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i3 - Thejuvenilejustice system
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i | Consenuences of uUNNecessary
Iy |seclire confinement for detained
#1-- youth: -

4. . substantially restricts liberty, primarily of
youth in pretrial status

&3> . Increases dangers to mental and physical
~ well-heing

‘4 . Reduces opportunity for family contact
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¢ . Interferes with other positive
activities/relationships in the community

4 . Reduces ability to help prepare legal case
- . Reduces ahility to make changes thatwill
. ensure future success in the community

s~ - Increases likelinood of taking on negative
self-image
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- Most are held for property crimes (38%) -
Gnly 27%for personal crimes

- Asurprising number are held on public disorder
offenses (e.q. drinking in public)

. Ethnic orracial minorities are more likelyto be
detained, even controlling for type of offense

. 32% ol detained youth are 14 years or younger

Source Snyder, H N, and Sckmund, M, OJDP,
Jyvants Qrtencers and Vieyms 1599 Nagerdl Sepont, pp 152, 155

Detention administrators have also repotted
thatawide range of problems are common
# among detained juveniles, including:

Famlly Problems - 74% Sulcldal/Sell-violent- 20%

Drug/Alcohol Abuse-58%  Predalory Sex-18%

Peer Froblems - 56% Disruptive Behavior - 31%
Depression - 53% Thought Disorders - 20%
Parental Rhuse - 49% RapeYictim-15%
Learning Problems - 43% Prostitution-13%

Gang lnvoivement-41% Mental Retardation -10%

Violence - 39%

Scaco Shycer M N ard Sewmund W JUICR, Jvurede
Ottenciers 33 Vi s A Madznal Reon [1535) p 145

NIDA]

Consequences of unnecessary secure
detention for juvenile justice system:
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- The mosi expensive supervision
$100,000 - $150,000 to huild each bed
$36,000 average annual operating costfor
eachbed

. Over-reliance diverts resources from other
needed sewices

- Physical setting with emphasis on security
and control,is notappropriate for
rehahilitative seryjces N[DZ
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Gonseguences of unnecessary secure
detentmn fOi’ IUUEIIHB IUSIICE system

. Oﬁends ourmost DBSIG hellefs ahnul
liberty and due process

. Unnecessarily subjects youth io the
negative effects of detention

- Reducesthe effectiveness of intervention

. iMayresultin further acts of delinquency or
other damage to youth and the communmnity

NJDA]

Gore Purposes of Secure
ﬂeﬁemmm}
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1. To confine minors who are likely to commit
anew offense pending adjudication

2. Yo confine minors atrisk of flight pending
adjudication

Unnecessary Detention - secure
confinement for otherreasons, orfor a
periodlongerthanis needed to meeta
core purpose.

NIDA
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. slatus offenders

. youthon INS holds

. lightweight offenders because of “had” home
situations

. because parents are angry or don't want the
child athome

. lightweight offenders with serious mental
healthproblems...

NIDA
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using as a sentencing option (like jail for adults)
using as a routine sanction for probation
violations

using as an automatic response for bench
warrants

after disnosition erdering nonsecure placement
pending commitmentto another nstitution
for the purpose of assessment

MDA

o Core Working Group includes:

. chlefjuvenile courtjudoge . parentgroups
- locatlaw enforcement . state youth agency
>3 « Juvenlle court administrator
- prosecutor and public defender
4 . citizen leadership, private sector
A" . community service providers, fnc. falth-hased

- youth serving agencies (mental health, child
wellare, education)

- MDA

Agenda of Core Worling Group:

Understand the impact of secure confingmentin
the jurisdiction

Develop and analyze Juvenile justice date
Define the purpose of detention for the jurisdiction
Develop a risk assessment instrument

Develop a continuum of detention
services/interventions

Develop strategy for sustaining Core Group

Monitor outcomes, respond to new issues, make
needed adjustments

NJDBA




@ Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

by Earl L. Dunlap and David W. Roush, Ph.D.

Introduction

Juvenile detention is an often overlooked,
often maligned, and often misunderstood com-
ponent of the juvenile justice system. How-
ever, current juvenile justice policy issues are
bringing increased attention to juvenile deten-
tion. Detention 1s an important component of
variousreform strategies (Roush, 1993). While
any attention to juvenile detention is signifi-
cant to the overall improvement of the profes-
sion, juventile justice policy analysts also 1den-
tify and highlight many of the shortcomings
and negative aspects of detention with little
regard for the origins of these problems or for
constructive solutions (Frazier, 1989). One
shortcoming is the lack of consensus abput the
definition of juvenile detention.

National practitioner groups, such as the
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges (NCJFCJ), the American Correctional
Association (ACA) and the National Juvenile
Detention Association (NJDA), have estab-
lished national forums and training institutes
with the assistance of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
where national policy analysts have had the
opportunity to interact with the profession in a
constructive and forthright manner. Current

¥ ™ ranila In(‘hr\a howvae Arau
8u02’t° *C {'efOr.. ju‘vvlllAVJ iCE€ nave agrawn

+ juvenile detention into the process, producing

definition statements that are grounded in de-
tention practice even though they may reflect a

—

particular ideology (Flintrop, 1991; Schwartz,
1992).

The problems associated with a definition
of juvenile detention are twofold. First, deten-
tion practitioners have not done a good job of
recording the history of detention nor assem-
bling a catalogue of effective practices. There-
fore, the general inability to describe or under-
stand good detention practice can be blamed,
in large part, on this profession’s failures in
publication and dissemination. Second, the
profession has not entered the debate with
constructive nor creative arguments about ju-
venile detention. This article represents one
attempt to organize professional detention
knowledge around the important topic of the
definition of juvenile detention and to chal-
lenge the juvenile justice community to look at
juvenile detention from a different perspec-
tive.

Definition of Juvenile Detention

There are numerous definitions of juvenile
detention, but until recently no single defini-
tion had achieved priority. Without such a
definition, juvenile detention had become all
things to all segments of the juvenile justice
system (Hammergren 1984). On October 31

1000
L7027,

subject, the board of directors of NJDA unani-
mously adopted the following definition of
juvenile detention:

Earl L. Dunlap is the Exccutive Director of the National Juvenile Detention Association, located at Eastern Kentucky University
where he also serves as director of Juvenile Detention Programs. He was superintendent of the Jefferson Co. (KY) Youth Center and
the Monroc Co. Youth Center before assuming the position with NJDA.

David W. Roush, Ph.D., is the project dircctor of the NJDA/OJIDP Juvenile Justice Personnel Improvement Project. He served
as superintendent of the Cathoun Co. (MI) Juvenile Home from 1975-1992 and is a past-president of NJDA. He is the 1994 recipicent
of thc National Council’s award for Meritorious Service to the Children of America.
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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

Juvenile detention is the temporary and
safe custody of juveniles who are ac-
cused of conduct subject to the jurisdic-
‘tion of the court who require a restricted
environment for their own or the

.community’s protection while pending .

legal action. : '

Further, juvenile detention provides a
wide range of helpful services that sup-
port the juvenile’s physical, emotional,
and social development.

Helpful services minimally include:
education, visitation, communication,
counseling, continuous supervision,
medical and health care services, nutri-
tion, recreation, and reading.

Juvenile detention includes or provides
for a system of clinical observation and
assessment that complements the help-
ful services and report findings.

This definition was developed from the
seven definitional themes for juvenile deten-
tion i1dentified by the ACA Juvenile Detention
Committee (Smith, Roush & Kelley, 1990).
These themes are defined as follows:

Temporary Custody: Of all the methods of
incarceration within the criminal justice sys-
tem, only juventle detention stresses its tempo-
rary nature. Detention should be as short as
possible.

Safe Custody: This concept implies free-
dom from fear and freedom from harm for both
the juvenile and the community. This defini-
tional theme refers to a safe and humane envi-
ronment with programming and staffing to
insure the physical and psychological safety of
detained juveniles.

Restricted Environment: The nature or
degree of restrictiveness of the environment is
generally associated with the traditional clas-
sifications of maximum, medium or minimum
security or custody. ,

Community Protection: In addition to the
factors listed above, the court has a legitimate
right to detain juvciiles for the purpose of
preventing further serious and/or violent delin-
quent behavior.

Pending Legal Action: This theme in-
cludes the time spent awaiting a hearing, pend-

4 Juvenile and Family Court Journal [ Spring

ing disposition, awaiting a placement, or pend-
ing a return to a previous placement.
Helpful Services: Programs are available
to detained juveniles that will help resolve a
host of problems commonly facing detained -
~Juveniles. Because detention has the.potential
of creating a tremendously negative impact on
some juveniles, it 1s important that program-
ming have the depth of services required to
meet the needs of a wide range of juvenile
problems.

Clinical QObservation and Assessment:
Most juvenile codes specifically refer to this
theme as a purpose for detention. The con-
trolled environment of juvenile detention is
often a time of intense observation and assess-
ment in order to enhance decision-

making capabilities. Competent clinical ser-
vicesare provided by individuals holding proper
credentials who coordinate and conduct the
observation and assessment process. (This
service may be provided by staff or through
contract.)

The NJDA definition incorporates those
program elements outlined in ACA standards.
The collaboration between ACA and NJDA
has generated a definition statement grounded
in professional agreement (Stokes & Smith,
1990).

Confusion of Function

Juvenile detention 1s a paradox that makes
it difficult to define. Hughes and Reuterman
(1982) explain the paradox in their second
national survey of juvenile detention. They
note that juvenile detention is a very important
part of the juvenile justice system. Yet, their
survey responses simultaneously indicate that
detention is often ignored, criticized and de-
prived of the support and assistance available
to other juvenile justice agencies. These find-
ings echo the earlier comments of Rosemary
Sarri (1973) that detention 1s both “significant
and ignored.”

History of Confusion

The confusion of function has a long his-
tory in juvenile detention. Contradictory defi-

1995



nitions generate ambivalence and confusion,
and detention is at the whim of the individual(s)
or agency that exercises control overit. Cohen
(1946) maintained thata“‘good” deténtion pro-
gram cannot be established if detention is

viewed as a catchall.. Without a clear mission.

and goals, Hammergren (1984) warned that
detention will become all things to all seg-
ments of the juvenile justice system. In some
jurisdictions, secure detention is a convenient
alternative to the court-wide range of troubling
youth. Schwartz, Fishman, Hatfield, Krisberg
and Eisikovitz (1986) specifically point to the
problem of confusion of function as a culprit
for the overuse of detention.

In a recent analysis of the problems in the
administration of juvenile detention, Kihm
(1981) states that detention management is the
most difficult job in the juvenile justice system.
The reason for this difficulty stems from “the
framework of contradictions” within which
detention must operate.

While Kihm lists several kinds of problems
associated with these contradictionsthe impor-
tance of his work 1s its focus on the difficulties
created by the absence of a clear definition of
detention. It is the confusion linked to contra-
dictory definitions that is the central problem
for juvenile detention administrators.

Recommendations

The confusion of function ranks even above
the perennial problems of crowding, the lack of
funding, and the lack of adequately trained
personnel. The National Conference (1947)
recommended four distinct solutions to the
confusion of function: 1) detention must have
a clear definition; 2) there should be controls
on intake in the form of guidelines or criteria;
3) there should be cooperation between
children’s agencies to divert youths into alter-
native programs who do not require secure
detention; and 4) there should be a well-orga-
nized network for transferring youths to the
appropriate placement. The intent ol these so-
lutions isto open detention to those youths who
really need secure, temporary custody.

Despite these straightforward recommen-
dations, the confusion of function persists.

Earl L. Dunlap | et al.

“The National Juvenile Detention .Association
(NJDA) reported that the absence of clearly

defined standards for detention services per-
mits ‘the use ‘of subjective reasons for incar-
ceration which range from punishment to pro-

tection (“Studies Charge,”:1982): In an.analy- - - - -. .

sis of detention programs, Carbone (1984)
pointed to the lack of amission statement as the
central problem preventing effective detention
programs. Confusion of function also means
that the field continues to ignore questions
about a uniform definition. With no curricula
nor training programs required of detention
administrators, the day-to-day administration
of detention is marked by a lack of consistency
(Gallas, 1985). The absence of administrative
uniformity has been identified by Norman
(1946), morerecently by Pappenfortand Young
(1980) and Hughes and Reuterman (1982);
Hughes, Reuterman & McGibany (1982);
Reuterman & Hughes, (1984); Reuterman,
Hughes & Love, (1971)), and currently by
Parent, et al. (1994).

What Are the Functions of Detention?

Two themes make up the conflicting parts
of juvenile detention paradox. First, detention
restrains and inhibits a youth’s freedom or
liberty through placement in a locked institu-
tion or a physically restricting environment or
other levels of custody and supervision. This
function is called preventive detention (cf.,
Schall v. Martin). Second, detention is also
one of the services assoctated with the juvenile
court. When detention services include help-
ful programs for the diagnosis, remediation, or
restoration of the juvenile offender, this func-
tion 1s called therapeutic detention

““““““ 0, 1982) ad-
dressed thxs 1ssueina natlonal survey of deten-
tton administrators. Starting from the assump-
tion thata definition of juvenile detention should
incorporate both functions, the “ideal” defini-
tion placed primary emphasts on custody (pre-
ventive detention) and a secondary emphasis
on rehabilitation (therapeutic detention). Their
findings reveal an interesting perception of
juvenile detention. One-third of the detention
administrators agreed with the 1deal definition,
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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

whereas approximately 37% indicated that cus-
tody is the single and exclusive function of
detention. Some detention administrators ex-
clude the therapeutic deterition concept as a
legitimate function of detention.

Preventive Detention

The earliest studies of juvenile detention
identify security and a physically restricting
environment as consistent and universal char-
acteristics of juvenile detention (Warner, 1933).
These are the essential characteristics of pre-
ventive detention. The preventive function 1s
the easier to understand because it 1s consistent
with the meaning of the word “detention.” The
dictionary definition of detention means “a
keeping in custody or confinement.” Custody
means “a guardian or keeping safe; care; and
protection.” The implications for preventive
detention are that detention is a form of custody
that prevents certain things from happening in
order that some other forms of protection or
safe keeping can occur.

What are the goals preventive detention?
Thereare differences of opinionregarding how
many goals are included in the preventive de-
tention function. However, three general
themes emerge:

1) Detention provides a reasonable as-
surance to the juvenile court that the
youth will be available and present
forcourthearingsand other legal mat-
ters (detention prevents absconding,
running away, or a failure to appear
before the court).

2) Detentionisused to prevent harm (or
to protect) the juvenile offender, the
family, and/or the community.

3) Detention 1s used to prevent the
juvenile’s re-offending during the le-
gal process (Pappenfort & Young,
1980).

While there is little doubt that protection of
the child and protection of the community (or
public safety) are universal goals expressed in
the detention literature, 1s preventive detention
the exclusive function of juvenile detention?

Therapeutic Detention

The word “therapeutic” 1s sometimes mis-
leading. -While preventive detention may stop
or disrupt certain behaviors or actions, the

_nhature of therapeutlc detention 1is to start ‘or
‘cause certain events to take place. Therefore,

therapeutic detention could also be called “edu.
cative detention,” “helpful detention,” or
“proactive detention.” This function examines
those things that detention can do to help the
juvenile achieve the preventive detention goals
of protecting the offender, family, community,
and to prevent re-offending.

While the ultimate goal of therapeutic de-
tention is not the complete rehabilitation of the
juvenile offender, detention should be seen as
the place where the process begins (Brown,
1983; Previte, 1994). The term “therapeutic”
is associated with the programs and services
provided juvenile court. The range of services
may include youth services bureau involve-
ment, restitution programs, informal proba-
tion, electronic surveillance, foster care, pro-
bation, home detention, or institutional place-
ment, and all of these may include areferral for
an extensive range of mental health services.

The basis for the therapeutic detention ra-
tionale 1s the emphasis on diagnosts and obser-
vation. Tappan (1949) specifically lists clini-
cal observation as an important reason for
detention. The court needs information re-
garding the juvenile, the home environment,
and peers 1n order to make an informed deci-
ston about the future of the juvenile. Short-
term detention has been used as an opportunity
to accomplish this task (Cohen, 1946; Lenz,
1942; National Conference, 1947; Norman &
Norman, 1946; Norman, 1946, 1949, 1951,
1957, 1961). The diagnosis and observation
themes are so common that most juvenile codes
include them as a rationale for detention. It 1s
this concept that created much of the conflictin
the definition of detention goals.

It 1s difficult to know exactly when the
conflict began. The confusion of function
(goals) began to appear in the detention litera-
ture over 50 years ago. Like many of the
critical issues in juvenile detention, the debate
about the goals of detention was articulated by

6 Juvenile and Family Court Journal [ Spring 1995



Sherwood Norman, Our present understand-

ing of the preventive detention versus thera- -

peutic detention controversy is a result of the
national surveys conducted by Drs.-Tom-Hughes
and Nick Reuterman. Even though all thera-
peutic concepts within juvenile detention have

their origins in the philosophy of the juvenile

court, the diagnosis and observation rationale
may have had the greatest impact on the
professionalization of staff, services, training
and programming.

Balanced Approach

Preventive detention and therapeutic de-
tention are not mutually exclusive. However,
the lack of consensus about juvenile justice
philosophy and policy direction sustains the
tension between these two functions; and until
the action of NJDA to establish a national
definition of detention, the confusion of func-
tion was the major obstacle to a definition of
detention. The problem was the 1nability of
practitioners to integrate these two sets of de-
tention goals and to find a balance between
them in daily practice.

The critical areas of practice addressed in
the NJDA definition of juvenile detention
movesthe profession towardsthe goal of adopt-
ing a more “balanced approach” to detention
services. Such an approach acknowledges the
value of including, to some degree, an entire
set of principles for community protection,
accountability, competency development and/
or treatment, and individualized assessment
and classification. In describing the balanced
approach concept, Maloney, Romig, and
Armstrong (1985) suggest that all the particu-
iar circumsiances of the delinquent act (ihe
defender’s culpabilityand other social/psycho-
logical factors of the youth) will play a deter-
mining rolein exactlyhow the system responds.
A policy decision to consider the possible rel-
evance of each principle in each case is a
significant step forward, and it avoids the rather
extreme remedies that characterized both ends
of the pendulum’s swing during the past two
decades.

Loard L. Uiy, ct ai.

Place Versus Process Argument

Using the preventive and therapeutic func-
tions as the goals of detention, another contro-
versy arises regarding the objectives of deten-
tion or the way in which it goes about meeting

‘orachieving these goals.” There are two differ- - -

ent ways of representing the objectives of juve-
nile detention. One way is more restricted and
narrow in its focus, the other is quite broad and
flexible.

Let’s usethe game of golf as an example. If
your goal isto shoot alow score and if your golf
skills are as good as they will ever be (meaning
we’ll hold your ability as a constant), there are
arange of variables that will affect your score.
These variables include: course selection (you
want to choose a course that fits your golf
skills), weather (wind, rain and cold weather
make golf more difficult), club selection (golf-
ers are allowed to carry 14 clubs but there are
over 20 different clubs to choose from), and
mental attitude (good golf is a challenging
activity, requiring concentration and a positive
mental attitude). As each of these variables
changes, the good golfer is flexible enough to
adapt to the conditions.

What would happen if someone were to
control these variables so that you had to play
a very challenging golf course on a cold, wet,
and windy day with onlya driver and a putter in
your golf bag in front of a gallery of your
severest critics with your job on the line? By
narrowing the alternatives available to you, the
task 1s made significantly more difficult; you
must work significantly harder to achieve the
same results; and the increased stress and pres-
sure will probably reduce your ability to per-
form. If given the choice, you would not
choose this particular arrangement for golf.
Much of the place versus process controversy
in juventle detention is similar to this analogy.
Juvenile detention is being forced to play the
game under very difficult conditions with se-
verely restricted options.

Many years ago, the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) suggested
thatjuvenile detention should be understood as
a process, not as a place (Norman, 1961).
Recent problems regarding the overcrowding
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of juvenile detention facilities call attention to
the definition and mission ofjuvemle deten-
tion. While overcrowding 1s a function of

several variables, ‘Dunlap (1993) usesthe place:’

versus process controversy as the focal point
for evaluating successful versus unsuccessful

responses to overcrowding. Dunlap links over-.

crowding (and system-wide failures to reduce
its negative effects) to an organization that
defines juvenile detention as a place. The
systems that have successfully addressed the
increases in juvenile delinquency without over-
crowding juvenile detention are systems that
view detention as a process. As the pressures
on juvenile justice and juvenile detention con-
tinue to increase, detention as process offers
more alternatives and greater flexibility.

From the perspective of how detention sys-
tems are organized, the place versus process
controversy is particularly relevant. If the sys-
tem defines detention as a place, then the physi-
cal plant becomes the focus of detention ser-
vices, and incarceration is the primary inter-
vention strategy for the system. While deten-
tion frequently serves as the focal point for
juvenile justice interventions through an em-
phasis on the brokering of services, incarcera-
tion is a very expensive alternative. In light of
public pressures for increased incarceration,
operational costs may become overwhelming.
As an example, one county in New Jersey
eliminated juvenile detention because of the
excessive cost of 1ts operation.

Detention as Place

References to juvenile detention as a place
emphasize the physical structure of detention,
the building, and its physical characteristics,
such as security hardware, square footage, fur-
nishings, and sanitation. References to place
also denote the objective characteristics of de-
tention. Place focuses on the “what” of juve-
nile detention, and it includes the development
of administrative and operational rules and
regulations expressed in policy and procedure.
Detention as placeis amaore narrow and limited
definition commonly associated with greater
costs of care and increased liability.

Detention as aplace is a passive concept. Itis
the object or outcome of juvenile court action.

When the demands increase for greater use of

- detention, the detention as place argument fo-

cuses on the increase in secure beds or the

- increase'in-capacity. The operation of a deten- -

tion facility becomes the primary concern of

- the court, and detentionis the place from which
all other options foryouth evolve. Detentlon as

place is best captured by the aphorism: “If a
hammer is the only tool in your tool box, soon
all your problems will start to look like nails.”

Detention as Process

Referencesto detention as process focus on
the “how” of detention or the detention experi-
ence. Key words reflective of process are
intensity of services, quality of care, quality of
staff and their relationships with youths and
families, and philosophy of detention. From an
organizational perspective, process moves ju-
venile detention beyond a single building or
entity and suggests a wide range of services
under the “umbrella of detention.” Detention
as process 1s associated with references to
graduated sanctions, a continuum of care, and
the least intrusive but most appropriate option.

Detention as process is an active concept.
Detention refers to the act of providing care,
custody, and restrictive supervision. This cus-
tody can occur in a wide range of fashions so
that there is amatch between the custody needs
of the individual youth and the ability of juve-
nile detention to achieve its goals (insuring the
youth’s presence at trial; providing protection
to the youth, community, and family; and pre-
venting re-offending during the legal process).
The range of custody options available to the
court appears to be limited only by the creativ-
ity of the leadership and by clear policy direc-
tion within the juvenile justice system.

When a wide range of custody alternatives
exists, detention becomes a question of match-
ing the level of restrictiveness with the deten-
tion needs of the offender. This concept is
called a continuum of services or continuum of
care. Detention becomes a series of alterna-
tives available within the continuum instead of
being the single focus or departure point for all
juvenile justice services. Detention as process
includes detention as place as one component

8 Juvenile and Family Court Journal / Spring 1995



of the contmuum of care.

The standards movement by ACA 1s a criti-
cally important component of the “what” fac-
tor. However, the standards have not been
instructive regarding how'to implement. suc-

cessful detention (Roush, 1989). ~This imbal- .-

ance has been documeénted by the OJJDP Con-
ditions of Confinement Study (Parent, et al.,
1944) that indicates little correspondence be-
tween conformance with nationally acceptable
standards and improved conditions of confine-
ment.

Effective detention safeguards the health,
safety and well-being of staff, residents, and
the public. Practitioners understand that pro-
cess issues are more influential in affecting
safety and security within a juvenile detention
setting than are policies and procedures. A
balanced approach includes both.

Graduated Sanctions

The OJJDP plan (Wilson & Howell, 1993)
identifies three levels of graduated sanctions:
immediate sanctions, intermediate sanctions,
and incarceration. Immediate sanctions are
nonresidential community-based programs lo-
cated in or near the juvenile’s home that main-
tain community participation in program plan-
ning, operation and evaluation. First-time de-
linquent offenders and nonserious repeat of-
fenders generally are targeted for this type of
sanction. Examples of immediate sanctions
programs are as follows: juvenile court diver-
sion, informal probation, school counselors
serving as probation officers, probation, home
probation, mediation, community service, res-
titution, day treatment programs, alcohol and
other drug-abuse treatment (outpatient)

ANt e e taates -2 e RN~ 10 At lir oA Ar et Ao

programs.

Intermediate sanctions are for those of-
fenders who are inappropriate for immediate
sanctions or who have failed to respond to an
immediate sanctions program. These include:
regular drug testing, weekend detention, inten-
sive supervision probation, alcohol and other
drug abuse treatment (inpatient), outdoor chal-
lenge programs, community-based residential
programs (group electronic monitoring, boot

Earl L. Dunlap , et al.

camps (see Taylor, 1992), and .staff secure.
detention. Incarceration includes secure de-
tention, specialized residential treatment, train-
ing schools, youth ranches, residential place-
ment 1institutions, and transfer to adult court
jurisdiction. . : -

Continuum of Care

Foryears, juvenilejustice practitioners have
complained that juvenile detention is the main-
stay of the local juvenile justice system, and
misfortune has accrued because incarceration
has been the only answer for all problems
facing the juvenile court (Hammergren, 1984).
As far back as 1946, the service component of
the juvenile justice system was defined as a
continuum. Juvenile justice practitioners
schooled in this train of thought welcome the
OJJDP plan because graduated sanctions are
another way of defining a continuum of care.
Those states and local jurisdictions that have
exemplary programs and services for juvenile
offenders incorporate a continuum of care as a
significant portion of the intervention strategy
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990).

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy at
the University of Michigan concludes that the
existence of a continuum of services provides
community protection and public safety in a
cost-efficient manner. Massachusetts was the
ptoneer in creating community-based alterna-
tives for delinquents. Since its transition to a
community-based continuum of services, the
number of juvenile offenders going into the
adult correctional system has dropped from
35%to 15%. Similar positive results have been
experienced through the development of a con-
tinuum of community-based services in Utah
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990).

On the local level, the best example of a
continuum of services is the Jefferson County
(Kentucky) Juvenile Services Division, an ex-
ecutive branch of county government, devel-
oped by Earl Dunlap and Hon. Mitch McConnell
to included a wide range of community-based
alternatives ranging in various degrees of re-
strictiveness. Used on the pre-adjudicatory
level, the juventile court judge made the deten-
tion deciston, and the Juvenile Services staff
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conducted a risk assessment and placed .the
juvenile in the appropriate program in accor-
dance with the policy and placement guide-

lines collaboratively established by the court - -

and the county.

. -The ability to manage resident movement -

within the continuum of services resulted in a
~ very low number of detention days care in the
Jefferson County Youth Center(JCYC). JCYC
was regularly below its rated capacity (fre-

. quently at. 50% capacity), a rare phenomenon

for a metropolitan detention center with a his-
tory of overcrowding (Kihm, 1981). This pro-
gram concept 1s still used as a model for other

Jocal juvenile justice systems; it earned
‘Iéffefsdh Coq_nty'thét‘status' pf “a National 'Re-*
. source Center by the ACA; and OJJDP techni- -

cal assistance projects continue to include ref-
erences to the Jefferson County model.

