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Abstract

The link between child welfare and juvenile justice is well established, withfanrg

years of research that focuses on the increased risk of delinquency adseitlatchild
maltreatment. However, with over 700,000 children in the United States beingsvidtim
abuse and/or neglect in 2010 (DHHS, 2011), it is important to continue investigaging thi
connection. Few studies are able to identify the same youth in both systemer¢heref
this study provides the unique opportunity using child welfare and juvenile justice
administrative data from Oregon, to compare juvenile offenders that havenliben i

child welfare system, otherwise known as “Crossover” youth, to Non-Crossoverguveni
offenders. The study attempted to examine if Crossover youth differ in terms of
demographics, as well as if they committed offenses with higher sewarrgsghan
Non-Crossover youth. It also investigated whether an individual's status dad a chi
welfare youth impact processing decisions in the juvenile justice syfesults indicate
that Crossover youth have a higher percentage of females, African Ansciacal are
significantly younger. Crossover youth also have higher severity sbareson-
crossover youth, and have a higher percentage of more intense adjudicatpaedéli
sanctions. Limitations of these findings and suggestions for further nesearc

discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In 2010, an estimated 700,000 children in the United States were found to be
victims of maltreatment (9.2 victims per 1,000 children in the population) (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services [DHHS], 2011). As researchersldnd chi
welfare professionals dedicated to the well being of young people know, childhood
maltreatment and neglect can cause a host of short- and long-term negatigeeocsse
(Bilchik & Nash, 2008). Therefore, researchers and practitioners from bédhweltfare
and criminal justice have been progressively more concerned about the ihcrease
likelihood of child welfare youth to be involved in the juvenile justice system (Bagzi
1998; Herz, Ryan, & Bilchik, 2010; Nash & Bilchik, 2009; Smith & Thornberry, 1995).
Although no single factor by itself is likely to account for the development ofraim
behavior, the importance of childhood maltreatment as a risk factor for subsequent
delinquency and violence has become increasingly recognized (Widom, 2003).
Purpose and Specific Aims

Over the past forty years, researchers have repeatedly demonsieated t
connection between childhood maltreatment and delinquency (Brezina, 1998; Herz et al.
2010; Nash & Bilchik, 2009; Smith & Thornberry, 1995). In an effort to provide further
insight on this connection, it may be beneficial to examine any potential ddéss¢hat
delinquent child welfare youth have from the general delinquent population. Do youth
originating from the child welfare system represent a unique demogfaphgender,
race, age) subgroup within the juvenile justice system? Do Crossover youtlit @mm

different (more serious) set of offenses? Does the individual’'s statushdd welfare



youth impact processing decisions (dispositions) in the juvenile justitasysThis
current study addresses these important questions.

Statewide data for Oregon on both juvenile referrals (and dispositions), atbng w
founded cases of child welfare maltreatment was obtained for the present study
Administrative staff in the two agencies involved constructed a commonfieeatfi
juvenile justice youth who have also had contact with the child welfare depértivéth
a deeper understanding of these issues, policy makers may be able to make more
informed decisions about policies and laws effecting this particular populatibrtheit

goal of reducing the risk of delinquency.



Chapter 2: Review of Literature

Adolescents involved in both the child welfare, and juvenile justice system are
referred to as “Crossover” youth. Although, most delinquents are not crossover yout
research has shown that youth coming from the child welfare systemuahemore
likely to becoming a delinquent. Numerous studies indicate youth exposed to abuse and
neglect are at an increased risk of delinquency (Bilchik & Nash, 2008; Bolton, Reich, &
Guitierris, 1977; Ryan, Herz, Hernandez, & Marshall, 2007; Smith & Thornberry, 1995).
However, prevalence of Crossover youths nationwide is difficult to ascertany. f&v
jurisdictions are equipped to systematically track the number of crossovhs youich
less their outcomes. Studies estimate that between 6% and 29% of child walifare y
engage in delinquent behavior (Bolton, et al., 1977; Ryan et al., 2007; Smith &
Thornberry, 1995). However, due to the fact that Oregon’s systems created common
identifiers, this study was able to track the number of crossover youths and their
outcomes. Much of the research on crossover youth often categorizes crogses/er ty
into neglect and abuse or maltreatment for their studies. Therefore, it nmapdréaint
to examine whether crossover threat types such as neglect, physicabalseseabuse
and exploitation affect the extent to which they are involved in the juvenilegsststem.

Young people known to both systems are mostly male, but crossover contributes
disproportionately to females entering the juvenile justice system. €& the fastest
growing population in the juvenile justice system compared to all other demographic
characteristics, which is also true of female adult offenders (Bilchilag€iN2008). In
Los Angeles, a larger proportion of females enter the juvenile justitansyom child
welfare than from any other single referral source (Ryan et al., 2007).le6€noasover

3



youths also suffer from a lack of gender-specific programming, and thelgijestice
system often has limited housing capabilities for females (Bilchik &IN2008). Thus,
it is extremely important to examine whether this is happening in Oregon, thieere
housing capabilities for female offenders are significantly less.

Race in particular has been an important predictor as to whether a youth will
become known to the child welfare and juvenile justice systems (Bilchik &,28€8).
Nationwide, African-Americans represent 26% of juvenile arrests, 44% di whd are
detained, 46% of the youth who are judicially waived to criminal court, and 58% of the
youth admitted to state prisons (Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice, 2011). Some
research suggests that crossover from child welfare to the juvenile gigieen is a
significant contributor to disproportionate minority contact with the juvenilecpist
system. In one study African-American youths were twice as likedynatarly situated
white youths in the child welfare system to be arrested (Herz & Ryan, 2008)s In
Angeles, African-American youths are 14% of the total population; but make up 30% of
the child welfare population, and represent 54% of the total population that moves from
child welfare to the juvenile justice system (Ryan, et al., 2007). lgatisty the affects
of race further, in a population such as Oregon, where the African American popwation i
significantly lower than the nation (1.8% vs. 12.6%) will provide more clarity tosssiue
racial disparity within the juvenile justice system.

