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ABSTRACT: 

 
This research study analyzes the new Detention Risk Assessment tool implemented in 

Snohomish County’s Juvenile Detention Center. Through utilization of both quantitative and 

qualitative methodology this cross-sectional study suggests the new tool’s future effectiveness in 

reducing secure confinement of youth and eliminating disproportionality among youth of color. 

The findings highlight that although changes have been detected in the data they are still not as 

significant due to the new DRAI still being in its infancy. Recommendations are provided for 

future assessment to test the DRAI’s effectiveness in reducing the override rates and elimination 

of discrepancies in data collection for youth of color. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

“History will judge us by the difference we make in the everyday lives of children” 

(Mandela,2002). 1  

 

This study will address the unnecessary detention of youth and disproportionality of 

youth of color (YOC) in the Snohomish County’s Juvenile Detention Center. Juvenile justice is 

predicated on the fact that adolescents are not at the age of developmental maturity that society 

deems responsible for their own decisions and actions. Due to the average age of delinquency 

adjudication in most states ranging from 10-17 years of age (National Juvenile Defender Center, 

2016); any juvenile between the ages of 10-17  that commits a criminal offense falls under the 

welfare of the juvenile justice system.  

Juvenile Justice in the United States was created on the basis that the safety of the public 

was served best if it emphasized rehabilitation, instead of punishment and incarceration of 

youth.2 Despite this being the original intention of the U. S. juvenile system, it wasn’t until 2005, 

that the United States Supreme Court abolished the death penalty for minors.3 It took another 

five years, in 2010, to restrict the use of life imprisonment without the chance of parole for 

                                                 
1 Nelson Mandela, 2002 : Luncheon hosted by United Nations Secretary General Kofi Anan at the special session of 

the UN for Children, New York City May 9, 2002 (https://www.huffingtonpost.com/vashthi-nepaul/nelson-

mandela-on-childre_b_4394706.html). 
2/3 Burke, Alison S. "Under Construction: Brain Formation, Culpability, and the Criminal Justice 

System." International Journal of Law and Psychiatry34, no. 6 (2011): 381-85. 

doi:10.1016/j.ijlp.2011.10.001. 
3/4  Roper V. Simmons & 540 U.S.,1160, (2005). 
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minors. However, as of today, states still use what is called the juvenile waiver to charge and 

detain youth as adults.  

 The United States juvenile system has transformed into one that is based on punitive 

practices instead of rehabilitation, human services, and alternative methods of detention for the 

youth that depend on this system to protect them (Mendel, 2014). This paper will begin by 

establishing the need for reform in our juvenile justice system and the creation of the Juvenile 

Detention Alternative Initiative (JDAI) as a contribution to that reform. It then explores the 

literature on related topics such as the following: reformative justice vs restorative justice, 

alternative program implementations, the use of risk assessment instruments, and 

disproportionate minority contact.  Furthermore, this paper will evaluate the effectiveness of 

JDAI’s third and seventh core elements, the use of a risk assessment instrument and reducing 

racial disparities. These findings will continue the discussion of the importance of reformative 

practices, cultural awareness, and, alternative detention methods for youth. 

“Every year, an estimated 300,000 young people are admitted to detention facilities 

nationwide, and approximately 20,000 are held in detention on any given night.”4 The average 

stay for a juvenile [in the U.S.] in detention is about 20 days. In 2013, among this estimate the 

DMC Databook Relative Rate Index (RRI) Matrix showed 5 that nationally YOC   

disproportionately out-weighed white juveniles in delinquency offenses. With a total population 

of minorities being 13,749,500 versus 17,533,700 of white juveniles; of which over a quarter of 

the minority population were represented in the juvenile justice system. Along with unnecessary 

                                                 
4/3/4 Mendel, Richard A. “Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative - Progress Report 2014.” Annie Casey 

Foundation, The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2014, www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-

2014JDAIProgressReport-2014.pdf#page=10.  
5 (see appendices) 

http://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-2014JDAIProgressReport-2014.pdf#page=10
http://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-2014JDAIProgressReport-2014.pdf#page=10
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detention of youth this creates disproportionality issue also known as Disproportionate Minority 

Contact (DMC).  

 

Restorative Justice Practices and Introduction to Literature Review 

Restorative Justice Practices are inclusive in nature and along with the juvenile offender 

involve the victim and community at large’s participation in the rehabilitation process of the 

juvenile offender.  A law was signed into legislation by Washington State Governor Christine 

Gregoire, on March 30th, 2012 this enabled youth offender’s availability to restorative justice 

practices.  It allows the youth offender to go before a probation counselor or community 

accountability board (aka diversion unit), where they reach a diversion agreement in lieu of the 

youth offender being sentenced or having a court hearing. 

This is just one example of restorative justice the literature review will provide others that 

will contribute to content and education on how other states/ countries utilize this method for 

rehabilitation. DMC will also be introduced providing reasons as to why it is important to 

implement the initiatives of JDAI and the Risk Assessment Instrument (RAI) to increase equity 

and fairness and eliminate bias.  Therefore, the literature review will serve as an overview of 

alternatives to punitive practices and an awareness of DMC on a national level. 

The Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative (JDAI) was created in 1992 to decrease the 

detention of juveniles. Those behind JDAI believed that there were alternative solutions to most 

punishments for juvenile crime.6 Moreover, they thought that there was a better way of 

                                                 
6 Stanfield, Rochelle. “The JDAI Story: Building a Better Juvenile Detention System.” The Annie E. Casey 

Foundation, The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1999, www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/AECF-

TheJDAIStoryOverview-1999.pdf. 
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practicing juvenile justice. JDAI uses eight core elements as a guide to a better juvenile justice 

system, which will be discussed further in the latter part of this paper. 

