to know contact person with human services and be involved in a 
collaborative planning process as it relates to child’s school attendance and special 
education needs  

 Service Providers:  Need information that assists in a focused diagnosis and 
collaborative treatment plan that is consistent with the court order; needs support in 
determining steps to take for noncompliance or case plan modification  

 DOC Secure Correctional Faculties:  Need consistency among counties in providing the 
required information and follow up for reintegration  

 
Why don’t they have it?  (Typical reasons for lack of access)  

 
1 Lack of data in automated form  
2 Lack of access to existing information systems  
3 Cost of identifying data elements and automating system to collect data  
4 Inconsistent federal and state statutes regarding confidentiality  
5 Inconsistent interpretation of record confidentiality at the county level  
6 Difference of opinions among stakeholders regarding the “need to know” requirement 

for sharing information  
7 Time constraints for creating data in automated form  
8 Time constraints for accessing data  
9 Additional time or knowledge (and training) needed to determine what information is 

relevant for decision making  
10 Lack of awareness regarding availability of information  
11 Other legal barriers (perceived or real)  
12 Technical barriers. This requires an ongoing study of the latest technology options 

related to information sharing. Existing systems are looking for ways to share 
information without compromising security. WIJIS will be a key resource in this area.  
 
 

7.  Statement of the Problem/Program Narrative    
 

Applicants must briefly describe the nature and scope of the problem that the program(s) they will 
support with FY 2009 Formula Grant funds will address (e.g., gang activity, underage drinking, drug 
abuse, truancy, youth employment, school performance, etc.). Programs are groups of projects with 
common or similar goals. Applicants should use local data to provide evidence that the problem 
exists, demonstrate the size and scope of the problem, and document the effects of the problem on 
the target population and the larger community. Applicants should describe any previous or current 
attempts to address the problem.  
 
Applicants should describe any research or evaluation studies that relate to the problem and 
contribute to the applicant’s understanding of its causes and potential solutions. While OJJDP 
expects applicants to review the research literature for relevant studies, they should also explore 
whether unpublished local sources of research or evaluation data are available.   
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Please address each item below for each program:   
 

Program #1 
 

 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 
Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

 
PA 10: Disproportionate Minority Contact. Programs, research, or other initiatives primarily 
to address the disproportionate number of juvenile members of minority groups who come into 
contact with the juvenile justice system, pursuant to Section 223(a)(22) of the JJDP Act.  
 
 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

 
The goal is to increase DMC reduction activities in Wisconsin thereby reducing DMC across 
the juvenile justice continuum, especially at point of arrest.  
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

 
1. Award grants in a competitive fund round to ULGs and local service providers to fund DMC 

reduction efforts aimed at promoting system change, especially at point of arrest. 
 
2. Require grantees to attend a new grantee meeting. 
 
3. Require grantees to evaluate their programs and report quarterly on performance   

measures. 
 
4. Conduct at least one on-site visit each year for each grantee. 
 
5. Provide technical assistance to the SAG to help it develop a statewide DMC data collection 

and analysis system. 
  

D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 
to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
programs directed at the same or similar problems.  

 
Wisconsin employs a .25 FTE Disproportionate Minority Contact coordinator to oversee 
the DMC programs and activities. The DMC coordinator is housed at OJA and serves as 
DMC staff to the SAG. 
 
Because the activities in this section will be implemented primarily by ULGs and local service 
providers after a grant process, it is unclear at this time what activities will be selected for 
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funding and the specifics of how those activities will be carried out.  $85,000 from FFY09 
Formula funds and $300,000 from FFY08 Formula funds will be used for new grants. 
 
 
The process that will be used to award the grants is as follows:  
 
Funding notices will be sent to potential applicants via the juvenile justice professionals’ 
listserv through OJA. The listserv is comprised of the county human services directors and 
other human services personnel who requested inclusion on the list; nonprofit service 
providers who requested inclusion; current JABG and Formula grantees; and tribal 
chairpersons. Notice also will be posted on the OJA website and sent to local law enforcement 
agencies and local school districts. Interested applicants will be required to attend a pre-
application meeting and learn about the requirements of the grant. Applicants will need to 
collect data for as many of the nine decision points as possible and submit that information to 
OJA. OJA’s statistical analysis center will analyze the data and provide RRI data to the 
potential applicants. Applications must address point of arrest and any other decision point the 
data show need to be addressed. The applications will be reviewed by the SAG’s Grant 
Review Committee. The committee will make a recommendation on which grants to fund to the 
full SAG, which will make the final awards.  
 
The population targeted for DMC reduction is minority youth, primarily African-American 
youth. However, Wisconsin has growing Hispanic and Hmong populations, and in northern 
parts of the state there is a substantial Native American population.  
 
The SAG has requested technical assistance from OJJDP on developing a statewide data 
collection and analysis system. A coordinated, comprehensive DMC data collection system will 
allow the state to measure its progress and target DMC funding. The target population is the 
SAG and other key stakeholders who have access to DMC data. The entire state will benefit 
from a quality data collection and analysis system. 
 

E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 
program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    

 
OJA and grantees will report to OJJDP on the following mandatory performance measures:  
 
Purpose Area 10 
  OJJDP mandatory output measures:   

 Number and percent of program staff trained 
 Number of hours of program staff training provided 
 Number of planning activities conducted 
 Number of assessment studies conducted 
 Number of data improvement projects implemented 
 Number of objective decision-making tools developed.  
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Grantees also will report on the SAG’s 14 required performance measures. 
 

 Number of juvenile females served this past year 
 Number of juvenile males served this past year 
 Number of MOU’s created this past year 
 Number of parents were served this past year 
 Number of policies and procedures created this past year  
 Number of youth served ages 0-10 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 11-14 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 15-17 this past year 
 Number of African American youth served this past year 
 Number of Native American youth served this past year 
 Number of Asian American youth served this past year 
 Number of Latino youth served this past year 
 Number of White youth served this past year 

 
In addition, they will report on the goals/objectives/outcomes set forth in their applications. 
Wisconsin will collect the required performance measure data and report it annually to OJJDP. 
 

F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 
Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   

 

Fiscal Year  Formula Grant Funds ($) State/Local Private Funds ($)  Total ($) 

2009 
$85,000 - grants 
 
$19,656 – personnel 

 $104,656

2010** $150,000  $150,000

2011** $150,000  $150,000
 
**Projected funding for 2010 and 2011 is an estimate. The actual amount funded will be 
depend on federal funds and progress made toward achieving the goals and objectives.  
 