There is no uniform national age from which a child is accountable in the juvenile
court system; this varies between states, with many setting 10 as theiminiMost
research on the average age of serious male offenders at thewriestt with the

juvenile justice system is around 14.5 years of age (Office of JuvenileeJast



Delinquency Prevention [OJJDP], 2008). Past research on dependent youth have found
that they are arrested more often and begin offending at an earlier dige tela
nondependent youth (Ryan & Testa, 2005; Kelly, Thornberry, & Smith, 1997). In a
series of studies, researchers also found that abused and neglected youth vgereagoun
the time of their first arrest (Maxfield &Widom, 1996; Widom, 1989; 1992). Thagbein
said, it is important to investigate whether these differences hetwsen Crossover

youth and Non-Crossover youth enter the juvenile justice system stilirerister to

develop safeguards to combat the disparity.

Although most research agrees that the majority of youth in the childrevel
system do not become delinquent, there has been some inconsistency about whether
Crossover youth commit more violent or serious crimes. Armstrong (1998) found that
Crossover youth averaged lesser levels of charged offenses than Non-Crgsstve
Another study found that Crossover youth were no different in offense seriousess t
the juvenile population at large (Scrivner, 2002). However, other research which
compares violent delinquents with less violent peers, found that 75 percent of the violen
children had been severely physically abused, compared to only 33 percent of the less
violent group (Lewis, 1983). Also in a study on the so-called “cycle of violence” b
Widom and Maxfield (2001), abused and neglected youth were 11 times more likely to
be arrested for a violent crime as a juvenile than were their non-maltceateterparts.
More recently Thornberry (2008) demonstrated that Crossover youth are miyréolike
commit violent or serious offenses than those with no history of abuse or neglect.
Therefore, it is still unclear whether Crossover youth really differ fitmese with no

child welfare involvement in terms of crime severity. A possible reasohdor t



inconsistency could be due to the fact that the studies done by Armstrong (1998) and
Scrivner (2002) were primarily reviewing youths at the formal pracgskecision point;
rather than Widom and Maxfield (2001), and Thornberry (2008), who were examining all
referrals to the juvenile justice system. However, since this stuagmsieing all

referrals to the juvenile justice system, as well as reviewingprauliecision points, it

hopes to shed light on these inconsistent findings.

Despite the consensus that maltreatment increases the risk of delinquericy, mos
research on this connection virtually ends at the point of arrest. The hespahe
outcomes of child welfare youth in the juvenile justice system is oftandes limited;
some professionals speculate that this may because there is lack of atbbadoetween
the child welfare and juvenile justice systems to identify these childrear{@lich &

Morris, 2004). In general, the few studies that focus on maltreated children in the

juvenile justice system indicate that the status as a Crossover youtivelggatiuences
decision-making (Conger & Ross, 2001, Freundlich & Morris, 2004). However, most of
this research focuses specifically on foster youth. This is a populationtbkelgiude

some youth who have been victims of maltreatment, but may also include other youth
who have lost families for a variety of reasons other than mistreatmenindkca and

Morris (2004) concluded that the offenses associated with dependent youth ehtering
juvenile justice system were less serious compared to nondependent delinquents and that
many stakeholders believed crossover youth were treated differentiyéuan t
delinquency-only counterparts. Therefore, there is a need to examine the outcomes of

overall child welfare youth at multiple decision points in the juvenile justiseesy



Chapter 3: The Current Study

In summary, while the above studies are informative to our understanding about
some of the links and connections between child welfare and the juvenile justéa,sys
there is still more research to be done. The present study examines the question of
whether adolescents from the child welfare system differ (with reégarertain
demographics) from the Non-Crossover adolescents that enter the juverdgegystem.
Following that, it next examines the types of threats (maltreatment), wisieh
“founded” for this group, and then investigates whether Crossover youth comrait mor
severe offenses than Non-Crossover youth. Lastly, it examines whether Wuizits
status as a child welfare youth impacts processing decisions (disposititimsjuvenile
justice system.

This study hypothesizes that adolescents coming from the child welfseensys
will have different pathways in the juvenile justice system, than adolescentsawéo
had no contact with the child welfare system. Consistent with previous fesb@sc
study anticipates Crossover youth will have a higher proportion of femalesaf
Americans, and a younger population (Bilchik & Nash, 2008; Ryan et al., 2007; Herz &
Ryan, 2008). In terms of the allegations which bring them to the juvenile justicesyste
this study also expects to see Crossover youth with higher severity ssoties,more
recent research suggests (Thornberry, 2008).

Lastly, this study anticipates that Crossover youth will experience imerese
sanctions (as measured by dispositions) in the juvenile justice systemredmjith
Non-Crossover youth. It might be assumed that if youth have been through mildbforms

treatment services while in the child welfare system, it may be exithetejudges,



district attorneys, and probation officers would see fewer viable options foirgandl
these kids. Therefore, giving them more intense sanctions. This reasoning comes from
the assumptions about the willingness (or lack thereof) of foster parentsaim re
involved with a delinquency case and from the literature on stereotypes and juvenile
justice decision-making(Conger & Ross, 2001, Freundlich & Morris, 2004). The
literature summarized by Feld (1999), concludes court officials imposeseoeee
sanctions when youth are not perceived to come from “good” families. Therefore, this
study expects to find that Crossover youth will experience a more intense level of
dispositions, particularly at the adjudicated delinquent decision point.

This study will be doing a comparative analysis of Crossover youth and Non-
Crossover youth at their first-time referral within the juvenile pestiystem. The
measures that will be examined for this study are: crossover youth staisgver threat
type, Oregon Revised Statue (ORS) severity types and scores of thed/dfense, and
the most intense disposition outcome (such as probation, plea bargain, dismissed, etc.)

Demographics such as gender, race, and age at referral/offensemidbadxamined.



Chapter 4: Methods
Sample

The sample for this study consisted of 151,860 juvenile referrals and their
associated dispositions from the state of Oregon. Seven percent (10, 635) of the
offenders classified as Crossover youth, which is consistent with prioralegei@rz et
al., 2007; Smith & Thornberry, 1995). Sources of the data used for this study include
administrative records for all children involved with the Department of HuBsavices
and the Juvenile Justice System for the state of Oregon. The delinquedg eere
collected from 1998 to 2010 and represent first time offenses for all minors whbddhve
contact with Oregon’s Juvenile Justice System.