JDAI was started in Cook County, Chicago, Illinois. Bill Pieroth a juvenile probation 

officer, noticed youth were being detained at a higher rate than anticipated. Normally, this could 

be easily justifiable if they are at risk of missing their court date or show a pattern of disregard to 

the court. However, while investigating, Pieroth found that an unusual number of youth were 

being detained for missing a court date. This finding caused him to dig deeper into the juvenile 

court in Cook County. He found that the court was placing the youth’s court date up to two 

months after the time of arrest and the court had no contact with the juvenile during that time; 

thus, youth were just merely forgetting that they had court. 7 This led to the creation of the 

Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative (JDAI), then a multi-million-dollar five-year, five site 

experiment sponsored by the Annie E. Casey foundation. JDAI was created to structure and 

rationalize juvenile detention centers.  JDAI has now been adopted in 112 sites across the United 

States of America.  

In Washington State JDAI is enforced in Juvenile Courts/ Detention Centers in 9 

counties. The outcome has effectively produced reduction in their juvenile detention population 

by implementation of multiple detention alternatives programs, expedition of case-processing 

and development of risk assessment tools such as the DRAI (Washington State Department of 

Social and Health Services, 2014). 

                                                 
7 Stanfield, Rochelle. “The JDAI Story: Building a Better Juvenile Detention System.” The Annie E. Casey 

Foundation, The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1999, www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/AECF-

TheJDAIStoryOverview-1999.pdf. 
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Funding for JDAI in Washington state was first provided by the Washington State 

Partnership Council on Juvenile Justice in 2004 and in 2008 the Washington State Legislature 

began funding the initiative due to increased success and proven performance of cost-effective 

ways to improve juvenile justice outcomes (Washington State Department of Social and Health 

Services, 2014). 

In 2004 JDAI was adapted by Snohomish County’s Juvenile Detention Center. 

Snohomish County Juvenile Detention Center was opened in 1998. Located north of downtown 

Everett, WA., in a residential neighborhood. The detention center is on-site and adjacent to the 

Juvenile Court, Juvenile Probation, Alternative Programs, the Juvenile Prosecutor and Clerks 

Department in the Denney Juvenile Justice Center. The detention center is administered by the 

Superior Court Judges and Juvenile Court Administrator and funded by the County 

Commissioners.  The average cost per day of detention is $316.00. The facility has 124 beds 

with eight 13 bed units plus two 10 bed overflow units and is two floors (Young, 2013). 
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CHAPTER 1  

PURPOSE OF STUDY  

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate the effectiveness of the Juvenile Detention 

Alternative Initiative (JDAI) in Snohomish County, Washington. This study focuses on the third 

and seventh core elements recommended by JDAI-- the implementation of a Risk Assessment 

Instrument (RAI) and the awareness and reduction of racial disparities to focus on elimination of 

bias. This research will pose the three following research questions: 1) has the implementation of 

a new risk-assessment tool decreased the detention of youth in Snohomish County? 2), are 

override rates associated with detention rates? and 3), has implementation of the new risk- 

assessment tool lessened Disproportionate Minority Contact? 

First, this paper will evaluate if JDAI is effective at reducing the number of youths being 

detained. JDAI was founded on the premise that there was a better way to manage youth criminal 

behavior. They came up with the following eight core elements:  

1. Increased collaboration between all agencies and stakeholders involved in the process 

of juvenile justice. These include, but are not limited to, local probation offices, juvenile 

court systems, lawyers, and community organizations.  

2. Collection of data, as well as, utilizing the data collected to identify problems and 

assess the impact, or lack thereof, reform practices. This is to encourage change based in 

fact.  

3. Objective screening practices to ensure that the youth that are being detained are of 

great threat and that those who don’t are placed in alternative programs.  
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4. The creation of, or enhancement of alternative detention programs and non-secure 

facilities.  

5. Reform of the case processing practices. This is to help expedite juvenile case 

processing; which reduces length of stays in detention facilities, help increase availability 

of non-secure program spots, and increase the likelihood of interventions in timely and 

appropriate fashions.  

6. Create new court practices and policies handle “special” detention cases. Examples of 

“special” include: failures to appear at court and probation violations8. JDAI recognized 

that many of these types of cases were leading to automatic bookings without evaluation 

of public safety risk.  

7. Recognize, reduce and combat racial disparities. This focuses on eliminating bias 

through trainings and evaluations and is to help ensure a fair chance for youth of color.  

8. Monitoring and evaluating the conditions in which youth are confined when they are 

detained.  

The first question this paper will examine is whether the implementation of a new, 

reformed Detention Risk Assessment Instrument (DRAI) in Snohomish County, is effective? The 

second question is whether override rates are associated with detention rates of youth in 

Snohomish County, WA.  The third question will address the issue of DMC and if any 

significant changes have been made since the new, reformed DRAI has been implemented. 

Risk Assessment Instrument 

                                                 
8 Mendel, Richard A. “Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative - Progress Report 2014.” Annie Casey Foundation, 

The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2014, www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-2014JDAIProgressReport-

2014.pdf#page=10. 

http://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-2014JDAIProgressReport-2014.pdf#page=10
http://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-2014JDAIProgressReport-2014.pdf#page=10
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In February 2018 Snohomish County’s Charles Denny Juvenile Detention Center 

implemented the new Detention Risk Assessment Instrument (DRAI). This tool was 

implemented for the following reasons: 1) to encourage development of alternatives to detention 

center admission (e.g. diversion programs), 2) to reduce failures to appear in court 3) reduce 

subsequent delinquent behavior 4) reduce low risk juveniles unnecessarily being admitted to the 

detention center, 5) eliminate DMC  (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2006).  