Low Big Brothers/Big Sisters
After School Programs
After School Employment
Drop-In Centers

Street Outreach Workers

Mentor Programs

Table 1

Sample Continuum of Care

Informal Probation (No Probation Officer Assigned)

Informal Probation (Supervision by Adult Friend or Relative)
Informal Probation (Supervision by Allicd Agency, e.g., Scouts)
Alternative Education Programs

Community Scrvices (Health, pregnancy, crisis intervention, etc.)
Foster Home Placement

Volunteer Probation

Probation

Restitution

Attendant Care or Holdover

Group Homes: Parent Model

Group Homes: Staff-secure Diagnostic

Group Homes: Staff-secure Treatment

Family Preservation Programs

Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment (Out-patient)
Nonresidential Boot Camps

Intensive Probation

Tracking Probation

Tracking Probation Plus (Staff-secure detention bed available)
Home Detention

Electronic Monitoring

Intensive Day Treatment

Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment (Inpatient)

Nonseccure Detention

Periodic Detention

Wecekend Deteniion (Deiained Fridayihrougi Sunday Evening)
Post-Dispositional Electronic Monitoring

Short-term, High Intensity Residential Boot Camps
Specialized Residential Treatment

Training School

Secure Detention

Training School: Maximum Security Unit

Adult Detenuon (Jail)

Adult Corrections (Prison)

Medium

High

Note: The order of appcarance of programs and scrvices represents a general estimate of the level of
intervention or restrictiveness. Individual programs may vary in intensity from one jurisdiction to another.
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Mentor Programs. Mentors or proctor-

advocate programs allow individual youth to
live in the homes of professional staff who act
In a surrogate parent capacity. Mentors advo-
cate for youth and provide positive behavior

- modeling. The resndentlal component dlStlﬂ'A

guishes these programs from typical meritoring
programs, such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters.

Group Homes: Parent Model. In addition
to the traditional parent model for group homes
where house parents or foster parents provide
services to six or fewer youths who attend
community schools, two additional variations
are worth consideration.

Group Homes: Staff-Secure Diagnostic.
Using 24-hour supervision by professional staff,
12 orfeweryouthsreside in such homes. Youths
are placed in these homes while a more perma-
nent placement is being developed. Along
with assessing youths for treatment placement
needs, youths are also oriented and their atti-
tudes are prepared for the treatment placement
assignment.

Group Homes: Staff-Secure Detention.
Using 24-hour supervision by professionally
trained staff, 12 or fewer youths live in such
homes. Youths may attend community schools,
but usually, education is provided on the pre-
mises, given the security risks.

Community-based, staff-secure detention
accounts for about half of the annual detention
admissions in the State of New York. Virtually
every county has access to community-based
detention programs, and these programs are an
integral part of the detention system. Some
localities use community-based detention ex-
clusively for status offenders and others exclu-
sively for delinquents. Due to its nonsecure
nature, some community-based detention pro-
grams mix the two popuiations.

On the basis of the New York experience,
there are several elements crucial to the suc-
cess of acommunity-based, staff-secure deten-
tion program. The mission of the program
must be clear. The intake screening process
must bedesigned to admitlegally eligible youths
who do not require a higher level of restrictive
care. Frequent mistakes in this area will doom
the program.

Earl L. Dunlap , et al.

It is, of course, the rare community that.
welcomes a nonsecure residential facility in its
midst. Efforts to educate the community about
the mission of the facility are critical. Linkages
must be made, preferably by written agree-
ment, with community.agencies (health; edu- ..

cation, mental health, and emergency services)

which provide services to the facility on an
ongoing, or as needed, basis.

Intensive Day Treatment. Intensive day
treatment programs consist of highly struc-
tured and focused daily activities for youth.
Structured programs may be eight to 15 hours
long and include evenings and weekends. Fam-
ily participation is required, and youths live in
their own homes or foster homes. Program
content varies but includes some or all of the
following: education, vocational development,
specialized counseling (sex offense, substance
abuse), family counseling, leisure time activi-
ties, community projects, wilderness experi-
ences. Programs occur at various locations,
including the detention center, a public school,
or a community center.

Intensive Family Preservation Programs.
Family treatment or preservation, such as
Washington’s Home Builders and Michigan’s
Families First, are programs where youths live
at home and an extensive range of highly inten-
sive services and resources are brought into the
home in order to maintain and strengthen the
family unit. This is a short-term, high-impact
program designed to work with families from
10 to 30 hours per week for 30 to 60 days.
Family preservation caseworkers are usually
assigned to no more than two families atatime.

Intensive Probation. Intensive probation
provides 1ncreased daily contact with youths,

usually at least two to three daily contacts.
Specially trained probation officers know each

waGily oLl VaaiwT

youth s schedule of activities and whereabouts
at all times. Youths are required to “check in”
personally (normally there is one “face-to-face”
contact daily) or by telephone and to review
their schedule of the day’s activities. Intensive
probation officers often work with the fami-
lies. Intensive probation is a popular alterna-
tive to secure detention or to dispositional
placements. This model can also be used for
high-risk youths on aftercare status.
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Tracking Probation. Tracking probation
is a variation of intensive probation. Instead of
two to three daily contacts, youths assigned to
tracking probation are usually required to have
four or more contacts with the tracking proba-
_ tion.officer (tracker),.and more. than one of

‘these contacts may be “face-to-face.” Similar
to intensive probation, two philosophies of
tracking have evolved. First, because of the
intensive contact, some jurisdictions use track-
ing as a therapeutic intervention strategy with
youths and their families. Second, increased
tracking caseloads means that most trackers
have only enough time to provide the basic
monitoring functions. Intheseinstances, track-
ers become surveillance officers or enforce-
ment officers or “bird dogs.” In either case,
tracking provides an increased level of ac-
countability for youths on probation.

Tracking Probation Plus. Tracking Pro-
bation Plus is a variation on tracking probation
that includes a staff supervised short-term bed
for youths who lose control while on regular
tracking probation. The availability of such a
bed can eliminate the need for temporary de-
tention or other secure placement. Youths
generally return to the regular tracking proba-
tion within one to three days.

Boot Camps. Military-style boot camps
that emphasize order, discipline, and hard work
are an intermediate sanction prior to the use of
the more costly secure institutions. They fit
within the graduated sanctions concept (Wil-
son & Howell, 1993), plus they have a sensa-
tional or glamorous appeal to politicians and
elected officials who see boot camps as a way
to “get tough on juvenile crime.” To under-
stand the boot camp as applied to juvenile
justice, ACA studied the concept and recom-
mended the following program components:
academic and vocational cduuauuu substance
abuse treatment, experiential educatlon, social
skills training, and values clarification in addi-
tion to the aforementioned concepts of exer-
cise, structure, and discipline (Taylor, 1992).
Some promising examples of these principles
are: the Eckerd Family Youwn Alternatives
based in Florida; Camp Roulston based in
Richmond, Ohio and operated by the North
American Family Institute, Inc.; and the Green
River Boys’ Camp operated by the Kentucky

Department of Social Services.

These programs do not address the two
significant criticisms of boot camps. First,
research studies show no differences in the
recidivism between offenders who served time -

. in. a shorter shock boot .camp program and.

those in traditional incarceration nor between .
those who were given a sentence of probation

with no incarceration (Morris, 1993). While

boot camps may be less expensive to operate,

they are no more effective than incarceration

nor probation. Second, on a conceptual level,

the military-style boot camp model that en-

courages staffto act like “drill sergeants” (yell-

ing orders, berating youths as a form of motiva-

tion, and phy51oa1 intimidation) may set the

stage for an abuse of power by encouraging

aggressive behaviors by both staff and juvenile

offenders (Morash & Rucker, 1990). Some

juvenile justice experts believe that adults in a

boot camp program model the wrong types of
problem-solving behaviors for delinquent

youths.

Non-Residential Boot Camp. Mel Brown
(1994) devised a creative alternative to the
traditional boot camp concept that combines
the services of the local juvenile court and the
public schools. Juvenile offenders assigned to
the program live at home and attend the local
public school. Parents must make a commit-
ment to get the youths to the program and to
participate in family counseling activities. Juve-
niles report to the school at 5:30 a.m., partici-
pate in calisthenics, shower, and eat breakfast,
whileunder the supervision of court staff. They
attend the regular school day and report back to
the program when schoolisover. A program of
calisthenics, tutoring, supper, and counseling
runs through 8:00 p.m. when court staff trans-
ports the youths home. An Aftercare Worker
monitors the youths bytelephone between 8:30
p.m. and midnight to make sure that they are at
home. This component is similar to intensive
probation. Costs are minimal (morning and
evening staff, meals, and transportation), and
the program does not involve aresident place-
ment. Youths who violate the program con-
tract are placed in secure detention pending
further court action,

Specialized Residential Treatment. Thera-
peutic or specialized residential treatment pro-
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grams address homogeneous populations, such
as sex offenders, teen prostitutes, and sub-
stance abusers. These programs can take the
form of professional, staff-secure group homes
or small (up to 12 beds) or self-contained

residential programs within larger mstntutlons j
“Drav Down” Programs Behavior man- -

agement “draw ‘down” programs operate in
secure detention facilities and are systematic
way to reinforce appropriate institutional be-
havior by providing an opportunity for detain-
ees to move to a lesser restrictive placement,
when appropriate. These programs require the
continuum of services to be under one agency’s
control so that the placement of a youth in the
appropriate alternative is an administrative
function supported by the court. In this man-
ner, youth may earn the opportunity to move
from secure detention to staff-secure detention
that results in a more appropriate level of ser-
vice and amore cost-efficient use of resources.
The “down” component is one-way because
movement down from greater to lesser security
does not require a due process hearing.

Periodic Detention. Eskridge and Newbold
(1993) describe a variation on the home deten-
tion and weekend detention strategies. Peri-
odic detention (PD) was pioneered in New
Zealand and 1s the oldest and probably the most
successful of the country’s noncustodial alter-
natives. It is also one of the most popular,
accounting for 35% of all those on community
sentences. PD began in 1963 as a form of
weekend confinement for juveniles. It has
since been extended to adults, and its residen-
tial component has been dropped in an attempt
to cut cost. Today, the sentence allows for a
periodic detainee to be kept in custody of a PD
ward for up to 9 hours on any one day and for
up to 15 hours per week, for up to 22 months.
In practice, the bulk of pernodlc detainees re-
ports at a PD work center each Saturday. Ac-
companied by a PD warden, they go out in
gangs of about 10 to work, unpaid, on commu-
nity projects such as cutting scrub, picking up
trash, and cleaning government bu11dmgs

Summary

The challenges to the future of juvenile
Justice include the building of coalitions, the
increase in discretion, and the dissemination of

Earl L. Duniap | et al.

effective practices to overcome years of mis-
management (Fabelo, 1992)." In almost every
instance of projecting the future of juvenile
justice, coalitions are seen as vital to its long-

-term effectiveness; and several models of col-
laboration have been identified (Roush, 1993).. ...
~Also, the National Juvenile Detention Asso-

ciation, through a grant from OJJDP, has as-
sembled a manual of effective and innovative
program ideas for juvenile detention and cor-
rections (Roush & Wyss, 1994). The only
component of Fabelo’s triad that needs addi-
tional attention is the increase in discretion.
Detention as process increases discretion by
increasing the number of choices available to
the court.

Detention as process can be criticized as a
“net widening” strategy, and this is a valid
criticism.  Of course, it applies to all pre-
detention programs and services. However, in
those jurisdictions where detention as process
was used within a continuum of services as a
problem-solving approach to overcrowding and
dangerous conditions of confinement, “net-
widening” did not arise as an issue. Over-
crowding, and deteriorating conditions of con-
finement are sufficient concerns, and they are
indicative of other problems far more ominous
than “net-widening.”

When the leadership in juvenile justice uses
detention as process to shape a positive and
proactive response to contemporary problems,
several critical questions must be answered:

o Is there a vision, philosophy, policy,
and mission that drives the juvenile
Justice system?

o Do isolated incidents of crisis man-
agement drive policy or does an en-
gaged community shape public
policy?

o Does the juvenile justice system pro-
mote achild-centered, family-focused
neighborhood and community-based
approach?

o Does the policy direction promote the
least intrusive and least restrictive
appropriate alternative to an incar-
cerated setting?

o Is detention a process or place; are
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there alternatives to detention or is
detention the alternative?

The future of juvenile justice may depend
on the ability of its leaders to generate new or
innovative strategies for solving problems.

“Whether this is-called-a “rethinking,” a trans-- .

formation, a “recreating,” or a new paradigm
of juvenile justice, one thing is clear: effective
strategies will require different approaches to
contemporary problems. Detention as process,
while not a new idea, offers a different and
innovative way of looking at juvenile detention
and its problems.
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The Core Group and Defining the Deteniion Frocess - uniap

Characteristics of Youth in
Secure Detention:

2 - Mostare held for property crimes (39%] -

&% Only 27% fer personal crimes

:  Rsurprising number are held on public disorder
offenses {e.y. drinking in public)

- Ethnic or racial minorities are move likely to be
detained, even controlling for type of offense

32% of detained youth are 14 years or younger

Saerce. Saydor WA, and Hekprad b _QL0P,
2 Deyanile Gtenéars 2adicnims 1999 Kaljeual Repart pp. 132,158
e

NIDA

}2) Consequences of unnecessary secure
- detention for juvenile justice systen:
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+ The mest expensive sepervisian $100,000 -
$150,000 to bulid each hed $36,000 average
annual operating costfor each bed

- gver-rellance diverts resources from other
needed services

't o Physical setting with emphasis on securlty
and control, Is not appropriate for
rehahilitative services

& Consequences of unnecessary secure
detention for juvenile justice system

T2
T T T T I el e e T T L e

- Qffends our most hasic beliefs about
liberty and due process

- Unnecessarily subjects youthto the
nepative effects of detention

> - Reduces the effectiveness of intervention

- Mayresultinfurther acts of delinquency or
other damage to youth and the community

NIDAl
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Core Purposes of Secure
Detention:

2%3 1. Yo confine minors who are iikely to commit
;‘a' anew oftense pending adjudication

% 2. To confine minors at risk of flight pending
adjudication

Unnecessary Detention - secure
confinement for other reasons, orfor a

period longer thanis needed to meet a
core purpose.

NDA

5 A A e i TS S s PR R T Foodi

- PLACE: The Buiiding is the Centerpiece

A - PROCESS: A Range of appropriate
interventions which may include the PLACE.

NIDA]

. Delention - asPROCESS

- The action taken by the court to cause three
kinds of behavior to cease.
« Re-olfending - thus protacting publlc safety

o Absconding - ensurlng the youth's presence at
court. and

« Sell-harm - preventing the Individual lrom harming
salf.

NIDA
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as PLAGE

SRS

The physical environment with varying
fevels of security, construction, hardware,
and technology that produce the care and
custody of youth.

‘‘‘‘‘
A [NIE7 M o B S ANNIA 2 5 £ et b ST R S R Mt AN N

5 - The Heeds of Youth WITH the Heed for Public
4 Safety

“f1. - Engages the Family

<% - supports Bxisting Community Resources or

¥ Ildentifies Gaps

21, - Cost-BenefitRatio

Vision/Mission

e T N RPN IR S R T e Newlr %

‘Where there is no vision, the people perish.”
Book of Proverlis

1. Where Is one going?
2. A Systemic Approach
3. A“Balanced Approach
4. A Partnership

NIDA

(IS}
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Creating an interagency Group:
Fundamental Principles

AR SRS

=

1. Collaboration

2. ey Stakeholders
3. Consensus

4. Negotiation

5. Self Assessment
6. Will and Capacity

o RIBA

J2) Gomposition:
itk Policy Level Stalieholders

W O M s (W g OISV g g LI GU DR s A Sl QL A SRS

+ Chief Juvenile Court Judge

« Juvenile Court Administration
‘ + Public Delender/Prosecutor
. + lawEnlercement
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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

by Earl L. Dunlap and David W. Roush, Ph.D.

Introduction

Juvenile detention is an often overlooked,
often maligned, and often misunderstood com-
ponent of the juvenile justice system. How-
ever, current juvenile justice policy issues are
bringing increased attention to juvenile deten-
tion. Detention 1s an important component of
variousreform strategies (Roush, 1993). While
any attention to juvenile detention is signifi-
cant to the overall improvement of the profes-
ston, juvenile justice policy analysts also iden-
tify and highlight many of the shortcomings
nd negative aspects of detention with little
pard for the origins of these problems or for
constructive solutions (Frazier, 1989). One
shortcoming is the lack of consensus about the
definition of juvenile detention.

National practitioner groups, such as the
National Council of Juvenite and Family Court
Judges (INCJFCJ), the American Correctional
Assoctation (ACA) and the National Juvenile
Detention Association (NJDA), have estab-
lished national forums and training institutes
with the assistance of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
where national policy analysts have had the

opportunity to interact with the professionina.

constructive and forthright manner. Current
efforts to reform juvenile justice have drawn
juvenile detention into the process, producing
definition statements that are grounded in de-
tention practice even though they may reflect a

particular ideology (Flintrop, 1991; Schwartz,
1992).

The problems associated with a definition
ofjuvenile detention are twofold. First, deten-
tion practitioners have not done a good job of
recording the history of detention nor assem-
bling acatalogue of effective practices. There-
fore, the general inability to describe or under-
stand good detention practice can be blamed,
in large part, on this profession’s failures in
publication and dissemination. Second, the
profession has not entered the debate with
constructive nor creative arguments about ju-
venile detention. This erticle represents one
attempt to organize professional detention
knowledge around the important topic of the
definition of juvenile detention and to chal-
lenge the juvenile justice community to look at
juvenile detention from a different perspec-
tive.

Definition of Juvenile Detention

There are numerous definitions of juvenile
detention, but until recently no single defini-
tion had achieved priority. Without such a
definition, juvenile detention had become all
things to all scgments of the juvenile justice
system (Hammergren, 1984). On October 31,
1989, following three years of work on the
subject, the board of directors of NJD A unani-
mously adopted the following definition of
juvenile detention:

N
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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

Juvenile detention is the temporary and
safe custody of juveniles who are ac-
cused of conduct subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the court whorequirearestricted
environment for their own or the
community’s protection while pending
legal action.

Further, juvenile detention provides a
wide range of helpful services that sup-
port the juventle’s physical, emotional,
and social development.

Helpful services minimally include:
education, visitation, communication,
counseling, continuous supervision,
medical and health care services, nutri-
tion, recreation, and reading.

Juvenile detention includes or provides
for a system of clinical observation and
assessment that complements the help-
ful services and report findings.

This definition was developed from the
seven definitional themes for juvenile deten-
2n identified by the ACA Juvenile Detention

mittee (Smith, Roush & Kelley, 1990).
s nese themes are defined as follows:

Temporary Custody: Ofall the methods of
incarceration within the criminal justice sys-
tem, only juvenile detention stresses its tempo-
rary nature. Detention should be as short as
possible.

Safe Custody: This concept implies free-
dom from fear and freedom from harm for both
the juvenile and the community. This defini-
tional theme refers to a safe and humane envi-
ronment with programming and staffing to
insure the physical and psychological safety of
detained juveniles. -

Restricted Environment: The nature or
degree of restrictiveness of the environment is
generally associated with the traditional clas-
sifications of maximum, medium or minimum
security or custody.

Community Protection: In addition to the
factors listed above, the court has a legitimate
gt to detain juveniles for the purpose of
:nting further serious and/or violent delin-
quent behavior.

Pending Legal Action: This theme in-
cludesthe time spent awaiting a hearing, pend-

ing disposition, awaiting a placement, or pend-
ing a return to a previous placement.

Helpful Services: Programs are available
to detained juveniles that will help resolve a
host of problems commonly facing detained
juveniles. Because detention has the potential
of creating a tremendously negative impact on
some juveniles, it is 1mportant that program-
ming have the depth of services requxred to
meet the needs of a wide range of juvenile
problems.

Clinical Observation and Assessment:
Most juvenile codes specifically refer to this
theme as a purpose for detention. The con-
trolled environment of juvenile detention is
often atime of intense observation and assess-
ment in order to enhance decision-

making capabilities. Competent clinical ser-
vicesare provided by individualsholding proper
credentials who coordinate and conduct the
observation and assessment process. (This
service may be provided by staff or through
contract.)

The NIDA definition incorporates those
program elements outlined in ACA standards.
The collaboration between ACA and NJDA
has generated a definition statement grounded
in professional agreement (Stokes & Smith,
1990).

Confusion of Function

Juvenile detention is a paradox that makes
it difficult to define. Hughes and Reuterman
(1982) explain the paradox in their second
national survey of juvenile detention. They
note that juvenile detention is a very important
part of the juvenile justice system. Yet, their
survey responses simultaneously indicate that
detention 1s often ignored, criticized and de-
prived of the support and assistance available
to other juvenile justice agencies. These find-
ings echo the earlier comments of Rosemary

“Sarri (1973) that detention is both “significant

and ignored.”

History of Confusion

The confusion of function has a long his-
tory in juvenile detention. Contradictory defi-

4 Juvenile and Family Court Journal [/ Spring 1995



nitions generate ambivalence and confusion,
and detention is at the whim of the individual(s)
oragency that exercises control overit. Cohen
(1946) maintained thata*“good” detention pro-
gram cannot be established if detention is
viewed as a catchall. Without a clear mission
and goals, Hammergren (1984) warned that
detention will become all things to all seg-
ments of the juvenile justice system. In some
jurisdictions, secure detention is a convenient
alternative to the court-widerange of troubling
youth. Schwartz, Fishman, Hatfield, Krisberg
and Eisikovitz (1986) specifically point to the
problem of confusion of function as a culprit
for the overuse of detention.

In a recent analysis of the problems in the
administration of juvenile detention, Kihm
(1981) states that detention management is the
most difficultjob inthejuventlejustice system.
The reason for this difficulty stems from “the
framework of contradictions” within which
detention must operate.

While Kihm lists several kinds of problems
associated with these contradictionsthe impor-
ance of his work 1s its focus on the difficulties
created by the absence of a clear dafinition of
detention. Itisthe confusion linked to contra-
dictory definitions that i1s the central problem
for juvenile detention administrators.

Recommendations

Theconfusion of functionrankseven above
the perennial problems of crowding, the lack of
funding, and the lack of adequately trained
personnel. The National Conference (1947)
recommended four distinct solutions to the
confusion of function: 1) detention must have
a clear definition; 2) there should be controls
on intake in the form of guidelines or criteria;
3) there should be cooperation between
children’s agencies to divert youths into alter-
native programs who do not require secure
detention; and 4) there should be a well-orga-
nized network for transferring youths to the
appropriate placement. The intent of these so-

'mons isto open detentiontothose youthswho

cally need secure, temporary custody.

Despite these straightforward recommen-
dations, the confusion of function persists.

Farl L. Dunlap, et al.

The National Juvenile Detention Association
(NJDA) reported that the absence of clearly
defined standards for detention services per-
mits the use of subjective reasons for incar-
ceration which range from punishment to pro-
tection (“Studies Charge,” 1982). In an analy-
sis of detention programs, Carbone (1984)
pointed to thelack of amission statement asthe
central problem preventing effective detention
programs. Confusion of function also means
that the field continues to i1gnore questions
about a uniform definition. With no curricula
nor training programs required of detention
administrators, the day-to-day administration
of detention 1s marked by a lack of consistency
(Gallas, 1985). The absence of administrative
uniformity has been 1dentified by Norman
(1946), morerecentlybyPappenfortand Young
(1980) and Hughes and Reuterman (1982);
Hughes, Reuterman & McGibany (1982);
Reuterman & Hughes, (1984); Reuterman,
Hughes & Love, (1971)), and currently by
Parent, et al. (1994).

What Are the Functions of Detention?

Two themes make up the conflicting parts
of juvenile detention paradox. First, detention
restrains and inhibits a youth’s freedom or
liberty through placement in a locked institu-
tion or a physically restricting environment or
other levels of custody and supervision. This
function is called preventive detention (cf,,
Schall v. Martin). Second, detention 1s also
one of the services associated with the juvenile
court. When detention services include help-
ful programs for the diagnosis, remediation, or
restoration of the juvenile offender, this func-
tion 1s called therapeutic detention.

Hughes and Reuterman (1980, 1982) ad-
dressed thisissue in a national survey of deten-
tion administrators. Starting from the assump-
tionthatadefinition ofjuveni]edetention should
incorporate both functions, the “ideal” defini-
tion placed primary emphasns on custody (pre-
ventive detention) and a secondary emphasis

onrehabilitation (therapeutic detention). Their
findings reveal an interesting perception of
juvenile detention. One-third of the detention
administrators agreed withthe ideal definition,
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1s the single and exclusive function of
'ctention. Some detention administrators ex-
clude the therapeutic detention concept as a
legitimate function of detention.

\ihereas approximately 37%indicated that cus-

Preventive Detention

The earliest studies of juvenile detention
identify security and a physically restricting
environment as consistent and universal char-
acteristics of juvenile detention(Warner, 1933).
These are the essential characteristics of pre-
ventive detention. The preventive function is
the easier to understand because 1t1s consistent
with the meaning of the word “detention.” The
dictionary definition of detention means “a
keeping in custody or confinement.” Custody
means “a guardian or keeping safe; care; and
protection.” The implications for preventive
detention arethat detentionisaform of custody
that prevents certain things from happening in

er that some other forms of protection or

keeping can occur.

What are the goals preventive detention?
Thereare differences of opinionregarding how
many goals are included in the preventive de-
tention function. However, three general
themes emerge:

1)  Detention provides a reasonable as-
surance to the juvenile court that the
youth will be available and present
forcourthearingsand other legal mat-
ters (detention prevents absconding,
running away, or a failure to appear
before the court). '

N
~”

Detention is used to prevent harm (or
to protect) the juvenile offender, the
family, and/or the community.

3) Detention is used to prevent the
juvenile’s re-offending during the le-
gal process (Pappenfort & Young,
1980).

Vhile there 1s ittle doubt that protection of

hild and protection of the community (or
public safety) are universal goals expressed in
the detention literature, 1s preventive detention
the exclusive function of juvenile detention?

6 Juvenile and Family Court Journal | Spring

Therapeutic Detention

The word “therapeutic” 1s sometimes mis-
Jeading. While preventive detention may stop
or disrupt certain behaviors or actions, the
nature of therapeutic detention is to start or
cause certain events to take place. Therefore,
therapeuticdetention could also be called “edu-
cative detention,” “helpful detention,” or
“proactive detention.” This function examines
those things that detention can do to help the
juvenile achieve the preventive detention goals
of protecting the offender, family, community,
and to prevent re-offending.

While the ultimate goal of therapeutic de-
tention 1snot the complete rehabilitation of the
juvenile offender, detention should be seen as
the place where the process begins (Brown,
1983; Previte, 1994). The term “therapeutic”
is associated with the programs and services
provided juvenile court. The range of services
mey include youth services bureau involve-
ment, restitution programs, informal proba-
tion, electronic surveillance, foster care, pro-

ation, home detention, or 1nstitutional place-
ment, and all of these may include a referral for
an extensive range of mental health services.

The basis for the therapeutic detention ra-
tionzale 1s the emphasison diagnosis and obser-
vation. Tappan (1949) specifically lists clini-

" cal observation as an important reason for

detention. The court needs information re-
garding the juvenile, the home environment,
and peers in order to make an informed deci-
sion about the future of the juvenile. Short-
term detention has been used as an opportunity
to accomplish this task (Cohen, 1946; Lengz,
1942; National Conference, 1947; Norman &
Norman, 1946; Norman, 1946, 1949, 1951,
1957, 1961). The diagnosis and observation
themes are so common that mostjuvenile codes
include them as a rationale for detention. Itis
this concept that created much of the conflictin
the definition of detention goals.

It is difficult to know exactly when the
conflict began. The confusion of function
(goals) began to appear in the detention litera-
ture over 50 years ago. Like many of the
critical issues in juvenile detention, the debate
about the goals of detention was articulated by
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Sherwood Norman. Our present understand-
ing of the preventive detention versus thera-
peutic detention controversy is a result of the
national surveys conducted by Drs. Tom Hughes
and Nick Reuterman. Even though all thera-
peutic concepts within juvenile detention have
their origins in the philosophy of the juvenile
court, the diagnosis and observation rationale
may have had the greatest impact on the
professionalization of staff, services, training
and programming.