The delinquency records include demographic characteristics (gender,
race/ethnicity, birthdates), as well as referral and disposition data. iGendeg the
sample consisted of approximately of 36% female and 64% males. The majority of the
youth in this sample were white (74.7%), while the remaining youth were Africa
American (4.1%), Asian (1.6%), Hispanic (12.6%), Native American (1.8%), or
Others/Unknown (5.2%). As a point of reference, the African American population for
the United States is approximately 12.6%, but in Oregon the African American
population is only 1.8% (2010 U.S. Census Data). In an effort to be consistent with
juvenile justice national reporting, youth included in this study were at legsiate of
age or older, with the mean age being 14.65 years old at the time of their firstl (&B
= 1.832). The child welfare and juvenile justice records share a unique identifisr. Thi
was originally created for a special crossover research project bgiattative staff in
the two agencies. Records of each system do not routinely contain a shared identifier

9



Thus, this sample provided the unique opportunity to identify minors who have had
contact with both systems.
Procedure and Measures

Gender. The gender variable originally had 159 missing cases; however, after
determining that the missing cases were random through a cross-tablysisaaad
there were so few missing (approximately .09%), they were deleted frasartipe
using list wise deletion. The remaining cases were recoded into two dumabjles
female (1 = female, 0 = not female), and male (1 = male, O = not male).

Race. The race variable originally consisted of two independent variables, race
and ethnicity. The race variable had five different categories: WhiteaAfAmerican,
Asian, Native American, and Others/Unknown. Ethnicity was codétispsnic or none.
For the purpose of this study (and for the larger study that provided the basic data)
ethnicity and race were merged, so that if a juvenile was coded as Hispaomdinook
precedence over the race coding. After that, each of the resultingthacsty
categories were recoded into dummy variables, where one representettibatar
race/ethnicity and zero represented all others.

Age at Referral. Age at referral originally ranged from age 0 to 32, undoubtedly
reflecting some data entry errors, as well as situations that did fgtinealve a
juvenile delinquency allegation. In order to be consistent with national repofting
juvenile justice, this variable was recoded to only include ages 10 and older. Also, the
youth under 10 represented such a small number of the population, and appeared to be
random using cross-tabular analysis; therefore, the researcher wasmomfrebuld not
skew the results to discard those data points.

10



Offense TypeThis variable represents the type of offense that is the most serious
offense of that referral, categorized according to Oregon Revised S@RE), Criminal
Code of Oregon, as defined by the Oregon Legislature. This variable wascaded to
only include four categories: Status, Violation, Misdemeanor, and Felonyidecttee
remaining categories had zero cases.

Severity ScoresThis variable represents a score for the offense category that is
the most serious offense of that referral, categorized according to QRegmed Statute
(ORS), Criminal Code of Oregon, as defined by the Oregon Legislature. Thegaihki
offenses according to severity was conducted by the Juvenile Justicedtém System
(JJIS) steering committee and is published in the JJIS report series. fieask’s
category, type, and class determine the severity score. (See AppendmisAjaiiable
was also recoded to match the severity scores from JJIS for Oregon. Théhefsraall
number of cases representing dependency allegations and out of state eniendsleted
from the juvenile justice data entries through list wise deletion.

Dispositions CategoriesThis variable represents the sanction that was given for
the most intense referral. This variable was recoded from 95 detailed tiigposi
categories to be grouped into 6 disposition reporting categories (See ApBgndihis
was recoded to be consistent with the standard developed by the JJIS Data anmivaluat
Committee, and modeled after national reporting standards. ApproximatelytB&o of
entries for this variable had to be deleted because it representedamyctitagno longer
exists. Using cross-tabular analysis, it was verified that these cdsest depresent a
pattern when examined through other variables. It is important to note that the
disposition categories found in Appendix B refer to dispositions at multiplsideci

11



points within the juvenile justice system. Categories are listed franteanost intense
level of juvenile justice intervention in two main layers. The first lagyéinose cases
resolved informally, or not petitioned including: review and close and authorized
diversion programs or other informal disposition. The second layer are thosencases
which a petition of delinquency was filed with the court, and in which that petition was
resolved by one of several means: dismissed, alternative process/plea, bargai
adjudicated delinquent, and adult court (See Appendix B). This study also looks
specifically at the adjudicated delinquent disposition, which includes: probationgygust
transfer to other agency, and youth correctional facility.

Crossover YouthThis variable was created to represent the youth that had been
‘involved’ in both the child welfare system and the juvenile justice system. The
mechanism of ‘involvement’ in juvenile justice was a formal referral intguenile
court. In child welfare the ‘involvement’ meant that a formal allegation &d chi
maltreatment was investigated and ‘founded’ by the Department of HumaneServic
(DHS). The nature of the founded cases are described briefly below, but the set of
information only contains those cases in which the child was formally andalbffic
found to have been the victim of child maltreatment. Cases of allegations or suspicions
are not included. Administrative staff from the two agency information sy$tamd
sets of variables (e.g. date of birth, race, ethnicity, gender, surnafewkich they
were confident would permit them to match the youth and give the DHS files when they
matched, a new data field containing the JJIS number. A new variable waseted cr
that represented all child welfare youth that contained a matching juvetide jysuth
identifier, which became known as the Crossover variable. For purposes of thjs stud

12



this variable was then recoded as a dummy variable (1 = Crossover, 0 = Non-Crossover)
Once all variables went through data cleaning and recoding, the data from berissys
were merged using the Crossover variable. It should be noted that this variabiletdoes
indicate which system ‘came first’ or that the two systems had overlappisdiction at

some point in the child’s life. It simply means that these youth have had expenenc

both child serving systems.