 

G. SMART. Applicants must demonstrate that they have queried OJJDP’s 
Socioeconomic Mapping and Resource Topography (SMART) system to determine 
program placement in a community facing significant need. Maps and reports 
generated that support the problem identified in this section should be submitted as 
attachments to the application. If the SMART System does not provide the most 
recent data or information to validate the problem, additional data points (e.g., local 
incidents of crime or community resources), as identified by the applicant, may be 
submitted instead. Discretionary grant applicants are strongly encouraged to use the 
enhanced functionality in the SMART system when justifying the need for funding in 
their locality. Potential subgrant applicants also should be encouraged to use the 
SMART system (or an analogous GIS application) when applying for funds from the 
administering agencies of OJJDP’s formula and block grant programs. All applicants 
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must register with the SMART system at smart.gismapping.info, and become familiar 
with the data, information, and functionality. Instructions specific to the FY 2009 
solicitations will be posted on the home page of the SMART site. OJJDP is available 
to provide additional training and guidance on the SMART system and this new 
requirement.  

 
Wisconsin has queried the SMART system and the required maps and reports are attached. 
Please be advised that the SMART system does not contain the most recent data to validate 
the problem, so Wisconsin is submitting the data set forth elsewhere in this application to 
support the identified problems.  
 
Program #2 

 
 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 

Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

 
PA 6. Compliance Monitoring. Programs, research, staff support, or other activities primarily 
to enhance or maintain a state’s ability to adequately monitor jails, detention facilities, and 
other facilities to assure compliance with Sections 223(a)(11), (12), (13), and (22) of the JJDP 
Act. 
 
PA 8. Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders. Programs, research, or other initiatives to 
eliminate or prevent the placement of accused or adjudicated status offenders and non-
offenders in secure facilities, pursuant to Section 223(a)(11) of the JJDP Act.  
 
 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

  
The goal is for the SAG to competitively award Title II Formula grant funds to ULGs and 
local service providers to reduce the number of status offenders securely detained in 
Wisconsin’s secure juvenile detention facilities and adult jails/lockups authorized to hold 
juveniles. 
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

 
 1. Notify ULGs and local service providers of the funding opportunity and invite them to 

apply. 
 
 2. Provide information on evidence-based alternatives to secure detention to potential 

applicants. 
 
 3. Award grants in a competitive fund round. The number of grants awarded will depend 

on the quality of the proposals and how much financial support is requested by the 
applicants. 
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 4. Require grantees to attend a new grantee meeting. 
 
 5. Require grantees to evaluate their programs and report quarterly on the performance 

measures. 
 
 6. Conduct at least one onsite program visit each year for each grantee. 
  

D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 
to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
programs directed at the same or similar problems.  

 
Wisconsin employs a full-time compliance monitor who is responsible for onsite inspections, 
reviewing and verifying data, and providing education on the JJDPA to the facilities that 
securely hold juveniles. Wisconsin also devotes an additional .25 FTE to assist as needed 
with compliance-related activities.  
 
The compliance team will conduct onsite inspections of the secure juvenile detention facilities, 
collocated facilities, adult jails authorized to hold juveniles, and adult lockups authorized to 
hold juveniles during calendar year 2009. The compliance team will confirm site and sound 
separation, review records to verify the first half of 2009 data, and the ensure the facilities are 
complying with the requirements of the JJDPA. Every month the compliance monitor will 
review the data submitted by facilities regarding the secure detention of juveniles. The 
compliance monitor will conduct trainings for facilities on data entry and the JJDPA throughout 
the year as needed. Trainings will also be scheduled with judges, social workers, and other 
stakeholders requesting information on the JJDPA and the secure detention of juveniles. The 
compliance monitor will inspect 10 percent of the court holding facilities and spot check 
prisons, group homes, nonsecure shelters, and secure juvenile correctional facilities as set 
forth in the compliance plan.  
 
The target population is youth who are subject to secure detention and the entire State of 
Wisconsin. If the goal is met, Wisconsin will receive its full formula grant funds and be able to 
fund local prevention programs.  
 
The process that will be used to award the grants is as follows:  
 
Funding notices will be sent to potential applicants via the juvenile justice professionals’ 
listserv through OJA. The listserv is comprised of the county human services directors and 
other human services personnel who requested inclusion on the list; nonprofit service 
providers who requested inclusion; current JABG and Formula grantees; and tribal 
chairpersons. Notice also will be posted on the OJA website and sent to local law enforcement 
agencies and local school districts. Interested applicants will submit a concept paper. The 
SAG’s Grant Review Committee will review the concept papers and make recommendations to 
the full SAG on which applicants should be invited to submit a full proposal. Once the SAG 
determines which applicants will proceed, they will be invited to submit a full proposal. Those 
proposals will be reviewed by the Grant Review Committee. The committee will make 
recommendations on which grants to fund to the full SAG, which will make the final awards.  
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E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 

program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    
 

OJA will report to OJJDP on the following mandatory performance measures: 
 
Purpose Area 6 
  OJJDP mandatory output measures:  

 Number and percent of program staff trained 
 Number of hours of program staff training provided 
 Funds allocated to adhere to Section 223(a)(14) of the JJDP Act of 

2002 
 Number of activities that address compliance with Section 223(a)(14) 

of the JJDP Act of 2002 
 Number of facilities receiving TA 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures: 

 Submission of complete Annual Monitoring Report to OJJDP 
 

Grantees will be required to report on the following mandatory performance measures: 
 
Purpose Area 8 
 OJJDP mandatory output measures:  

 Grant funds awarded for DSO 
 Number of programs implemented 
 Number of site visits conducted 
 Number of program youth served 
 Number of programs implemented 
 Number of shelter beds contracted  
 Number and percent of program staff trained 
 Number of hours of program staff training provided 
 Number of site visits conducted 
 Number of facilities receiving TA 
 Number of program youth served 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures:  

 Change in the number of violations of DSO 
 Change in the number of violations of DSO 

 
Grantees also will report on the SAG’s 14 required performance measures. 
 