DMC specifically pertains to bias based on race, ethnicity, color, gender and socio-

economic status, 6) the DRAI allows for supervisors and counselors to conduct overrides due to 

mitigating factors.9 These mitigating factors support release, or the aggravating factors support 

the youth being detained. Overrides must maintain a 15%-20% rate per the Juvenile Detention 

Alternatives Initiative (JDAI).  

The DRAI was derived from the Risk Assessment Instrument (RAI) which was 

developed by JDAI in 1993.  The RAI was modeled after other detention screening instruments 

that were designed by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) between 1985 

and 1988. These screening instruments used in three California counties (Los Angeles, Santa 

Clara, and San Francisco).  An objective detention risk assessment instrument was implemented 

in 1989 in Boward County, Florida.  The instrument designed by the NCCD and implemented in 

Boward County were validated and proven effective in follow-up studies of released youth 

(Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2006).   

What is the RAI? 

The RAI is a screening instrument that assesses the reasons a juvenile will either be 

detained or not. Usually the RAI is in a paper form and completed by hand by an intake screener. 

                                                 
9 (see appendices) 
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At the Snohomish County Juvenile Detention Center, it is often completed by a Juvenile 

Classification Officer.  

States have different RAIs; as stated before, Snohomish County utilizes the DRAI10 

which consists of questions about the youths’ name, race, ethnicity, current offenses, etc. and 

operates on a point system. If a juvenile reaches 12 points they will be detained. An override can 

also occur if there are aggravating factors (see Appendices). For example, aggravating factors 

can include if the youth is a threat to himself or herself or others, combative with a Law 

Enforcement Officer, and/or had referrals within the last six months.  

How does it eliminate DMC? 

The new DRAI utilized in Snohomish County contains a category for race and ethnicity. 

This was a significant change created to assist in eliminating biases and disproportionate 

minority contact by enabling accurate data collection of youth being screened or referred by law 

enforcement officers. Implementation of collection of this data was also necessary in 

understanding the characteristics of justice involved youth and assists in identifying areas of 

disparity (National Juvenile Justice Network, 2014). 

Another way of defining restorative justice is by one’s actions effects on the community. 

For example, Chang (2017) defines crime as a ‘violation of the human relationship of trust 

within the community’ (p. 371) and looks at restorative justice as a healing mechanism for all 

parties involved, instead of just punishing the perpetrator. This is also restorative justice defined 

by process.11  

                                                 
10 (see appendices) 
11 Chang, W. (2017). When my community met the other: Competing concepts of community in restorative 

justice. Canadian Journal of Law Society 32(3), 371-390. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The definition of restorative justice continues to be debated. One of the biggest debates is 

if restorative justice should be defined by the process we use or the outcome we achieve.12  Most 

often restorative justice is defined by the process used. For example, the restorative justice 

emphasis in California and parts of Canada are based on communication. They include bringing 

the victim and perpetrator of the crime together to talk about what happened.13  

However, defining restorative justice by the outcome wished to achieve has its benefits. 

When you define restorative justice by the outcome, you now allow multiple processes to be 

defined as restorative.14 Doolin (2007) found that giving multiple avenues to the same outcome 

is beneficial because not everyone handles or retains everything the same. This method gives you 

the chance to reach and restore multiple juveniles, who come from different backgrounds and 

have different learning styles, at once.  

The move from retributive to restorative justice for youth is important. It is reported that 

punishment-focused approaches to crime distract youth from being able to comprehend the full 

range of consequences of their actions.15 Lawson (2004) describes transformation as when the 

offenders and the communities affected, experience liberation of the conditions that continue the 

                                                 
12 Doolin, K. (2007). But What Does it Mean? Seeking Definitional Clarity in Restorative Justice. The Journal of 

Criminal Law,71(5), 427-440. doi:10.1350/jcla.2007.71.5.427. 
13 Umbreit, M. S.; Vos, B.; Coates, R. B.; Lightfoot, E. (2005). Restorative justice in the twenty-first century: social 

movement full of opportunities and pitfalls. Marquette Law Review 89(2), 251-304. 
14/10 Doolin, K. (2007). But What Does it Mean? Seeking Definitional Clarity in Restorative Justice. The Journal of 

Criminal Law,71(5), 427-440. doi:10.1350/jcla.2007.71.5.427. 
15 Zehr, H. (1995). Changing lenses. Scottdale, PA: Herald Press. 
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cycle of domination, aggression, and violence which leads to delinquent behavior and 

recidivism. According to Shoemaker (2000), a minor is less responsible than an adult. Due to 

this, a minor needs different policies and procedures that are focused on prevention over 

punishment.16 

17Bazemore and Umbreit (1995) found that though restorative justice is popular and 

appears to have many answers to how we can appropriately handle juvenile offenders, it doesn’t 

have all the answers. They explain that a ‘meaningful’ and ‘comprehensive’ model is only one 

piece of the justice reform. They used a holistic framework to attempt to balance the offender’s 

perceptions and needs with those of the community. They suggest that juvenile courts must first 

adjust how they use retributive systems of punishment and implement restorative methods in the 

court room before it can be effective post punishment.18 

In 2008, a program called Models for Change was introduced in King County, WA. The 

focus of this program was “systems integration” which involves multiple parts and organizations 

to assist in juveniles who “cross-over” many lines such as education, child welfare, criminal law, 

and mental health.19 These crossover programs helped juvenile justice officers understand the 

abundance of resources they have at their fingertips and familiarize them with the programs 

offered.20 

                                                 
16 Shoemaker, Donald J. Theories of Delinquency: An Examination of Explanations of Delinquent Behavior. New 

York: Oxford University Press, 2000. 
17 Lawson, Catherine L., and Joanne Katz. “Restorative Justice: an Alternative Approach to Juvenile Crime.” The 

Journal of Socio-Economics, vol. 33, no. 2, Apr. 2004, pp. 175–188., doi:10.1016/j.socec.2003.12.018. 
18 Bazemore, G., & Umbreit, M. (1995). Rethinking the Sanctioning Function in Juvenile Court: Retributive or 

Restorative Responses to Youth Crime. Crime & Delinquency, 41(3), 296-316. 
19 Siegel, Gene. “The King County (Washington) Systems Integration Initiative: A First Look at the Kent District 

Dual System Youth Pilot Program.” Juvenile and Family Court Journal, vol. 60, no. 4, 2009, pp. 44–59. 