Crossover Threat Typerhis variable represents the types of threats a crossover
youth may experience within the child welfare system. This reddtetnature of the
maltreatment that was ‘founded’ within the Child Welfare System. Itp®itant to
recognize that the only information this study had access to in the Child W\asi&heen
were the records of maltreatment that were investigated and substahtiategh tan
official review process. This study does not have access to allegedatnading or to
other allegations within the cases that were unfounded. In other words this is a
extremely conservative view of the likely mistreatment of these youth. vahable
originally consisted of six different categories: Abandonment, MentalyinNgglect,
Physical Abuse, Sexual Abuse/Exploitation, and Threat of Harm. For the purgbie of
study each crossover youth type category was recoded into dummy variablespwenere
represented that particular type of threat and zero represented all othempbrtant to
note these categories are not mutually exclusive; therefore, a youthrepatt more
than one type of threat. Therefore, these variables were recoded into patéyihes,
referring to cases where only one threat type was documented; multiptayhesa
(Non-SA), referring all cases where more than one threat type was doedrbahho
combination contained a sexual abuse/exploitation threat type; and multgaetthpes

13



(SA plus), referring to all cases where more than one threat type was doetsuathiat
least one threat type documented was a sexual abuse/exploitation theeaRiypoding

these variables in this way allowed this category to become mutually @eclusi

14



Chapter 5: Results
Demographic Characteristics
Of the 151,860 unique minors referred to Oregon’s Juvenile Justice System

between 1998 and 2010, 7% (10, 635) of the offenders classified as Crossover youth.
This is consistent with prior research (Herz et al., 2007; Smith & Thornberry, 1988). T
demographic characteristics of both the Crossover youth and Non-Crossoverrgouth a
displayed in Table 1 below. With regard to demographic characteristassdver youth
have a higher percentage of females (48.7% vs. 35%), African Americans (7.6% vs.
3.8%), and are significantly younger (M= 13.44 vs. 14.74), than Non-Crossover youth.

All these results were statistically significant.

Table 1
Demographics by Crossover Status
Measures Crossover Youth Non-Crossover Totals
Youth
N % N % N %
Gender
Female 5177 48.7 49,492 35 54,669 64
Male 5,458 51.3 91,733 65 97,191 36
Race
White 7,904 74.3 105,577 74.8 113,481 74.7
African American 804 7.6 5,409 3.8 6,213 4.1
Asian 126 1.2 2,317 1.6 2,443 1.6
Hispanic 1,094 10.3 18,054 12.8 19,148 12.6
Native American 279 2.6 2,386 1.7 2,665 1.8
Others/Unknown 428 4.0 7,482 53 7,910 5.2

Note. (Gender chi-square Pearson value = 797.955.000) (Race chi-square Pearson value = 478.4~96
=.000)

15



Crossover Threat Type

Table 2 reports the percent of youth, broken down by each type of threat
documented by child welfare, within Crossover youth. The highest proportion of
Crossover youth in this sample had experienced some Threat of Harm (41.9%),dollowe
by with Neglect (20.3%), Physical Abuse (16.8%), and Sexual Abuse/Exiploitat
(15.5%). It is important to note these categories are not mutually exclusnefotbea
youth could report more than one type of threat. The demographic characteristics of
threat types by polyvictimization status are displayed in Table 3. Crossawarwho
had one threat documented are relatively similar to that of the general Crogaaver
population. This is somewhat expected being that the majority of Crossover yguth onl
have one threat documented (88%). With regard to demographic characteristipe mult
threats in which one of those threats is sexual abuse/exploitation have a high@agerce
of females (78.4%) and a lower percentage of African Americans (4.5%). oz all
findings refer to Table 3.

Table 4 represents demographic characteristics for all pure typeat referring

to cases where youth had only one threat type documented. With regard to demographic

characteristics, Crossover youth who have a pure threat type of abandonment have a

lower percentage of female (37%) and White (63%) populations and a higher percentage

of Hispanic (15.2%) populations compared to all other pure threat types. Although the
findings for multiple threats in which one of those threats is sexual abuse/atx@toénd
the pure abandonment threat type produced interesting results in terms of ¢iémcogra

characteristics, the individual Crossover threat types did not produce substantive

16



differences in the later analyses of offense severity or case digpsstherefore, later

tables do not differentiate Crossover youth by type of threat suffered.

Table 2
Types of Threats to Child Welfare
Crossover Youth Percent of Findings* Percent of Crossover
Youth*
N=11994 N =10,635
Abandonment 1.2% 1.3%
Mental Injury 4.3% 4.9%
Neglect 20.3% 22.8%
Physical Abuse 16.8% 18.8%
Sexual Abuse/Exploitation 15.5% 17.4%
Threat of Harm 41.9% 47.1%
Total 100% -

Note. *Individual cases may include more than andifig of threats to Child Welfare. For this sampl
there were 10,635 youth involved, with 11,944 sefafindings of threat to a child’s welfare.

Table 3
Demographics by Polyvictimization Status of Threats to Child Welfare
Measures One Threat Multiple Threats Multiple Threats
(Non-SA) (SA plus)
N % N % N %
Gender
Female 4,581 48.6 458 44.5 138 78.4
Male 4,848 514 572 55.5 38 21.6
Race
White 6,983 74.1 784 76.1 137 77.9
African American 732 7.8 64 6.2 8 4.5
Asian 117 1.2 7 v 2 1.1
Hispanic 974 10.3 101 9.8 19 10.8
Native American 238 2.5 35 3.4 6 3.4
Others/Unknown 385 4.1 39 3.8 4 2.3
Note.

1. Multiple Threats (Non-SA) refers to cases whaoge than one threat had been documented excluding
all cases that had any Sexual Abuse/Exploitatioeetis documented.

2. Multiple Threats (SA plus) refers to cases whaoge than one threat had been documented andsat le
one of the threats documented was a Sexual AbugkiEation threat.
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Table 4

Demographics of Pure Threat Types

Measures Abandonment Mental Neglect Physical Abuse Sexual Threat of Harm
Injury Abuse/Exploitation
N % N % N % N % N % %
Gender
Female 34 37.0 112 43.2 682 40.8 759 44.7 1,248 76.2 1,746 429
Male 58 63.0 147 56.8 989 59.2 938 55.3 390 23.8 2,326 57.1
Race
White 58 63.0 197 76.1 1206 722 1,287 75.8 1,269 77.5 2966 72.8
African American 11 120 24 9.3 122 7.3 136 8.0 82 5.0 357 8.8
Asian 1 11 1 4 15 9 28 1.6 17 1.0 55 14
Hispanic 14 152 22 8.5 198 11.8 146 8.6 169 10.3 425 104
Native American 2 2.2 6 2.3 57 3.4 31 1.8 33 2.0 109 2.7
Others/Unknown 6 6.5 9 3.5 73 4.4 69 4.1 68 4.2 160 3.9

Note. * Pure Threat Types refer to threat typesevasly one time of threat was documented.