Balanced Approach

Preventive detention and therapeutic de-
tention are not mutually exclusive. However,
the lack of consensus about juvenile justice
philosophy and policy direction sustains the
tension between these two functions; and until
the action of NJDA to establish a national
definition of detention, the confusion of func-
tion was the major obstacle to a definition of
detention. The problem was the inability of
practitioners to integrate these two seis of de-
tention goals and to find a balance between
them in daily practice.

The critical areas of practice addressed in
the NJDA definition of juvenile detention
movesthe profession towardsthe goalof adopt-
ing a more “balanced approach” to detention
services. Such an approach acknowledges the
value of including, to some degree, an entire
set of principles for community protection,
accountability, competency development and/
or treatment, and individualized assessment
and classification. In describing the balanced
approach concept, Maloney, Romig, and
Armstrong (1985) suggest that all the particu-
lar circumstances of the delinquent act (the
defender’s culpabilityand other social/psycho-
logical factors of the youth) will play a deter-
miningrolein exactly how the system responds.
A policy decision to consider the possible rel-
evance of each principle in each case is a
‘igniﬂcant step forward, and it avoids the rather.

xtreme remedies that characterized both ends

of the pendulum’s swing during the past two
decades.

Earl L. Dunlap , et al.

Place Versus Process Argument

Using the preventive and therapeutic func-
tions as the goals of detention, another contro-
versy arises regarding the objectives of deten-
tion or the way in which it goes about meeting
or achieving these goals. There are two differ-
ent ways of representing the objectives of juve-
nile detention. One way is more restricted and

narrow in its focus, the other is quite broad and
flexible.

Let’susethe game of golf as an example. If
your goal 1stoshootalow score and if your golf
skills are as good as they will ever be (meaning
we’ll hold your ability as a constant), there are
arange of variables that will 2ffect your score.
These variables include: course selection (you
want to choose a course that fits your golf
skills), weather (wind, rain and cold weather
make golf more difficult), club selection (golf-
ers are allowed to carry 14 clubs but there are
over 20 different clubs to choose from), and
mental attitude (good golf is a challenging
activity, requiring concentration and a positive
mental attitude). As each of these variables
changes, the good golfer is flexible enough to
adapt to the conditions.

What would happen if someone were to
control these varizbles so that you had to play
a very challenging golf course on a cold, wet,
and windy day with onlya driver and a putterin
your golf bag in front of a gallery of your
severest critics with your job on the line? By
narrowing the alternatives available to you, the
task is made significantly more difficult; you
must work significantly harder to achieve the
same results; and the increased stress and pres-
sure will probably reduce your ability to per-
form. If given the choice, you would not
choose this particular arrangement for golf.
Much of the place versus process controversy
in juvenile detention is similar to this analogy.
Juvenile detention is being forced to play the
game under very difficult conditions with se-
verely restricted options.

Many years ago, the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) suggested
thatjuvenile detention should be understood as
a process, not as a place (Norman, 1961).
Recent problems regarding the overcrowding
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venile detention facilities call attention to
¢ definition and mission of juvenile deten-
tion. While overcrowding is a function of
several variables, Dunlap (1993) uses the place
versus process controversy as the focal point
for evaluating successful versus unsuccessful
responsesto overcrowding. Dunlap links over-
crowding (and system-wide failures to reduce
its negative effects) to an organization that
defines juvenile detention as a place. The
systems that have successfully addressed the
increases injuvenile delinquency without over-
crowding juvenile detention are systems that
view detention as a process. As the pressures
onjuvenile justice and juvenile detention con-
tinue to increase, detention as process offers
more alternatives and greater flexibility.

From the perspective of how detention sys-
tems are organized, the place versus process
controversy 1s particularly relevant. If the sys-
tem defines detentionasaplace, then the physi-
cal plant becomes the focus of detention ser-
Jces, and incarceration is the primary inter-

tion strategy for the system. While deten-
von frequently serves as the focal point for
juvenile justice interventions through an em-
phasis on the brokering of services, incarcera-
tion is a very expensive alternative. Inlight of
public pressures for increased incarceration,
operational costs may become overwhelming.
As an example, one county 1n New Jersey
eliminated juvenile detention because of the
excessive cost of its operation.

Detention as Place

References to juvenile detention as a place
emphasize the physical structure of detention,
the building, and its physical characteristics,
such as security hardware, square footage, fur-
nishings, and sanitation. References to place
also denote the objective characteristics of de-
tention. Place focuses on the “what” of juve-
nile detention, and it includes the development
of administrative and operational rules and

egulations expressed in policy and procedure.
‘etention as placeisamorenarrow and limited
definition commonly associated with greater
costs of care and 1ncreased habihty.

Detention as a place is a passive concept. Itis
the object or outcome of juvenile courst action.

When the demands increase for greater use of
detention, the detention as place argument fo-
cuses on the increase in secure beds or the
increase in capacity. The operation of a deten-
tion facility becomes the primary concern of
the court, and detentionis the place from which
allother options foryouth evolve. Detention as
place is best captured by the aphorism: “Ifa
hammer is the only tool in your tool box, soon
all your problems will start to look like nails.”

Detention as Process

Referencesto detentionas process focuson
the “hov.” of detention or the detention experi-
ence. Key words reflective of process are
intensity of services, quality of care, quality of
staff’ and their relationships with youths and
families, and philosophy of detention. From an
organizational perspective, process moves ju-
venile detention beyond a single building or
entity and suggests a wide range of services
under the “umbrella of detention.” Detention
as process 1s associated with references to
graduated sanctions, a continuum of care, and
the least intrusive but most appropriate option.

Detention as process is an active concept.
Detention refers to the act of providing care,
custody, and restrictive supervision. This cus-
tody cen occur in a wide range of fashions so
thatthere is a match between the custody needs
of the individual youth and the ability of juve-
nile detention to achieve its goals (insuring the
youth’s presence at trial; providing protection
to the youth, community, and family; and pre-
venting re-offending during the legal process).
The range of custody options available to the
court appears to be limited only by the creativ-
ity of the leadership and by clear policy direc-
tion within the juvenile justice system,

When a wide range of custody alternatives
exists, detention becomes a question of match-
ing the level of restrictiveness with the deten-
tion needs of the offender. This concept is
called 2 continuum of services or continuum of
care. Detention becomes a series of alterna-
tives available within the continuum instead of
being the single focus or departure point for all
juvenile justice services. Detention as process
includes detention as place as one component
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of the continuum of care.

The standards movement by ACA is a criti-
cally important component of the “what” fac-
tor. However, the standards have not been
instructive regarding how to implement suc-
cessful detention (Roush, 1989). This imbal-
ance has been documented by the OJJDP Con-
ditions of Confinement Study (Parent, et al,,
1944) that indicates little correspondence be-
tween conformance with nationally acceptable
standards and improved conditions of confine-
ment,

Effective detention safeguards the health,
safety and well-being of staff, residents, and
the public. Practitioners understand that pro-
cess issues are more influential in affecting
safety and security within a juvenile detention
setting than are policies-and procedures. A
balanced approach includes both.

Graduated Sanctions
The OJJDP plan (Wilson & Howell, 1993)

.identiﬂes three levels of graduated sanctions:

immediate sanctions, intermediate sanctions,
and incarceration. Imimediate sanctions are
nonresidential community-based programs lo-
cated in or near the juvenile’s home that main-
tain community participation in program plan-
ning, operation and evaluation. First-time de-
linquent offenders and nonserious repeat of-
fenders generally are targeted for this type of
sanction. Examples of immediate sanctions
programs are as follows: juvenile court diver-
sion, informal probation, school counselors
serving as probation officers, probation, home
probation, mediation, community service, res-
titution, day treatment programs, alcghol and
other drug abuse treatment (outpatlent),
mentoring programs, and family preservation
programs.

Intermediate sanctions are for those of-
fenders who are inappropriate for immediate
sanctions or who have failed to respond to an
immediate sanctions program. These include:

e supervision probation, alcohol and other

qj}gu]ar drug testing, weekend detention, inten-

rug abuse treatment (inpatient), outdoor chal-
lenge programs, community-based residential
programs (group electronic monitoring, boot

Earl L. Dunlap , et al.

camps (see Taylor, 1992), and staff secure
detention. Incarceration includes secure de-
tention, specialized residential treatment, train-
ing schoo]s youth ranches, residential place-
ment institutions, and transfer to adult court
jurisdiction.

Continuum of Care

Foryears, juvenilejustice practitionershave
complained that juvenile detention is the main-
stay of the local juvenile justice system, and
misfortune has accrued because incarceration
has been the only answer for all problems
facing the juvenile court (Hammergren, 1984).
As far back as 1946, the service component of
the juvenile justice system was defined as a
continuum. Juvenile justice practitioners
schooled in this train of thought welcome the
OJIDP plan because graduated sanctions are
another way of defining a continuum of care.
Those states and local jurisdictions that have
exemplary programs and services for juvenile
offenders incorporate acontinuum of care as a

significant portion of the intervention strategy
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990).

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy at
the University of Michigan concludes that the
existence of a continuum of services provides
community protection and public safety in a
cost-efficient manner. Massachusetts was the
ploneer in creating community-based alterna-
tives for delinquents. Since its transition to a
community-based continuum of services, the
number of juvenile offenders going into the
adult correctional system has dropped from

35%1t015%. Similarpositiveresultshave been
experienced through the Gevelopmentofa con-
tinuum of community-based services in Utah
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990).

On the Jocal level, the best example of a
continuum of services is the Jefferson County
(Kentucky) Juvenile Services Division, an ex-
ecutive branch of county government, devel-
oped by Earl Dunlap and Hon. MitchMcConnell
to included a wide range of community-based
alternatives ranging in various degrees of re-
strictiveness. Used on the pre-adjudicatory
level, the juvenile court judge made the deten-
tion decision, and the Juvenile Services staff
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venile in the appropriate program in accor-

ance with the policy and placement guide-
lines collaboratively established by the court
and the county.

The ability to manage resident movement
within the continuum of services resulted in a
very low number of detention days care in the
Jefferson County Youth Center JCYC). JCYC
was regularly below 1ts rated capacity (fre-

qmducted a risk assessment and placed the

quently at 50% capacity), a rare phenomenon
for ametropolitan detention center with a his-
tory of overcrowding (Kihm, 1981). This pro-
gram concept is still used as a model for other
local juvenile justice systems; 1t earned
Jefferson County the status of a National Re-
source Center by the ACA; and OJJDP techni-
cal assistance projects continue to include ref-
erences to the Jefferson County model.

Low Big Brothers/Big Sisters
"After School Programs
After School Employment
Drop-In Centars

Street Qutreach Workers

Mentor Programs

Alternative Education Programs

Foster Home Placement
Volunteer Prebation
Probation
Restitution
Attendant Care
Group Homes:
Group Homes:
Group Homes:
Family Preservation Programs

or Holdover
Parent Model

Medium

Nonresidential Boot Camps
Intensive Probation
Tracking Probation

Home Detention
Electronic Monitoring
Intensive Day Treatment

Nonsecure Detention
Periodic Detention

Training School
Secure Detention
Training School:
Adult Detention (Jail)

Adult Corrections (Prison)

‘High

Table 1

Sample Continuum of Care

Informal Probation (No Probation OfTicer Assigned)
Informal Probation (Supervision by Adult Friend or Relative)
Informal Probation (Supervision by Allied Agency, e.g., Scouts)

Community Services (Health, pregnancy, crisis intervention, etc.)

Staff-secure Diagnostic
Staff-secure Treatment

Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment (Out-patient)
Tracking Probation Plus (Staﬂ”—securc detention bed available)

Alcohiol aud Other Drug Treatment (Inpatient)

Weekend Detention (Detained Fridaythrough Sunday Evening)
Post-Dispositional Electronic Monitoring

Short-term, High Intensity Residential Boot Camps
Specialized Residential Treatment

Maximum Security Unit

Note: The order of appearance of programs and services represents a general estimate of the level of
intervention or restrictiveness, Individual programs may vary inintensity from one jurisdiction to another.
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Mentor Programs. Mentors or proctor-
advocate programs allow individual youth to
live in the homes of professional staff who act
in a surrogate parent capacity. Mentors advo-
cate for youth and provide positive behavior
modeling. The residential component distin-
guishes these programs from typical mentoring
programs, such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters.

Group Homes: Parent Model. Inaddition
to the traditional parent model for group homes
where house parents or foster parents provide
services to six or fewer youths who attend
community schools, two additional variations
are worth consideration.

Group Homes: Staff-Secure Diagnostic.
Using 24-hour supervision by professional staff,
12 orfeweryouthsresideinsuchhomes. Youths
are placed in these homes whilea more perma-
nent placement is being developed. Along
with assessing youths for treatment placement
needs, youths are also oriented and their atti-
tudes are prepared for the treatment placement
assignment.

Group Homes: Staff-Secure Detention.
Using 24-hour supervision by professionally
trained staff, 12 or fewer youths live in such
homes. Youths may attend community schools,
but usually, education is provided on the pre-
mises, given the security risks.

Community-based, staff-secure detention
accounts for about half of the annual detention
admissions in the State of New York. Virtually
every county has access to community-based
detention programs, and these programs are an
integral part of the detention system. Some
localities use community-based detention ex-
clusively for status offenders and others exclu-
sively for delinquents. Due to its nonsccure
nature, some community-based detention pro-
grams mix the two populations.

On the basis of the New York experience,
there are several elements crucial to the suc-
cess of acommunity-based, staff-secure deten-
tion program. The mission of the program
must be clear. The intake screening process

ust bedesigned toadmit legally eligible youths

'ho do not require a higher level of restrictive
care. Frequent mistakes in this area will doom
the program.

Earl L. Dunlap, et al,

It is, of course, the rare community that
welcomes a nonsecure residential facility in its
midst. Efforts to educate the community about
the mission of the facility are critical. Linkages
must be made, preferably by written agree-
ment, with community agencies (health, edu-
cation, mental health, and emergency services)
which provide services to the facility on an
ongoing, or as needed, basis.

Intensive Day Treatment. Intensive day
treatment programs consist of highly struc-
tured and focused daily activities for youth.
Structured programs may be eight to 15 hours
long and include evenings and weekends. Fam-
ily participation is required, and youths live in
their own homes or foster homes. Program
content varies but includes some or all of the
following: education, vocational development,
specialized counseling (sex offense, substance
abuse), family counseling, leisure time activi-
ties, community projects, wilderness experi-
ences. Programs occur at various locations,
including the detention center, a public school,
or a community center.

Intensive Family Preservation Programs.
Family treatment or preservation, such as
Washington’s Home Builders and Michigan’s
Families First, are programs where youths live
athome and an extensive range of highly inten-
sive services and resources are brought into the
home in order to maintain and strengthen the
family unit. This is a short-term, high-impact
program designed to work with families from
10 to 30 hours per week for 30 to 60 days.
Family preservation caseworkers are usually
assigned tono more thantwo families atatime.

Intensive Probation. Intensive probation
provides increased daily contact with youths,
usually at least two to three daily contacts.
Specially trained probation officers know each
youth’s schedule of activities and whereabouts
at all times. Youths are required to “check in”
personally (normally there isone “face-to-face”
contact daily) or by telephone and to review
their schedule of the day’s activities. Intensive
probation officers often work with the fami-
lies. Intensive probation is a popular alterna-
tive to secure detention or to dispositional
placements. This model can also be used for
high-risk youths on aftercare status.
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Tracking Probation. Tracking probation
e 2 variation of intensive probation. Instead of
o to three daily contacts, youths assigned to
tracking probation are usually required to have
four or more contacts with the tracking proba-
tion officer (tracker), and more than one of
these contacts may be “face-to-face.” Similar
to intensive probation, two philosophies of
tracking have evolved. First, because of the
intensive contact, some jurisdictions use track-
ing as a therapeutic intervention strategy with
youths and their families. Second, increased
tracking caseloads means that most trackers
have only enough time to provide the basic
monitoring functions. Intheseinstances, track-
ers become surveillance officers or enforce-
ment officers or “bird dogs.” In either case,
tracking provides an increased level of ac-
countability for youths on probation.

Tracking Probation Plus. Tracking Pro-
bation Plus is avariation on tracking probation
that includes a staft supervised short-term bed
for youths who lose control while on regular

tracking probation. The availability of such a -

‘ can eliminate the need for temporary de-

jon or other secure placement. Youths
generally return to the regular tracking proba-
tion within one to three days.

Boot Camps. Military-style boot camps
thatemphasize order, discipline, and hard work
are an intermediate sanction prior to the use of
the more costly secure institutions. They fit
within the graduated sanctions concept (Wil-
son & Howell, 1993), plus they have a sensa-
tional or glamorous appeal to politicians and
elected officials who see boot camps as a way
to “get tough on juvenile crime.” To under-
stand the boot camp as applied to juvenile
justice, ACA studied the concept and recom-
mended the following program components:
academic and vocational education, substance
abuse treatment, experiential education, social
skillstraining, and values clarification in addi-
tion to the aforementioned concepts of exer-
cise, structure, and discipline (Taylor, 1992).
Some promising examples of these principles
are: the Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives

in Florida; Camp Roulston based in
aenmond, Ohio and operated by the North
American Family Institute, Inc.; and the Green
River Boys’ Camp operated by the Kentucky

Department of Social Services.

These programs do not address the two
significant criticisms of boot camps. First,
research studies show no differences in the
recidivism between offenders who served time
in a shorter shock boot camp program and’
those in traditional incarceration nor between
those who were given a sentence of probation
with no incarceration (Morris, 1993). While
boot camps may be less expensive to operate,
they are no more effective than incarceration
nor probation. Second, on a conceptual Jevel,
the military-style boot camp model that en-
courages staft to act like ““drill sergeants” (yell-
ing orders, berating youths as a form of motiva-
tion, and physical intimidation) may set the
stage for an abuse of power by encouraging
aggressive behaviors by both staff and juvenile
offenders (Morash & Rucker, 1990). Some
juvenile justice expeits believe that adultsin a
boot camp program model the wrong types of
problem-solving behaviors for delinquent
youths.

Norn-Residential Boot Carnp. Mel Brown
(1994) devised a creative alternative to the
traditional boot camp concept that combines
the services of the local juvenile court and the
public schools. Juvenile offenders assigned to
the program live at home and attend the local
public school. Parents must make a commit-
ment to get the youths to the program and to
participate in family counseling activities. Juve-
niles report to the school at 5:30 a.m., partici-
patein calisthenics, shower, and eat breakfast,
whileunder the supervision of court staff. They
attend the regular school day and report back to
the program when schooli1sover. A program of
calisthenics, tutoring, supper, and counseling
runs through 8:00 p.m. when court staff trans-
ports the youths home. An Aftercare Worker
monitors the youths by telephone between 8:30
p.m. and midnight to make sure that they are at
home. This componentis similar to intensive
probation. Costs are minimal (morning and
evening staff, meals, and transportation), and
the program does not involve aresident place-
ment. Youths who violate the program con-
tract are placed in secure detention pending
further court action.

Specialized Residential Treatment. Thera-
peutic or specialized residential treatment pro-
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grams addresshomogeneous populations, such

as sex offenders, teen prostitutes, and sub-
‘tance abusers. These programs can take the
form of professional, staff-secure group homes
or small (up to 12 beds) or self-contained
residential programs within larger institutions.

“Draw Down” Programs. Behavior man-
agement ‘“‘draw down” programs operate in
secure detention facilities and are systematic
way to reinforce appropriate institutional be-
havior by providing an opportunity for detain-
ees to move to a lesser restrictive placement,
when appropriate. These programsrequire the
continuum of servicesto beunderone agency’s
control so that the placement of a youth in the
appropriate alternative is an administrative
function supported by the court. In this man-
ner, youth may earn the opportunity to move
from secure detention to staff-secure detention
that results in a more appropriate level of ser-
vice and amore cost-efficient use of resources.
The “down” component is one-way because
movement down from greater to lesser security
does not require a due process hearing.

Periodic Detention. Eskridge and Newbold
.1993) describe a variation on the home deten-
tion and weekend detention strategies. Peri-
odic detention (PD) was pioneered in New
Zealand and isthe oldest and probably the most
successful of the country’s noncustodial alter-
natives. It 1s also one of the most popular,
accounting for 35% of all those on community
sentences. PD began in 1963 as a form of
weekend confinement for juveniles. It hes
since been extended to adults, and its residen-
tial component has been dropped in an attempt
to cut cost. Today, the sentence allows for a
periodic detainee to be keptin custody of a PD
ward for up to 9 hours on any one day and for
up to 15 hours per week, forup to 22 months.
In practice, the bulk of periodic detainees re-
ports at a PD work center each Saturday. Ac-
companied by a PD warden, they go out In
gangs of about 10 to work, unpaid, on commu-
nity projects such as cutting scrub, picking up
trash, and cleaning government buildings.

I The challenges to the future of juvenile
justice include the building of coalitions, the
increase in discretion, and thedissemination of

Summary

Earl L. Dunlap , et a.

effective practices to overcome years of mis-
management (Fabelo, 1992). In almost every
instance of projecting the future of juvenile
Justice, coalitions are seen as vital to its long-
term effectiveness; and several models of col-
laboration have been identified (Roush, 1993).
Also, the National Juvenile Detention Asso-
ciation, through a grant from OJJDP, has as-
sembled a manual of effective and innovative
program ideas for juvenile detention and cor-
rections (Roush & Wyss, 1994). The only
component of Fabelo’s triad that needs addi-
tional attention is the increase in discretion.
Detention as process increases discretion by
increasing the number of choices available to
the court.

Detention as process can be criticized as a
“net widening” strategy, and this is a valid
criticism.  Of course, it applies to all pre-
detention programs and services. However, in
those jurisdictions where detention as process
was used within a continuum of services as a
problem-solvingapproach toovercrowding and
dangerous conditions of confinement, “net-
widening” did not arise as an issue. Over-
crowding, and deteriorating conditions of con-
finement are sufficient concerns, and they are
indicative of other problems far more ominous
ihan “net-widening.”

Whenthe leadershipinjuvenilejustice uses
detention as process to shape a positive and
proactive response to contemporary problems,
several critical questions must be answered:

° Is there a vision, philosophy, policy,
and mission that drives the juvenile
justice system?

° Do 1solated incidents of crisis man-
agement drive policy or does an en-
gaged community shape public
policy?

° Does the juvenile justice system pro-
mote a child-centered, family-focused
neighborhood and community-based
approach?

° Doesthepolicy direction promote the
lJeast intrusive and least restrictive
appropriate alternative to an incar-
cerated setting?

° Is detention a process or place; are
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I The future of juvenile justice may depend
on the ability of its leaders to generate new or
innovative strategies for solving problems.

there alternatives to detention or is
detention the alternative?

Whether this is called a “rethinking,” a trans- -

formation, a “recreating,” or a new paradigm
of juvenile justice, one thing is clear: effective
strategies will require different approaches to
contemporary problems. Detention as process,
while not a new idea, offers a different and
innovative way of looking at juvenile detention
and its problems.
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9. Develop capacityto collect and analyze accurate

Steps Before
Ieveiomng insirumem _

) 1 nevelou cunsensus on ﬂangers o!runmng aover-
2 crowded facility.

2. Develop consensus on purposes of secure detention.
3. Develop consensus on detention admissions criteria.

4. Develop a consensus on procedures for
administering the risk assessmentinstrument.

intake data.

6. Develop a consensus onwho will make decisions on
individual placements.

NJDA

Transparency Notetaking Guide

1. Sermusnessntcurremcharge

2. Prior adjudications for delinquent acts.

3. Current legal status (e.g. active probation case).

4. Prior court, detention/placement history
(failure to appear for court hearings).

5. Otherjurisdictional-specific factors.

6. Over-ride: Goncrete explanation of why scoriny
of risk assessmentinstrument was not
followed. Be wary of automatic over-riges.

[Y¥-Ir

NJDA



Transparency Notetaking Guide

Should:
A Contaln all essentlal elements.
B. Separate youth Inte three categorles.
Eligihle for immediate full release.
. Eligibhle for placement in non-secure
alternative.

Eligible for placement In secure detention.

Should not:
C. tnadvertently promote raclal disparity

5.7

NJDA]

Fieid Testmg ihe insirumenﬁ

Relrnspecuue Tesu ng - annned toa lnree lo Six

month sample of youth who were fetainedin
secure detention.

Prospective Testing - applied to a twotothree
month sample of new intakes

Who would have been released or released to an alternative
ifthe results of the risk assessment had heen followed?

Who would have been eligible for placementin secure

detention? .
s NJDA

m.mmrmg Imulememaﬁmn

PSR et et 7 SR e ¥ i DI e e e SR

RGOS

become more consistent?

2. Has the population of secure detention been reduced?

3. Arelow risk youthreleased or are they placed in alternative
programs?

4. Areyouthwhowould nothave been placed belore the

programs? Is there widening ol the Het?
reasons?

changed?

e

1. Have ine characieristics oi (he yauth detained in sacure getention

Implementation ol risk assessment helng placed in alternative
5. How are over-tides beinp used? How many over-rides? Forwhat
6. Have pre-adjudication re-arrestrates and/orfailure o appearrates

1. i nocessary, modity instrument based on results ol menitoring.

“(1108 sEggan n%
VL = nwm.cu..;‘.(.aamJ



SANTA CRUZ COUNTY JUVENILE HALL
SUGGESTED BOOKING CRITERIA

TO ALL LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL:

The Juvenile Hall will accept all Book'mgs that are lawful and have custody time attached. This document is a guideline

10 help officers make a decision in the field to cite or not. If the decision is to book the minor in the Juvenile Hall please

ensure that the written Statement of Probable Cause for taking a minor into temporary custody required by Section 626.5
of the Welfare and Institutions Code is provided to the probation officer upon dehvery of the wuin ~. Minors without this
documentation cannot be admitted to Juvemle Hall.

¢ The following criteria are recommended for booking:

1.

N

:1‘.

th

Felony offenses involving cne or more of the following:

A, Any 707(b) offense ,

Crimes of violence (e.g., manslaughter, grossly negligent discharge of firearm, etc.)
High speed chases (driver only) '

Sexual offenses

Burglary first degree

Auto thefi

Robbery

Possession for sale/salc

mOMEYOw

Misdemeanor or felony offenders who present a serious threat of significant physical harm to themselves or

‘others (e.g,, possession of a firearm, serious resisting, false imprisonment, serious brandishing, possession of

explosives, violations of 647.6 - cthd annoyance, and driving under the mﬂuence)

Escapees or absconders from a commitment program, probation super\ision, homc supervision, furlough,
electronic monitoring or the minor is the subject of a warrani for Failure to Appear.

Misdemeanor or felony offenders who cannot be identified in the tield E)' the arresting officer, or if there is no

. responsible adult to wkom minor can be released pursuant to your Law Enforcement Agency’s policies.

The minor is charged with burglary second degree, grand theft, vandalism with damage exceeding $1000, any
offense involving felony drug possession,
and
one of the following must be present

A. Minor has a record of failure to appear at Court hearings after being properly -uotified;
or

B. Minor has a record of law violations committed while pending Court;

NOTE:

“or
C. Minor is currently pending other unrelated charges.

Please feel free to call the follo'\\'"ing numbers for additional information or to ask any questions in regard to
Juvenile cases you are dealing with:

408/ 454-3835 (weekdays)
or .
408/ 454-3812 (after hours)

(detertion admissicn @ iteriawpd/mms/22557)



. SACRAMENTO COUNTY JUVENILE HALL

PRETRIA

TOALL LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL;

In order to assist in your decision to book rather than cite, please consider the following:

® Ensure that the written Statement of Probable Cause for taking a minor into temporary custody required by
Section 626.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code in conjunction with Juvenile Court Local Rule 101 is
provided to the Probation officer upon delivery of the minor. Minors without this documentation cannot be
admitted to Juvenile Hall.

o 1. Felony offenses involving one or more of the following

Any 707(b) offense~

Crimes of violence (e.g. manslaughter, grossly negligent discharge of firearm, etc.)
High speed chases (driver only)

Series of 3 or more separate offenses (8.g., 3 burglaries second degree, 3 victims, etc.)
Sexual offenses '

Burglary first degree

Auto Theft

Robbery

Possession for sale/Sale

TIOMMOOD»

2. Misdemeanor or felony offenders who present a serious threat of significant physical harm to
. themselves or others (e.g., possession of a firearm, serious resisting, false imprisonment, serious
brandishing, possessicn of explosives and violations of 647.6-child annoyance.)
3. Escapees or absconders from a commitment program, Probation Supervision, Home Supervision,
Furlough, Electronic Monitoring of the minor is the subject of a Warrant for Failure to Appear.