 Number of juvenile females served this past year 
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 Number of juvenile males served this past year 
 Number of MOU’s created this past year 
 Number of parents were served this past year 
 Number of policies and procedures created this past year  
 Number of youth served ages 0-10 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 11-14 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 15-17 this past year 
 Number of African American youth served this past year 
 Number of Native American youth served this past year 
 Number of Asian American youth served this past year 
 Number of Latino youth served this past year 
 Number of White youth served this past year 

 
In addition, they will report on the goals/objectives/outcomes set forth in their applications. 
Wisconsin will collect the required performance measure data and report it annually to OJJDP. 
 

F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 
Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   

 

Fiscal Year  Formula Grant Funds ($) State/Local Private Funds ($)  Total ($)  
2009 $106,000 personnel 

$215,360 grants 

 $321,360 

2010** $110,000 personnel 
$161,520 grants 

$53,840 $325,360 

2011** $110,000 personnel 
$107,680 grants 

$107,680 $325,360 

**Projected funding for 2010 and 2011 is an estimate. The actual amount funded will be 
depend on federal funds and progress made toward achieving the goals and objectives.  Grant 
amounts in 2010 and 2011 include 25% grantee match in the second year and 50% grantee 
match in the third year. 
 
 

G. SMART. 
 
See Program #1 
 
 
 
Program #3 
 
 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 

Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

  
PA 19  Juvenile Justice System Improvement: Programs, research, and other initiatives to 
examine issues or improve practices, policies, or procedures on a system wide basis (e.g., 
examining problems affecting decisions from arrest to disposition and detention to corrections).  
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 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

 
The goal is increase the capacity of local service providers to provide evidence-based services 
to youth, thereby reducing the number of juvenile offenders.     
 
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

 
1. To provide regional trainings to county teams around evidence-based practices and 

have them develop a plan for implementing system change and evidence-based 
programs/practices into their county.  

 
2. To provide technical assistance to ULGs and local service providers to implement 

specific evidence-based programs. 
 

3. To fund a .15 FTE position to examine issues and make policy recommendations 
regarding best practices in juvenile justice. 

 
D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 

to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
programs directed at the same or similar problems.  

 
Several years ago the SAG developed a partnership with the University of Wisconsin to 
promote EBP and system improvement in the Wisconsin juvenile justice system. That 
partnership resulted in the publication and dissemination of the What Works, Wisconsin EBP 
series. That partnership is moving to the next level. This year the University will retain a 
contractor to provide regional training in juvenile justice EBP and system improvement. The 
training will be an intensive, three-day training in which key stakeholders/decision-makers from 
4-5 counties will learn about evidence-based practices and system improvement and develop 
a plan to implement those practices/changes in their counties. It is anticipated that two regional 
trainings will be conducted, with four or five counties being trained at each session. 

 
The funds requested in this application will continue the process into 2010. The goal during 
2010 is to hold four regional trainings, thus reaching 16-20 counties.  
 
At this time the specific technical assistance needs of ULGs and local service providers are 
unknown. The following process will be used for any local requesting technical assistance: 
 

1.  Any ULG or local service provider will complete the state and federal technical 
assistance (TA) request applications. 

 
2.  If the TA can be provided later then two months from the request date, OJA will 
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submit the federal application to OJJDP. 
 
3.  If the TA request must be provided within 60 days or denied by OJJDP the following 

process will be used: 
 

a. Request for under $5,000 will be reviewed and approved/denied by the SAG 
chair and OJA Executive Director 

b. Requests between $5,000-$10,000 will be reviewed and approved/denied by 
the SAG Executive Committee 

c. Requests exceeding $10,000 will be reviewed and approved/denied by the 
full SAG 

 
E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 

program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    

 
Purpose Area 19  

OJJDP mandatory output measures 
 Federal Grant funds awarded (for JJ system improvement) 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 

 Average length of time between initial court appearance and disposition 
 

The performance measures from program specific TA will be determined by the purpose area 
into which the program falls. 

 
F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 

Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   
 

Fiscal Year  Formula Grant Funds ($)  State/Local Private Funds ($)  Total ($)  

2009 

$88,128 (Training and 
TA) 
$11,527 (.15 FTE)  $99,655 

2010** 

$88, 128 (Training and 
TA) 
$11, 527 (.15 FTE)  $99,655 

2011** 

$88,128 (Training and 
TA) 
$11,527 (.15 FTE)  $99,655 

**Projected funding for 2010 and 2011 is an estimate. The actual amount funded will be 
depend on federal funds 
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G. SMART 
 
See Program #1 
 
 
Program #4 
 
 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 

Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

  
PA  9 Delinquency Prevention. Programs, research, or other initiatives, to prevent or reduce 
the incidence of delinquent acts and directed to youth at risk of becoming delinquent to prevent 
them from entering the juvenile justice system or to intervene with first-time and non-serious 
offenders to keep them out of the juvenile justice system.  
 
PA 20 Mental Health Services. Initiatives to address the criminalization of youth whose 
behaviors stem from mental health problems.  
 
PA 32 Substance Abuse . Initiative to address the lack of AODA screening and assessment 
and the lack of AODA treatment.  
 
 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

  
The goal is to provide second year funding for programs that were funded in 2008 to address 
mental health and substance abuse issues and to prevent delinquency. 
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

 
1. Notify the seven grantees that received delinquency prevention and mental 

health/substance abuse grants in 2008 of the second year funding opportunity and invite 
them to apply. 

2. Award second year funding if the SAG determines the grantee is on course to meet its 
goals and objectives. 

3. Require grantees to evaluate their programs and report quarterly on the JABG performance 
measures. 

4. Conduct at least one onsite program visit each year for each grantee. 
 

D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 
to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
programs directed at the same or similar problems.  
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In September 2008, several grants were awarded to ULGs and local service providers for 
mental health/substance abuse and delinquency prevention programs. These grantees are 
eligible to apply for a second year of funding. Grantees will be notified of the opportunity to 
apply for second year funding and will be required to submit a refunding application and 
demonstrate sufficient progress toward their goals and objectives in order to receive 
additional funding. Per SAG policy, second year grantees must provide a 25 percent cash 
match. Continuing to fund these second year programs will benefit youth, their families, 
schools, and the entire community. Delinquency prevention benefits everyone, while youth 
with mental health and substance abuse issues will be identified and treated. The grantees 
eligible for second year funding are: 
 

 Calumet County - This is a collaborative project between Calumet, Winnebago, and 
Outagamie Counties to increase capacity to screen, assess, and treat substance abuse 
and mental health issues that co-occur with adolescent sex offenders.  