 
20 Siegel, Gene. “The King County (Washington) Systems Integration Initiative: A First Look at the Kent District 

Dual System Youth Pilot Program.” Juvenile and Family Court Journal, vol. 60, no. 4, 2009, pp. 44–59. 
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A similar program was created in Albany, New York called Juvenile Justice Mobile 

Response Team (JJMRT).21 Ehrhard-Dietzel (2016) found that while this program helped 

agencies identify needs of the community and understand the resources available in different 

instances, this program only had a small and limited impact on the juvenile justice system’s 

response to youth during arrest.22 Finally, another program was introduced in Louisiana in 2006; 

this program used evidenced based methods and made community services more available and 

drew public attention to them through multiple coalitions. 23 

The literature on this topic is wide and diverse; however, it mostly focuses on the process 

of communication and healing between the offender and victim. This paper will focus on the 

process in which youth are determined to be detained or not; whether that process is effective in 

Snohomish County and how we can better improve this system. This study will use the JDAI’s 

standard of effectiveness (15%-20% override rates) and lean on the core elements of JDAI to 

recommend necessary changes in the juvenile justice system in Snohomish County, WA. 

Disproportionate Minority Confinement (DMC) was a recurring theme throughout the 

literature search. It was made apparent that has been an enduring issue since the early 90’s and 

continues to be one now.   

Bell (2005) States that over the past 25 years the Juvenile Justice System has shifted from 

the detained population of 56 percent white to 68 percent minority. Annie E. Casey Foundation 

and W. Hayward Burns Institute are acknowledged for their involvement in the reduction of 

                                                 
21Ehrhard-Dietzel, S., Barton, M.S. & Hickey, D.A. Child Adolesc Soc Work J (2017) 34: 223. https://doi-

org.offcampus.lib.washington.edu/10.1007/s10560-016-0457-1. 
22 
23 Phillippi, Stephen W., Joseph Cocozza, and Debra K. Deprato. "Advancing Evidence-Based Practices for 

Juvenile Justice Reform Through Community Development." Journal of Community Practice21, no. 4 

(2013): 434-50. doi:10.1080/10705422.2013.849636. 
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unnecessary detention and DMC to address the issue of high percentage of minority 

representation in the Juvenile Justice System. 

The Casey Foundation in 1992 established the Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative to 

“demonstrate that jurisdiction can establish effective and efficient systems to accomplish the 

purposes of juvenile detention (Bell)”. 

The Burns Institute utilizes a model that requires “active commitment and participation of 

the key traditional and nontraditional stakeholders” within the juvenile justice system this 

includes; prosecutors, public defenders, police, probation, political leaders, service providers and 

community groups. The stakeholders are led through a data- driven, consensus-based process 

with the focus on reducing disproportionate minority confinement. 

To conclude this study Bell states that disproportionate minority confinement can only be 

reduced if jurisdictions are actively committed to implementing the strategies of Annie E Casey 

Foundation and the Burn Institute.  

In this article Choi, J., & Severson, M. (2009) explore a culturally competent restorative 

justice practice for Asian Americans included with historical development and contemporary 

issues of restorative justice. Core elements of cultural competency of Asians and Asian 

Americans and their salient cultural traits are examined. Principles and recommendations were 

made for development of a restorative justice practice that is culturally competent for Asians and 

Asian Americans who during publication of this article constituted 4.4 % of the population. As 

of 2018, the DRAI records the Asian and Asian American percentage as being 5.3%.24 

Feinstein (2014) focuses on police interactions contributing to disproportionate minority 

contact within the juvenile justice system. A sample of thirty male juveniles residing in a 

                                                 
24 Choi / Severson 
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correctional facility was used to conduct in-depth interviews. Themes that were most consistent 

included Whites being allotted more chances than youth of color by the police, repeated arrests 

by the same officer, unnecessary force on youth of color by officers and the police being aware 

of a specific family reputation. The final findings showed that there was correlation between 

disproportionality and race within the juvenile justice system.25 

In this article Conley, D. (1994) surveys data from a larger study on minority 

disproportionality in the juvenile justice system in a western state; it is combined with both 

quantitative and qualitative techniques. The article highlights the data of participant observation 

on encounters between police and youths of color. The qualitative data demonstrates the 

importance of information collected through interviews and field observations can be 

instrumental in increasing the understanding of the on-going disproportionality dilemma.26 

 This study Holley, L., & Vanvleet, R. (2006) explores perceptions of race and class bias 

by conducting individual interviews and focus groups with youth of color offenders and focus 

groups with system staff and focus groups within one state’s youth justice system.  The findings 

indicate that class and bias are present, and that staff unintentionally demonstrated racism and 

classism during the focus groups. Recommendations for addressing individual and institutional 

racism and classism were offered in conclusion to this study. 