4, Misdemeanor or felony offenders who cannot be identified in the fleld by the arresting officer, or if
there is no responsible adult to whom minor can be released pursuant to your Law Enforcement
Agency’'s policies.

5. The minor is charged with burglary second degree, grand theft, vandalism with damage exceeding
$1,000, any offense involving felony drug possession,

and
one of the following must be present

A. Minor has a record of failure to appear at Court hearings after being property notified;
or

B. Minor has a record of law violations committed while pending Court;
or

C. Minor is currently pending other unrelated charges.

NOTE: If you have any questions about these criteria or you fes! there are compelling circumstances that justify
custody of a minor who does not mest these criteria, please call Juvenile Hall Intake at (316) 875-5187.

. (Revised: 6/27/94)
(Updated 1/28/97)



ATTACHMENT 1

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY JUVENILE DETENTION

SCREENING RISK ASSESSMENT

Minor's Name-

Name of Rater:
Assigned PO:

Sex-
Age’
Dob:
SSN:

Race-

Case¥:
Book#:
Date:
Timaz:

OFFENSES:

AREA 1. MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE ( Arrest warranis are scoted as the offense)

So~oanop

AREA 2. WARRANTS Surrendered (0-3) Apprehended (0-5)
AREA 3. LEGAL STATUS.

a Peanding Coun (patition has been filed) «--e-vevremmneniiine e feeseeeemmnnaaees
b Ward - last sustained offense within 3 MONTHE - verrom o s
c. - las! sustained oHfense 3 MONIRS/T YEar < eertrreerermnt e et -
d. - 1281 SUSIAINGT O@NSE > T YEAr roreretaemratrinrtien ettt s teeeen
L <1 T L 275 T Uy S U S
1 Transterin.custody lor dispo (score tor sustained olfense)

IN O I + o eeeemeeseacaeaeeneaeeeieaeenenoriasasesescarsssessssronmerasssnnsnsssssasossnsssecsosentosossanssucisssscasonsomemencanss

<

AREA 4. RISK OF FTA AND REOFFENSE

8. Previoug 871 cereeccreriimmicennacnces 2 POINTS BACH <or vt
b. Pravioug FTAg---recmvecmmniins 0-3 points cach (rever to ¢xceed 3 points})
c Pending referralg----eeoeeneeinanat 0-3 points each (neverto exceed 3 points)

AREA 5. RISK OF NEW OFFENSE

a Previcusly sustained new offense while pending cour 3 POINTE -----corrmrrmsmeiiiii e cerca et

AREA 8. MITIGATING FACTORS (Can decrease by 1 to 3 points -
Siable & Kupponwe 'amlly O CATOLAK O - cr ittt itctesemrascacascecaoss sataestamsncrenncomtoncesnonnrmannsnnnes

Stability 1n SChool ANA/Or @MPIOYMEB AL --acen i et e
Firgl OHense al 16 OF Olger-actcremet oottt ittt ittt ctte et te et veta it tsaatasenaesansmamnnaeees
No arrests thln ‘he las( Yea! ..........................................................................................
Other (please sPaCify DElow) -« rrearmrummar e

Pao0os

AREA 7., AGGRAVATING FACTORS (Canincrease by 110 3 pom{s specily)

2. Witness inimidation

b. Runaway behavior {from home

> Victim threats

d. Poor or no atlendance at school
e

{

o

. Multple ottenses
Other {please specity below)

AREA 8. MANDATORY DETENTION CASES (Current Case)

THESE CASES ARE TO BE AUTOMATICALLY DETAINED

a Escapee {1on COUNTY iNBUIULIONS--srvrermsemmm ettt
c. Home Supervision Aresl - --ovoeemerrmmmem e
Fresh arrest while 0n H, S crvoeror et

DETENTION DECISION (Check)
Release without restnction (0-5 points)

cpecify)

Release withou! restrction or Home Supzrvision release (6-9 points)

Detain (10 or more points)

OVERRIDE: (STATE REASONS)

b. Abscond from placement
d. Placement lailure
8. Pickup & Detain

TOTAL SCORE

SCORE

ANY TOT(D) Ol BIIBE wecnnremmmeenae ettt e e e e L e 10
LOAAEA FITQAIMI -+ eesmrressennromrmsaeesenasentaneseessaraaceesrosecmnceseaosmmceseossssstsorsuont maestosannntsnsomaconeennean
Felony Crimes Of violBnee --«reerrmm ettt
Felony 8eXUAl OHEMBEE -rnneererrmrem et e e
Felony high speed chase (Dfiver Only) «--eereer ittt
Sale of Grugs seecrememesenroenaiennnns B e e e e e s aacecacescaenseeeaisamareatanesae eanenmeate st aineaearat s s ate e aaanann
Other felony OHenE@E @XCEPE AIUGE ~-vxrs srrsrrrs et h e o
P033633I0N druG 1Or SAl8 s-eeenmrreme s e e e et e e
i Possession of drugs------.-- ettt eeeeaeeeeeeeeiaiseetesereeesestmeeeeietetetitteteniteieeeneateteeaaee—menaean
"_ IV B @ [TIE BIIQf8 o vammeosreronnmsnanmanaescnatecnnocaeetoossssanssstsssmssssnesosessesiosnieeetsoioeeisrnnennssmnseanessnaness
K. PrODBHON VIOIAON G -occeenrermaastanteaneansae e aeeeseaeisisunsescanesseesaemanssssasaacssonans amresaamnnnessenamsansnance

—_—

Juv-a§ tCSICTGEN



8acramento County

PRE-TRIAL JUVENILE DETENTION RISK ASSESSMENT

Namo of Minor

| Date of Birth:

X-Reference Number:

Scresned By:

Statute:

Screaning Date:

o

Ingtructions: Complete the entire assessment for all minors, ncluding mandatory satanees Score for 2ach factor below and enter
scores in the nght hand column. Select only one score per factor

[ FACTOR

1. MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE {SCORE DA ARRE3T WARRANTS AS AN OFFENSE ONLY)

Any 707(b) offenso

Feiony cramas of vickance

Falony saxus! cfenset

Songg of thred or more seporste lony
anzes

Folony high spead chase (Smvey only}

O oaaa

2. WEAPONS ENHANCEMENT
a Possassion of Arsarm and emmundion

=

| SCORE |

10 O Other felony offlensas axceot drugs 5
8 03 Sak of 3rugs or poaresson for sak o dnugs 5
7 O Possession of dnge 3
? T Misdomasnons RVSIng okence 13 Do), 3 3.2

st MISARMOINDNY 1T ICIS)
7 O Prodbaton voiadess 1
2 T Possession o frearm {no ammuniionr) & dther 1

wRAOON

3. WARRANTS (OTHER THAN D.A. ARREST WARRANT)

a Suronderca

4. LEGAL STATUS {Check only ono)
Currontly on Homo Suparrson Program

O Pending Coun

a Wand - st susisined offarse within
throo months

c wWard - ‘a8t sustnincd ofionse 3 months
01 ypst

5. RISK OF FTA AND REOFFENSE
=) Provious 871 {2 ports each)

8. RISK OF NEW OFFENSE
a Provicusly sustamed sew cfiense whiig
panding Sourt

H i Apprahencec 3

7 O Ward - 'ost sustained ofense > 1 yoor 2

8 0 85472% 2

4 T No current status Ut SN Hrodation suatus of two 1
o more referals oy law enforcoment

3 O  MNore ]

2+ 0 Prevous Coun FTa ¢ * to 3 ponts) 1.3

7. MITIGATING FACTORS (CAN DECREASE 8Y A TOTAL OF 1 TO 3 PC:NTS - SPECIFY POINTS)

0 Statea and supportve famity o caroloker
] Staidy 10 3Chool and/or empkoymant

o] first offenso ot 16 or sidar

O Suctessiyl comgiaton of funough damo

IUCAYIION Of SBCTONIC MONEDNNG

Mg aung “pcions ege Jing wamant
Explan
No prrusts within the o8t yoor
Othor (spaedyt

@]

ao

]

8. AGGRAVAT!NG FACTORS (CAN INCREASE BY A TOTAL OF { TO 3 POINTS - SPECIFY POINTS)

Withess nbmadston

Rungwey bohavior rom home
Victen tyoats

Poor or A0 AtorAANco 3t SChoot
Aggravoting 'ectors rogarding enrront
Explomn:

ooooo

O Sang memdenshp

0 Rocakatrant tehavorcuriow

O MsZemsancr ngh speed chase
O Owor (specity)

|11

HHI

9. MANDATORY DETENTKON CASES (CHECK ONE BOX BELOW AND ADG "M~ ALONG WITH TOTAL SCORE)

C Escapes/fadure from county institutions

O Electronic Monkonng arest
C ‘\Veapons—~personal use of firearm in
ommisson of felony offense

J Placement ‘aiture
O Out of county warmant

O Abscond from placement
3 Heme Supernsion arres;
O Furiough fpilure

TOTAL SCORE

DETENTION DECISION (choc k):
T Detain {10 or more points)

G Reiease writout “estretion (0 - 5 points)

O Release to non-secuie delinbon {6 - 9 points)

Home Superascn Shefter
OVERRIDE DECISION (spacify reason):
O ParervGuardian refusel o puck up
O Urable to reach parent'guardian
O Add booking ~ minor already detained
O Other (specily)’

aan

Other

Likedy 10 flee

Safety of mnor

Thres! to public sa’ety
Yctim threats o¢ 'actim e sudes n heme
Countesy Hoid for

-
=

Explain Docislon:

Rovisod /50




COOK COUNTY JUVENILE’PROBATION DEPARTHENT DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMENT
Scryen Date: / 1399 Screen Time: : A.M./P.M. Screener: J238

YOUTH OFFICER:
INOR RESPONDENT:
sex: M/ F Race: WHITE / BLACK / HISPANIC / ASIAN / OTHER

FACTOR FAMI

District:
Do8: Age
YD:

1. MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE:

{Choose only one item indicating the most serious charge)

Automatic Tronsfar Casos

15

Viotent Folonies — (Murdar, Armed Robbery with Handgun, Home Invesion, ACSA, UUW-Gun, 15

Agg Batt - Bodily Harm, Agg Vehicular Invesion, Agg Discherge of a Firearm, Agg Battery w
Other Forcible Felonlez — (Robbery, Kidnepping, Intimidation, CSA, Hate Crime, Agg Batt,
Other Offonses
Felony Sale of Cannabis (Class 1 or 2 felony smount), Arson, DCS
PCS w/int deliver, Residantial Burglary, UUW (not a gun), Possession Explosives
Felony Possession of Narcotics/Drugs for Ssle or Other Feloniass
Misdemoeanor Possession of Narcotics/Drugs or Other Weapons Possession
Other Misdemesnors
Not Pickod up on Now Offenso (WARRANT)

2. PRIOR COURT REFERRALS (Choose only one item)
Prior IDOC commitmaeant
Pror court referral within the last 24 hour period
Prior cowt raferral within the last seven days
Six or more total court raferrals within the last 12 months (# )
One to tive court referrels within the last 12 months (7 )
No court rafsrrals within the last 12 months

ith a firearm)
Vehicle Invasion) 10

O WO =

ON WMV

3. PAST FINDINGS OF DELINQUENCY — CLOSED PROCEEDINGS (Chooss anly one item)

Past Finding of Delinquency on a violent felony

. Past Finding of Delinquency on a felony
Past Finding of Delinquency on a misdemeanor (# of tindings x 1 up to a totel of 3
No Past Finding of Delinguency

4, CURRENT CASE STATUS (Chooss only ong item)
IPS
Piobation (7 }  Supervision (¢ ) MULTIPLE DISPOSITION DATES
Probation (# ) Supervision (7 ) SINGLE DISPOSITION DATE
Not an active case

5. PETITIONS PENDING ADJUDICATION (Choose only one item)
3+ Peuitions Pending (#____ )
2 Patitions Pending
1 Petition Pending
No Petitions Pending

8. UNDER PRE-ADJUDICATORY ORDER OF HOME CONFINERMENT

7. WARRANT CASES {Choosa only one item)
Cstegory 1: Mandatory Detention
Category 2: Non-Mandatory Detention

’

8. VIOLATION OF JUVENILE ELECTRONIC MONITORING

DECISION SCAL

points) /12173

O=»uo0

CQLWA®

O =N W

16

TOTAL 8CORE

Score 0-9 AUTHORIZE RELEASE (with notico of priortizod dato for §6— 12 Conforonco)

Score 10-14 COMPLETE NON-SECURE DETENTION OPTIONS FORM ]
Score 15+ AUTHORIZE DETENTION (for minors 13 years of sge and oldor)
{Complets non-secure custody options for minors under 13 yearo of age
.DM/N/STRA TIVE QVERRIOE (Supervisory approval ig raquited)

O NO 0O YES REASON:

before placomant knto socwie datontion)

INAL RECISION O DETAIN T3 RELEASE . © RELEASE WITH CONDITIONS -
MR lives at: . Apt. City: CHGO/
MA fives with: : Relation:

Revised 02.02.82

, W dp:__

Phone:312/830/708/773/847_____



COOK COUNTY DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMENT
NON-SECURE CUSTODY OPTIONS

¥Where do we send a minor whose screening score is 14 or Jess and whose parent(s) or other
responsible adult Is not willing or available to sign an affidavit of non-secure custody?

Has contact been made with a parent or other responsible adult at home?

YES OR NO
¥

Is the parent or other responsible adult at home, available
and willing to supervise the minor and sign an affidavit?

YES OR NO

Is the minor willing to go home?

YES OR NO

Did alleged hekavior invalve physical or sexual abuse ta a minor in the househnld?

NO OR YES
l$w

Is there another houschold with a responsible adult willing
and able to supervise the minor and sign an affidavit?

YES | or NO

Te theve o skelter care hed mailabie?

YES |
r )R N@

Does the minor meet shelter care criteria? ®

YES -l or | NO _l

v v

%

HOME OTHER RESPONSIBLE SHELTER® JTDC
ADULT'S HOME CARE

Rfale only, ages 10-16, no known communicable diseases, not in need of medical treatment, not under the
influence of drugs or alcohol, not charged with criminal sexusl abuse/assault or violent felony. Blinors
scheduled for thirty-glx hour non-secure custody hearing in Markham (Csl76) must be diverted to JTDC.



MENTAL HEALTH STATUS

1.

Appearance of Youth

Signsofalcoholuse ... ... ... .. .. ... .. ... ... ......
Signofdruguse ... ... .,
ANGEl . e e
Noncompliant .. .. ... ... ... .. ... ...
Agitated ... L
Depressed . ... ...
Disoriented (time, place, person)

Violent Behavior

Verbal threats to others
Assaultive history .. .. ... .
Injured pearson, pet, animal
Destruction of property . ... .. ... ... ...
Frequent violent episodes

History Of:

Arson, fire, starting
Suicide altempls . ... ... L.
Sexual acting (offense, aggression, promiscuity)
Proparty destruction . ... ... ... ...
Frequentfighting ... ... ... .. ... ... .. .. .. .........
Frequentlying ... ... .. . . . e
Frequantcheating ....... . .. .. ... .. ... . ... ... .....
Frequant stealing

Peer Relationships

Described as a loner
Hasnofriands . ... ... . .
Friends - negative peer group
Has no best friend

Disposition/self image

Mood swings-mild ... .. . . ...
Mood swings - severe
Selfimage-low . ... ... . .
Seltimagea - very negativelinappropriate

Identify Problems

Confusion as to sexual identify
Doesnot™fitin™ .. ... .. . . . .
No direction/goals in life
Fatalistic

Total Score

TJPC-MP-01-05-95

CIRCLE#
APPLICABLE

Q) =~ @ NN

W= W

- NN W W

-

—_

- NN

LS R S

- aa )

CHECK
APPLICABLE

Low Risk 0-2 pts
Med Risk 3 pis
High Risk 4-1Qpts
Low Risk  0-2 pts
nied Risk 3 pis
High Risk 4-11 pts
Low Risk 0-2 pis
tMed Risk 3 pts
High Risk  4-12 pls
Low Risk 0-2 pts
Mead Risk Ipls
High Risk  4-5 pts
Low Risk 0-1 pts
Med Risk 2 ots
High Risk 3-8 pts
Low Risk 0-1 pts
Med Risk 2 pis
High Risk 3-S5 pts



H FAMILY STATUS

1.

Relationships

Nonsupportive .. ... .. ... . . . . e
Lackofstability ..........o i i
Disorganized/Chaotic ........ ... ... .. . ... . .o,

Parental Supervision

Poorparenting skills .. ... ... ... .. ... ... . ..
Ineffective/inadequate discipline ... .....................
Inconsistent expectations ......... ... ... .. .. .. .. ...
Contribute/encourage delinquency ....... e
No supervision/limits ... ... ... ... .. .. .. .. i

Parental/Family Problems

Emotionalinstability . ... ... .. ... ..
Psychiatric ... ...
Criminality ... e
Substance abuse . ... L
Family violence ... ... . .. . L
Marital discord . . .. ..

Total Score

I ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

CIRCLE# CHECK

APPLICABLE APPLICABLE
2 Low Risk N'A
2 Med Risk 2 pts
3 High Risk 3.7 pts

"2 Low Risk  0-1 pts
2 tad Risk 2 pts
] High Risk  3-11 pts
4
3
2 Low Risk  0-2 pts
3 ti2d Risk 3 pts
3 High Risk 4-15pts
2
3
2

Children scoring in similar area
be referred for testing. A judg

ASSESSMENT:

High Risk Med Risk

RECOMMENDATION:

problems presented

This is not a validated or scientific test. Itis a genera!l assessmant meant to identify problem areas and service neads. Ths
evaluato’s (J.P.0.) experience in dealing with social/family problems plus common sense judgament are crucial elements
to be incorporated into the final assessment and recommsandation.

Children who score in 2 or 3 ar2as of high risk in Saction | hiental Health Status; 2 or more in Saction I Educational Status
znd onz or more in Section Il Family Status would appear to warrant consideration of full psychological testing.

s as madium risk or have fzwer high risks scores d2oending on the saction may or mzy not
zment call by the evaluator is part of the procass.

Low Risk

(Child) is recommended for full psychological testing with the specific

Juvenile Probation Officer

TJPC-MP-01-05-95

(Child) is

not recommendad for psychological tasting.

Date



SACRAMENTO COUNTY

PRE-TRIAL
. JUVENILE DETENTION RISK ASSESSMENT
Hace of Minor: Dea:
X-ref: te Screencer:,
Stotute: Dage:

IHSTRUCTICNS: Score mlnor for ecoch feactor below and enter eppropelate scores in the right hard column.  Seloct only
ona gcore per {octar -

4

FACICR o SIIRE
1. MPCST SERICUS [RSTAXT OFFEXSE  (JRREST MARRANTS ARE SCORED A3 THE OFFENSE)
a. Ay TO7¢(b) offermse 10
b. Felony crioes of violence 8
c. Felony sexxal offerses 7
. d. Feleny high opeed chase (Oriver enly) 7
Le. Serles of three or poro separate felony offenses 7
f. Other felony offoxes except drugs 5
g. sale of drugs or pcssession for sale of drugs s
h. Potsecssion of drugs | 3
1. Hisdecanors 2
. Probation violstions [¢]
2. VAZRAMTS Surrendared (0-3) Apprehended (0-5)
3.7 LECAL STATUS
5. Curremtly on hoxe suparvision 7
b. Perdiing Court &
c. Uard -lest swtsined offense within 3 omths 4
d. -last sstaioed offense 3 wonths to 1 yoar 3
e. -lest sestsined offense > 1 year 2
t. 455/T251 2
9. Kone o}
4. RISK OF FTA AXD REOCFFEXSE
a. Prevics E71 2 pte esch
b. Previows Cewrt fTA's 0-3 ptr each (naver o exceed 3 pts)
5. RISK OF NEW CFFENSE
a. Previosly suatsined nod offoanse svhile perding coxt 3 -
S. RITICATING FACTCRS
(Can Cesrense by 1 to 3 polnis - specify) - )
a. stoble & suppartive faaily cf caretaker
t. atedll{ty in school end/er eaploypens
c. flrst offome 21 18 cr older
d. 3 srreals within the last yesr
c. ather (please specify below)
7. AGCRAVATIRG FACTCRS
(Can increase by 1 ta 3 mints - specify)
a. Witnesz Inticidation .
b. Runaugy tehavicrs froa heos
c. Victin threats
d. Poor or po altordancs at school
e. Gang nerberzhip
f. Other (Plecase Speclfy Balow)
8. HUDATCRY DETEXTICN CAZES (OJ-'fm'( Ce3c) -~ THESS CASES ARE TQ BE AUTURATICALLY DETAIKZIOD.

8. Escepes froem conty. fratitvtlos b. Axzord {rea plocesent  c. Electronic Bonftoring Arrest
d. Kooe Suparvision Arcest e. ‘Fuarlamh (Failuex)

OE/CXTICH BECISION (Check)
Releasa withouz restriction (0-5 points) . TCTAL SCORE

xelerta to pon-secure detentfon (69 paints)

shalter

Hooe Supacvisica -

Other

Detain (10 or pere golints)

CYERRIDE: (state reacons)

Rev 6127/34



SSN
DJJID

DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
DETENTION RISK ASSESSMENT

Referral ID

HRS CIS ¥

‘Date:

DETENTION CENTER Broward Detention

Record Check

Sectlon I. ldentifying Data
Youth’s Name: Date of Birth: Age:
AKA Namae: Race: Sex: Eyes:
Number/Street
City\State\ZIp Code Telephone

U]

Contacted: D
Yes

0

Date Screenad Time Screened Assigned Counseior Program Area NO
Schoat or Work Contacted Yes Mo Alleged Offenses Catagory
F.S.
Parent/Guardian F.5.
F.S.
Number/Stroat F.S.
F.S.
CRy/StatelZIP
Telephene. Horne Wark Law Enfercament Agancy Name and 10 or Badge No.
Jarent/Guardian Interviewed
O] (J 1. FacatoFace Youta advised of right to legal counsal? d Yes g o
85 Mo {0 2. Telephone Protective Servicas record check? 0 Yes Cl oo
7] 3. Unable to Contact Current allegaticn of Abuse/Neglact Pending? 1} Yes 0O Mo
Time {3 4. tsssago Llen History of Confirmad or Indicated Abuse/Negla? 1 - Yes 0 s
With whom: .
Mother Type:  Physical Abuse [[J SexuvalaAbuse [ Neglect () Emotional
Name Relaionship (f availahis provida inpu! on assigned counsalor and status in Narrative.)

Section }l. ADMISSION CRITERIA

A, Youth has baen delivered and the fsllowing criaria as cutlined in 3. 35.044(2), F.S., Indicate the youth's eligibility for

detention care:

yes (J Mo (J
Yos (J tio (J
ves O No [
Yes (O No [

0JJ 2049, 2/98

1.

The youth is allegad to be an escapee or an absconder from e commitment program, a community
contral program, furlough, or aRercare supervision. of is alleged to have ascaped while beiag lawiully
transported to of {rom such pregram or supervision, o the child is wanled in another jurisdiction for
an offense which if commitied by an adull. wou'd be a felony:

. The youth is charged with a delinguent act or vialalion of law and reguests in writing through legal

counsel to be delained for protection from an imminent physical threat to his personat safely; (ARach
documentatian)

The youth is chargod with commiuing an offense of domestic violeno2 2gainst the child’s pareng,

sibling, spouse, or offspring and is detalned as provided in 3.39.042(2)(b)3, F.S.. [n accordance with s. 33.042,
F.S., a youth may be held in secure detentica for up ta 48 hours if a respile home or similac authorized residantial
facility is nct availabla.

The youth Is charged with 2 capial fslony, 3 life felony, a felony of tha first d=gree, a felony of the sezond dagree
that does nat involve a vislation o Chapter 893, F.S.. or a {elony of the third degree thet is also a crime of
viclence, 1ncluding any such offease involving the usa or zossession of a fireanm.

Faclor £5 requires an affirmalive ans.wver 1o al l2ast one of the gualifizrs belore a yes answes czn be recorded (s. 39.044(2){(d}. F.5).

Page 1 of ¢

APPENDIX B - Page 10



3. 1 felony adjudication or adjudication withheld or misdemeanaor adjudications or 3djudiczalions withha!d ]

D. Lagal Status

1. Committed or detention 8
. 2. Active communily contro! cases with 1ast adjudication or adjudication withheld within 90 days 5
3. Aclive communily control cases with 1ast adjudication or adjudication withheld more than S0 days ago 2
E.  Aggravating or Mitigating Circumslances
1. Aggravaling factors (add to score) 13
2, Mitigating factors (subtract {rom score) 13

The juvenile probation officer must fully document the reason for scoring aggravating or mitigating points.

F. Detain/Release Decision
Q - 6 points = release TOTAL (Sum A-E)
7 - 11 polints = non-secure or home delantion

12 or more poinls = secure detention

Section IV. State Attorney Review/Decislon (Complete based upon item #1 being appropriate)

1. If the Juvenile probalion ofiicer believas that a youth who is eligible for delention based upon the rasults of the risk assessment
instrtumant should be relzased, the state altorney must be contacled to approve release (s. 33.044(1)( ). the slate slomey also
may approve home or non-secure detention for 8 yeuth who scores eligible for secure detealion. The juvenile probailon officer must
dacument the reasons for the recommendation in the narcativs section.

2 (3) Stale Atlorney contaclsed? Yes ] No 4
Name
(b) State Altornay decision Deatain [ Retease [

Section V., Screening Decislon

Deatantion: Yeos 0O ~No a MHotmization of Hoarlag: Hearing Da:a: Time:
. Placement O Secure O Home o Neca-secure {]  Staff-Secure ] Resplie ] Release
Criminal Background Check done? Results
Relesse to: Name
Address
Telephone Time

Section VI. Narratlve

Juvenile Probation Otfficer Oate Reviewed by Date

Detenticn Review Specialist Data

0J1 2049, 2/93 Page Joi 4
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é:i& MULTNOMAH COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES
RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (RAT1) III

. ‘ This paper form is to be used only when electronic RAl is unavailable. It must be entered into the electronic RAI as soon as it is available.