 Grant County – This is a program in a rural county that screens youth for substance 
abuse issues, provides transportation to an assessment/treatment service provider, 
and funds treatment if the youth is unable to afford treatment. The target population is 
youth in one of the county’s school districts. 

 City of Somerset – This program uses a wraparound approach to prevent juvenile 
alcohol use and provide effective interventions for youth experiencing substance 
abuse issues. The target population is all youth in the county in which Somerset is 
located. 

 Goodman Community Center – This program is located in Madison, Wisconsin, and 
provides comprehensive delinquency prevention programs to middle and high school 
youth. 

 Mental Health Center of Dane County – This program provides evidence-based BIRt 
training to mental healthcare providers in Dane County so they can more effectively 
assess and address the mental health needs of the county’s youth. 

 Rock County – This program provides substance abuse screening and treatment, 
primarily for Spanish-speaking youth in Rock County. 

 Medical College of Wisconsin – This program provides substance abuse treatment 
and mental health referrals for youth ages 10-17 who are incarcerated at the Milwaukee 
County Juvenile Detention Center. 

 
E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 

program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    

 
Grantees will be required to report on the following mandatory performance measures: 
 
Purpose Area 9 Delinquency Prevention 

OJJDP mandatory output measures 
 Number of program youth served 
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OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 
 Substance Abuse, School attendance, Antisocial behavior, Family 

relationships, Pregnancies 
 Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements 

 
 

Purpose Area 20 Mental Health Services 
OJJDP mandatory output measures 

 Number of program youth served 
 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 

 Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements 
 
Purpose Area 32 Substance Abuse 

OJJDP mandatory output measures 
 Number of program youth served 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 

 Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements 
 

Grantees also will report on the SAG’s 14 required performance measures.  
 

 Number of juvenile females served this past year 
 Number of juvenile males served this past year 
 Number of MOU’s created this past year 
 Number of parents were served this past year 
 Number of policies and procedures created this past year  
 Number of youth served ages 0-10 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 11-14 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 15-17 this past year 
 Number of African American youth served this past year 
 Number of Native American youth served this past year 
 Number of Asian American youth served this past year 
 Number of Latino youth served this past year 
 Number of White youth served this past year 

 
In addition, they will report on the goals/objectives/outcomes set forth in their applications. 
Wisconsin will collect the required performance measure data and report it annually to OJJDP. 

 
F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 

Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   
 

Fiscal Year  Formula Grant Funds ($)  State/Local Private Funds ($)  Total ($)  

2009 $278,345 – grants $92,781 (local match) $371,126  

2010** $185,563 - grants $185,563 (local match) $371,126 

2011** None None None 
** Projected funding for 2010 is an estimate. The actual amount funded will be depend on 
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federal funds. Per SAG policy, grantees must match 25% in the second year of funding and 
50% in the third year. Only rarely does the SAG fund programs for more than three years, so 
no funding is budgeted for these programs in 2011. 
 
 

G. SMART. 
 
See Program #1 
 
 
Program #5 
 
 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 

Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

 
PA 22 American Indian Programs: Programs to address juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention issues for American Indians and Alaska Natives 
 
 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

 
The goal is to provide funding to Native American tribes for programs to address juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention by awarding a grant in the amount of the OJJDP-mandated 
pass through. Tribes also are eligible for the DMC and compliance-related grants set forth 
above. The pass through requirement will be satisfied if a tribe receives one of those grants in 
the amount that exceeds the pass through amount. 
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

 
1. Notify the 11 tribes of the funding opportunity. 

 
2. Award one grant in a competitive fund round.  
  
3. Require the grantee to attend a new grantee meeting. 
 
4. Require the grantee to evaluate its program and report quarterly on the performance 

measures. 
 
5. Conduct at least one onsite program visit each year. 
 

D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 
to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
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programs directed at the same or similar problems.  
 
Because the activities in this section will be implemented by a tribe after a grant process, it is 
unknown at this time what activities will be funded and how those activities will be carried out. 
 
The process that will be used to award the grants is as follows:  
 
 
Funding notices will be sent to potential applicants via email and regular mail. Notice also will 
be posted on the OJA website. Applicants will submit a concept paper that will be reviewed 
competitively by the SAG’s Grant Review Committee. The committee will make a 
recommendation on which grant to fund to the full SAG, which will make the final award.  
 
 

E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 
program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    
 

The grantee will be required to report on the following mandatory performance measures: 
 
Purpose Area 22  

OJJDP mandatory output measures 
 Number of program youth served 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 

 Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements 
 

The grantee also will report on the SAG’s 14 required performance measures. 
 

 Number of juvenile females served this past year 
 Number of juvenile males served this past year 
 Number of MOU’s created this past year 
 Number of parents were served this past year 
 Number of policies and procedures created this past year  
 Number of youth served ages 0-10 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 11-14 this past year 
 Number of youth served ages 15-17 this past year 
 Number of African American youth served this past year 
 Number of Native American youth served this past year 
 Number of Asian American youth served this past year 
 Number of Latino youth served this past year 
 Number of White youth served this past year 

 

Page 92



 

 

In addition, it will report on the goals/objectives/outcomes set forth in its application. Wisconsin 
will collect the required performance measure data and report it annually to OJJDP. 
 
 
 
 
 

F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 
Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   

 

Fiscal Year  Formula Grant Funds ($)  State/Local Private Funds ($)  Total ($)  

2009 $5,684  $5,684 

2010** $5,684  $5,684 

2011** $5,684  $5,684 
**Projected funding for 2010 and 2011 is an estimate. The actual amount funded will be 
depend on federal funds 
 

G. SMART. 
 
See Program #1 
 
 
Program #6 
  
 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 

Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

 
PA 31 State Advisory Group Allocation. Activities related to carrying out the State Advisory 
Group’s responsibilities under Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act.  
 
 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

  
The SAG’s overarching goals are to increase the use of evidence based practices and 
programs, promote enhanced data collection and evaluation, and support targeted initiatives 
(at both the state and local levels) in an effort to prevent and reduce juvenile delinquency.  
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

  
1. Hold quarterly SAG meetings and committee meetings.  
 
2. Award grants to address the priorities set forth in the 3-year plan. For FFY2009, those 

grants will address the DMC, JJDPA Compliance, AODA/mental health priorities and 
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juvenile justice system improvement.  
 
3. Fund programs that are proven, consistent with evidence-based practices or principles, 

or may be new but are based on strong theory and accompanied by a solid evaluation 
plan.  