Galaway, B., & Hudson, J. (1996) discuss the practice and implementation of Restorative 

Justice geographically in this publication; exploring countries such as the United States, Canada, 

England, Wales, New Zealand, Australia, Japan and Germany. They stress the importance of 

creating a collaborative justice system which includes the victim, offender, community and 

                                                 
25 Feinstein  
26 Conley 
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criminal justice system is disputed throughout this piece. The origin of Restorative Justice is also 

explored as the conversation of Aboriginal culture is introduced and explained. Another aspect of 

the Restorative Justice approach described is New Zealand's family conferencing approach to 

criminal justice/ rehabilitation and its importance in this context. 

Wearmouth, J., Mckinney, R., & Glynn, T. (2008) provides an example of Restorative 

Justice practices in a New Zealand school, by employing the Maori protocols on a student whose 

behavior is deemed unacceptable. In this article the reader can examine the intervention that is 

not only done in the school setting but also takes place in the community.27 

Davis, J., & Sorensen, J. (2013) observed the success of the U.S. juvenile justice systems 

impact on reducing disproportionate minority confinement; specifically, among incarcerated 

African Americans since implementation of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention initiative. The final analysis showed that, there was a measurable reduction in the 

disproportionate Black: White ratio of juvenile placements. 

 Mooradian, J. (2012) aims to inspect “disproportionate minority confinement” in the 

United States juvenile justice system from a human right approach a critical social work 

perspective. Its primary focus on the overrepresentation of African American males. The 

findings of this study included data from all but of the 50 states and visibly there is still no 

decline in minority youth who are detained in secure detention facilities.  

 Mallett, C., & Stoddard-Dare, P. (2010) investigate the effects of disproportionate 

minority contact and confinement (DMC) in this article, researching the impact of secure 

detention placement after utilization of standardized risk assessment to determine the risks and 

needs of youth in a Midwest county’s juvenile court population during a 17-month time frame.  

                                                 
27 Wearmouth 
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Leiber, M. (2002). research the compliance of identification and assessment stages of the 

DMC mandate a core requirement of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 

1974. The extent of minority overrepresentation within states’ juvenile systems and assessing the 

causes is the inquiry focus of this research. In conclusion politics and practical limitations 

affected by implementation of DMC requirements.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This research paper uses a mixed methods approach to determine the effectiveness of the 

Detention Risk Assessment Instrument (DRAI) in Snohomish County, Washington. This paper 

will use statistical data collected by Snohomish County Juvenile Court on their implementation 

of the Detention Risk Assessment Initiative. To determine the DRAI’s effectiveness for 

specifically eliminating disproportionate minority contact qualitative methods were used, which 

consisted of interviewing the staff at Snohomish County Detention Center.  

A. Participant Data and Measures  

This study uses primary data collected from the Snohomish County Juvenile Court in 

Snohomish County, Washington. This data was collected, cleaned, and stored by Snohomish 

County and has been cleared of any identifying markers. Due to the potentially sensitivity data 

and findings of this research, this paper has received clearance from the Human Subjects 

Division of the University of Washington. This research has also been granted permission to use 

this data by the Snohomish Juvenile Court.28 The participants of this data did so involuntarily. It 

was collected upon an encounter with a Law Enforcement Officer (LEO) who believes a youth 

should be detained. Youth has been defined by persons who are under the age of 18 years old. 

There are 1,598 encounters in this data (N=1,598).  

Participants for the qualitative study were Snohomish County Juvenile Detention Center 

staff and differed from the staff who participated in the quantitative study.  This participation 

                                                 
28 Approval letter: Research Agreement/Consent available upon request.  
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was voluntarily, and convenient sampling was utilized for this cross-sectional study. All data was 

collected during over the phone and in person interviews and all participants were encouraged to 

answer questions with transparency. 

C. Study Design and Materials 

This data is drawn from the Detention Risk Assessments conducted in Snohomish 

County, Washington.  In 2017, Snohomish County changed its original DRAI form and for seven 

months (April 2017 to December 2017) they ran both the old version and the pilot one. The pilot 

version was adopted as the new and only DRAI form in January 2018.  

 The DRAI asks a number of demographic questions, such as the juvenile’s name, age, 

race and ethnicity. Moreover, this form asks questions about the juvenile’s criminal history and 

current charges. This instrument is derived from JDAI’s third core element. The DRAI works on 

a point scale to determine the youths’ detention or release. For the purpose of this paper, all 

identifying markers have been removed from the data before evaluation.  

This data will be analyzed using cross tabulations with chi-squared and descriptive 

statistics to explain the effectiveness of the DRAI in Snohomish County. Furthermore, 

spearman’s R will be used to further examine the relationship between STATE THE 

VARIABLES HERE. The data contains nominal, ordinal and some interval data. The key 

variables that will be used in this research are: age, points collected, and outcomes (override 

rates and detention rates are drawn from this variable).  

To determine effectiveness of the DRAI, this paper will use override rates as the 

determining factor. JDAI suggests that a risk assessment tool is effective if the override rates are 
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between 15 and 20 percent29. Based on JDAI’s recommendations, this study will look at override 

percentage rates overall, when the old DRAI was the only one in use, during the pilot period 

when both the old DRAI and the pilot were being used, and after full adoption of the pilot into 

the new DRAI form used by Snohomish County.  

When collecting data pertaining to DMC, in-person interviews were recorded using an 

Apple iPhone and transcribed by hand and with a transcription application for accuracy. 

Interviews conducted over the phone relied on hand written notes by interviewers. During in 

person interviews notes were jotted down by interviewers to ensure all pertinent information was 

not missed and included in the data collection process. A ten-question survey was also created 

utilizing Google docs but due to the inability to access them, participation was limited and did 

not allow for robust quantitative data the allotted time for interviews were an hour and a half. 