Date/time youth brought to DELH/Admissions:

Date/Time of Intake Screening:

YOUTH'S NAME Case ¥ Ref.#
L . ] _ ) _ DOB: .
SPECIAL DETENTION CASES {CIRCLE "DETAIN" FOR ALL APPLICABLE CATEGORIES)
Escape from secure custody Detain
Arrest warrant (Detain with limited exception, see definitions) Detain
Type of Warrant: Fail to appear ] Judicial Officer opposes release  []
{Check all that apply) Unable to locate U Judicial Officer opposes release L

Other (specify: ) D Judicial Officer opposes release
It Judiciai Officer doesn’t oppose, do not treat as a special detention case. Screen according to policy.
In custody youth summoned for hearing Detain
Court ordered Detain
(Check all that apply) Community Detention Violation

Day Reporting Violation

Electronic Monitoring Violation

Law Violation

Probation Violation

Other (specify: }
MOST SERIOUS INSTANT, OFFENSE (CIRCLE HIGHEST APPLICABLE SCORE)

tentional homicide (aggravated murder, murder) 17
Attempted Murder or Class A Felonies involving violence or use or threatened use of a weapon
(including Rape I, Sodomy I, and Unlawful Sexual Penetration | involving forcible compulsion) 12
Ctlass B Felonies involving violence or use or threatened use of a vweapon 8
Rape I, Sodomy I, Sexual Penetration | not involving forcible compulsion 7
Class C Felony involving violence or use or threatened use of a weagon 6
All other Class A and B Felonies 5
All other Class C Felonies 3
Misdemeanor involving violence, or possession, use or threatened use of a weapon 3
All other Misdemeanors 1
Probation/Parole Violation 1
Qther, e.g., status offense (MIP, runaway, curfew, etc.) 0
SCORE RANGE 0 - 17 SCORE
TS ',_. T T -, o - - e - B e 1
ADDITIONAL CURRENT OFFENSES . (IF APPLICABLE, CIRCLE HIGHEST SCORE])
Two or more unrelated additional current Felonies 3
One unrelated additiona! current Felony 2 ]
SCORE RANGE O - 3 SCORE

RAI

APPENDIX B - Page |




MITIGATING FACTORS (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
—
Regular school attendance or employed -1
. Responsible adult 1o assure supervision and return to court -1
- " - - :
No Law Violation referrals within past year fapplies only to youth with a prior history of law violations) -1
First Law Violation referral at age 16 or older -1
First Law Violation referral (instant offense) ‘ -1
Not on probation, first UTL warrant and unaware of warrant. .2
No FTA warrant history (youth must have had a delinquency court appearance history) -2

SCORE RANGE -9 10 0 SCORE TOTAL !

BRSNS TSR ™ = RN R MY @ IETRN S W= G ta S0, M S T TR 85570 S T W s i i Vot s T AT e gt e %7, B2, =) i i O3 64 0210 [ 2 o £ SV S’ Be TP : ‘-==-m:;m;.-_‘,v.g.
AGGRAVATING FACTORS {CIRCLE ALL YHAT APPLY) |
No verifiable focal community ties 3 i
Possession of a firearm during instant offense without use or threatened use 2 |
Reported history of runaways from home within past six (6) months (2 or more) OR 1 run away from
home and 1 run from placement 1
Reported history of runaways from out-of-home placement within past six {6) months (2 or more) 2
Multiple victims in instant offense 1
Documented threats to viclim/witness (instant offense) 1

SCORE RANGE 0 - 10  SCORE [

TOTAL
TOTAL RISK
SCORE
" DECISION SCALE/DECISION " ."OVERRIDE
Special Detention Cases D Detain ]
12 - Over Detzin (] | Conditional Release (]
7-11 Conditional Release ] Unconditiona! Release dJ
0-6 Unconditional Release L] Approved oy:
SUMMONS Reason:
Y N
Preliminary Hearing Summons gd
{Summons to prelim if score over 6 or youth is being
released on a wwarrant, on a charge involving a
weapon, on a UUMV charge, domestic violence, or
is being placed in a shalier care placement that - -
requires a prehim.)
’ Y N
Shelter Placement aad
Y N
Does youth meet statutory criteria for detention O J (If no, youth MUST be released.)

RAI
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ALABAMA DETENTION PROJECT:
REVISED RISK ASSESSHMENT INTAKE INSTRUWENT

Youth's Nems
D.0.B. / / Sex: Male Famale
Race: white Black Hispanic Native Asian

Other  Specify:

Qunty of Arisdiction

Dstention Facility

Youth's Living Arrangement: O Hcma Private Treatment Agency
(at intake) pYS b DvH
Other  Specify:

Alleged Of fense:
(Yost sarious charge.)
Adnission: Date / / Time : a.m. p.m.
Dotention Authorized by: Probation Court intake Staff DYsS
) Other Specify: .
Current Pick-up Order at Tims of Detention? Yes No Don't Know
Pending Consent Decree at Time of Detention? Yes o Don't Know



AUABAHA DETEHTIOM PROJECT;
REVISED RISK ASSESSMENT IMTAKE INSTRUXENT

Public Safety

Most Serious Current Chargs (Range 0 to 10)

Class A Felony ..c.veveevescas 10
Class B Felony ....... R §
Violent Class C Felony ..... «es 5
Other Class C Felony ....v.c0v. 4
Class A Misdemeanors .......... 3
COther Misdemsanors ........ cees 2
Non-Criminal Violations ....... 2
Status Offenses ............... 0 A
Adjudications in Past 2 Years (Range 0 to 7)
L tee e et eraen ¢
L < . 2
T o o e 4
S Or Mor@. e ieeerianenneanens 7 B
Adjudications in Past 2 Years for Class A Felony
’ A 0
= £ T 3 C

Under 13.. ...t iiiernnnnnns 1
13 or Older. .t iiiiiiennnn. 0 D
Previous Placemants

Any Prior CGut-of-Homo Placement
Resulting fraom Adjudication

N it ittt et ennnennnesanas 0
Yes ..iivie..n et et et e 1 E
Drug Use Related to Current Offense (Range O to 2)
Mo Drug Use Noted ... .o . vt 0
Alcohol, Marijuana, Inhalant.... 1
Cocaine, Opiate, Arphetamine.... 2 F
Gang |Involvement with Current Chargs
NO v Ceet e ettt e 0
Yes . ettt ettt 1 Q
Pogseszsion of Firasrm at Time of Arrest
2 A 0
! Yes 3 H

(Add A through H) PUBLIC SAFETY RISX SOORE =



ALABAMA DETENTION PROJECT:
REVISED RISK ASSESSHEMT IMTAKE INSTRUMENT

Fallure to Aopesr

1 youth failed to appear for prior court hearing(s), select
the most serious charge ever involved in those hearings:

Class A Felony ' 10
Class B Felony 10
Violent Class C Felony 10

Other Class C Felony 5
Class A Misdamsanors 5
Other Misdemsanors 4
Non-Criminal Violations 4
Status Offenses 3 .

Total failures to appear during past year
(i.e., separate hearings) ; J

(Maltiply | and J)  FAILURE .TO APPEAR SCORE =

SCORE-BASED OUTOHE: [ f PUBLIC SAFETY or FAILURE TO APPEAR scores are:

0to 5 = strongly consider release or alternative supervision.

6 to 9 = staff for release to alternative supervision or continue in
secure detention (in the event that youth remains {n secure
dstention, document the reasons -~ ses Over-ride section
below).

10 or nmore = strong condidate for secure detention.

OVER-RIDES: In the event that a decision 1s made to detain a youth who

scores 0 to 5 points on the PUBLIC SAFETY or FAILURE TO APPEAR
risk scores, document the decision to detain as fully as
possible. In addition, 1f a decision {s made to detain a
youth vho scores 6 to § points, record the reasons for that
decision. -




‘ SECURE CUSTODY
NEEDS ASSESSMENT FORM

Name of Juvenile: Arresting Officer:

Arrest Date/Time: Release Date/Time: Released to:

Instructions: Score juvenile in each category below and enter appropriate
score in space provided in the right hand column.

I. Most Serious Current Offense
A. Juvenile eligible for transfer to adult court
based on offense and age 10
B. Offenses Against Persons
1. First or second degree murder,

aggravated rape, aggravated kidnapping 10
2. All others 7
C. Offenses against Property

1. All Felonies 5
2. All Misdemeanors 3
D. Drug and other offenses
1. Drug distribution 10
2. Possession of drugs with intent to
distribute ' 8
3. Possession of firearm, bomb 8
4. Felony possession of drugs 6
5. Offenses without victins 3
6. Traffic, wildlife, and City
Ordinance Violations 0
7. Non-criminal probation violations o
II. HNumber of Prior Arrests (last 12 months)
‘ 6 or more 5
4 to S 4
2 to 3 3
1 2
IXI. Under the Influence of Drugs or Alcohol at
Time of Arrest Yes — 2 No - O
1V. Probetion Status

Ective Probation case, new criminal offense 6
Active Probation case, non-criminal

violation 4
kctive Probation case under FINS 0
Mo active probation case (o]
V. Warrant/Escape Status/Placement Failure
Juvenile is subject of a warrant for Failure to
Appear, a delinguent warrant from another
jurisdiction, is a delinquent who has
runaway from or been unsuccessfully removed
from a couuri-ordered placemant, or has not
abided by the conditions of a2 home detention
R progranm. 10

TOTAL SCORE
0 -7 RELEASE
8 - 9 HOME DETENTION
OR OTHER STRUCTURED
HOME SUPERVISION
10+ DETAIN

*SEE OTHER SIDE FOR SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES

DETAIN/RELEASE DECISION:



Figure 20: Broward County Detention Risk Assessment’

I. Admission Criteria (If each of the following 4 items are answered no the youth must be released. If any of
the items are answered yes, complete the risk assessment)

Yes No ___ 1. Youthis alleged to be an escapee/absconder from a commitment program, community’
control program, furlough or aftercare; or youth is wanted in other jurisdiction for telony
level offense.

Yes No 2. Youth charged with delinquent act/law violation and requests detention for protection
from imminent physical threat to his/her personal safety.

Yes __ No 3. Youth charged with capital, life, first degree or second degree felony or any violent felony.

Yes No 4. Youth charged with burglary, grand theft auto, any offense involving use of firearm, or
any second or third degree felony drug charge and:

Yes _ No ___ youth has record of failure to appear at court hearings; or

Yes ___ No __ youth has record of law violations prior to court hearings; or

Yes _ No __ youth has already been detained or has been released and is awaiting
final case disposition; or

Yes __ No ___ youth has a record of violent conduct resulting in physical injury.

1. Risk Assessment

A. Most Serious Current Offense

1. All capital, life and first degree felony PBL ... 15
2. All other first degree felonies, vehicular homicide, violent second degree
felonies, or youth wanted by other jurisdiction for felony offense ... 12
3. Second degree felony drug charge, escape/abscond, any third degree felony
involving use of firearm, burglary of occupied residence ... 10
4. Violent third degree felony ... 9
5. All other second degree felonies (except dealing stolen property) ... 8
6. Dealing stolen property; third degree felonies that qualify for detention ... 7
7. Reckless display, unlawful discharge of firearm ... 4
B. Other Current Offenses and Pending Charges (separate incidents)
1. EACR FRIOMY oo 2
2. EACh MUSHEMBANOL .ottt e e 1
3. Prior felony arrest within last 7 days ..o 6
C. Offense History
1. Three felony adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 rnonths ... 4
2. Two felony adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 months ... 2
3. One felony adjudication or withheld adjudication or misdemeanor adjudication or
withheld adjudiCation ..o 1
D. Legal Status
1. Committed Or dEENEIOM ..oviiiiiiiiiic et s 8
2. Active comununity control case and last adjudication within 90 days ... 6
3. Active community control case and last adjudication more than 90 days ago.........ccccccooceen. 2
E. Aggravating/Mitigating Factors S

1. Aggravating Factors (add 1-3 points to score; document reasons fully)
2. Mitigating Factors (subtract 1-3 points; document reasons fully)
Total Score {(add A through E) -

Detain/Release Deciston:
0-6 = Release 7-11 = Nonsecure or home detention 12+ = Secure detention

* Contains slight modifications to format and language.
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ADDRESSING DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY REPRESENTATION
WITHIN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Judith A. Cox
Assistant Chief Probation Officer
Santa Cruz County Probation
Santa Cruz, California

INTRODUCTION

It is broadly recognized that the over-representation of minority youth in juvenile
institutions is caused by many factors, which exist in multiple domains: the Juvenile Justice
System, socio-economic factors; the educational system and the family. In recognition of the
complexity created by the multi-systemic aspect of the problem, it is generally recommended
that many stakeholders be engaged in a broad-based effort to address the issue. In Santa Cruz
County, the work done by the Probation Department to reduce Disproportionate Minority
Confinement (DMC) was, in fact, initiated within the context of a Task Force which was co-
convened by Chief Probation Officer, John Rhoads and the County’s Latino Strategic Planning
Collaborative and Latino Affairs Commission. The Task Force recognized that multiple systems
impact detention rates of minority youth, and, therefore, a system by system review was
conducted, and recommendations made. However, among the Justice agencies participating in
the Task Force; the Probation Department elected to engage in a departmental effort to address
Disproportionate Minority Confinement with remarkable results. This is an account of the work
being done by Santa Cruz Probation Department and is offered as a resource for other Probation

Departments wishing to engage in similar efforts.

BACKGROUND
Santa Cruz County, California is located on the Monterey Bay, 85 miles south of San
Francisco. The County is bordered by Monterey County to the south, Santa Ciara County

(Silicon Valley) to the east, San Mateo County to the north and the Pacific Ocean to the west.
With a population of approximately 250,000, Santa Cruz is considered a mid-sized county in
California. The county has a substantial Latino population, with 33% of the youth, ages 10
through 17, being Latino. In the past decade youth referred to the Juvenile Justice System have
suffered from a high rate of gang involvement and heroin use as compared to youth from other

California communities of similar size.



Although Latino youth comprise 33% of the population, ages 10 through 17, Latino youth
represented nearly 64% of the youth detained in the county’s secure juvenile detention facility

(juvenile hall) on any given day.

PRIOR TO TAKING ACTION

The Probation Department’s willingness to take a close look at itself was not a state that was
arrived at easily. The people who are the Santa Cruz County Probation Department were not
unlike justice practitioners all over the United States. We knew about Disproportionate Minority
Confinement. We could see the racial disparity in our detention facility. We had gathered and
read research on the topic. We had even studied the problem a bit, but that’s where we stopped.
Our “study” basically supported what we already knew—that the minority youth who were
brought to the department by local law enforcement, and detained by the court were in the
Juvenile Hall because they had more serious offense histories and presenting offenses than their
cohorts. In other words, there were justifiable reasons why they were detained. We were also
able to document that minority youth suffered from more risk factors than others did and,
therefore, we concluded that the problem could only be solved by improving economic and
social conditions. We, of course, had very little control over these aspects of their lives. The
conclusions drawn from our studies were not entirely inaccurate; however, they presented only a
narrow view, and prevented us from taking in the entire landscape of the issue. We found
ourselves in a defensive bunker. However, at some point along the way, we simply stepped out
of our foxhole and had a look around. We realized that by examining our policies, procedures,
practices and programs we could identify things over which we did have control. When we
looked for clients who experienced barriers to service or lack of access, we found them. When
we looked for points of subjective rather than objective decision making, we found them. When
we looked for examples of cultural insensitivity, we found them. When we looked for
unnecessary delays, which contributed to longer lengths of stay in detention, we found them.

The examination has now become an on-going effort directed towards continuous
improvement, rather than a defense of the status quo. While it remains true that there are societal
issues, which make minority youth vulnerable to the risk factors for delinquency, our work has
taught us (and research supports this) that individual justice agencies can exacerbate the disparity
at each decision point. A close examination of the data and practices at each decision point can

create a positive effect.



The following is a step by step account of how the Santa Cruz County Probation Department

addressed DMC at the departmental level.

TAKING IT STEP BY STEP
I ADMINISTRATIVE EMPHASIS, SUPPORT AND LEADERSHIP

The first step in getting started at the agency level is that the administration must embrace

the reduction of DMC as a key organizational objective. Accordingly, departmental resources;
personnel practices (recruitment, hiring and training); outcome indicators; and service and
program strategies must all support the effort. The agency administrator, him/herself, must play
a leadership role in the development and direction of the work. A cultural competency plan for
the agency should be developed and a cultural competency coordinator should be appointed to
oversee progress. (See attachment 1, Cultural Competence). Placing a general emphasis on
cultural competency creates a foundation for the working group, which is responsible for
developing and overseeing a work plan to address DMC. (See attachment 2, Work Plan
Checklist).

In Santa Cruz, we were able to benefit from the expertise and experience of others. James
Bell, staff attorney at the Youth Law Center in San Francisco and Dr. Juan Sanchez, Executive
Director, the Southeast Key Program, Inc. gave us a valuable perspective regarding the work
being done nationally, as well as raising our level of cultural awareness. Mr. Bell is engaged in
ground breaking work on DMC and was, therefore, able to present not only historical
information, but inspire a direction and pathway for our work.

Many of the steps we took are closely related to the Juvenile Detention Alternatives
Initiative which is supported by the Annie E. Casey Foundation and is described in the
Foundation’s publication, “Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform, Building a Better Juvenile
Detention System.” We are grateful to Bart Lubow of the Foundation for his support.

We also benefited from the support of Sue Burrell (along with James Bell), staff attorneys
from the Youth Law Center, San Francisco, for their technical expertise and support of our work
on detention reform and overcrowding which is sponsored by The Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP). We also found OJJDP’s material on DMC helpful and

informative.



All of the above mentioned individuals and organizations provided an opportunity for us to
view the entire landscape and created a context and foundation for the work. An administrator

who can provide these types of learning opportunities will find the effort well rewarded.

Il DECISION POINT MAPPING AND DATA REVIEW
The second step in the departmental effort to address DMC is to map the key decision points

effecting decisions to arrest, book, detain, release and place. (See attachment 3, Map of Decision
Points). There must then be a determination regarding the availability of data, by ethnicity, for
each decision point: If data by ethnicity is not available, a data development agenda must be
created. As data becomes available a trend-line must be kept for each decision point and
reviewed regularly to either mark progress or identify problem areas.

Additionally, creating and tracking outcome indicators for detention alternatives and
dispositional programs is an effective way to monitor issues of equal access and program
effectiveness.

In Santa Cruz, we are measuring arrests, bookings, detentions and program placements by

ethnicity, quarterly.

111 OBJECTIVE CRITERIA FOR DECISION MAKING

Once the key decision points have been identified, objective criteria for the decisions made

at each point must be developed and monitored. For example, the decision that an intake officer
at Probation makes to hold a minor in the Juvenile Hall pending a detention hearing should be
based on a quantifiable set of risk factors. This instrument must be free of criteria that may
create an unintended racial bias. 1f, for instance, extra risk points are added for gang
involvement or lack of employment the scale may cause a higher number of minority youth to be
detained for the same offenses for which other youth are released. The development of the
objective criteria for decision making shoulid invoive ali the stakehoiders.

It is also important to base the assignment to intensive supervision caseloads and removal
from these caseloads on clearly stated risk-based criteria. For example, a Latino youth who is
assigned to an intensive gang caseload based on the label of "gang member" rather than his/her
offense history will be subjected to a level of scrutiny that could result in Jonger periods of
incarceration. Several studies have demonstrated that intensive services have minimal impact on

recidivism, and may even cause increases in recidivism, when applied to low risk offenders. In



spite of this, youth with non-violent and minor offense histories are often placed on high

intensity service plans.

1V.  THE STAFF

The goal of insuring that staff in key positions are culturally competent and have bilingual
capacity is essential. It is necessary to establish guidelines that ensure that staff have the skills
and abilities to provide services to a diverse client population. An inventory of caseloads and
clients should be conducted to determine cultural and language profiles. Staff assignments
should place bilingual personnel in key positions. All staff should receive on-going training in
cultural sensitivity, cultural competency and understanding the dynamics of DMC. (In Santa
Cruz, our client base on the juvenile caseloads i1s 46% Latino and therefore 44% of the juvenile

probation officers are bilingual. Thirty-three percent of our Officers are bicultural).

V. ELIMINATE BARRIERS TO FAMILY INVOLVEMENT

It is useful to conduct customer surveys to determine what barriers to service and family

involvement exist. For example, if parents do not understand the role of the intake officer and
the importance of their ability to supervise their child; they may appear to be less than
cooperative, thus increasing detention rates for minority youth. This dynamic can be particularly
acute when ethnic, cultural, socio economic and language differences create communication
challenges. Programs and services may exclude families or may not address their needs, thus
resulting in high failure rates. Ensuring that barriers to family involvement and court or program
access are eliminated can have a positive impact on reducing DMC. Family conferencing and

parental involvement at all levels can reduce these barriers.

VI DEVELQOP ALTERNATIVES TO FORMAL HANDLING, AND INCARCERATION

Research has shown that a lack of diversion options or inadequate alternatives to detention

can result in increases in DMC. Going hand in hand with risk-based detention criteria,
jurisdictions must create two or three tiers of community-based alternatives to detention.
Involving community-based organizations and parents in these supervision programs can help
ensure cultural competency and parental support. Programs that provide crisis response,
strength-based work and wrap around services, in addition to tracking and supervision, are
particularly successful. - Establishing and tracking the outcomes of these alternatives can help

ensure that only those youth who do not pose a public safety risk are released. If youth make



their court appearances, and do not re-offend while in the community, the Court and District
Attorney can confidently utilize these alternatives without compromising public safety.
Utilization of these programs should be tracked by ethnicity. Additionally, more than one level
of supervision should exist so that the court has an escalation option as a response to technical
violations short of return to confinement. For post-dispostional youth, stakeholders should agree
on a continuum of court approved administrative sanctions that could be imposed by the
Probation Officer prior to arrest for probation violations. Since beginning this work in Santa
Cruz, we were able to more than double the number of youth diverted by adding four new
diversion programs. We also improved and modified our detention alternatives to include

electronic monitoring with a wraparound service component.

VIIL. DEVELOP A FULL CONTINUUM OF TREATMENT, SUPERVISION AND PLACEMENT
OPTIONS

A lack of post dispositional options, and particularly culturally sensitive programs, can
result in an over-reliance on secure detention by the courts. Stakeholders must carefully define
and develop the local continuum of services and ensure that minority youth have equal access at
each level. Once again, it is important to review each program for cultural competency. The
attached Srandards of Accessibility can be used as assessment instrument. (See attachment 4).
As documented by research, best practices must be utilized at each step in the continuum. (See
attachment 5, Elements of Successful Programs).

The ability of the system to quickly move youth out of secure detention to detention
alternatives and/or placements and programs will reduce juvenile hall bed days. Calculation of
length of stay data by ethnicity can illustrate the need for the development of additional
placement and/or supervision programs, or indicate that the programs that are in place are not
effective in preventing recidivism. In Santa Cruz the addition of a family preservation program,
school-based day treatment and a culturally competent residential drug treatment program has

helped reduce DMC by eliminating gaps in our local continuum of services.



CONCLUSION

~ The results of the work in Santa Cruz have been astounding. As was stated previously, the
Latino population in the Juvenile Hall on any given day in 1997 and 1998 was 64% as compared
to 33% in the general population. In the calendar year 1999 that percentage dropped to 53% and
for the first half of 2000, the percentage went to 46%, a reduction of 18%. The Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJIDP) developed a standard equation for
assessing the relatiénship between the proportion of minorities in the juvenile justice system and
in the overall juvenile population. The index is calculated by dividing the percentage of minority
juveniles detained (or involved in the system at which ever point is being measured) by the
number of minority juveniles in the overall juvenile population. An index value of more than
one indicates O\v'e'r—representation and one represents proportional representation. Expressing the
Santa Cruz results in the OJIDP index, prior to beginning the work on DMC the Santa Cruz
index value for Latino youth in detention was 1.9 (similar to the national figures on DMC). The
index is currently 1.4.

The work of reducing DMC is an on-going process, which is never entirely complete. It is
recognized that the work of one agency, or even the efforts of the entire juvenile justice system
may not eliminate DMC, however, we have demonstrated that one agency can make a difference.
This is particularly true of Probation Departments, which are responsible for many of the key

decisions points in the Juvenile Justice continuum.

Permission is given to copy and distribute this material as long as the materials are maintained
unchanged and no fee is charged to the recipient. Judy Cox can be contacted at Santa Cruz County
Probation, P.O. Box 1812, Santa Cruz, CA 95061-1812; email: judv.cox(@co.santa-cruz.ca.us.




Juvenile Detention Reform in Santa Cruz County

John P. Rhoads, Chief Probation Officer,
Santa Cruz County

After an arrest for an alleged offense, a youth may be placed in the juvenile hall pending due
process through juvenile court. The law requires that reasonable efforts be made to keep a
juvenile at home and in their community unless public and personal safety issues rise to the level
where a release home is not feasible or there is a strong likelihood that the juvenile will not make
his court appearances. The purpose of detention, prior to the court determining that an offense
was committed, is to ensure that due process is carried out without jeopardizing safety. The
ultimate goal of the juvenile court is to rehabilitate. Probation workers and judges use discretion
to apply legal standards in determining whether a juvenile should be released or detained. This

subjective application of the law can lead to crowded conditions in a juvenile detention facility.

Since 1997, the Santa Cruz County Probation Department in conjunction with the County
Administrator’s office, the Board of Supervisors, and the Juvenile Court have been working on
the issue of crowding in their juvenile hall. This has been a collaborative on-going effort
utilizing detention reform as outlined in the Annie E. Casey Foundation Juvcnile Detention
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) Pathways documents. After working with five different sites
around the country JDAI found that there were some basic strategies that could be applied to
help address this difficult problem. These strategies were collaborative planning, objective
admissions practices, case processing innovations, data driven decision making, and alternative

programs. These strategies were tied to four objectives of the initiative, as follows:



o To reach consensus among all juvenile justice agencies about the purpose of
secure detention and to eliminate it’s inappropriate of unnecessary use.

o To reduce the number of alleged delinquents who fail to appear in court or
commit a new c.)ffense.

o To use limited juvenile justice resources in a more efficient manner by developing
responsible alternatives to secure confinement rather that adding new detention
beds.

o To improve conditions and alleviate overcrowding in secure detention facilities.

In January 1997, Santa Cruz County experienced its highest monthly average daily count (61) in
the juvenile hall. The Santa Cruz juvenile hall has a capacity of 42 beds. That means that every
time the population went beyond 42 youth, the facility was in a crowded condition. Years of
research and court cases have concluded that overcrowding produces unsafe, unhealthy
conditions for both detainees and staff. An article published by the National Juvenile Detention
Association and the Youth Law Center summarizes crowding’s impact: “Crowding affects
every aspect of institutional life, from the provision of basic services such as food and bathroom
access to programming, recreation, and education. It stretches existing medical and mental
health resources and, at the same time produces more mental health and medical crises.

e | 1 Tat - M

Crowding places additional siress on ihe physical plant and makes it more difficuit to maintain

wy

cleaning, laundry, and meal preparation. When staffing ratios fail to keep pace with population,
the incidence of violence and suicidal behavior rises. In crowded facilities, staff invariably
resorts to increased control measures such as lockdowns and mechanical restraints.” There is

also an increase in the use of chemical restraints such as mace or pepper spray. There is also an

)



increase in costs beyond what is budgeted for the use of on-call staff and overtime to meet
mandated staffing requirements. In such conditions, one might ask if rehabilitative goals are
being met or if, on the other hand, the crowded institution has the unintended negative effect of

exacerbating problems that promote delinquency.

The crowding experienced in 1997 in Santa Cruz County had been building over a number of
years. Each year tﬁe average daily population was a few more than the previous year. The costs
of crowding were building for the county to the point that decisions had to be made regarding
where the allocated dollars should best be spent. It was decided to bring the Juvenile Detention
Alternative Initiative ideas to Santa Cruz and to work on developing a good risk system at the
front gate of detention and to develop sound alternatives that would be directed by the
determined risk. The research shows that low risk cases can be released at intake, as
incarceration is not necessary. Medium risk cases need some form of alternative supervision for
youth to be maintained successfully in their community.

The most commonly used alternative for these cases is home supervision. A juvenile is actually
detained but released home under very close supervision with daily visits from probation staff.
When supervision is combined with electronic monitoring it provides an alternative that the
Court is willing to order in those cases that before would have otherwise remained in custody.
these programs is excellent. In Santa Cruz we have experienced a 95%
success rate with home supervision and a 98% rate with electronic monitoring. Success is
defined as the attendance at all court hearings without reoffending during the court process. In
terms of cost, both of these alternatives are relatively inexpensive when compared to the cost of

incarceration. Unique to many other home supervision and electronic monitoring programs,

(8]



Santa Cruz added a community provider service component to the progrém. Healthy activities,
such as counseling, twelve step meetings and supervised outings are provided by a non-profit
community agency in partnership with probation staff. Additionally, parent advocacy and
aséistance through the court process is provided. This component added to the success operation

of the detention alternatives.