Severity

The results for the cross-tabular analysis for severity types of Crossav&lon-
Crossover youth are displayed in Table 5. The results indicate that Crogsatvehave
a higher percentage of status offenses than Non-Crossover youth (15.8% vs. 6.5%). These
results also show that Crossover youth have a lower percentage of violation offenses
compared to Non-crossover youth (18.2% vs. 32.2%). For the two remaining offense
types, Crossover youth had a higher percentage than Non-Crossover youth for both
misdemeanor (53.7% vs. 49.2%) and felony (12.3% vs. 12%) offenses.

In an effort to investigate misdemeanor and felony offenses more in-depth, Table
6 shows the percentage of each of the offenses broken down by person and property
crime, as well as crime class, and type. The results indicate thatea prgportion of
the offenses alleged against Crossover youth are person crimes th@ndseaver
youth, regardless of whether it was a misdemeanor or felony. In fact, pames cr
account for 14.2% of all offenses for Crossover youth and only 10.1% for Non-Crossover
youth. These results also indicate that compared with Non-Crossover yoghesa hi
proportion of the allegations against Crossover youth are in the most severesfelonie

Table 7 represents the linear regression of severity scores of Crogsotier
controlling for certain demographic characteristics. The results indict€rossover
youth have higher severity scores than Non-Crossover youth, even attetltw for
important demographics. While females have lower severity scores thgramaiell as
youth that are older have lower severity scores. It is also important tdhabffrican

Americans tend to have the highest severity scores of offenses relativetbeal
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demographics. All these results were statistically significaabl€s 5-7 are presented in

the next pages).

Table 5
Offense Type for Crossover and Non-Crossover Youth
Measures Crossover Youth  Non-Crossover Youth Totals
N % N % N %
Status 1,684 15.8 9,169 6.5 10,853 7.1
Violation 1,935 18.2 45,495 32.2 47,430 31.2
Misdemeanor 5,708 53.7 69,519 49.2 75,227 495
Felony 1,304 12.3 16,986 12 18,290 12
Other 4 0 56 A1 60 2
Totals 10,635 100 141,225 100 151,860 100
Note. (chi-square Pearson value = 1888.028 , ©8).0
Table 6
Severity Code for Crossover and Non-Crossover Youth
Measures Crossover Youth Non-Crossover Youth Totals
N % N % N %
Status Offense 1,684 15.8 9,170 6.5 10,854 7.1
Violation 1,937 18.2 45,506 32.2 47,443 31.2
Property Crime
C Misdemeanor 1,835 17.3 25,840 18.3 27,675 18.2
B Misdemeanor 949 8.9 10,069 7.1 11,018 7.3
A Misdemeanor 1,871 17.6 23,602 16.7 25,473 16.8
Person Crime
A Misdemeanor 1,020 9.6 9,608 6.8 10,628 7
Property Crime
C Felony 557 5.2 8,744 6.2 9,301 6.1
B Felony 43 A4 884 .6 927 .6
A Felony 220 2.1 2,801 2 3,021 2
Person Crime
C Felony 160 15 1,909 1.4 2,069 1.4
B Felony 178 1.7 1,641 1.2 1,819 1.2
A Felony 144 1.4 1,014 v 1,158 .8
Other 37 3 437 3 474 3
Totals 10,635 100 141,225 100 151,860 100

Note: (chi-square Pearson value = 2107.451, p8).00
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Table 7
Linear Regression of Severity of Referrals (N=151,860)

Measures Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
B SE B SE B SE B SE

Crossover 295%** .040 A85*** .039 A50%** .039 .102** .040
Gender (male)

Female -1.394*** .021  -1.380*** .021 -1.341%** 021
Race (white)

African American 1.276%** .051 1.189*** .051

Asian .696*** .080 738*** .079

Hispanic .588*** .031 H519%** .030

Native American RSO0 Rl .076 A04rx* .076

Others/Unknown .200%** .045 222%** .045
Age, centered on 10 -.268*** .006
Constant 5.148** 011 5.637*** .013 5.476*** .014 6.746*** .030

Note. *p<.05, ** p<.01, **p<.001

1. Models using each specific child welfare thitgpe did not add significantly to the overall prdbility; therefore, overall Crossover type wasdis



Dispositions

The remaining analyses explore the outcomes of youths within the juvenie justi
system after their first arrest. Table 8 represents overalaasomes by Crossover
status. It is important to note that table 8 includes multiple decision points i
juvenile justice system. Therefore when interpreting the resultgnilygelevant to
make comparisons between Crossover status for that particular outcome, and nod compa
multiple outcomes to each other. Crossover youth represent a higher percentags of ¢
than Non-Crossover youth that are reviewed and closed (47.6% vs. 42.5%), dismissed
(7.8% vs. 6.2%), and plea bargained (1.7% vs. 1.3%). They also have a higher
percentage of cases where the outcome is a custody transferred to etlogr(ag%
vs. .5%), or the youth correctional facility (.8% vs. .3%). However, Crossover yotgh ha
a lower percentage of cases that receive diversion (32.3% vs. 39.4%), or receivit a
sentence (.3% vs. .7%) than Non-Crossover youth. All of these case outcomes were

statistically significant.
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Table 8
Overall Case Outcomes by Crossover Status

Measures Crossover Non-Crossover Totals
Youth Youth
N % N % N %
Not Petitioned
Review & Close 5,058 47,5 60,020 425 65,078 42.8
Diversion 3,431 323 55,710 394 59,141 38.9
Petitioned
Alternative Closure
Dismissal 827 7.8a 8,768 6.2 9,595 6.3
Plea Bargain 178 1,7 1,889 1.3 2,067 1.4
Adjudicated Delinquent
Probation 917 86 12,743 9 13,660 9
Transfer to Other Agency 109 1.0 638 5 747 5
Youth Correctional Facility 80 a8 476 3 556 4
Adult Court
Adult Sentence 34 a3 975 e 1,009 v
Other 1 Q 6 (08 7 0
Totals 10,635 100 141,225 100 151,860 100

Note: (chi-square Pearson value = 373.978, p =).000

The remaining tables separate case dispositions at multiple decisionvatiiris
the juvenile justice system. Table 9 reports all case outcomes, and whetbethay
were petitioned. The majority of all cases (81.8%) are not petitioned. Whaimexa
differences among Crossover status, Crossover youth have a slightlypkneentage
than Non-Crossover youth of cases not petitioned (79.8% vs. 82%) and a slightly higher
percentage of cases petitioned (20.2% vs. 18%). Table 10 breaks down caseaispositi
for those cases not petitioned that received an informal processing decisiong Am
cases not petitioned, Crossover youth have 59.6% of cases reviewed and closed, and
40.4% of cases receiving diversion. While Non-Crossover youth have 51.9% reviewed

and closed, and 48.1% of cases receiving diversion.
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Table 11 highlights case dispositions for those petitioned that receivedal form
processing decision. Among petitioned cases, Crossover youth had 46.9% of tlseir case
receiving an alternative closure outcome, 51.6% of their cases receiaadgdicated
delinquent outcome, and 1.6% of their cases receiving an adult court outcome. Among
petitioned cases for Non-crossover youth, 41.8% of their cases receivedrzatiate
closure outcome, 54.4% of their cases received an adjudicated delinquent outcome, and
3.8% of their cases receiving an adult court outcome.