 

D. Data Collections Procedure : 

 

The Detention Risk Assessment Instrument (DRAI) is a paper form filled out by a 

classification officer. The process in which each encounter is obtained, and record is as follows: 

A LEO interacts with a youth, whether for a crime, suspicion of a criminal act, domestic 

violence, etc. If the LEO believes that the youth should be held in the detention center, for any 

reason, the LEO calls into the Snohomish County Juvenile Detention Center, Charles Denney 

Juvenile Justice Center. There the phone is answered by the classification officer on shift. The 

classification officer than fills out the paper form of the Detention Risk Assessment Instrument 

                                                 
29 Steinhart, David. "Juvenile Risk Assessment: A Practice Guide to Juvenile Detention Reform." The Annie E. 

Casey Foundation. 2006. Accessed July 2018. http://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-

juveniledetentionriskassessment1-2006.pdf. 
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(DRAI), which helps the classification officer to determine if the youth should be detained or 

other avenues should be taken.  

The classification officer fills out the form by asking the LEO each question about the 

youth. These questions include, what is the current offense the youth has committed, and what 

the youths’ race and ethnicity are. Based on the answers of this form, the classification officer 

determines if the youth should be brought into the detention center or released.   

When the youth score less than 12 points they are to be released to a parent, guardian, or 

on their own reconnaissance. However, the classification officer is allotted the power to override 

the point scale to either book a youth with less than twelve-points or to let a youth go who has 

more than twelve-points. They are given this power based on mitigating and aggravating factors. 

An override requires the two authorizing official signatures (Supervisors). Once the form has 

been completed. It is given to the data analysis in Snohomish County Court. From there, the 

analysis enters in the data electronically into a data set that is stored as a excel file.  

When collective data from the staff, first thorough analysis was done of both the old and 

new DRAI forms. Then data was collected from interviews conducted with the Snohomish 

Juvenile Detention Center staff through transcription from recordings, notes and surveys (see 

table below). 

Role  Method # of Participants 

Program Managers   Phone  2 people   

In person 3 people  

JPCs In person  8 people  

Survey 2 responses  

JCOSs In person  2 people  
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Survey 0 responses  

LEOs Phone  2 people  

Survey 2 responses          

 

 

 

E. Ethical Considerations 

 As mentioned above, due to the sensitivity and vulnerability of the juvenile population 

this study addresses, this study received approval from the University of Washington Bothell. 

Furthermore, this research has received approval from the Snohomish County Juvenile Court to 

use their data. Despite these approvals, this research does use data that was collected 

involuntarily and usually without the subject’s knowledge.  

 This study recognizes the potential ethical dilemma it faces due to the sensitivity of this 

information and its respectively vulnerable population. To address this dilemma, all identifying 

markers have been removed from the data prior to analysis. This research is done with good 

intentions. This study recognizes the ethical problems. Moreover, this data is the only way to 

research this topic. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

A. Analysis  

 Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used for the following analysis. 

The analyses consider sample design effects of using SPSS. Based on the Detention Risk 

Assessment Instrument (DRAI) data from Snohomish County Juvenile Court, there were 1,598 

youth DRAI encounters. First, this study began by running frequencies of each of the variables 

identified as potentially necessary, with appropriate descriptive statistics. These statistics and 

frequencies highlighted the need for many recodes and cleaning of data that was required. There 

were many variables that needed recoding due to missing variables being included.  

The main study variables that required recoding were all of the override and outcome 

variables from all three-time frames and the overall overrides and outcomes. Furthermore, a 

variable for detention was created out of all outcomes. For questions one and two, 

crosstabulation tables with chi-squared was used to determine significance between the 

relationships. As well as, descriptive statistical analysis.  

The qualitative analyses was conducted by interviewing collectively 17 staff members 

from the following specialties Juvenile Probation Counselors (JPCs), Juvenile Correction Officer 
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Supervisors (JCOSs) and Law Enforcement Officers (LEOs), some interviewed were conducted 

over the telephone while most were done in person.  In person interviews were completed on two 

different dates, the first was April 25th, 2018 and the second was May 3rd,2018.   

Participants were all given an agenda which listed eleven questions (see appendices) 

pertaining to the implementation of the new DRAI tool. Introductory questions were included on 

the agenda to comprehend the participants knowledge of the new DRAI.  

Questions were also asked to collect data reflecting the effectiveness of the new DRAI’s 

ability to 1) limit the amount of low risk youth offenders 2) reduce the percentage of overrides 

and 3) eliminating bias of race and DMC. These questions also provided the main findings of 

this study due to the commonality of the answers provided from all three groups interviewed, 

providing correlation with the quantitative data that was collected during the statistical data 

analyses.  

  

B. Demographics 

 Among the encounters, the mean age was 15.45 years old. Furthermore, seventeen-point-

two percent of youth were recorded as Black, while seventy-point-two were recorded as White. 

Interestingly, only four-point-six youth were recorded as American Indian/Alaskan Native. 

Furthermore, majority of encounters recorded were males (73.6%).  Of all the youth encounters, 

only 26.2% were recorded as female. Furthermore, the most common offense was assault in the 

fourth degree (35.4%). Lastly, 30.6% of all youth DRAI encounters come from Snohomish 

County Sheriff's Office.  

Table 1: Demographics of Youth Recorded by Detention Risk Assessment Instrument in Snohomish County, WA 

 Total Sample (n) n= 1598 
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Demographic Characteristics 

Race 

 

Asian 

Black 

American Indian/ Alaskan Native 

Unknown 

White 

85 

275 

74 

42 

1,122 

Gender  

Female 

Male 

Unknown 

419 

1176 

3 

Age  

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

32 

112 

224 

358 

410 

449 

C. Results 

 Overall, 75.9% of DRAI forms result in a booking. The average outcome selection of all 

outcomes is three, which is Point Out Booking. Point Out Booking means that the youth scored 

twelve points or more, thus requiring a booking and no override was used. However, during the 

time before the pilot DRAI was implemented, 76.9% of DRAI forms resulted in a detention. 
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Furthermore, during the pilot period, 74.7% of DRAI forms resulted in a detention. Lastly, since 

the new DRAI has been fully adopted the detention rate has decreased to 74.7%. While this is a 

slow decrease, it is a decrease in the detention of juveniles. This means that there are less 

juveniles entering the detention center in Snohomish County.  