Detention reform ié a two-part issue. As we have discussed, there is work that must be done at
the front gate to the system. The next step Is just as important because it is about how cases are
processed through the system. In addition to controlling the number of cases that gain entrance
to the institution, the length of stay of must be controlled as well. Unnecessary delays in the
court process must be recognized and addressed. Essentially, crowding in an institution is based

on two things, intake (how many) and how long they stay (length of stay).

The average length of stay in Juvenile Halls in California according to the latest figures from the
Board of Corrections is 27 days. The length of stay in the Santa Cruz County Juvenile Hall
varies between 9 and 10 days. We do that by monitoring all of our decision points on an on
going basis. We have streamlined our court process and cases are moved to wherever the court

orders them very expeditiously. A value is placed on bringing cases to service quickly.

Many crowded juvenile halls in California have children who have appeared in court and been
ordered into out of home placement and are waiting to be delivered. In Santa Cruz a youth who
is receives a court order for residential care is moved to placement in less than two weeks on the

average. This contrasts greatly with crowded facilities that experience 90-100 day delays in



securing residential care. In addition, we have developed a number of alternatives to placement
and have a strong emphasis on keeping children with their families and in their communities as
much as possible. We have done this by developing strength-based, wraparound services
delivered in the community and at day treatment sites. This has been done in partnership with
our County Mental Health Department and community-based providers. The result of this is that

we have one of the lowest out of home placement rates in the state.

Since 1989 Santa Cruz County Probation has been a key partner, with Santa Cruz Children’s
Mental Health, in the California System of Care established by the Children’s Mental Health
Services Act to create a service delivery system that is community-based, comprehensive and
distinguished by full integration of interagency partners. Services are to children and their
families who are at-risk of court ordered out-of-home-placement. The essential values of System
of Care are as follows: (a) family preservation: children should remain in their homes with their
families whenever possible; (b) least-restrictive setting appropriate to their needs when out-of-
home placement is necessary; (c) natural setting: children benefit most from mental health
services in their natural environments, where they live and learn; (d) interagency collaboration
and coordinated service delivery system; (e) family involvement: family participation is an
integral part of assessment, intervention, and evaluation; (f) cultural competence: service

effectiveness is dependent upon both culturally relevant and competent service delivery.

One of our ongoing efforts is to monitor all of our decision points having to do with detention.
We do this with a committee made up from all the stakeholders in the system. This
overcrowding committee reviews all the data including data on gender and race issues. Our

department has made a determined effort to look at the issue of disproportionate minority



confinement. At one point our detention center was averaging a population of 61 with
approximately 64% of those cases being Latino. The demographics for Latinos in Santa Cruz
County for children 10-17 are 33%. We looked at this issue systematically, after controlling for
offense factors, by analyzing our decisions and looking at how we may have exacerbated the
situation. When we found barriers we attempted to overcome them. We develop new services
when we determine a need or gap in the system. The outcome is that we have dropped
disproportionality by about 18%. Detention Reform and work on disproportionate minority
confinement work go hand in hand. They both must be considered in developing strategies to

solve crowding.

We have been able to lower our average daily population in our Juvenile Hall so that our facility
has not been crowded for the past 19 straight months. This has led to a 40-50% drop in our
detained population. As a result we have had fewer incidents in our facility, and the children
who must stay there are receiving the kind of programs from which both they and the community
benefit. From the County’s perspective, this effort has led to considerable savings for the
County, which for the most part has been redirected towards more front-end services. It has also

helped reduce liability issues.

Detention Reform is a much better answer than trying to build our way out of crowding. It is
cost effective. It does not create undue public safety risk. It provides intensive supervision of
medium risk cases in their homes as they are pending court and reduces inefficiencies in the
court system. Those youth who pose a particularly serious risk to public safety are continuing to
stay in custody. Hopefully they will not have to stay in crowded juvenile facilities, nor will they

have to stay any longer than necessary. In Santa Cruz we measure accountability in terms of the



extent to which youthful offenders repair harm to their victims and the community, as well as
their engagement in competency building activities, not by how long they sit in an institution
pending court or pending services. We believe that our detention reform effort is integral to

géod crime control and mitigates the unintended negative effects of incarceration in crowded

detention facilities.

Note- For more information about the Pathways series contact:
The Annie E. Casey Foundation

701 St. Paul Street

Baltimore, Md. 21202

(410) 547-6600

(410) 547-6624 fax

www.aecf.org
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PANEL # 3: MANAGING RISK

Bill Siffermann

Juvenile Probation Department
1100 S. Hamilton

Chicago, Il 60612

Ph: 312.433.6580

F: 312.433.6596

E: ccjcourt@hotmail.com

Note-Taking Guide & Handouts

This project was supported by Grant No. 96-IN-FX-0003 from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice.

Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the author and do not necessarily represent the official
position of the U.S. Department of Justice.




Circuit Court of Cook County

J uvenile

D etention
A lternatives
I nitiative

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

COOK COUNTY DATA

6.5 MILLION 350
£12,000-15,000 £35-45

08,000 1498
£90 — 120 0848
14

COOK COUNTY DETENTION ISSUES
IDENTIFYING THE NEED FOR SYSTEM REFORM

0 Chronic Overcrowding in the Detention
Facility.

B Proposed Construction of New/Expanded
Facility.

B Limited Relationships Among Juvenile Justice
Agencies and the Community.

No Policy-Driven Detention Screening
Criteria Applied At Intake.




DETENTION ISSUES (Cont’d)

B High Detention Rates For Status Offenders,
Misdemeanors & Property Cases.

B High Detention Rates for FTA’s and Technical
Probation Violations.

B Limited Management Information Regarding
Detention Population and Length of Stay.

B No Community-Based Alternatives To Secure
Detention.

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

ESTABLISH A COLLABORATIVE

HAGAR THE HORRIBLE

WeRS T, THERE. 50 REWNE THE pleN /s
mrﬂ—f orfo IFWE AL 572& 7;’2)49"7 ”ELL Mm‘

COOK COUNTY J.D.A.I.
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

0 CHIEF JUDGE 0 POIICE
1 COUNTY BOARD o DETENTION
PRESIDENT

0 MENTAL HEALTH
I PRESIDING JUDGE
0 STATES ATTORNEY 0 EDUCATION
@ PUBLIC DEFENDER 0 FAITH COMMUN.
0 PROBATION 0 NOT-FOR-PROFITS




Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

J.D.A.f.
PRIMARY OBJECTIVES

U REVISE DETENTION SCREENING PROCESS
0 PROVIDE PRETRIAL SUPERVISION TQO AT-RISK MINORS

1 ESTABUSH COMMUNITY BASED DETENTION
ALTERNATIVES

MINIMIZE JAW'S & CASE PROCESSING DELAYS
INCREASE ATTENDANCE @ COURT HEARINGS
REDUCE LENGTHS OF STAYS IN DETENTION
ADDRESS CULTURAL COMPETENCY

IMPROVE JTDC CONDITIONS, SERVICES & PROGRAMS

o O a a o

JUVENILE DETENTION
BY OFFENSE CATEGORIES

VIOLENT
TECHNICAL OFFENSES
VIOLATIONS 29%,
34% &
PROPERTY,
DRUGS

37%

DEVELOP NEW STRATEGIES

AAGAR THE HORRIBLE
| 3 - & coNT THINK,
LOCJ;£ BEHING YU 15

HEYTSS
COWNA WORK THIS TINE/

('S
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DETENTION CENTER USE

POLICE DETENTION I PRE-PLACEMENT
WARRANTS I RUR STAGING
PRE-TRIAL I IDOC STAGING
PRE-DISPOSITIONAL 1 TRANSFER HEARINGS
DISPOSITIONAL I AUTOMATIC
VIOLATIONS OF TRANSFERS
PROBATION I TRANSFER APPEALS

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

ADMISSIONS TO DETENTION

< POLICE ADMISSIONS
DETENTION SCREENING
INSTRUMENT

JUDICIAL ADMISSIONS
DETENTION ALTERNATIVES
CONTINUUM

0 2o 0 o o o

DETENTION CENTER USE

POLICE DETENTION 8 PRE-PLACEMENT
WARRANTS I RUR STAGING
PRE-TRIAL I IDOC STAGING
PRE-DISPOSITIONAL I TRANSFER HEARINGS
DISPOSITIONAL 1 AUTOMATIC
VIOLATIONS OF TRANSFERS

PROBATION TRANSFER APPEALS




FORMER INTAKE PROCESS
8 POLICE INITIATED TX TO JTDC
I JAWs & VIOLENT FELONIES
B MISDEMEANENTS W/OUT PARENTS

@ REFERRALS WAITED 8 WEEKS

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

DON'T WAIT TOO LONG
TO ASK FOR HELP!

P

AGARTHE HORRIBLE

NECESSARY STEPS BEFORE
DEVELOPING R.A.L

I Develop consensus on purposes of secure
detention

[ Establish clear admissions criteria

8 Establish procedures and protocol for
detention screening (who, how, when)

Develop capacity to to collect and analyze
accurate intake data




ESTABLISH CLEAR CONCENSUS

HAGAR THE HORRIBLE |

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

DETENTION SCREENING
RISK FACTORS

0 INSTANT OFFENSE

I PRESENT STATUS

0 COURT HISTORY

I EXISTING COURT ORDERS

0 HOME SUPERVISION

REVISED SCREENING PROCESS

Q
o .
n
2

o PROBATION AUTHORIZATION P;E
0 POLICE INITIATED TX CONFERENCE

0 R.A.I. APPLIED BY PROBATION OFFICER
0 NON-SECURE CUSTODY STATUS

0 EXPEDITED REFERRAL DATE IN 21 DAYS




Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

DETENTION SCREENING
RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT

1 MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE 0- 15 PTS,

2 PRIOR COURT REFERRALS 0-7PTS.
3 PAST FNDGS. OF DELINQ. Q-7PTS.
0 CURRENT STATUS 0-6PTS.

0 CASES PENDING ADJUDICATION (- 3 PTS.

1 CASES PENDING WARRANTS 8 or 15 PTS. .

? HOME CONFINEMENT 4 PTS. .

b ELECTRONIC MONITORING 15 PTS. .
TOTAL SCORE

RISK ASSESSMENT
INSTRUMENT SCORING

DECISION SCALE

SCORE 0.9 AUTHORIZE RELEASE

SCORE t0-14 COMPLETE NON-SECLURE
DETENTION OPTIONS FORM

SCORE 15+ AUTHORIZE DETENTION

FOR MINORS 13 & OLDER
{COMPLETE NON-SECURE
OFPTIONS FOR <13 YR. OLDS)

ADMINISTRATIVE OVERRIDE
(INO  ()VES REASON:
FINAL DECISION

( )DETAIN () RELEASE { ) RELEASE W/ CONDITIONS

INITIAL RESULTS

0 75% OF CASES SCREENED - DETAINED

8§ 70% OF DETAINED, RELEASED BY COURT




INCORPORATE DATA INTO DECISIONS

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman

MODIFYING THE R.A.L

0 ANALYZE DATA

0 ESTABLISH WORKGROUP

I ADJUST WEIGHTS & THRESHOLDS

0 SIMULATE IMPACT ON PRIOR CASES
[ PRESENT RESULTS TO EXEC. COM.

0 INITIATE DRY RUN & PILOT RUN

0 DATA DRIVEN CONCENSUS

DETENTION SCREENING
DECISIONS ( LAST 12 MOS.)

@ RELEASE
W/ COND. ~_
19% ~

B DETAIN

BSHELTER _ - -5 %

8%

O RELEASE
29%
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COOK COUNTY JUVENILE TEMPORARY DETENTION CENTER
AVERAGE MONTHLY POPULATION
1996,1999 & 2000

Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferman
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Jurisdictional Team Training

Tippecanoe County, Indiana
July 17-18, 2001

CONTINUUM OF CARE OPTIONS AND
ALTERNATIVES

Paul DeMuro

82 Essex Avenue
Montclair, NJ 07042
T: 973-746-9525

E: PDeMuro@aol.com

Note-Taking Guide & Handouts

This project was supported by Grant No. 98-JB-VX-0104 from the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice.

Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the author and do not necessarily
represent the ofticial position of the U.S. Department of Justice.




Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives

Performance Ohjectives
e B L e B R YT B e
1. Define and idemify detention alternatives;

2. Listthe critical principles to consider prior
to development of detention alternatives;

3. Outline alternative detention programsin
the continuum;

4. Initiate a plan for the development of
detention alternatives in their jurisdiction.

NJDA!

6-H-1

OFMOore cOUrSes or prapositions;
- Something which can be chosen insteat.

NIDA)

[LMICNELY AT T LIV




Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives

Reasans

<t» for Developing Alternatives

1. To Reduce Crowding

3 2. Toincrease Accountability

The explicit purnese of a detention
alternative is to provide appropriate =
supervision to youth who would have
been detained in secure detention so
thatwhile remaining in the community,
they remain arrest free and make their
court hearings.

NIDA

6-H-2

IS e segfanca 1vn
LE"""' e S



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives

RAppropriate Alternatives :

ORI T SR -

- SHOULD ROT Widenthe net

» SHOULD provide adenuate supervisionto

youths.

- SHOULD he accessible ina timely fashion to

youths who enier secure detention.

6-H-3

. Culwrallyrelevant and accessible

. Leastrestrictive, but provide for public safety
. Rnti-netwidening

. Provide for continuum of supervision based on risk &

needs of youths

. Flexible
. Have clear measures of success
. Data driven and routinely monitored based on

outcomes.

817

clear

NDA

[{CIATETITIEL --i
LE‘";’LLCU, Vi an



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives

Basm Riternative Program Models

- Home or Community Detention

- Day and Evening Beporting Centers

°

Residential Alternatives

S T S A NN I L P ae S Y ST S A S T e T o 3 VST

- Host Homes/Foster Care
- PostDispositional Alternatives B
NIDA
6-H-

4

Decision-Making Process

B Ly s R SR A R O S0 S S R A TR RS S I S s s e s b

= Programissues

- On-Going Operation and Management
Issues

- Determining Need for Rlternatives

NIDA

[ENEWCERN R Wr Py}




Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives

Example Steps to Identify Needs:

T R T T T Ty uay

1. Organize a Stakeholder group (Core Work Group}.
2. Gather & Analyze tata on yeuths held In secure detention.
Categaorize youth that would he hetter served elsewhere.

3. Collectinformation about existing and viahle alternatives.
4. Rgree ontarget population to he admitted to alternatives.
9. Develop screening Instrument.

6. Marketprogram to juvenile justice community and public.
1. Begin operation of program.

8. Monitor program’s effectiveness.

e N]OA

)

(O PW-EVTE PRTR-T Porct
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CONTINUUM OF CARE/ALTERNATIVES

Al Lick

Division of Juvenile Services
3303 E Main Ave

Bismarck, ND 58502-1898
Ph: 701.328.6194

F: 701.328.6651

E: alick@state.nd.us

Note-Taking Guide & Handouts

This project was supported by Grant No. 96-JN-FX-0003 from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice.

Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the author and do not necessarily represent the official
position of the U.S. Department of Justice.




COOK COUNTY JUVENILE PROBATION DEPARTMENT DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMENT

Screen Date: / 1999 ~  Screen Time: : A.M./P.M. Screener: J238
QUTH OFFICER: District:
—_—
NOR RESPONDENT: . oOB: Age L
sex: M/ F Race: WHITE / BLACK / HISPANIC / ASIAN / OTHER YD:
FACTOR SCORE
1. MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE:
{(Choose only one item indicating the most sarious chargs)
Automatic Tronsfer Cagog 15
Vietent Folontoz — (Murder, Armed Robbery with Handgun, Home Invesion, ACSA, UUW-Gun, 15
Agg Batt - Bodily Harm, Agg Vehiculer Invasion, Agg Discharge of 8 Firearm, Agg Battery with a firearm)
Other Forcible Felontes — (Robbery, Kidnapping, Intimidation, CSA, Hate Crime, Agg Batt, Vehicle Invasion) 10
Other Offonses
Felony Sale of Cannabis {Class 1 or 2 felony amount}, Arson, DCS 10
PCS w/int deliver, Residential Burglary, UUW (not & gun), Possession Explosives 7
Felony Possession of Narcotics/Drugs for Sale or Othor Felonies 5
Misdemoanor Possession of Narcotics/Drugs or Other Weapons Posssssion 3
Other Misdomeanors 2
Not Picked up on Now Qffonso (WARRANT) (o]
2. PRIOR COURT REFERRALS (Choose only one item)
Pror IDOC commitmant . 7
Pror court refarral within the last 24 hour period 3
Pror cowt referral within the last seven days 4
Six or more total court rafarrals within the last 12 months (7 ) 3
One to five court referrals within the last 12 months {7 ) 2
Mo court raferrals within the last 12 months 0
3. PAST FINDINGS OF DELINQUENCY — CLOSED PROCEEDINGS (Choosa only ona item)
Past Finding of Delinquoancy on a violent felony S
Past Finding of Delinquency on a felony 4
Past Finding of Delinquency on a misdemeanor (# of findings x 1 up to & total of 3 points) 1/72/3
HNo Past Finding of Delinquency o
q. CURRENT CASE STATUS (Choose only ons item)
1”S 8
Probation (# } Supervision (¥ ) MULTIPLE DISPOSITION DATES 5
Probation (# ) Supervision (f } SINGLE DISPOSITION DATE 3
tot an active case 0
5. PETITIONS PENDING ADJUDICATION (Chooss only one item)
3 + Patitions Pending (/ ) 3
2 Potitions Pending 2
1 Petition Pending 1
No Petitions Pending o
8. UNDER PRE-ADJUDICATORY ORDER OF HORME CONFINEMENT 4
7. WARRANT CASES (Choose only ons item)
Category 1: Mandatory Datention 15
, Category 2: Non-Mandatoty Datention 8
» . - -
8. VIOLATION OF JUVENILE ELECTRONIC MONITORING 16 -
TOTAL 8CORE
DECISION SCALE
Score 0-9 AUTHORIZE RELEASE (with notice of priodtized date for §6— 12 Confaronco)
Score 10-14 COMPLETE NON-SECURE DETENTION OPTIONS FORM .
Score 15+ AUTHORIZE DETENTION (for minors 13 yaars of sge and oldar)
(Complote non-aacure custody options for minors under 13 years of age baforo placemont Into socwo datention)
.N/STRA TIVE QVERRIDE (Suparvisory apptuvel is raquited)
0O NO O YES REASON:
(NAL RECISION O DETAIN 1 RELEASE . * RELEASE WITH CONDITIONS -
MARHvas at: . Apt. Clty: CHGO/ L, Wy Z’D_L___,_————-

MR Bvesn with: : Relation:_____ Phone:312/630/708/773/847________———

-t sAe At aa




CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
Juvenile Division - Probation Department

X8R U'nknovwn
No newr charge

List of Charges

B evared Docemder 30, §997

- 1%
omatic Transfer - 13+ years Old) 330 Exploitation of a Child 352 Reckless Homicide
140 De] Cont Sub - School Grounds 334 Aggravated Firearm Discharge $70 Arson - Aggravated
241 Del Cont Sub - Public Housing 339 Aggravated Battery/Great Bodily Harm 571 Heinous Battery
242 LMW . School Grounds 341 Aggravated Vehicular Invasion 372 Home Invation
245 PCS w/lnt to Divr on School or CHA Omdx 342 Aggravated Vehicular Hijacking 373 Robbery - Armed Firearm
234 Aggravated Criminal Sexual Astauht 343 Aggravated Battery with Firearm 589 Armed Viclence
24} Murder 403 Alternpt Murder 556 Armed Rebbery
256 Robbery - Armed with Firearm A/T 442 ULW-School Gmds (non A/T) 543 Mutder
231 Aggrav Vehicular Hijocking with F/A 444 Aggravated Stalking 543 Solicitation of Murder
440 UUW-Firearm 7 Interstate Warrart
520 Criminal Sexaua! Astauh 541 Manslaughier - Voluntary
534 valed Criminal Sexual Aseauh 339 Kidnaping Aggravated
340 Involuntery Manslaughter
JA03 - 10 POINTS JAGH - 10 POINTS -7
3358 Vehicle Invasion 351 Unlawful Delivery Carnabis 333 Poss Crtl Sub w/int to Deliver
338 Vehicle Hijackimg -Class | &2 Fel Amt 319 Unlawful Delvry Cannabis
348 Vehicular Endangerment 347 Hate Crima - Msdemneanor Amoumt
413 Antempt Aggravated Arson 403 Antempt Criminal Sexua] Assauht 524 Explotives Porsession
427 Attempr Agg Crim Sex Assault 303 Arson 585 Residertial Burglary
s07 Aggravated Battery 533 Criminal Sexual Abuse 443 Weapors « Unlawful Sale of
33 Kidnappmg 574 Controlled Substance - Delivery of 564 Unlawful Use of Weapon
550 Agg Criminal Sexual Abuse 580 Gang Organization Recruitment
555 Robbery 538 Ltimidation JAQS - £ POINTS
411 Attempt Armed Robbery 346 Sulking 326 Compel - Conf by Threat
327 Fuearm - Unlawful Sale of 337 Agg Poseestion Stolen Vehicle
340 Aggravated Robbery 11 Burglary
324 Burglary 1o Airto
JAQT - 3 POINTS JAOS - 3 POINTS
382 Possession of Cannabis - Fel Amd 433 Allermpt Aggravated Sexua] Abuse 312 UnauthorizedStongeolWeape
Brng Contraband into Institution 434 Alternpt Aggravated Sex with Family 313 Postession of Carabus
‘ Child Pormography, Sexual 528 Forgery - Misdemernor Amount
Juvenile Pimping 544 Controlled Subst Possession -Felony Amount 328 Potsers Cons Dang Weapon
Attempt Kidnapping 554 Restruint - Unlawful 348 Misdemetnar Sale of Cannabdi
309 Anternpt Criminal Sexual Abuse 558 Theft of Auto 400 Atternpx Burglary
410 Aftempt Robbery 560 Thefl over $300 435 Aftermpt Foegery
412 Alfternpt Thef of Auto 566 Sexual Relationship with Famity 350 TheR of Firearm
414 Atternpt TheR over $300 577 Posserrion of Stolen Alto 504 Assauht - Aggravaled
424 Aftempt Arson 422 Altomgt Residential Burglary 446 Attermpt Poes of Controtled
432 Aftempt Aggravated Criminal Sex Abuse Substance
302 Ticket Scalping 438 Attermpted Battery 347 Proatitution
301 Endangering Life/Heatth Child 499 Mbscellancous Attempt 549 Public Indecency
RN Contributing to Negleat of Child 500 Abortion 551 Recklens Conduct
30R Potsest/Thefl Detection Device 501 Air Rifte Carry/Discharge 553 Resisting or Obstructmg Polic
RYos) Vandalism 502 Air Rifle - Unlawful Sake 387 Solicitation
Mo Aiding a Fugitive 506 Battery 359 Theft Under $300
i Obstructing Service of a Procers 508 Beibe - Accepting 361 Theft - Deception or Threat
a4 Alteration ldentification of Vehick 309 Bribe - Offering 361 Thefl from Person
318 Obt Service Defraud Edoc Device 510 Bribery 563 Thefl - Lost/Mislaid Property
316 Umiawful Sale of Fireworks 312 Burglery Tool - Possession of 365 Assauk
17 Leaving Molor Vehicle Accidert 313 Civil Rights - Violated 568 Unregistered Gun
318 Peddling Merchandise without Licen 514 Conspiracy 569 Unregislerad Gun Camier
320 Hitchhiking s16 Criminal Demage to Property 578 Crira Darage tp Stat Supp P
3121 Unlawful Use of 2 Computer 317 Criminal Trespass to Vehick 376 Possestion of Stolen Property
A3 Looting 319 Deception Proctice 378 Unlawful Use of Credit Card
401 Attempt Crim Damage to Property 521 Disorderty Conduct 579 Unlawful Pessessof AmmFire
404 Anternpt Eaverdropping 522 Distribute Abortilacient 381 Escape
403 Afternpt Retail Theft 523 Ea % 582 Thefl
413 Aternpd TheR Under $300 525 Fabe Fire Alarm 58) Criminal Trespass loanc!
0y Aftempt Deceptive Practice 526 Defacing Idertifying Mark 584 Possess Drug Paraphemalia
416 Artempt Thefl from Person 329 Gambling 586 Retail Theft
417 Atternpt Thet LosUMis Property 530 Gambling - Keeping Place of 387 Tampering with Vehicke
19 Aftempt Sex within Family 33 Gambling - Syndicated 588 Phone Call Harassment
‘) Aftempd Escape $32 Olue Sriffing 391 Residential TheR
Aftempd Crim Trespass to Land 536 intoxicating Compound - Sale of 192 Thell of Service
» Attempt Thefl from Auto 337 Irtoxicating Compound - Ulse of $93 Harau Witness hy Commnc:
.20 Anempt Thef from Coin Op Machine 542 Mob Action 594 Damage to Coin Op Machin
i Aftempt Thefl of City Property 3458 Obscenity 393 Thef Crtns of Com Op M
v Anempt Poss of Burglany Tools 346 Prostitution - Soliciting 596 Crim Trepam to Residense

¢ updeer charpe bl



COOK COUNTY DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMENT
NON-SECURE CUSTODY OPTIONS

Where do we send a minor whose screening score is 14 or Iess and whose parent(s) or other
responsible adult Is not willing or available to sign an affidavit of non-secure custody?

Has contact been made with a parent or other responsible adult at home?

YES OR NO
:

Is the parent or other responsible adult at home, available
and willing to supervise the minor and sign an affidavit?

YES OR NO

Is the minor willing to go hame?

() YES or NO

Did alleged hehaviar invalve physical or sexual abuse tn a minnr in the hausehald?

NO OR YES —1
b

Is there anather houschold yeith a responsible adultvilling
and able to supervise the minor and sign an affidavit?

YES| or | NO B

Is there a shelter care bed available?

. | r YES OR N

Does the milnor meef shelter care criteria? ®

YES —l or | NO _l

v

N

:

‘ 1 HOME OTHER RESPONSIBLE SHELTER* JTDC
ADULT'S HOME CARE

*Miale only, ages 10-16, no known communlcable diseases, not in need of medical treatment, not under the
influence of drugs or alcohol, not charged with criminal sexual abuse/assault oruolent fclony Mmors
3 scheduled for thirty-six hour non-secure costody hearing In Afarbham /721768 —--t



Court Notification

March 1995

Written notice and
telephoned re-
minders to all minor

ndent house-
holds in advance of
every court hearing
during the pre-adju-
dication stage of pro- |
ceedings.

Avg. Daily Notices: 97

Community Out-
reach Supervision

October 1994

Court-ordered com-
munity based super- |
vision of  pre-}
adjudicated minors |
in" detention jeop- ’»‘
ardy for up to forty ,f
five days. '

Capaciry: 30
Present Enrollment: 17
Serviced to Date: 2,030

Average Daily
Population: 12 y

Suceessful f
Completion Rate: 94%

i

I

fasmany

AL ottt e o

o
Circuit Court of Cook County

Juvenile Justice Division
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Continuum

February 1, 2001

Home Confinement
October 1994
Court-ordered condi-

secure detention.

probation officers for
up to forty-five days.

Capacity: 225

Present Enroliment:

Pre-adjudication: 142

Post-adjudication: 99
Total: 241

Serviced to Date:

Pre-adjudication: 10,627

Total:

Average Daily
Population: 245

Successful
Completion Rate: 94.2%

L

i oA AN i ittt RO 11

t Successful completion indicates that the nunor remained arrest free during the time of the program. Figur
" R * -~ L R P T A

tional release from ||

Evening and week- ||
end supervision by |

Post-adjudication: 6,947 |
17,574 |

Ty

Evcnirgz Reporting
cnter

December 1995

Court-ordered com- }
munity based pro- |
ram combined with |
ome Confincment I
for pre- or post- |
adjudicated  wards Ji
facing conscquences |
for VOP or JAW's{}
for up to twenty-one
days. i

Capacity: 125 i|
Present Enrollment: 108

Serviced to Date: 6,451

Average Daily
Population>108

Succr‘.r;fu[

S.W.A.P.