Table 12 represents the breakdown of case dispositions that received an
adjudicated delinquent outcome. The majority of all adjudicated delinquent outcomes
(91.3%) received probation. When examining differences among Crossover status,
Crossover youth had a lower percentage than Non-Crossover youth of cases receive
probation (82.9% vs. 92%), but a higher percentage of case outcomes resulting in a
custody transfer to another agency (9.9% vs. 4.6%). Crossover youth also had a higher
percentage than Non-crossover youth of case outcomes resulting in a youthoc@irec

facility outcome (7.2% vs. 3.4%).
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Table 9
Overall Case Outcomes for Not Petitioned and Petitioned by Crossover Status

Measures Crossover Youth Non-Crossover Totals
Youth
N % N % N %
Not Petitioned 8,489 798 115,730 8 124,219 81.8
Petitioned 2,146 20.2, 25,495 18y 27,641 18.2
Totals 10,635 100 141,225 100 151,860 100

Note: (chi-square Pearson value = 29.910, p = .000)

Table 10
Case Dispositions among Not Petitioned Cases by Crossover Status
Measures Crossover Youth Non-Crossover Totals
Youth
N % N % N %
Not Petitioned
Review & Close 5,058 59,6 60,020 51.9 65,078 524
Diversion 3,431 404 55,710 48.1 59,141 47.6
Totals 8,489 100 115,730 100 124,219 100
Note: (chi-square Pearson value = 189.018, p =).000
Table 11
Case Dispositions among Petitioned Cases by Crossover Status
Measures Crossover Youth Non-Crossover Totals
Youth
N % N % N %
Petitioned
Alternative Closure 1,005 46.9, 10,657 41.8p 11,662 42.2
Adjudicated Delinquent 1,106 53.6 13,857 544 14963 54.1
Adult Court 34 1.6 975 3.8 1,009 3.7
Totals 2,145 100 25,489 100 27,634 100

Note: (chi-square Pearson value = 41.984, p = .000)
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Table 12
Case Dispositions among Adjudicated Delinquent Cases by Crossover Status

Measures Crossover Non-Crossover Totals
Youth Youth
N % N % N %
Adjudicated Delinquent

Probation 917 829 12,743 92 13,660 91.3
Transfer to Other Agency 109 9.9 638 4.6 747 5
Youth Correctional Facility 80 72 476 3.4 556 3.7
Totals 1,106 100 13,857 100 14,963 100

Note: (chi-square Pearson value = 105.527, p =).000
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Chapter 6: Discussion

The objectives of the current study were (1) to determine if Crossover youth
represent a unigue demographic subpopulation within the juvenile justice system, (2) t
determine if Crossover youth have a higher severity score for offenses than Non-
Crossover youth, and (3) to determine whether involvement with the child weléteens
appears to have an impact on processing decisions (dispositions) in the juvende justic
system.

With regard to demographic characteristics, juvenile offenders comunmgthe
child welfare system are unique, relative to juvenile offenders coming fioen i@ferral
sources. At the time of first referral, Crossover youth are more likely fentede,

African American, and significantly younger than Non-Crossover youth € Tigbl All of
these findings are consistent with prior research (Herz, et al., 2007&Hgyan, 2008;
Ryan et al., 2007).

It was important to examine the breakdown of child welfare documented threat
types to assess the population of the child welfare youth beyond demographics. The
largest threat type to child welfare youth was the threat of harm; fedldy neglect,
physical abuse, and sexual abuse/exploitation all being highly reportedtypesaas
well (Table 2). As previously stated, the threat categories are not mugxelihgive;
therefore, more than one type of threat could be documented for each youth. ¥fdh reg
to demographic characteristics of threat types by polyvictimizatadnsstCrossover
youth with only one threat type documented are similar to that of the general mopulati
Crossover youth with multiple threat types in which one of those threats is sexual
abuse/exploitation had a higher percentage of females and African AmefiabisJ).
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Examining only pure threat types, Abandonment produced some interesting findimgs wit

a lower percentage of females and Whites and a higher percefntdgpanics (Table 4).
Besides the unique findings of demographic characteristics for multipégghmnewhich

one of those threats is sexual abuse/exploitation and the pure abandonment threat type,
the individual Crossover threat types did not produce substantive results when included in
later analyses. Therefore, as previously mentioned, they were not includied tabes

and only overall Crossover youth type was used.

Crossover youth have a significantly higher percentage of status offenses than
Non-Crossover youth in first-time referrals (Table 5). Dependencytans ®ffenses
include runaway, beyond parental control, and behavior to endanger self or others.
Hence, it is not that surprising that youth involved with child welfare systerasemur
more of these offense types. Such offenses could have precipitated the claitd welf
involvement. However, for violation offenses, Crossover youth have a much lower
percentage of these types of offenses than Non-Crossover youth. Violation afééaises
to public order offenses like disorderly conduct, harassment, or offenses regartkmg c
tobacco, and substance/alcohol use. It is interesting to note that fanfeseterrals
Non-Crossover youth represent almost double the percentage of violation offenses
compared to Crossover youth.

The current study also sought to shed light on the inconsistency in the literature
regarding whether Crossover youth allegedly commit more violent or serimesc
Examining severity codes based on crime category (person or propenty,aiass and
type, the results found that Crossover youth commit more person crimes than Non-
Crossover youth, regardless of whether it was a misdemeanor or felony ()l alblee6
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study also found that Crossover youth commit a higher percentage of all the mast sever
felonies, compared to Non-Crossover youth.