Question 1: Detention Rates Over Time 

To determine whether there was a significant relationship between detention rates and the 

implementation of the new DRAI form, Chi-square analysis was conducted and analyzed. 

Results showed that was a significant relationship between detention rates and time, at a .05 level 

(p = .03; n = 1533). Detention rates have steadily decreased over time. Before the pilot DRAI 

was in place, 53.3% of youth encounters resulted in a detention. While the pilot DRAI was 

running along with the old version of the DRAI, detention rates were at 29%. Lastly, from 

January 2018 to July 2018, only 17.7% of DRAI forms resulted in a detention.  

Similarly, to determine if the new DRAI is effective, this research uses override rates to 

determine effectiveness. As mentioned earlier, the Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative team 

has defined an effective DRAI by having 15% - 20% override rate. This paper first evaluates 

override rates during each time (Before pilot, during pilot, and after pilot). Before the pilot DRAI 

was implemented, override rates were at 33.4%. This is high, suggesting ineffectiveness. During 

the pilot period, when both the old DRAI and the new DRAI were being implemented, override 

rates decreased to 28.7%. While this is still high, it suggests that something was changing and 

decreasing the override rates. From January 2018 to July 2018, when only the new DRAI was 

being used, override rates decreased again (27.3%).  

Question 2: New DRAI Effectiveness 
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To determine whether there was a significant relationship between time and override 

rates, chi-squared analysis was conducted. Override rates are a nominal level variable; while 

time is an ordinal level variable because it is coded into three-time periods (before pilot, during 

pilot, and after pilot). Thirty-four-point-one percent of all overrides were before the pilot (April 

2017), while only 27.3% of all overrides happened after the new DRAI took full effect (January 

2018). This relationship was significant at .05 level (p = .008; n = 1541). This suggests that the 

implementation of a new DRAI form has been increasingly effective, however, it is not fully 

effective yet.  

Question 3: Disproportionate Minority Contact  

 The key findings in this study were  JCO’s found it difficult to ask the newly 

implemented race/ ethnicity question and often did not ask it at all. When the question of 

race/ethnicity is skipped or overlooked this creates gaps in the data, which does not enable 

accuracy in reporting and contributes to skewed data. However, participants felt the questions of 

race/ethnicity also created an opportunity for training and helped facilitate dialogue around 

race/ethnicity. The qualitative data collected through these interviews also provided evidence 

that the new DRAI has reduced detention of low risk offenders but has not been effective in 

stabilizing the override rate to be within the 15%-20% percentile, these findings provide 

correlation with the quantitative data analyses results performed in this study. 

D. Discussion 

 Based on the findings of this research, detention rates have decreased since the 

implementation of the new detention risk assessment instrument (DRAI). Causality has not been 

identified because there are ever moving parts. Detention rates are decreasing on a national level. 
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30 The national trend is the lowest it has ever been (182.4 arrest /100,000 youth). This decrease 

could be related to a reduction of youth delinquency, less heavily policing of minor infractions, 

increased education or a number of other things. However, it is clear that something is changing 

that decreasing the number of juveniles’ being detained in Snohomish County. 

         Furthermore, our findings suggest while the detention rates are going down, the override 

rates are still at a high percentage. This suggests that the new tool isn’t effective overall. 

However, due to the slow decrease during the transition between the old tool, the pilot tool, and 

the new tool, override rates are decreasing. Also, the override rates resulted in a 100% detention. 

This suggests that youth aren’t being overridden out of detention and only in. With the new 

DRAI only being officially seven months old, it may be the case that the tool is effective and 

needs more time in effect to appear in the results.  

In 2013 Rand Young conducted a Snohomish County Juvenile Detention Utilization 

Study and a JDAI System Assessment; these studies were conducted to examine how the 

detention center was being utilized and to explore the reason reduction of reliance on juvenile 

detention was beneficial for Juvenile Justice Professionals, youth and families involved in the 

juvenile justice system, crime victims and the general community. The System Assessment 

reviewed current systems outcomes that were in place based on the perspective of the eight 

strategies of JDAI and provided recommendations to guide a first-year implementation plan.31 

The findings of these reports concluded that disproportionality existed amongst Black 

and Native American youth in Charles Denney Juvenile Detention Center.  Black youth 

represented 4.1% of the general youth population and Native American youth represented 1.7% 

                                                 
30 https://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/crime/JAR_Display.asp?ID=qa05201 
31  JDAI Rand Young (See Appendix) 
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of the general youth population in Snohomish County during 2011. However, 13.7% of Black 

youth and 6.0% of Native American youth represented a significant percentage of Snohomish 

County’s detention population in comparison to White youth who represented 64.2% of the 

detention population, Hispanic youth represented 13.1% and, Asian youth who represented 3.0%.  

Upon review of DSHS’s 2018, “Compliance with the Disproportionate Minority Contact 

(DMC) Core Requirement” on a statewide basis these statistics have not changed 

disproportionality is still present but now it is occurring due to lack of efficient data collection. 