August 1995

Court-ordered Sher-
T supervised work
program in licu of
comparable disposi-
tional term in the )
JTDC for up to thirty
days.

Daily Sire Capacity: 50

Program
Enrollment: 114

Serviced to Dare: 4,443
Average Daily
Population:

Weekdays.....7
Weekends.....17

Successful
Completions: 2,639

m
i
I

Electronic
Monitoring

June 1996

Court-identified mi-
nors released from
secure detention un- i
der special order of
clectronic  monitor-
ing. Probation offi- ||
cers engage and su- i
pervise 1n collabora-
ton with the Sher- |
iff’'s Department. Vi-
olations result in ex-
pedited judicial re-

view of custodial sta- fi

tus; 5 to 21 days.

Capaciny: 110

Present Enrollment: 54
Serviced to Date: 2,041

Average Daily
Population: 60

Successful
Completion Rate: 96.4°%

Completion Rate: 95.1% J
HAMHHRRTMOHA DA

AWK A

;;
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Staff Secure
Shelter

October 1995

Non-secure  deten-
tion alternative for
minors who are 1)
diverted from police
or JTDC custody by
detention screenin

officers because o
parent/guardian un-
availability; or 2)
qualified JTDC mi-
nors within thirty
days of being placed
in a long term non-
sccure setting as di-
rected by the court.

Capacity: 20 Boys
15 Girls

Present Enrollment:

10 Boys

7 Girls
Serviced to Date: 5,343
Average Daily
Population: 11 Boys

6 Girls

Youths AWOL: 184

Violations: 81

Successful
Completion Rate: 96.3% [

oy ey e elly

Qi

es are calculated from January 1997 for Flome Confinement,
e 10N Ly Crafl Coruen Sholtor



MENTAL HEALTH STATUS

1.

Appearance of Youth

Signs of alcohol use
Signofdruguse .. ... e
N o T
Noncompliant . ... ... .. . . e
Agitated .. e e e e e
Depressed . . ... .. e
Disoriented (time, place, person)

Violent Behavior

Verbal threats to othars
Assaullive history ... ... e
Injured person, pet, animal
Destruction of property . ... .. . .
Frequant violent episodes

History Of:

Arson, fire, starting
Suicida 2lampls . ... e
Sexual acting (ofiense, aggression, promiscuity)
Proparty destruction
Frequent fighting
Frequentlying . ... ... e
Frequant cheating
Frequent steaiing

Peer Relationships

Describad as 2 loner
Hasno frends ... . e
Friends - negative peer group
Has no bast friand

Disposition/self image

Mood swings-mild ... ... ..
Mood swings-severe | .. . ... . . e
Selfimage - 10w L. . e
Selfimage - very negativelingppropriate .. ................

ldentify Problems

Confusion as to sexual identify
Does not“fitin ... .. .. e
No direction/goals in life
Fatalistic

Total Score

TJPC-MP-01.05-95

CIRCLE#
APPLICABLE

2
2
1
1
1
1
3

W =2 WA=

N -2 NWWw

-

_ NN -

0 =t L —

- Q)

CHECK
APPLICABLE

Low Risk 0-2 pis
Mead Risk Ipls
High Risk 4-10pts
Lows Ris% 0-2 pis
tiad Risk 3 pls
High Risk  4-11 pts
Low Ris -2 pts
liad Risk 3 pls
High Ris<x 4.12 pls
Low Ris< (-2 pls
Mied Risk 3pis
High Ris* 4.5 pis
Low Risx 0-1 pis
fied Risx 2 pts
High Risk 3-8 pis

Low Risk
Lied Risx
High Risk

0-1 pls
2pts

3-5 pis —



I

CIRCLE# CHECK

HIFAMILY STATUS APPLICABLE APPLICABLE
1. Relationships
Nonsupportive ... .. . i i e 2 Low Risk HA
Lack of stability . ... ...t 2 Med Risk — 2pts
Disorganized/Chaotic .......... . i, 3 High Risk 37 pts
Total Score
2. Parental Supervision
Poorparenting skills ... ... ... .. e "2 Low Riskx  0-1pts
Ineffectivefinadaquate discipline ... ...... ... oo, . 2 Med Risk  — 2pts
Inconsistent expectations .......... ... .. ..., 1 High Risk 311 pts
Contribute/encourage delinquency . ...... e 4
No supervision/limits . ... ... i . 3
Total Score
3. Parental/Family Problems
Emotionalinstability . ... ... ... ... . 2 Low Risx  0-2pis
PSYChiatric . ... 3 :fi 2‘.57:‘ . 12 pis
CAMINGIY © oo 3 g s sriv g
Substance abuse . . ... L e 2
Family violence . ... .. ... . ... . 3
Marital discord . . ... L e 2

Total Score

i ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

This is not a validatad or scizntific test. Itis a general assessmant maant to idantily problam areas and sarvice neads. Ths
evaluator's (J.P.0.) experiance in daaling with socialifamily croblems plus commaon sanse judgameant are crucial elements
to be incarporated into the final assessmant and recommandation.

Children who score in 2 or 3 arzas of high risk in Section | l.l2ntal Health Status; 2 or more in Saction It Educationa! Staius
end onz or more in Saction HI Family Status would appear 1o warrant considarzation of full psychological tasting.

Children scoring in similar areas as meadium risk or have fzwsr high risks scores czpznding on the section may of may not
bz referrad for testing. A judgement call by tha evaluatoris part of the process.

ASSESSIIENT:

High Risk Med Risk Low Risk

(Child) is recommended for full psychological testing with the specific

problams presented

(Child) is not recommended for psychological tasting.

Juvenile Probation Officer Date

TJPC-MP-01-05-95



SACRAMENTO COUNTY

PRE-TRIAL
- JUVENILE DETEINTION RISK ASSESSMENT
Haos of Mlinor: coa:
Xeref: ' Screerers
Statute: Dagte:

IMSTRUCTIONS: Score alnar for eoch factor balow and enter eppropriate zoores {n the right hard coliem.  Seloct enl
ona gcore per foctor - Y

,
.
FACTCR i SORE
1. PST SERIGSS IRSTAXT OFFEXSE  (URAEST MIRRAMTS ARE SCORED A3 THE CFFENSE)
s. Ay TOT(b) oHexe 10
b. Felamy erizea of violence 8
c. Felony sexal offermes 7
. d. Felery high specd chase (Oriver enly) 7
_e. Serles of thees ef exre separate felony cHeaxes 7
1. Other felary effoses exzept s
g. Sale of dmuss of pe=sessicn for sale of drugs 5
h. Potsessfon of dnugs | 3
1. Hizdeoeacors 2
j- Prelatica wistatiors [¢] '
2. SARRANTS Serperdared (5-3) Appeeheded (0-5)
3. 7 LECAL STATUS
' Cerrently on ke supervision 7
b. Percdlng Cot é
c. Lerd lesr siotained cfferse within 3 ponthu 4
d. -lezt sistained offense 3 ooathe to 1 ywar 3
e. “lest sstsined offernse > 3 year 2
f. £5%/T252 2
<. Korrs 1]
4. RISK OF FTA AXD REQFFEXSE
a. Peevicax 871 2 pic esch
b. Previon Ceurt FIA's €-3 pit each (rever ta exceced 3 pls)
5. RISK QOF NIW CFFEWSE
a. Presdosly smtsinnd et offanse vAile perdion cost 3 -
5. MITICATING FACTCRS .
(Cen Cezrcase by 1 te 3 polats - gpecify) -( )
3. pioble L e gmertive farily ¢ corvlaker
b 315Uy in sehosl end/or oploypos
c. flrst effos 14 ¢r oldnr
d. P BrTeAls w nthe le=t yxar .
c cher (pleasz specify below)
7. FIIIAVATINT FACTICRS
Can incresse by 1 10 3 prinis - apcify)
a, Vith=sz Inticidatinn .
b. Riraugy berrvics froo heow
<. Victin threats
<. Pcar or p3 aiizdwes at schsol
c. Csng rrberznip
f. Oiher (Please Specliy Below)
8. YAMZATCRY DETEXTICK CASES (Surrent Cosc) -- THESE CASES ARE 10 BZ JUTUPATICALLY DETAIXIO.

4. Escepms {rec esnty frotivoiosn b, Abizerd {roa plecement ¢, Electrenic Banltecing Arrest
<. Hom Siprovisiea srrast e. ‘Folegh (Failure)

DEEXTICN DECISIGH (Check)
Relcesa without restriction (0-5 paints) . TCTAL SCORE )

Relersa o porsecTe dotentim (69 points)

Shelter
_____Hoos Rpervisica N
. Other
—____ Detzin (10 or pcre polaze)

CVERRIDE: (3tste reacorm)

Rev 627734



DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SSN

DETENTION RISK ASSESSMENT DJIID
Referral 1D I
‘ate: HRS CIS #
DETENTION CENTER Broward Detention Record Check
Sectlon I. ldentifying Data
Youth's Name: Date of Birth: Age:
AKA Namae: Race: Sex: Evyes:
Number/Stree?
CitylState\Zip Code Telephone

Contacted: D D

Date Screensd Time Screened Assigned Counszior Pragram Atea tio
Schoal or ¥Work Contacted Yes HNa Alleged Offenses Category
F.S.
Parent/Guardian F.S.
F.S.
Number/Stroat £s.
F.S.
City/StatesZIP
Telephcne. Home Werk Law Enforcemant Agency Nama2 and ID or Badge e,
nlGuardian Interviewed
O (O 1. FacatoFaze Youly ad-ised of right to lzga! counsel? ] vYes 0 No
85 Mo (O} 2. Telephono Protzciive Servicas recard check? O Yes Cl 8o
{3 3. Unabdleto Contact Cuirent allzgetion cf Abuse/Naglect Pending? 3 Yes g e
Time ) 4. Massagalen Hister; of Confirmad or Indicaled Abuse/tiaglac? (] Yes O K2
YWith whom:
Mother Type:  FPhysical Abuse [ SexuatAbuse (] Neglew () Zmsticaa!
Hame Relationship (3¢ avsilabis provige inpul on assigned couaselor and slatus in Narrative.)
Section Il. ADMISSION CRITERIA
A Youth has baen delivered and the fsllowing ciitzria as aulined in 3. 35.044(2), F.S., Indicate the youth's eligibility for

detention care:

Yes (J Ne (O
Yes (J tio (J
lYés 8 No [
Yes (3 No ()

Factor #5 requires an aHirmalive answer to at 12ast ona of the quaiifiers before a yes answer can be recorded (s. 39.044(2){d). 7

0JJ 2049, /98

. The youthis charged with 8 d-"rq ye

. The youlhis sl2gad to be an escages of 3n absconder [rom 8 commitmeal pregram, 3 communidy
y S 14 S

conttel program, furlough, or afercare supervision. oris dlleged to have ascazed d while being lawduily
transported (o or from such pregram or supervision, or (he ¢hild is wianled in another jurisdiction {or
an offense which if commitied by an adull, wou'd be a fziony;

writing through Iegal

Arach

act or violelion of in
m N ;Sp rsonat Sme\y \ nalin

nt
counselta he datained for prelecticn oo

@ sa imvminsnt physica
document:ation)

The youth is chargad with comsmiiing an cffenss of domestic vislenoe againstthe child’s parent

sibling, spouse. or offspring and is detalned 35 provided in 5.35.042(2)(b)3, £.S., In accordance with 5. 39.042

F.S..a youth may be he!d In secure d2tenticn for up to 43 hours i a respile home of simil ac authorized residential

facility is nct avaitable.

The youth Is charged wilh a capia! fzlony, a life felony, 2 felony of the first d=gree, a felony of the sezond d2gree

that does nal involve a viclaticr ¢f Chaotar 693, F.S.. or a lelony of the third degree thetis 2!so 2 crime of
viclence, including any such ofizass invclving the Use of possessicn of a firearm.

Pace 1ol 4

2

APPENDIX B - Page 10
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3. 1 felony adjudication or adjudication v/thheld or mis¢emeanar adjudications or 3<judicalions withhald 1

0. tagal Status

1. Committed or detention 8

. 2. Aclive communily control cases with last adjudication or adjudication withkeld within 90 days 6

‘ 3. Aclive communily control cases with [ast adjudication or adjudicalion withheld more than 0 days ago 2
E.  Aggravating or htitigating Circumstances

1. Aggravaling factors {add lo score) 1-3

2. Mitigating factors (sublracl from score) " 1-3

The juvenile probation officer must fully document the reason for scoring aggravailng or mitigating points.

F. Detain/Release Decision
0 - 6 points =release TOTAL (Sum A-E)
7 - 11 polats = non-secyse or homea detentien

12 or more points = secure deteation

Section IV. State Attorney Review/Decislon (Complete based upon item #1 being appropriate)

1. If the juvenile prohation ofices believes tha! a youth who is eligible for delenlion based tponthe rasults of Ihe fisk assessman?
instrurmnent should be rel2ased, the state atarney must be contacted to approve ralaase (s. 39.034(1) c). Ui=2 slate sRomey also
may approve home or non-secure delenlion for 6 youth who scores eligible for secure deleation Tha juvenils probatlion officer mus!
dacurnent tha reasons for the recommendation in the nsrcativa section.

2. (a) Stale Atlorney contaclza? Yes 0O No O
Name
(b) State Altoinsy czcision Oetain (O Release ([

Section V. Screening Decislon

Delsntion: Yos (J No O tHatmzation ef Hearing: Hearag Da:a: Time:
. Placement {J Szcure O tome a Nea-secure {1 Staff-Szzure ] Raspuz (0 Reiease
Criminal Background Check done? Reaults
Release to: Nsme
Address
Telephone Time

Section Vi. Narrative

Juveaile Prodation Qfiicer Cale Reviewed by Dace

Detention Review Speacialis! Da:z

DJJ 2049, 2/98 Page 3 old

APPENDIX B - Page 12



é}& MULTNOMAH COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES

—— RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (RAIl) 1l

‘ This paper form is to be used only when electronic RAlis unavailable. It must bz entered into the electronic RAT 25 soon as it is available

Date/time youth brought to DELH/Admissions: Date/Time of Intake Screening:
YOUTH'S NAME Case # Ref.#

- S DOB: |
SPECIAL DETENTION CASES (CIRCLE "DETAIN" FOR ALL APPLICABLE CATEGORIES)
Escape from secure custody Detain
Arrest warrant (Detain with limited exception, see definitions) Detain
Type of Warrant: Fail to appear D Judicial Officer opposes release [j
(Check all that apply) Unable to locate CJ Judicial Qificer opposes retease C]

Other (specify: } ] Judicial Officer opposes release
If Judiciai Ofiicer doesn’t oppose, do not treat as a special detention case. Screen zccording to policy.
In custody youth summoned for hearing Detain
Court ordered Detain
(Check all that apply) Cornmunity Detention Violation
Day Reporting Violation
Electronic Monitoring Violation
Law Violation
Probation Violation
Other (specify: )
I

(CIRCLE HIGHEST APPLICABLE SCORE)

‘QSTSERIOUS INSTANT, OFFENSE

entional homicide (aggravated murder, murder) 17
Attempted Murder or Class A Felonies involving violence or use or thrzatened use of & weapon

{including Rape |, Sodomy [, and Unlavsful Sexual Penetration | invoiving forciz'2 compulsion) 12
Class B Felonies involving viclence or use or threatened use of a wwezpon g

Rape |, Sodomy I, Sexual Penetration | not involving forcible compulsion 7 ('
Class C Felony involving violence or use or threatened use of a wezzon 3]
{ All other Class A and B Felonies 5

All other Class C Felonies 3 .
lisdemeanor involving violence, or possession, use or threatened uszs of a vvzzpon 3
All other Misdemeanors 1
ProbationiParoie Violation 1
0

QOther, e.g., status offense {MIP, runaway, curfew, etc.)

SCORE RANGE 0O - 17

SCORE

En

ADDITIONAL CURRENT DFFENSES

A: (IF APPLICABLE. CIRCLE HIGHEST SCORE)

Two or more uncelated additional current Felonies

3

2

‘a unrelated additional current Felony
SCORE RANGE 0 -3

SCORE

RAI

5 APPENDIX B - Page |



MITIGATING FACTORS

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
7 |

Regular school attendance or employed

-1
sponsible adult 10 assure supervision and return 1o court NQT\
No Law Violation referrals within past year fapplies only to youth with a prior history of law violations) ﬁk '
First Law Violation referral at age 16 or older -1
First Law Violation referral (instant offense) -1
Not on probation, first UTL warrant and unawsare of vsarrant. .2
No FTA warrant history (youth must have had a delinquency court appearance history) -2

AGGRAVAT!NG FACTORS

SCORE RANGE -9 t0 0

SCORE TOTAL

(CIRCLE ALL YHAT APPLY)

No verifiable local community ties 3
Possession of a firearm during instant offense without use or threatened use 2
Reported history of runavrays from home within past six (6) months (2 or more} OR 1 run away from

home and 1 run from placement 1
Reported history of runavsays from out-of-home placement within past six {8) months (2 or more) 2
MMultiple victims in instant offense 1

Documented threats to vicum/vritness (instan: offenss)

SCORE RANGE O - 10 SCORE
TOTAL
‘ TOTAL RISK
SCORE
" DECISION SCALE/DECISION . OVERRIDE
Speciat Detention Cases D Deatain D
12 - Over Detain O Conditicnzl Release O
7-11 Conditional Release D Unconditionsal Relzase D
I 0-86 Unconditional Release LJ Approved Dy

l

SUMMONS

Y N

Feason:

Preliminary Hearing Summons 0o

{Summons to prelim if score over & or youth is being
teleased on a vwawant, on a charge involving a

weapon, on a UUMV charge, domestic violence, or
is being placed in a shzlier care placement that

requires a prelimn.}

7

’ Y N

Shelter Placement

0 d

Does youth meet statutory criteria for detention

N

y
O O

(i no, youth MUST be released.)

RAI

APPENDIX B - Page 3



ALABMHA DETENTION PROJECT:
REVISED RISK ASSESSHENT INTAKE [NSTRWENT

‘outh®s Nama
).0.B. / /. Sex: Male Fermale
‘ace: ¥hite

Black Hispanic Native Asian
Other  Specify:

sunty of A&risdiction

stentton Facility

suth's Living Arrangenent: Ovmi Hcma Private Treatment Agency
‘at intake) pYS DHR Or-H
____ Other Specify:

leged Of fense:
(Most serfous chargs.)
Adnission: Date / / Time __ @ a.m. p.m.
ention Authorized by: Probation Coirt intake Staff

Other Specify:

rent Pick-up Order at Timm of Detention?

ding Consent Decres at Time of Dstention?

Yes Ho Don't Know

Yos Ho Don't Krow

TIOH PROJECT:
XE 1HSTRURENT



’?

ALABAMA DETEXTION PRo JeCT
REVISED RISK ASSESSMENT INTAKE IKSTRUpgyT

Fallure to Aopear

1f youth failed to appear for prior court hearing(s), select
the most serious chargs ever involved in those hearings:

Class A Felony 10
Class B Felony 10
Violent Class C Felony 10

Other Class C Felony
Class A Misdemsanors
Other Misdemsanors
Non-Criminal Violations
Status Offenses

WhHh bW,

Total failures to appear during past year
(i.e., separate hsarings) . J

(Multiply | and J)  FAILURE .TO APPEAR SCORE =

SOORE~BASED QUTOME: |f PUBLIC SAFETY or FAILURE TO APPEAR soores ere:

0 to 5 = stromgly consider releaseo or alternative supervisicn.

6 to 9 = staff for release to alternative supervision or contirue in
secure detention (in the ovent that youth remains in secure
datention, document thes roasons -- ses Over-ride section
below).

10 or more = strong condidate for secure detention.

OVER-RIDES: In the event that a decision is made to dstain a youth who

scores O to 5 points on the PUBLIC SAFETY or FAILURE TO APPEAR
risk scores, document the decision to dstain as fully as
possible. In addition, 1f a decision 1s made to detain a
yoiurth vho scores 6 to 9 points, record the reasons for that
doecision. , :




SECURE CUSTODY
NEEDS ASSESSMENT FORM

Name of Juvenile: Arresting Officer:

Arrest Date/Time: Release Date/Time: Released to:

Instructions: Score juvenile in each category below and enter appropriate
score in space provided in the right hand column.

I. Most Serious Current Offense
A. Juvenile eligible for transfer to adult court
based on offense and age 10
B. Offenses Against Persons
1. First or second degree murder,
aggravated rape, aggravated kidnapping 10
2. BAll others 7

C. Offenses against Property

1. All Felonies 5
) 2. All Misdemeanors 3
D. Drug and other offenses
1. Drug distribution 10
2. Possession of drugs with intent to
distribute ’ 8
3. Possession of firearm, bomb 8
4. Felony possession of drugs 6
5. Offenses without victims 3

6. Traffic, Wildlife, and City

Ordinance Violations 0
7. DNon-criminal probation violations ¢
1I. HNumber of Prior Arrests (last 12 months)
6 or more 5
4 to 5 4
2 to 3 3
1 2

IIX. Under the Influence of Drugs or Alcohol at
Time of Arrest Yes ~ 2 o - O

IV. Probation Status
kctive Probation case, new criminal offense 6
Active Probation case, non-criminal

violation 4
kctive Probation case under FINS 0
No active probation case 0
V. Warrant/Escape Status/Placement Failure

Juvenile is subject of a warrant for Failure to
Appear, a delinquent warrant from another
jurisdiction, is a delinquent who has
runaway from or been unsuccessfully removed
from a court—ordered placement, or has not
abided by the conditions of 2 home detention
program. 10

TOTAL SCORE
- 7 RELEASE
- 9 HOME DETENTION
OR OTHER STRUCTURED
HOMZ SUPERVISION
10+ DETAIN

*SEE OTHER SIDE FOR SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES

DETAIN/RELEASE DECISION: O
8




Figure 20: Broward County Detention Risk Assessment®

I. Admission Criteria (If each of the following 4 items are answered no the youth must be released. If any of
the items are answered yes, complete the risk assessment)

11

. Most Serious Current Offense

Yes _ No__
Yes _ No___
Yes_  No____
Yes No

Risk Assessment

- Youth is alleged to be an escapee/absconder from a commitment program, community

control program, furlough or aftercare; or youth is wanted in other jurisdiction for felony
level offense.

- Youth charged with delinquent act/law violation and requests detention for protection

from imminent physical threat to his/her personal safety.

- Youth charged with capital, life, first degree or second degree felony or any violent felony.

. Youth charged with burglary, grand theft auto, any offense involving use of firearm, or

any second or third degree felony drug charge and:

Yes __ No ___ youth has record of failure to appear at court hearings; or

Yes __ No ___ youth has record of law violations prior to court hearings; or

Yes ___ No __ youth has already been detained or has been released and is awaiting
final case disposition; or

Yes ___ No ___ youthhas arecord of violent conduct resulting in physical injury.

1. All capital, life and first degree felony PBL ... 15
2. All other first degree felonies, vehicular homicide, violent second degree
felonies, or youth wantad by other jurisdiction for felony offense ... 12

3. Second degree felony drug charge, escape/abscond, any third degree felony
involving use of firearm, burglary of occupied residence ...

i

Now;m

Violent third degree felony ...
All other second degree felonies (except dealing stolen property) .............
Dealing stolen property; third degree felonies that qualify for detention ...,

Reckless display, unlawful discharge of firearmu. ... 4

Other Current Offenses and Pending Charges (separate incidents)

1. Each felony ...
2. Each misdemeanor
3. Prior felony arrest within last 7 days

. Offense History

1. Three felony adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 months ..., 4

2. Two felony adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 months..........cccccoiiiiii 2

3. One felony adjudication or withheld adjudication or misdemeanor adjudication or
withheld adjudiCatION ... 1

. Legal Status

1. Committed or detenION .....cooiiiiiiiicecc s 8

2. Active community control case and last adjudication within 90 days ... 6

3. Active community control case and last adjudication more than 90 days ago........ccooceneene 2

Aggravating/Mitigating Factors
1. Aggravating Factors (add 1-3 points to score; docurnent reasons fully)
2. Mitigating Factors (subtract 1-3 points; document reasons fully)

Total Score (add A through E) .

Detain/Release Decision:

0-6 = Release 7-11 = Nonsecure or home detention 12+ = Secure detention

* Contains slight maodilications to format and language.
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NJDA—Center for Research & Professional Development
Jurisdiction Teams Project: Annotated Bibliography for Classification

CLEAR, TODD R. & GALLAGHER, KENNETH W. (1983). MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS IN
RISK SCREENING DEVICES IN PROBATION AND PAROLE. EVALUATION REVIEW, SPRING.

The result of a risk assessment is not a true prediction of a client’s behavior. It should focus on
behavior potentals, not predictions.

The supervision standards play several functions. Most directly, the supervision standards organize
line officer resources around the caseload. That is, the specification of supervision fequirements in
a classification system acts as a constraint in line officers’ use of tume and energy on cases, and
therefore 1s the essential resource management policy of the agency. Supervision standards are
complicated though. While they provide for greater accountability and enforced differentiation of
supervision via an easily administered system of accountability, they may also fal to distinguish
some difference between clients that ought to be considered. While most existing classificatnon
systems scem to take this into account by allowing for an officer “override” of the mstrument clas-
sificauon, it 1s arguable whether this override sufficiently allows for the needed flexibility.

The use of an objecuve classificaton system leads directly toward the development of workload
measures instead of caseload measures of supervision.

General point has been that the practce of risk screening, which has recently become 2 popular
element of classificaton systems, raised a number a management 1ssues, from selection of cut-off
and supervision policy to reorganization of staff and workload.

The authors hope that administrators become familiar with the method of screening as well as the
practice. In the process, they will learn how to operate screening systems as managerial tools; they
will anucipate the problems these devices will raise; they will elaborate on the skeleral, exisung
practices to find total systems that suit agency needs.

GOTTFREDSON, D.M. (1987). PREDICTION AND CLASSIFICATION IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE
DECISION MAKING. IN D.M. GOTTFREDSON & M. TONRY, (EDS.), PREDICTION AND
CLASSIFICATION: CRIMINAL JUSTICE DECISION MAKING (PP. 1-20).  CHICAGO:
UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO PRESS.

Gottfredson links classification to the efforts making criminology a science. He offers a descripuon
of the history of classification and prediction, exploring the methodological and ethical problems.

Gottfredson's definiuon of classification should be one of the first resources used to descnbe
concept. He also makes reference to the use of prediction in a variety of criminal justice decision-
making situations.

Gottfredson's definiton of classification leads very nicely to discussions of constitutional require-
ments that violent inmates be separated from non-violent inmates (minimizing within-group
vanability while maximizing between-group variability) and the matching of offenders with appro-
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priate existing resources and services. Classification and prediction become tools for increased
efficiency through the classification, assignment, and a prediction of offenders to the limited, but
existing, resources and services.

Gottfredson's article supplies the perspective needed to understand, in general terms, classification
and predicton.

GUARINO-GHEZZI, SUSAN, & BYRNE, JAMES M. (1989). DEVELOPING A MODEL OF
STRUCTURED DECISION MAKING IN JUVENILE CORRECTIONS: THE MASSACHUSETTS
EXPERIENCE. CRIME & DELINQUENCY, 35(2):270-302.

Within the juvenile corrections system, three basic classification systems have evolved:

1. Objecuve risk classification systems, which identify the risk of recidivism (i.e., rearrest,
reconviction) posed by juvenile offenders during a specified follow-up period.

N

Treatment classification systems, in which placement decisions (e.g., residential versus
nonresidential treatment) are based both on an assessment of each juvenile’s problems and
corresponding service needs.

3. Control classification systems, which uulize various intake review procedures to identify (and
often weed out) those juveniles who pose potenual management problems (i.e., threat to
others, runaway risk, self-injury) for a program.

Three models of decision-making can be identified in the juvenile sector, each of which progres-
sively decentralizes discretionary authority.