 
4. Develop a statewide DMC data collection and analysis system.  
 

D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 
to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
programs directed at the same or similar problems.  

 
The SAG and its committees will meet at least quarterly. Meeting activities include awarding 
grants, and developing policies to promoting juvenile justice system improvement. 
 

E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 
program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    

 
OJA will report to OJJDP on the following mandatory performance measures: 
 
Purpose Area 31 

OJJDP mandatory output measures 
 Number of SAG committee meetings held 
 Number of SAG subcommittee meetings held 
 Annual report submitted to the Governor 
 Number of grants funded with Formula Grant funds 
 Number and percent of programs using evidence-based models 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 

 Number and percent of plan recommendations implemented 
 

F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 
Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   

 

Fiscal Year  Formula Grant Funds ($) 
State/Local Private Funds 
($)  Total ($)  

2009 $30,000  $30,000 

2010 $30,000  $30,000 

2011  $30,000   $30,000  
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G. SMART. 

 
See Program #1 
 
 
 
Program #7 

 
 A. Program Area Code and Title. Use only OJJDP’s codes and titles available in Appendix D. 

Applicants should bear in mind that some program area codes have been changed and that 
a 35th program area, Strategic Community Action Planning, has been added. Use the correct 
code in the application.  

  
PA 23 Planning and Administration Activities related to state plan development, other pre-
awarded activities, and administration of the Formula Grant Program, including evaluation, 
monitoring, and one full-time staff position pursuant to Section 22(c) of the JJDP Act and the 
OJJDP Formula Grant Regulation. 
  
 B. Program Goals. Provide a broad statement that conveys in general terms the program’s 

intent to change, reduce, or eliminate the problem described. Goals identify the program’s 
intended short- and long-term results.  

  
The goal is to fund a juvenile justice specialist position and portions of other staff to ensure 
state plan development and updates and pre and post award grant administration. Note: Due 
to limited JJDPA administrative funds, the Juvenile Justice Specialist and related staff also 
cover duties for the Title V and JABG grants and provide all staff services to the SAG which 
also serves as the State Advisory Board for JABG funds.  
 
 C. Program Objectives. Explain how the program will accomplish the goals. Objectives are 

specific, quantifiable statements of the program’s desired results, and they should include the 
target level of accomplishment, thereby further defining goals and providing the means to 
measure program performance.  

  
1. Staff quarterly meetings of the SAG and its three committees (DMC, Grant Review, 

Policy/Legislative/Compliance).  
 
2. Manage competitive grant funding rounds for first year and continuation Formula Grant 

projects.  
 

D. Activities and Services. Provide the specific steps or projects that the state will take or fund 
to accomplish each objective. This part of the program description must summarize which 
agencies will implement the program, where and when activities will take place, the specific 
services that the applicant will provide, who will benefit from the services, and the target 
population. This section must indicate how the program relates to similar state or local 
programs directed at the same or similar problems.  

 
Set quarterly meetings around the state including opportunities for local juvenile justice 
providers to speak with the SAG regarding local issues.  
 
Assist the SAG in maintaining policies and procedures and following applicable state law 
around ethics, open meetings, procurement and awarding grant contracts.  

Page 95



 

 

 
Provide technical assistance to grantees including e-grants training, using logic models and 
OJJDP performance measures, selecting and implementing evidence-based programs, 
creating programs that fall in line with SAG priorities and building strong sustainability plans.  
 
Provide best practices and funding information to ULGs and local service providers. 

 
E. Performance Measures. Represent the data and information that all subgrantees in this 

program area will collect at the program level to measure the specific outputs and short- and 
long-term outcomes their programs are designed to achieve. States must collect and report 
data on the mandatory performance measures for each applicable program area. Although 
not required, states may collect and report on nonmandatory measures if they choose.   

 
States are to report the aforementioned performance measures on-line via the Data 
Collection Technical Assistance Tool (DC-TAT). For more information on performance 
measures and DC-TAT, please go to http://www.ojjdp-dctat.org/    
 

OJA will report to OJJDP on the following mandatory performance measures: 
 

Purpose Area 23  
OJJDP mandatory output measures 

 Federal Grant funds awarded for Planning and Administration 
 Number of FTEs funded with Formula Grant funds 
 Number of subgrants awarded 
 Number and percent of programs using evidence-based models 

 
OJJDP mandatory outcome measures 

 Average time from receipt of subgrant application to date of award 
 

F. Budget. Present total federal funds the state plans to use in this program area from its 
Formula Grant allocation, along with any expected state, local, or private funds:   

 

Fiscal Year  
Formula Grant Funds 
($)  

State/Local Private Funds 
($)  Total ($)  

2009 $93,300 93,300 (state match) $186,600 

2010** $93,300 93,300 (state match) $186,600 

2011** $93,300 93,300 (state match) $186,600 
 

**Projected funding for 2010 and 2011 is an estimate. The actual amount funded will be 
depend on federal funds 
 
G. SMART. 

 
See Program #1 

 
 
 

8.  Subgrant Award Assurances   
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(21)(A) and (B) of the JJDP Act, states shall, to the extent practicable, 

Page 96



 

 

give priority in funding to evidence-based programs and activities. Further, under Section 
223(a)(21)(C) of the JJDP Act, states shall not continue to fund a program if the subgrant recipient 
who carried out that program during the preceding 2-year period fails to demonstrate that the 
program achieved substantial success in meeting the goals specified in the original subgrant 
application. Applicants should describe the process that the state will use to assure the 
implementation of the preceding requirements of the subgrant award process.  

 
To enable local subgrantees to implement evidence-based juvenile justice programs, OJJDP has 
developed the Model Programs Guide and Database, a searchable Web site containing 
information on the full range of evidence-based juvenile justice programs, from delinquency 
prevention and intervention to reentry (see http://www.dsgonline.com/mpg2.5/mpg_index.htm). 
Communities can use the database to locate evidence-based juvenile justice strategies that will fit 
their needs and enhance their likelihood for success.  
 

Wisconsin requires all applicants to provide information regarding their use of evidence based 
practices.  
 
Below is an example of the form all second and third year applicants must submit with their 
applications to the SAG. 
 

ATTACH THIS FORM UNDER REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS 
Refunding Performance Summary Program Area 9-Delinquency Prevention 

All applications for funding subsequent to the initial or prior one-year funding period must submit the 
following information. This completed form will be passed on to Commission members. If you have 
questions about the specific information to be included, call Kris Moelter at 608/261-6626.  