Crossover youth also have higher severity scores for offenses, even when
controlling for demographics (Table 7). These results add to the previoushetbezad
found Crossover youth are more likely to commit violent or serious crimes than those
with no history of abuse or neglect (Thornberry, 2008). When examining demographics
alone females have lower severity scores, therefore, they are more likeinnait
property or drug crimes, which is consistent with previous research (Bilchiask,

2008; Ryan et al., 2007). In terms of age, the current study found that youth with higher
severity scores tend to be younger; this is expected knowing that Crossoveingwoeit

higher severity scores and tend to be younger. Along with all these resnfjs bei
statistically significant, it is also important to note that African Acans had the largest
coefficient, further highlighting the disparity among this population.

The current study investigated whether involvement with the child weljaters
appears to have an impact on processing decisions (dispositions) in the juvende justic
system after their first arrest. Overall, Crossover youth had more sassitdbns
dismissed, and reviewed and closed, than Non-Crossover youth (Table 8). This could be
due to the fact that Crossover youth are likely to already be under some sort of
supervision within child welfare, so rather than using double the resources it may be
more beneficial for the juvenile justice system to dismiss, or reviewlase the case.
Crossover youth also had more cases receive a transfer to another agesugyeran
outcome that required them to go to a youth correctional facility than Non-Crossove
youth, which will be discussed in further detail below. However, Crossover youtlahave

29



lower percentage of case outcomes that go through diversion or receive an aeluttesent
than Non-Crossover youth. Though, with regard to receiving an adult sentence, these
results are not surprising. When considering the relationship between age acdwatiult
dispositions, it is expected that age would be the highest determining factor inrvamethe
offender receives an adult court disposition. Since we know that Crossover youth are
significantly younger than Non-Crossover youth at time of their first offehise

outcome would be somewhat expected.

Case dispositions were also examined at multiple decision points, allowing for
comparisons of case outcomes at that particular decision point (Tables 9-3als Re
indicate that the majority of cases for both Crossover and Non-crossover yathat
petitioned. However, Crossover youth were found to have a slightly higher percentage
than Non-crossover youth of cases petitioned. Which gives support to the hypothesis tha
Crossover youth are expected to have a more intense disposition outcome, when
compared to Non-Crossover youth.

Results also indicated that when examining differences, particularly among
adjudicated delinquent outcomes, Crossover youth had a significantly higher pgecent
of cases receive a sanction that placed them in a youth correctionaf thaititNon-
Crossover youth. A sanction to a youth correctional facility is arguably thieimesse
disposition outcome, besides being sentenced to adult court. This is consistent with the
research that has shown court officials to impose more severe sanctions whesrgout
not perceived to come from “good” families (Feld, 1999). This finding also may build on

the few studies that focus on maltreated children in the juvenile justice Systeating
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that the status as a Crossover youth negatively influences decision makingr(&onge
Ross, 2001, Freundlich & Morris, 2004).

Several limitations are worth noting regarding the present study. First, as
previously mentioned, some cases had to be deleted for missing or recoding purposes.
Precautions were taken by running cross-tabular analyses to verifgdtattere no
patterns present in the data that was to be deleted. Fortunately, the casesethat
deleted represent such a small part of the sample that this did not appear tivestétata.
Another potential limitation to this study is that the child welfare and giedincy records
were examined over the same 12-year period. Meaning that delinquent youtldthat ha
child welfare status before then, or child welfare youth that have been expdsed to t
juvenile justice system after that period would not show up in this study. A paso$tud
children who had experienced abuse indicated that after five years, 14 percent had
appeared in court for delinquency or a status offense, and after ten years 32haetrcent
been adjudicated (Bolton et al., 1977). Therefore, there may be an underestimation of
how prevalent child welfare youth commit delinquent acts. To further add to thisgoint i
the fact that child abuse and neglect is believed to be significantly undereckpag a
result, because this study only used ‘founded’ abuse and neglect from the cfaite wel
system there may be many more abused and neglected youth within the juvBode jus
system than captured by this sample.

Finally, the results of the present study point to implications and areasief fut
research. Findings suggest there is a disparity between child welfaralsed@d non-
child welfare referrals. However, there is still much to be learned abotaitienship
between child welfare and juvenile justice, particularly the reasonyatms cross over
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and how to better serve them within the child welfare system to minimize #ieofri
juvenile justice system involvement. More research needs to be done to deteothiee if
variables such as demographics or offense categories explain moreetatiomship
between the offender and the disposition level. This may shed light on whether the
disparity is due to the fact that crossover youth are committing more seriensesffor if
in fact there is a bias that impact processing decisions.

Also, it would be valuable to explore Crossover youth beyond their first-referral
to investigate whether there are long-term effects of being a Crogsmub, such as if
they are at a higher risk of recidivism. There is much more to learn about who the
Crossover offenders are beyond demographic information. Examining tleeralef
reasons for child welfare involvement in more detail may shed more light omitne
subpopulation they represent in the juvenile justice system. Future research atwsild f
on all these areas, hopefully bridging the gap of understanding of this unique
subpopulation. Policy makers may then be able to make more informed decisions about
policies and laws effecting this particular population. Future researchlswayedp in
influencing the development of specific programming and services tdrigstards this
unique subpopulation with the goal of reducing the risk of delinquency. Allowing the

best future for our youth and our communities.

32



References

Armstrong, M. L. (1998). Adolescent pathways: Exploring the intersections betwee
child welfare and juvenile justice, PINS, and mental health. New York: Vera
Institute of Justice.

Bilchik, S., & Nash, J. M. (2008). Child welfare and juvenile justice: Two sides of the
same coinJuvenile and Family Justice Todag6-20.

Bolton, F.G., Reich, J.W., & Guiterris, S.B. (1977). Delinquency patterns in maltreated
children and siblingsVictimology, 2 349-357.

Brezina, T. (1998). Adolescent maltreatment and delinquency: The question of
intervening processedournal of Research in Crime and Delinqueri®y, 71-89.

Conger, D., & Ross, T. (2001Reducing the foster care bias in juvenile detention
decisions: The impact of project confirtbdew York: Vera Institute of Justice.

Feld, B. (1999)Bad kids: Race and the transformation of the juvenile cdlaw York:
Oxford University Press.

Freundlich, M., & Morris, L. (2004)Y outh involvement in the child welfare and juvenile
justice systems: A case of double jeopardigshington, DC: Child Welfare
League of America.