The findings of this study enable us to conclude that it is imperative to ask the question of 

race/ethnicity not only for accurate reporting but also to ensure that Snohomish County Juvenile 

Justice Detention Center is exercising fairness and equity as it pertains to YOC.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

‘ 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

 This study concludes that the new Detention Risk Assessment Instrument used in 

Snohomish County, WA hasn’t immediately impacted detention rates and override rates. There 

are several factors that could be impacting the decline of detention rates. However, the results 

show that since the implementation of the new DRAI form, detention rates have continued to 

decline and that the override rates have decreased, nearing effective percentages. 

Overall, the study of DMC’s findings stated the need for more conversations about 

race/ethnicity and the importance of cultural awareness trainings. The staff  expressed the lack of 

comfort when asking the question regarding race/ethnicity providing evidence of  the necessity 

of more training. The importance of reporting race/ethnicity is imperative and due to the newness 

of this question and its position on the DRAI it is understandable that it is often missed. 

When reducing racial and ethnic disparities in the juvenile justice systems the common 

obstacle is not understanding what outcome is being sought, therefore clarity of the main goals 

and importance of reducing the number of YOC in detention is key.  

“Strategies to achieve equity will necessarily be derived from detention utilization data. 

The axiom, “If you can’t measure it, you can’t change it” has been integral to JDAI’s approach 

to detention and equity reform. Jurisdictions need to build the data capacity to identify target 

populations; to analyze policy, practice and procedure; to develop strategies for reform; and, to 

monitor reductions and measure progress in reducing disparities” (Young, 2013).  
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As mentioned above, there are other factors that potentially could impact detention rates 

and override rates. For example, during the pilot period of the new DRAI, override rates were 

high (38.4%). There is two ways of interpreting this information. The first is that the new DRAI 

isn’t effective and it’s producing higher override rates. The second, is that the classification 

officers weren’t yet familiar with the new DRAI and were slightly untrusting of its ability. The 

rapid decrease, in override rates since the pilot period to the full transition is over 10% decrease. 

This suggests that though override rates aren’t where we would like them to be yet (15%-20%), 

they are headed that way. Suggesting that the new DRAI, given time for its use to be comfortable 

for those using it, may be effective if given time and another evaluation later.  

 These findings suggest that the DRAI form is a solid policy, but it needs time to be fully 

effective. Furthermore, this research highlights the organic decrease in detention that is a 

national decrease; suggesting that Snohomish County is moving in the right direction. Based on 

these finding, this research has some recommendation on how to continue moving forward with 

the goal of decreasing incarceration of youth.  

B. Limitations 

 This study faced some limitations. One of which being the lack of data prior to 2016. 

While this was a limitation of the depth of the research we could conduct from the history of the 

DRAI in Snohomish County, it was a feasible amount of data for this study. Also, this research 

faced the limitation of distance. This study was restricted to only Snohomish County, 

Washington and isn’t generalizable to other JDAI sites that implement a risk assessment 

instrument due to the lack of standardization across sites. This DRAI is specific to Snohomish 

County and the process in which it is implemented is not standardized. The variables could only 

be analyzed in the three-time periods and the second period was a time where both the old DRAI 
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and pilot DRAI were being used. This creates an unclear line of which DRAI was affecting the 

other variables.  

 Limitations faced with conducting this study were lack of participation, this was mostly 

present when trying to conduct interviews with LEOs.  LEOs attitude towards the new DRAI 

implemented, stating that it created more work for them and was a waste of time making them 

less inclined to participant in this study. Time also presented itself as an obstacle, the inability to 

effectively administer surveys to all participating groups did not  provide substantial amount of  

quantitative data to conduct an adequate analyses; limiting the ability to explore other areas of 

concern as it pertained to DMC.  

            Another limitation was the inability to meet with parents and engage the community 

especially of color to participant in this study. Again, this was mostly due to time constraints but 

the more stakeholders that could have been involved in this process  would have enabled a more 

holistic view of the population and facilitated robust recommendations that would have not only 

benefited the youth but also the community. 

A. Recommendations:  

 The first recommendation is that the DRAI form be standardized into an electronic form 

that mandates full completion before submission. This ensures that all data is efficiently and 

effectively collected and stored. Another recommendation is to spend more energy on 

implementing other core elements suggested by the Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative 

(JDAI). Furthermore, it is recommended that there be data collected and stored with the full 

DRAI data, on the reasoning for an override. Those data points could help further the evaluation 

and effectiveness of the DRAI form in the future.  
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As discussed earlier the question of race/ethnicity is being skipped or overlooked during 

the screening process. Currently it is on the bottom of the DRAI form; placing the question at the 

beginning of the form and allowing the youth to self-identify themselves versus the Law 

Enforcement Officer will enable for more accuracy in data collection and reporting.  

Furthermore, the DRAI form should have an alternative to detention or release. This 

could be that the youth must be brought to a youth center or shelter for further evaluation. 

Having another option could lead to reaching and helping more youth who do not meet the 

detention requirements but need additional help in some other form. This option would also help 

save a child from being criminalized unnecessarily that then leads them down a path of self-

identification as a criminal. Finally, it is suggested the current United States Juvenile Justice 

System face a reform that leads juvenile justice towards a more reformative path, rather than a 

punitive one.  

This can be done by improving relationships with youth and the police, an example is, 

“Strategies of Youth” a non-profit organization that has facilitated training programs for police 

officers in Massachusetts, California, Connecticut and Ohio. After police officers completed 

these trainings in Massachusetts there was a significant decrease in youth arrests, providing 

evidence that these trainings were effective for both the communities and the police officers 

(National Juvenile Justice Network, 2014).  This once again reiterates the importance of the 

community’s involvement with the juvenile justice system; highlighting the positive aspects of 

these relationships. In Snohomish County’s juvenile justice system community engagement  

should be explored, especially as a means to moving to more of a restorative justice model. 
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APPENDIX: A. Tables and Figures 
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