Today’s Date:        

Applicant Agency:       

Project Name 
(Descriptive Title): 

      

Contact Person:       Phone Number/E-mail       

Date That Grant Activities Began on Current Grant         

Federal Award Amount 
for the previous year: 

$      

Federal Funds Expended to Date  

(August, 2008) 

$    
  

 
 

Please provide specific data reflecting project activities, including but not limited to the following 
information:  

 
Briefly describe what your program set out to accomplish this past year:   

      

Describe the program’s best achievements in the past year: (May attach narrative or write it here).  

      

 
Definitions: 
 
 What does “served” mean in your program (youth attended X number of sessions, youth was 

Page 97



 

 

matched with a mentor, youth successfully completed mediation, youth performed X hours of 

community service etc…):       

 

 What does “successfully completed” mean for your program?        

 
 
Clients: 
 

 Gender:  Number of males/females served in the past year: Males--        Females 

        Total:       

 

 Gender: Number of males/females expected to be served next year: Males--        

Females          Total:       

 

 Referrals:  Number of youth referred to the program in the past year:          

   

 Successes: Number of youth who have successfully completed it in the past year:        

 
 Ethnic/Racial breakdown: What is the make-up of the youth previously served by the program 

(     % White,      % Hispanic,      % African American,      % Native American, 
     % Asian)?       

 
 Ethnic/Racial breakdown: What is the make-up of the youth expected to be served by the program 

over the next year (     % White,      % Hispanic,      % African American,      % 
Native American,      % Asian)?       

 
OJA Funding and Collaboration with Other Program/Funds    
What other OJA or other state, local or federal funds are available and being used in your community to 

support juvenile justice activities?         

 

 How does this program collaborate with or supplement those services?       

 
 How much Office of Justice Assistance funding has your current project received thus far? 

      

 
Future Funding Plans/Sustainability 
Please identify future plans for funding this project, what activities have been undertaken in the past 
year to secure continuation funding for this project, and what part (percentage) of this project your 
county/community/agency is presently supporting.  
 

      

REQUIRED 

Page 98



 

 

Please indicate below if you are using a proven, promising, or evidenced based program, or evidence-
based practice(s). If your program is supported by research, please attach that research or provide a 
link to supporting research. Also, please give the full name of the program and/or curriculum you are 
using. 

 Yes, presently using            No, not presently using 

Name of program/curriculum/evidence-based practice       

 Yes, we plan to use an evidence-based program this year  

Name of program/curriculum/evidence-based practice       

 No, we do not intend to implement an evidence based program this year. 

 
 

9. SAG Membership   
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(3)(A) of the JJDP Act, the state advisory group shall consist of 
not less than 15 and not more than 33 members appointed by the chief executive officer of 
the state. At least one member shall be a locally elected official representing general 
purpose local government. At least one-fifth of the members shall be younger than 24 
years old at the time of appointment. At least three members shall have been or currently 
be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system. A majority of the members 
(including the chairperson) shall not be full-time employees of federal, state, or local 
government. The membership qualifications are described in subsections i–v of Section 
223(a)(3)(A) of the JJDP Act, as amended. (See Appendix G for detailed membership 
instructions and a sample membership table.)   

 
 

Wisconsin Formula State Advisory Board Membership Roster*  

 Name  Represent
s 

 Full Time 
Government  

Youth 
Member  

Date of 
Appoint 
ment  

Residence  

1  ***Deirdre Garton, 
Chair  

E   8/5/2003  350 S Hamilton St 
#306 Madison, WI 
53703  

2  Tasha Jenkins, 
Vice Chair  

D    6/2/2003  1300 N. Jackson St 
Milwaukee WI 53202  

3  Seymour Adler  C   10/21/200
5  

232 Grandview Lane 
Twin Lakes, WI 
53181  

4  Jennifer Bias  B  X   6/17/2003  718 Grand Ave 
Racine, WI 53403  

5 Pat Davenport  D    8/27/2003  5425 Katie Lane 
Madison WI 53704  

6  Gus Doyle  E   8/6/2003  799 Edenberry Lane 
Oregon WI 53575  

7 Terrance Erickson  D    6/2/2003  1925 Nakomis Ave 
LaCrosse WI 54603  
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8 Christopher Foley  B  X   6/20/2003  10201 W Watertown 
Plank Rd 
Milwaukee WI 53226 

9  Barbara Franks  B  X   7/9/2003  5578 Huntingwood 
Way Waunakee WI 
53597  

10  Marc Hammer  B  X  8/27/2003  1450 Finch Ln Green 
Bay WI 54313  

11  Annette Crowder E  X  6/12/2003  608 5th Street 
Baraboo WI 53913  

12  Eddie Jackson  E  X  3/17/2004  PO Box 45345 
Madison WI 53744  

13 Kenn Johnson  E    6/20/2003  PO Box 275 Danbury 
WI 54830  

14  Adam McGeshick  E   X  12/19/200
5 

1672 Eagle Street  
Rhinelander WI 
54501 

15  David Madden  B  X   8/7/2007  N92 W25331 Blue 
Heron Dr Sussex, WI 
53089  

16  Catherine Morgan  E   X  1/10/2008  305 N. Frances Street 
Madison, WI 53703  

17  Darius Parks  B  X   10/17/200
5 

200 W McKinley Ave 
Little Chute WI 54140  

18  Janet Proctor  D    6/27/2006  2209 Skeels Ave Eau 
Claire WI 54701  

19  Jose R. Ramos  E   X  1/17/2006  2529 W Greenfield 
Ave Milwaukee WI 
53204  

20  Lucy Rowley  C    12/6/2005  N1096 2nd Lane 
Coloma WI 54930  

21  Carolyn Stanford 
Taylor  

C  X   1/19/2006  125 S. Webster St. 
Madison WI 53707-
7841  

22  John Sweeney  B  X   7/9/2003  2000 E. Winnebago St 
Rhinelander WI 54501 

23  Charles Tubbs  B X   5/28/2004  State Capitol Rm B2 N 
Madison WI 53702 

24  Manee 
Vongphadky  

C    11/30/200
5  

1308 Young St. 
Wausau WI 54403  

25  Polly Wolner  D    6/23/2003  2850 College Dr. Rice 
Lake WI 54868  

 
 
FFY 2009 Formula Grant application. The SAG serves as the supervisory   
or advisory  board. (Check one.) *List the Chair first.  
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10. Formula Grants Program Staff    
 

The state must include in the application:   
 
 The organizational chart of the agency designated to implement the Formula Grants Program.  
 