Herz, D., & Ryan, J.P. (2008uilding multisystem approaches in child welfare and
juvenile justiceWashington, DC: Center for Juvenile Justice Reform.

Herz, D. C., Ryan, J. P., & Bilchik, S. (2010). Challenges facing crossover youth: An
examination of juvenile-justice decision making and recidivisiamily Court

Review48, 305-321.

33



Kelley, B. T., Thornberry, T.P., Smith, C.A. (1997). In the wake of childhood
maltreatmentJuvenile Justice Bulletiri-16.

Lewis, D.O. (1983). Neuropsychiatric vulnerabilities and violent juvenile delinguenc
Psychiatric Clinics of North America 807-714.

Maxfield, M. G., Widom, C. S. (1996). The cycle of violence: Revisited six years later
Archives of Pediatrics and Adolescent Medicine, BS0-395.

Nash, J. M., & Bilchik, S. (2009). Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice—Two Sides of the
Same Coin, Part lDuvenile and Family Justice Tod&8-25.

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (138)ous and Violent
Juvenile OffendersBulletin. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office
of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice. (20REnewing Juvenile Justiceacramento:
Sierra Health Foundation.

Ryan, J. P., Herz, D., Hernandez, P. M., & Marshall, J. M. (2007). Maltreatment and
delinquency: Investigating child welfare bias in juvenile justice processing
Children and Youth Services Revj@®, 1035-1050.

Ryan, J. P., Testa, M. F. (2005). Child maltreatment and juvenile delinquency:
Investigating the role of placement and placement stalilliyydren and Youth
Services Review, 2227-249.

Scrivner, K. W. (2002). Crossover kids: The dilemma of the abused delingaemty
Court Review40, 135-152.

Smith, C., & Thornberry, T. P. (1995). The relationship between childhood maltreatment
and adolescent involvement in delinquer@giminology, 33, 451-481.

34



Thornberry, T.P. (2008, May 7¢.o-occurrence of problem behaviors among adolescents.
Presented at Multi-System Approaches in Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice:
Wingspread Conference.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families, Administration on Children Youth and Families Children’s Bureau
[DHHS] (2008).Child Maltreatment 2006//ashington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office. Retrieved from
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/pubs/cm06/index.htm

Widom, C. S. (1989). The cycle of violen&zience, 244160-166.

Widom, C. S. (1992)The cycle of violencgResearch in brief). Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice.

Widom, C. S. (2003). Understanding child maltreatment and juvenile delinquency: The
researchUnderstanding child maltreatment and juvenile delinquency: From
research to effective program, practice, and systemic solutieis.

Widom, C. S., Maxfield, M.G. (2001) An update on “the cycle of violens@tional

Institute of Justice. Research in Brigf8.

35



Appendix A—Juvenile Justice Information Systems Severity Scores

(adopted, Oregon Juvenile Department Directors Association, May 18, 2000)

Crime Category Class& Type Sg(e;rrléy

Person Murder* 19

Person A Felony 18

Person B Felony 17

Person C Felony 16

Person U Felony 15

Property

Other Criminal (Behavioral) A Felony 14

Property

Other Criminal (Behavioral) B Felony 13

Property

Other Criminal (Behavioral) C Felony 12

Property

Other Criminal (Behavioral) U Felony 1

Person A Misdemeanor 10

Person B Misdemeanor 9

Person C Misdemeanor 8

Person U Misdemeanor 7

Property :

Other Criminal (currently named Behavioral) A Misdemeanor 6

Property :

Other Criminal (currently named Behavioral) B Misdemeanor S

Property .

Other Criminal (currently named Behavioral) C Misdemeanor 4

Property .

Other Criminal (currently named Behavioral) U Misdemeanor 3

Non Criminal Violation 2
Status Offense 1

Note: * Aggravated Murder, Murder, Murder by Abuse, Murder in ther&®of a Crime,
Murder Intentional, Criminal Homicide, and Treason have the Type of Murder (indtead o
Felony), in order to obtain the highest severity score.

Source: Juvenile Justice Information Systems Data & Evaluation Reports
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Appendix B—Disposition Categories

Disposition Categories: These reports categories dispositions according to a standard
developed by the JJIS Data and Evaluation Committee, and modeled after national
reporting standards. Detailed dispositions have been grouped into the disposition
reporting categories.

For all reports, dispositions are grouped into categories consistent with natjmoraing
categories as follows. Categories are listed from least to mostariéses of juvenile

justice intervention.

No Jurisdiction
Referred to Another Agency
Review & Close
Review and Warning
-§ Close Divert & Close
e Intake Office Contact & Close
% Rejected by DA/Juvenile Department
o Alternative Process
© | Authorized Diversion Supervision
Z | Diversion Diversion—Youth Court
Programsor [ piversion—Traffic/Municipal Court
Iontfk(])?rmal Informal Sanction(s)/Supervision
Disposition Formal Accountability Agreement
Dismissed Dismissed
Alternative Plea Bargain or Alternative Process
Process
Formal Sanction
Probation
-§ Commit/Custody to Other Agency (Non-Youth Authority)
_g Adjudicated \F;:)?Eﬁtfgtr?gr(ijt C):ommit/Custody to Other Agency (Non-
6 Delinquent d Y . .
a Probation and Youth Authority Commitment for Commuryty
Placement
Youth Authority Commitment for Youth Correctional
Facility Placement
Waived/Transfer
Adult Court Adult Sentence

Source: Juvenile Justice Information Systems Data & Evaluation Reports
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Appendix C—Human Subjects Approval

Portland State University HSRRC Memorandum

To: Courtney Shrifter
From: HSRRC 2012
Date: February 28,2012

Re: HSRRC waived review of your application titled, “Examining the Differences
of Child Welfare Youth within Juvenile Justice” (HSRRC Proposal #122063)

Your proposal is exempt from further Human Subjects Research Review Coenmitte
review, and you may proceed with the study.

Even with the exemption above, it was necessary by University policy fooyutity
this Committee of the proposed research, and we appreciate your timelpatteritis
matter. If you make changes in the research protocol, the Committeeemgified in
writing, and changes must be approved before being implemented.

If you have questions or concerns, please contact the HSRRC at Researchtagid Stra
Partnerships, Market Center Buildind! Bloor.

cc: Brian Renauer

Waiver memo
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