 
 
 

Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance 
 

David Steingraber 
Executive Director 

 
Alison Poe 

Deputy Executive Director 

Justice System Improvement 
Ray Luick 

SAFE Team 
Rich Cowan 
 
Bill Cator 
George Hegerty 
Mary Otterson 
Steve Reinstra 

Ryan Sugden - Public & Media Relations 
 
Marcia Kasieta - Strategic Planning & Public Outreach 

Fiscal & Grants Mgt 
Darcey Varese  
 

Tracy Becker 
JoEllen Fleming* 
Katie Hawkins 
Deb Hughes 
Tom Kershner 
Shannon Ladwig 
Matt Raymer 

Homeland Security  
Greg Engle 
David Roberts 
 

Operations & Planning 
Dave Duecker 
Michael Jordan 
Lara Kenny 
Tony Peterson 
Michael Pohlman 
Dave Spenner 
 
Field Operations 
Randy Ammerman 
Jack Arndt 
Dave Cramer 
Tom Roblee 
Dave Wenzel 
Jerry Wolf 

WIJIS 
Vacant 
 
Mahesh Adduri 
Bill Blondeau 
Yogesh Chawla 
Pattabarim             
          Doraiswamy 
Stelann Hallett-   
                 Michel 
Jim Lookabaugh 
Jeff Sartin  
Jim Pingel 
Haiqi Wei  
David Winslow 
Lakshmi Potluri 
Tony Frey 
Rachel Lohr 

Criminal Justice 
Dennis Schuh 
Peter Fiala 
Donna Hahn 
Dick Eddy 
 

Criminal Justice 
Deb Lieber* 
Jerry Jansen 
 

Juvenile Justice 
Lindsey Draper 
Lance Horozewski 
Kris Moelter 
 

VAWA 
Marianna Smirnova 
Kittie Smith* 
Judy Munaker 
Karen Barber 
 
 
 

Statistical Analysis Center 
Kristi Waits 
 

UCR/IBR 
Kirsten Christianson 
Lori Phillips 
Derek Veitenheimer 
Kavita Dornala 
 

 

Office Administration  
Jodi Gorski  
Cameron Chute  
Kari Winger 

Note: Program manager names are underlined; Team Leaders are *   
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 A list of the other programs that the designated agency or division administers.  
 
The Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance (OJA) is also designated by the Governor to 
administer the following major federal awards:  Federal JAG Program, STOP Violence Against 
Women Program, Juvenile Accountability Block Grant Program, Title V, Project Safe 
Neighborhoods and Homeland Security Grant Programs.   
 
 
 

 The staffing and management plan for the state agency/division implementing the Formula 
Grants Program, including names, titles of staff, funding sources (and state match), and 
percentage of time devoted to the JJDP program.  

 
 Descriptions of the duties for the juvenile justice specialist (at least one full-time position is 

required) or juvenile justice and delinquency prevention staff.  
 

 
FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTION FOR 2009 APPLICATION  

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Funded Staff Positions  
 

Kris Moelter, JJ Specialist:   This is the primary contact for the JABG and Title V programs 
with responsibilities in conjunction with the JJ Specialist under the JJDPA program. Both 
Specialists are supported by funds from both programs in recognition of the interrelationship 
that exists between the two in order to support a comprehensive and coordinated program to 
reduce delinquency and improve the juvenile justice system. (63% for JJDPA,) 
 
Katie Hawkins, Grants Specialist:  Acts as principle financial contact for all issues relating to 
fiscal oversight within juvenile justice funded projects. This position is responsible for the 
review of grant applications to determine the appropriateness of the budget request, monitors 
budgets to identify unallowable costs, responds to requests for budget adjustments, authorizes 
payments and responds to fiscally related questions. (63% JJDPA)  
 
Donna Hahn, Program Coordination:   Serves as the primary administrative person for 
internal and external activities associated with the administration of the juvenile justice 
program. This person prepares materials, schedules and coordinates meetings, takes and 
prepares minutes, maintains the front end functions for the grant management system, 
prepares grant award documents and monitors special condition compliance. (35% for JJDPA)  
 
Darcey Varese, Fiscal Officer:  This person is responsible for the budget preparation, and 
general oversight of the fiscal administration, and fiscal reporting of all programs administered 
by the Office of Justice Assistance. The person in this position supervises the Financial 
Specialist assigned to the juvenile justice programs. Activities include federal fiscal 
compliance, accounting, audit, billing and payments, and federal financial reports. (5%of full 
time activity provided as matching funds) 
 
Dennis Schuh, Program Supervisor:  This person supervises Juvenile Justice staff as well 
as Criminal Justice and Violence Against Women programs within OJA. His main role is 
oversight policy and staff. (5% of full time activity provided as matching funds) 
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Kari Winger, Receptionist:  This person does front desk duties of answering phones, 
distributing mail, scheduling meetings and coordinating travel and many misc. projects. (10% 
of full time activity provided as matching funds) 
 
Cameron Chute, IT Support: Cameron provides support for OJA databases, assists with 
helpdesk tasks and coordinates agency needs with other IT levels. (10% of full time activity 
provided as matching funds) 
 
David Steingraber, Executive Director:  David Steingraber, as Executive Director, sets 
agency policy for all programs including JJDPA. (5% of full time activity provided as matching 
funds) 
 
Ryan Sugden, Communication Specialist:  This person conveys agency initiatives through 
reports and communication. (5% of full time activity provided as matching funds) 
 
JoEllen Fleming, Grants Specialist:  JoEllen processes payments, travel vouchers, 
conference /meeting costs and agency allocations for all OJA programs. (5% of full time 
activity provided as matching funds) 
 
Jodi Gorski, Office Manager:  Jodi oversees all office administrative functions and 
supervises Kari Winger. She manages space, supplies, and many other indirect functions. (5% 
of full time activity provided as matching funds) 
 
Tracy Becker, Fiscal Support :  Tracy processes payments, travel vouchers, conference 
/meeting costs and agency allocations for all OJA programs. (5% of full time activity provided 
as matching funds) 
 
 

Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention  

Staffing Pattern for the Office of Justice Assistance 
FFY09 JJ Funds  

 
  Federal State Match 
Position Title/Name Position Type Percentage  Percentage Total 
 
Program Supervisor Policy/Management  .05  .05 
(Dennis Schuh) 
 
Grants Specialist Fiscal .63  .63 
(Katie Hawkins) 
 
Fiscal Officer Fiscal/Management   .05 .05 
(Darcey Varese) 
 
Program Planning Analyst JJ Specialist .63  .63 
(Kristina Moelter) 
 
Community Services Tech. Program Support .35  .35 
(Donna Hahn)  
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Grants Specialist Fiscal  .05 .05 
(JoEllen Fleming)  
 
Community Services Tech. Fiscal Support  .05 .05 
(Tracy Becker)  
 
Receptionist Agency Support  .10 .10 
(Kari Winger)  
 
IT Support Agency Support  .10 .10 
(Cameron Chute)  
 
Executive Director Executive Director  .05 .05 
(David Steingraber)  
 
Office Manager Agency Support  .10 .10 
(Jodi Gorski)  
 
Communications Spec.   .05 .05 
(Ryan Sugden) Agency Support  
 
TOTAL  1.61 .60 2.21 
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Attachment #3 Wisconsin BUDGET AND BUDGET NARRATIVE 
OJJDP FY 2009 Formula Grant Program   

 
.   

 

Program 
Areas  

Program Area Title  Total Funds  OJJDP 
Federal 
Share  

State 
Match  

23  Planning and Administration 

 

$186,600 $93,300 $93,300

31  State Advisory Group Allocation  $30,000 $30,000 0

6 

8 

Compliance Monitor 

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 
programming/training/education 

         $106,000

 

         $215,360

$106,000

        215,360 

0

10 

 

10 

Disproportionate Minority Contact 
Coordinator 

DMC programming/training/education  

        $19,656 

$85,000

$19,656

$85,000 

0

9 

20 

32 

Delinquency Prevention 

Mental Health 

Substance Abuse 

          $56,250 

          $96,017 

         $126,078 

$278,345 0

22 Native American Pass-through $5,684 $5,684 0

19 

19 

Juvenile Justice System Improvement 

Policy and Legislation 

$88,473

$11,527

$88,128

$11,527

0

TOTALS  $1,026,300 $933,000 $93,300

 
 
$609,389 will be passed through to local units of government and local 
service providers via competitive grants and funding for second year grant 
programs.  Thus, Wisconsin has satisfied the two-thirds local/state split 
requirement.   
 
Planning and Administration:  The planning and administration costs cover: 

1. The salaries/benefits of a full-time juvenile justice specialist and parts 
of several grant, fiscal, and administrative assistant staff. 

2. Travel costs for the juvenile justice specialist, compliance monitor, and 
DMC coordinator to attend national and regional OJJDP-sponsored 
conferences and meetings; as appropriate; to attend local meetings 
and conferences, as appropriate; to conduct on-site inspections for 
compliance with the JJDPA; and to monitor contracts and grants with 
local providers throughout the state. 



 
State Advisory Group Allocation:  These funds cover the expenses associated 
with the SAG’s quarterly meetings (room rental for the meeting; meal, hotel room, 
and mileage reimbursement for SAG members to attend the meetings) and for 
SAG member education, including on-site education and technical assistance 
and the cost of attending national and regional OJJDP-sponsored and other 
conferences, as appropriate. 
 
Compliance Monitor:  These funds cover the salary/benefits of 1.25 FTE 
positions for compliance monitoring. 
 
Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders:  The funds will be awarded to local 
sub-grantees to implement programs and practices designed to reduce the 
number of status offenders held in secure detention and jails/lockups and to 
reduce the number of youth held pursuant to the VCO exception.  The SAG will 
award grants through a competitive process.  Concept papers to address the 
issues will be solicited from local units of government and local services 
providers.  Those papers will be reviewed by the SAG and some submitters will 
be invited to submit full proposals.  The SAG will award grants, in a number and 
amount to be determined, based on the content of the proposals and funds 
available. 
 
Disproportionate Minority Contact:  $19,656 of these funds cover the 
salary/benefits of a .25 LTE DMC coordinator and a .10 FTE.  $85,000 will be 
awarded to local sub-grantees for DMC reduction efforts. The SAG will award 
DMC reduction grants, in a number and amount to be determined based on the 
nature of the proposals and funds available, via a competitive grant process.  
Please note that $300,000 in FFY08 funds will be added to the $85,000 in FFY09 
funds for the DMC grants.     
 
Delinquency Prevention, Mental Health, Substance Abuse:  $278,345 will be 
set aside to fund the second year grants for the delinquency prevention program 
at the Goodman Community Center in Madison; the mental health programs at 
the Mental Health Center of Dane County in Dane County and Calumet County; 
and the substance abuse programs in Rock County, St. Croix County (through 
the Village of Somerset), Riverdale School District (through Grant County), and 
the Medical College of Wisconsin in Milwaukee. 
 
Native American Pass-Through:  Wisconsin’s required pass-through amount is 
$5,684.  The SAG will award one grant through a competitive process.  The 
tribes also are eligible to apply for the DMC, DSO, and technical assistance 
grants detailed above. 
 
Juvenile Justice System Improvement:  

1. $25,000 will be set aside to provide technical assistance to local units of 
government and local service providers to implement evidence-based 
programs.  Funds will be granted to the counties/service providers 
directly.  Locals requesting technical assistance will submit a technical 
assistance request form to the juvenile justice specialist.  Per SAG policy, 



requests under $5,000 require the approval of the SAG chair and the OJA 
executive director.  Requests between $5,000 and $10,000 must be 
approved by a majority vote of the SAG’s executive committee.  Requests 
over $10,000 require a majority vote of the full SAG.  Requests are 
considered and approved/denied on a first-come basis.  Only requests 
that meet one of the SAG’s priorities and are to receive training to 
implement an evidence-based program will be funded.   

2. $63,128 will be used to continue the SAG’s partnership with the University 
of Wisconsin.  During the next two years UW, through a contractor, will 
provide regional trainings to counties on juvenile justice system 
improvement.  These trainings involve counties sending teams to learn 
about what works and what does not in reducing juvenile crime and 
recidivism and will develop a system improvement plan.  

3. $11,527 will be set aside to fund a part-time policy and legislation analyst 
position.   

 