Legislature —————>| Judiciary | Juvenie Corrections
Model 1 Washington State Specific sentencing Specific security
(Legislauve) Legislature enacts | code to limit judicial | levels identfied for
a presumptive discreton serious offender
sentencing code limits admunistrative
(based on offense controls
severity + priors)
Model 2 Legtslature allows Pennsylvania Judicial control over
(Judicial) judges to determine | Judges have power | type of program
specific programs for | to make specific placement limits
juvenie offender “treatment plan” administrauve
sentences control
Model 3 Legislature allows Judges can commuita | Massachusetts
(Administratve) judges broad juvenile to the Placement
discretion on the juvenile corrections | decisions are
in/out deciston agency, but they determined and
cannot specify managed by the
treatment juvenile corrections
agency
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There are a number of applications of the objective risk classification system in administrative
decision-making models:

1. To determine type of disposition (i.e., the in/out decision),
2. To differenuate secure from non-secure placement, and

3. Tojustufy differential levels of community supervision and control.

A new model of community-based classification was 1implemented by the Massachusetts
Department of Youth Services (DYS) to limit unpredictable “staffing” decisions by objecavely clas-
sifying youths into levels according to their predicted risk of recidivating.  In this system, an
individual risk assessment followed by a needs assessment identifies the appropriate amount of
program structure and thereby designates the optimum placement level.

Organizational objecuves that shape the design of community classification systems are:

1. To suucture discretion in placement decisions by automatically taking into account
known risk factors.

2. To retain rehabilitative services within the program risk levels that address individual
treatrent 1ssues, thus emphasizing a policy of improved crime control through
treatment.

3. To specaify and monitor the degree f structure and control provided in contracted
private sector programs, thus establishing a policy of public sector control over prn ate
sector community treatment programs for juveniles.

An overriding policy issue concerning the development of juvenile offender classification systems
sull remains unanswered: How do we best balance risk, need, and control factors in community
classification scheme? Two issues have been focused on 1n an attempt to answer this quesoon:

1. Classifying the nsk of recidivism among juveniles placed 1n one of four levels of
community control; and

2. Classifying these same offenders according to their specific treatment needs (e.g.,
counseling, education, training). It must also be recognized that the private sector is
weighing not only risk and need, but also “control” concerns.

Massachusetts Department of Youth Services expericnce with classification systems suggest that
considerations havis ":g Iitd“ to do with public safleiy or weatment (and that are typically marketed as
justifiable “pragmatic” concerns) guide decision-making at critical points in juvenile corrections
systems 1n Massachusetts.

Agencies must address the following question: What should be the primary purpose of the organi-
zaton? It is only after a clear mission statement is drafted that a juvenile correctons agency can
begin to consider seriously the issues raised in the development of a comprehensive risk classifica-
ton system. The next issue, after purpose has been resolved, is how to structure decision-making
while at the same time retaining caseworker discreton.

Organizations, such as DYS, must overlay as comprehensive and as ravonal a structure for manage-
ment intervention, classification, and decision-making as the system can accommodate. Such 2
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structure serves an essental purpose to provide accountability to routine decisions while also high-
lighting cases that do not conform to the structure because of such pressures as private sector
control. The author’s proposal is a decision model that combines classification for secure and non-
secure programs with a hierarchical structure of behavioral sanctions.

HOWELL, J.C. (1997). JUVENILE JUSTICE & YOUTH VIOLENCE (PP. 178-182).
THOUSAND OAKS, CA: SAGE PUBLICATIONS.

Howell discusses classification from effectiveness and efficiency perspectves. He links classifica-
tion to a community-based approach whereby community norms (expressed through a community
working group) defined what is right for their community regarding the nature and level of juvenile
justice services. Second, classification is also a tool for making the juvenile jusuce system more
efficient.

Howell links classification to graduated sanctions, a critical component of the OJJDP Comprehen-
sive Strategy. Howell discusses three types of assessment devices: risk assessments, needs assess-
ments, and placement or custody assessments. Taken together, these sources of informatnon make
up the classification system. The community or working group determines cut-off points and
general criteria for the assignment to programs. While Gottfredson's discusses the scienufic and
ethical issues surrounding classification and predicuon, Howell discusses empirical and consensual
models for validating classificaton systems. The scienufic strategy of Gottfredson parallels the
empirical model of Howell. However, Howell's consensus model focuses more on the political
beliefs of the working group than on the ethical issues surrounding classification. The importance
of Howell's discussion is the consensus model because it reinforces the importance of community
decision making and the long term effectiveness of classification within the juvenile jusuce system.
Without an effective classification system, graduated sanctions are not effective.

HOWELL, J.C. (ED.). (1995, JUNE). GUIDE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE COMPREHENSIVE
STRATEGY FOR SERIOUS, VIOLENT AND CHRONIC JUVENILE OFFENDERS (PP. 189-230).
WASHINGTON, D.C.: OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION.

This is the seminal piece for understanding classification systems. Howell's later work (1997) is a
summary of the materials contained in the Guide and in Chapter 6 of the Sourcebook. The
chapter on "Assessment and Classification” covers the same materials and includes numerous
examples of classification and assessment instruments.

Development of classification systems is described. Several examples are included even though
many are the same as those included in the Sourcebook. Howell outlines the method for
developing the classification system.

The difficulty with the development of a classification system 1s its complexity. To develop a

reliable classification system, agencies and organizations must have the will and the capacity to
conduct basic research about their system. Even though the research and data collecdon tasks are

-4 -
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only moderate difficulty, in most cases, these tasks and their requirements outstrip the capabilities
that exist within many jurisdictions. This is one of the critical reasons for the Jurisdictional Teams
concept. If this "stuff” were easy, more junsdictions would be doing it.

PALMER, TED. (1984). TREATMENT AND THE ROLE OF CLASSIFICATION: A REVIEW OF
BASICS. CRIME & DELINQUENCY, 30(2): 245-267.

Classification 1s a way of organizing and summarizing the similarities and differences between
offenders so that their main implications for treatment become clear. Classification for treatment
assumes that:

1. Offenders differ from each other with respect to one or more of the following: primary
causes of illegal behavior; present sitation; and future prospects, particularly in absence of
treatment.

2. The preceding differences and similarides, such as life circumstances or primary interests and
skills, often bear on the ways in which and means by which socially centered and offender-
centered goals may be effecuvely and humanely accomplished.

3. Given assumption (2), and to help achieve those goals, such differences and similanues

should be reflected in planning decisions regarding

a. the principal tasks that should be accomplished with each partcular group or “category”
of offenders;
the personal and/or environmental areas that should be focused on; and

c. the approach (techniques and program components) that may help treaters as well as
offenders focus on those areas and accomplish those tasks. Thus, for any given
individual, a treatment classification should do more than summarize and describe; 1t
should, in effect, predict and perhaps prescribe.

Treatment classification should suggest or prescribe principal tasks, areas of focus, and/or specified
approaches which seem appropriate or even essental with respect to achieving socially centered and
offender-centered goals for that particular category or type of individual.

Classification for treatment assists in radonal planning insofar as it focuses attention on goals and
content which are meaningful with respect to dimensions, such as the present situation. Classifica-
tion can help determine optimal resource allocation.

PARENT, D.G., LEITER, V., KENNEDY, S., LIVENS, L., WENTWORTH, D. & WILCOX, S.
(1994, AUGUST). CONDITIONS OF CONFINEMENT: JUVENILE DETENTION AND
CORRECTIONS FACILITIES (RESEARCH REPORT) (pp. 94-95). WASHINGTON, D.C.:
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION.

Conditions of confinement is a significant research effort by OJJDP. Itis a comprehensive look at
the insdtutional services within juvenile justce. Therefore, references to classification are restricted
by the nature of the insutuuons.
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Parent et. al. linked classification with separation as two distinct but interrelated procedures to
manage correctional facilities. By making it possible to separate disruptive from non-disruptive
residents, effective classification protects the personal safety of both juveniles and staff. Accurate
classification systems also permit the use of "step down" programs to move youth to a lesser
restrictive environment or program. In this manner, classification systems conducted inside secure
facilities can be used to justify an alternative placement in 2 lesser restrictive environment. This
option reinforces the need for a contnuum of services or wide range of graduated sanctions. Even
though the institution is at the far end of the sanctions alternative, classification is the mechanism
by which juvenile offenders are returned to the community independent of court action in
fnumerous cases.

Parent et. al. identified the problems associated with juvenile detention classification. First, deten-
ton centers receive a wide range of offenders, and they must have an adequate system (policies,
procedures, and practices) and separation areas are their disposal. Classification is frequenty very
difficult because very little information is available to institutional staff at the ume a youth is
admitted to the detention facility. Because the youth may also be released after a short period of
ame, classification must be completed very quickly. In order for a good classificaton and separa-
ton system to be effecuve, the facility must have the resources available to implement the classifi-
cation policies. Classification screening criteria and procedures are not effective if incoming juve-
niles are placed in the first available open bed no matter where it 15 located.

Parent et. al. outlined the following assessment criteria:

1. Does the insutution have a written classificaton plan or procedures?

1o

Are juveniles classified using at least one of the four following risk dimensions: escape
risk, danger to self, danger to others, or offense history?

3. Are classificauon results or findings used to make decisions about housing
assignments (sleeping arrangements)?

PETERS, MARY ANN. (1988). CASE CLASSIFICATION. PITTSBURGH: NATIONAL CENTER
FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE.

The organization must first clearly set down what it is that it wants to accomplish (objectives) and
then select or adapt the tools (case classification) it needs to do the job. Common organization
objectives for classifying juveniles are on the basis of the risk they present to the community to do
harm or to recidivate or the needs they have which the organization must try to meet in order to
rehabilitate them.

Classification is:

1. A method of setung prioriues,
2. A decision making tool,
3. A management tool,
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A means of setting priorities both administratively and through the use of the scales.

4.
Classification:
1. Sets up lines of accountability,
2. Deterrnines that the agency is going to concentrate more on some cases than others,
3. Determines workload not just by risk or need but also those that have priority,
4. Drives the management information system.

Common elements of a classification system idendfied by Clear and Gallagher (1983):

Most attempt to assess in some ordinal manner the probationers’ risk of some disreputable
act either a crime or violation of probation rules,

Generally assesses needs in an ordinal manner by “adding up” problem areas probationers
currently confront,

Either by use of separate scales or by a single scale, groups probationers into categories,

Establishes supervision standards that vary in intensity for each group.

The following decisions should be made when planning a case management system as recommen-

ded by Todd Clear:

Ch

Decided on number of levels of supervision that risk and needs assessment can produce.
This will be determined by a scale (low, medium, high, e.g)) or administrauve criteria (such as
warrant status).

Determine the appropriate minimum standards for each supervision level before establishing
scales/cut-off points.

Establish the respective roles of risk and needs scales and the relationship between them.
Determine what weight each scale will have in determining supervision and override (both
automauc and administrative).

Develop your own scales or validate any borrowed scale to your court.

Select cut-off scores to define high-risk cases. While there is no optmal cut-off score the cut-
off must be set far enough apart so that clients do not cluster at these points. Cut-off points
can be based both on recidivism data and resource avatlability.

Set intervals for reassessment. Reassessment should occur no more often than every 90 days
but no less than every 6 months.

Decide who will complete the scale and when they will be completed. Risk should be
assessed at intake; needs should be assessed at supervision.

Deal with start-up issues versus on-going issues.
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’ RAHDERT, E. R. (1991?). THE ADOLESCENT ASSESSMENT/REFERRAL SYSTEM
MANUAL. ROCKVILLE, MD: US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DRUG ABUSE.

The Adolescent Assessment/Referral System (AARS) is utlized to provide a cost-efficient method
by which to accomplish the following important goals in the field of adolescent substance use and
abuse:

1. AARS provides a minimally intrusive tool by which to screen for a wide variety of drug-
related problems

2. AARS provides the tools by which to assess the nature and extent of illicit drug use, thus
aiding in the establishment of standardized criteria for a diagnosis of chemical dependency
and abuse in adolescents

3. AARS provides the tools by which to assess the nature and extent of problems in other
functional areas that tend to complicate, or are the consequence of drug abuse

4. AARS can be used in a variety of settings including schools, physical and mental health care
facilities, social service agencies, and correctional institutions, and can be used by practinoners
with varying backgrounds and qualifications

5. AARS makes no attempt to suggest one type or treatment rather than another.

AARS contains tools related to three basic steps in the referral process: 1) the Problem Orented
Screening Instrument for Teenagers, to be completed with the Client Personal History Question-
‘ naire; 2) the Comprehensive Assessment Battery; and the 3) Directory of Adolescent Services.

STRUCTURE OF THE AARS

Troubled youth idenufied by schools,
parents, courts, health care, self-referral

l

\ Initial screening in 10 funcuonal areas

with POSIT

Comprehensive assessment with
CAB in functonal areas
identified by POSIT

Diagnoses established
based on CAB results

Treatment plan
developed using
local

Directory
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REITSMA-STREET, MARGE, & LESCHIED, ALAN V. (1988). THE CONCEPTUAL-LEVEL

MATCHING MODEL IN CORRECTIONS. CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR, 15(1), 92-
108.

- The conceptual-level matching model (CLMM) is a way to work with offenders based on a systema-
tic understanding of how individuals develop in interaction with different environments. There a
four principles involved with CLMM:

1. Individuals vary in conceptual level;

2. Environments vary in structure;

3. TPersons of varying conceptual levels profit more when matched to their environments; and
4

Contemporaneous person-environment matching is important for stable management and
personal satisfaction, while developmental matching is necessary for challenge and individual
growth.

The following table demonstrates characteristics of persons at the four stages of conceptual level.

CL Stage Person Matched Envitonment

A EGOCENTRIC, Concrete VERY HIGH STRUCTURE
simple, unsocialized support, involvement;
“NMe”-1nternal orientation prepackage interactions;
TASK IS TO SURVIVE staff-centered,

sumple, clear.

B NORM-ORIENTED, MEDIUNM-HIGH STRUCTURE
relatively unquestioning clear limits; some
some ability to differentiate room for exploration
“They”-external orientation questioning.
TASK IS TO ACCEPT & GET
ACCEPTED

C INDEPENDENT, inquiring, seeks MEDIUM LOW STRUCTURE
alternatves, self-assertive shared staff-client;
“I”-internal orientation. negotiation of expectations
TASK IS TO BECOME UNIQUE

D INTERDEPENDENT, looks LOW STRUCTURE
at sitvatiens from all angles, negouable expectations;
cogniuvely complex, opportuniues to lead
“We”-orientation and follow
TASK IS TO DEMONSTRATE
COMPASSION

The heart of CLMM theory is in understanding the nature of interaction. The conceptual level
attempts to reflect differentiation, integration, and social interacuon as suggested in a person’s
ability to cope with conflict, authority, infusion of new concepts, and criticism. CLMM must be
relevant to treatment or rehabilitadon. This refers to the design of correcdonal programs to pro-
mote prosocial change in behaviors, attitudes, and skills in offenders. Program design includes the
creation of structure variations in the routines, expectatons, activities, resources, and atmosphere

-9.
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within institutional, community, or detention settings. Different programs are designed to match
the contemporaneous and developmental needs of relatively homogeneous groups of offenders.

The strength of CLMM is that its matching principles suggest ways to understand the responsivity
or accessibility of offenders to particular expectations, communication patterns, groupings, and

- specific activities. CLMM needs to be combined with other measures of risk, need, disturbance,

and resources of offenders and staff to determine placements. But, CLMM does provide specific
ideas for managers and front-line workers about how to set the stage or the opening moves to
“reach” offenders, and how to avoid mismatching activities to offender groups.

TORBET, P. (1986). CASE CLASSIFICATION IN PROBATION AND PAROLE. PITTSBURGH:
NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE.

Classification is a management tool which sets priorities, promotes ratonal, consistent, and equt-
able methods of assessing needs and risks of each individual and then allocates resources according-
ly. Date gathered through the process can then be used for program/facility planning, monitoring
and evaluauon, budgeting, and accountability.

Management systems should be able to pursue different purposes, in regards to classificaon, with
different clients simultaneously.

Successful implementation of a classification system hinges on six factors:

1. Scoring should be simple; complex tabulations reduce reliability,

2. Rauonale must be readily apparent and accepted by PO’s as well as admintstrators.
3. Allow a PO’s subjective judgment to effect the level of supervision.
4

Periodic reassessments are essential and should reflect changes in the circumstances
surrounding the problem, client’s needs, and risks.

5. Classification should be incorporated into the agency’s record keeping system for monitoring,
evaluation, and planning purposes.

6. Representatives of each level of the organization should be involved in the endare effort from
design/selection of the instruments through training of staff to use the system.

It is advocated that one should adopt an existing validated risk assessment instrument since it was
found that all of the better scales contain some combination of factors related to prior criminal his-
tory, emotonal stability, substance abuse, and employment.

Client Management Classificauon system (CMC) — used to assign intervention and supervision
strategies. CMC assists agents in rapidly gaining understanding of problems and needs, anacipating
impediments to effective solution for the above, and developing a casework plan. CMC is used to
place clients into one of four differential casework treatment modalites:

1. Selective Interventions — situational and a subtype, selecuve intervention-treatment

2. Environmental structure

-10 -
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3. Casework/control
4. Limit setting

Classification is more recently seen as a major management tool and as a means for enhancing
consistency and equity in decision making. Differences between juveniles and adults required
refinement of the NIC instruments. Juveniles are seen as more volatile, their circumstances and
needs change rapidly, and they are generally on supervision for shorter periods.

Based on all the information reviewed, the following elements were selected as universally predic-
tive of continued criminal involvement for juveniles and constitute the Risk Assessment Scale: age
at first adjudication, number and severity of prior offenses, number of prior commitments,
drug/chemical abuse, alcohol abuse, family relationships, school problems, and peer relationships.

Reclassification should occur relatively frequenty and should emphasize adjustment rather than
predicuive factors.

It was suggested that agencics implementing classification systems first address the need to develop
standards for all agency functions. Once scales and standards have been developed, agencies must
determine how the instruments will be used in assigning youth to the appropriate classification
level.

WIEBUSH, R. G., BAIRD, C., KRISBERG, B., & ONEK, D. (1995). RISK ASSESSMENT AND
CLASSIFICATION FOR SERIOUS, VIOLENT, AND CHRONIC JUVENILE OFFENDERS. IN JAMES
C. HOWELL, BARRY KRISBERG, J. DAVID HAWKINS, & JOHN J. WILSON (EDs.), A
SOURCEBOOK: SERIOUS, VIOLENT, & CHRONIC JUVENILE OFFENDERS (PP.171-212).
THOUSAND OAKS: SAGE PUBLICATIONS.

All the key levels of system processing (i.e. reporting, arrest, intake, detention, prosecution, disposi-
tion, and placement) involve classification decisions based on risk assessment. Effectve responses
to classification requires a comprehensive continuum of interventions and sanctions. A rationale
for such a continuum is that juvenile justice must have the capacity to directly link the nature of the
intervention with the offender’s need for control, supervision, and services. Much of the potential
success of system responses depends upon the ways in which various types of offenders are identi-
fied for, and placed at, the several levels of interventions.

Any system predicated on graduated, differental interventions must have:

1. Clearly specified selection criteria for the various programs and levels of interventions
2. Adequate methods for assessing the degree to which individual youth meet those criteria

3. A selecuon process that ensures that youth targeted for interventon at each level of the
system are those who in fact are served at that level

Four potentially negative consequences are evident when the “right” youth is not consistently
linked with the intervention designed for them:

-1 -
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Increased risk to public safety;

2. Inefficient use of system resources resulting from the placement of nonviolent or non-high-
risk youth in overly restrictive settings;

3. Inequities resulting from the placement of youth with similar offense/risk/need
characteristics at different levels of intervention;

4. The negative or inconclusive evaluation of the system and its individual interventions because
of net widening or other evidence of failing to serve intended target populations.

Structured assessment procedures are designed to address problem of inconsistency and inequity by
identifying a limited number of factors known or believed to be the most relevant to the decision
being made and incorporating them into a simple, standardized format (i.e. tool). Several benefits
are evident from this:

1. It ensures that some factors are taken into account by all decision makers in all cases, thereby
creating greater CONsistency;

Empirical basis for instrument increases validity of risk assessment process;
Results of assessment directly inform the classification decision;

Unlike subjective methods, rationale for any decision is rendered visible and explicit; which
makes the agency more accountable;

5. Because instrument uses a limited number of relatively objective criteria, it is easy to complete
and can expedite the decision making process.

Essential properties of assessment and classification systems are: validity, reliability, equity, and
utility. There are six key issues to be considered in the design and development of nisk assessment
and classification models:

1. Distnguish the goals of assessment and classification at different decision points 1n the
system.

2. Keep clear distinction between “risk” and “seriousness” in assessment and the classification
process.

Be aware of the limitations of risk instruments in predicting an individual’s behavior.
Conduct the research necessary to validate any instrument adapted.

Involve key actors from related systems in the development of any classifications that has
widespread implications for how cases are handled.

6. Realize that the development of a risk assessment and classificagon system for placement or
custody decisions may not automatically result in reduced population in correctional factliges.

Risk assessment and classification in juvenile justice refers to the process of estimating an indivi-
dual’s likelthood of continued involvement in delinquent behavior and making decisions about the
most appropriate type of Intervention given the identified level of risk.

Assessment of risk and other factors lead directly to a “sorting” of juvenile offenders (i.e., classifica-
uon decision).

-12-
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‘ Risk assessment instruments refer to those that are a) designed to estimate the likelthood that an
identified juvenile offender will subsequently commit another offense within a specified follow-up
period; and b) based on statistical relationship between youth charactenstics and recidivism.

Classification goal suggests that the key issue in risk assessment 1s the extent to which 1t is able to
identify groups of offenders with widely different rates of re-offending.

Risk assessment is used to determine an individual’s “risk” of continued delinquent behavior or
recidivism by comparing their history to a list of risk predictors: age of first referral/adjudication,
number of prior referrals/arrests, number of out-of-home placements or institutional commit-
ments, academic achievement, school behavior and attendance, substance abuse, family stability,
parental control, and peer relationships. Based on these risk predictors, juveniles will be classified
according to the appropriate level of intervention and need.

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY. (1997). WISCONSIN JUVENILE
OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION STUDY: COUNTY RISK ASSESSMENT REVALIDATION
REPORT. MADISON, WI: NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY.

The Wisconsin Juvenile Delinquency Classificatuon System (W]DCS) was designed to meet the
following objectives:

1. assess the risk of recidivisn for juvemle offenders;
2. assess the needs of juveniles and famuilies;

3. form recommendations for the juvenile courts;
4. jusufy case decisions;

5. provide for structured decision making; and

6. gather data for staustical purposes.

Risk assessment tools are used to inform classification decisions.
A uniform juvenile classification system must include the following:

1. A risk assessment instrument for determining the probability that a juvenile who has
conuutted an offense willi commuit another offense.

2. A nisk assessment instrument for determining the service needs of a juvenile who has
committed an offense.

3. A services and placement guide for integrating the risk and needs of a juvenile who has
committed an offense with other factors to determine an appropriate placement and level of
service for the juvenile.

. There are two primary rationales underlying the use of formal assessment and classification systems:
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1. To provide greater validity, structure, and consistency to the assessment and decision making
processes;

2. To more efficiently allocate limited system resources by targeting the most intensive/intrusive
interventions on the most serious, violent, and chronic offenders.

‘Structured assessment procedures are designed to address the problems of inconsistency and

inequity by identifying a limited number of factors known or believed to be the most relevant to the
decision being made and incorporating them into a simple, standardized format (i.e., a “tool”). The
assessment instrument is then applied to all cases by all decision makers and the results are used to
classify offenders according to predetermined decision rules (e.g., everyone with a score of 20 or
more points s to receive intensive supervision). There are several benefits associated with this
imnstrument:

It ensures that the same factors are taken into account by all decision makers in all cases
Empirical basis for the instrument increases the validity of the risk assessment process
Results of the assessment directly inform the classificauon decision

Rauonale for any decision is rendered visible and explicit

A

It 1s easy to complete and can expedite the decision making process.

The classification goal suggests that the key issue in risk assessment is the extent to which it 1s able
to identify groups of offenders with widely different rates of re-offending.

Findings indicate that there are site-specific factors that influence either recidivism or the measure-
ment of 1t, and, therefore, that an instrument developed in one site may not be transferable to
another jurisdiction without validation by the adoption agency.

WRIGHT, KEVIN N. (1988). THE RELATIONSHIP OF RISK, NEEDS, AND PERSONALITY
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS AND PRISON ADJUSTMENT. CRIA*H./\’AL]USTICE AND
BEHAVIOR, 15(4):454-471.

Levinson (1982) idenufied four funcuons of classification:

1. To assign inmates to appropriate security levels
2. To place prisoners in different living quarters

3. To designate inmates to particular custody levels
4

To select program acuvines for prisoners

Modern techniques now tend to serve managerial functions, such as protecton of staff and inmates
and the efficient assignment of inmates to places and programs. Classificaton forms the basis for
assigning inmates to settings to minimize problems cost effectuvely and to make policy decisions
regarding the proper care and supervision of prisoners.

214 -
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ERC’s 150 $77 $4,215,750
SHELTERS 40 | $10 $146,000
ELECTRONIC 110 $75 $3,011,250
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implementation of the
intensive Commumnity-
Based Aftercare Program

Richard G. Wiebush, Betsie McNulty, and Thao Le

In 1987, the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) initiated
aresearch and development program to
design, test, and disseminate information
on an intensive aftercare program for seri-
ous, chronic juvenile offenders released
from secure confinement.! QJJDP’s desire
to focus attention on aftercare was sparked
by multiple concerns, including:

¢ Escalating juvenile crime rates.

¢ Dramatic increases in the number of
youth entering secure care.

¢ Spiraling costs.

O The juvenile correctional system’s
demonstrated ineffectiveness in con-
trolling or reducing delinquent behav-
ior among aftercare populations.

Previous research has shown that recidi-
vism rates among juvenile parolees are
quite high, ranging from 55 percent to 75
percent (Krisberg, Austin, and Steele, 1991),
and that a large percentage of previously
incarcerated juvenile offenders continue
their criminal involvement into adulthood
(Hamparian et al., 1984). The crux of the
problem was that an already overburdened
juvenile corrections and aftercare system
was increasingly likely to face the kind of
youth whom the system historically had
either ignored or failed: serious, chronic
offenders. The OJJDP initiative was an at-
tempt to develop more effective aftercare
interventions to improve the Nation's track

record with this most difficult youth
population.

The OJIDP intensive community-based
aftercare research and demonstration
program—known as the Intensive Aftercare
Program (JAP)—is a multistage project con-
ducted by David Altschuler, Ph.D. (Johns
Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies), and
Troy Armstrong, Ph.D. (Center for Delin-
quency and Crime Policy Studies at Califor-
nia State University at Sacramento). The
project’'s current and final phases consist
of implementation of the IAP model in se-
lected sites and completion of process and
outcome evaluations by the National Coun-
cil on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD).? Dur-
ing initial implementation, the participating
sites were:

¢ Clark County (Las Vegas), NV.

& Denver, Arapaho, Douglas, and Jefferson
Counties (Metropolitan Denver), CO.

¢ Essex (Newark) and Camden Counties,
NJ (participation ended in 1997; see
page 3).

¢ City of Norfolk, VA.

To support implementation of the IAP
model, OJIDP awarded each site multiyear
grants and supplied ongoing training and
technical assistance through Drs. Altschuler
and Armstrong. Implementation was stag-
gered. Virginia started operations in mid-
1993, even before Federal funding for the
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From the Administrator

The rehabilitation of serious, chronic
juvenile offenders does not end with
their release from secure confinement.
On the contrary, effective aftercare
interventions are key to preventing
recidivism among this challenging
population.

In 1987, the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention estab-
lished a research and demonstration
program to develop, assess, and
disseminate an intensive aftercare
program targeted at these offenders.
This program, the Intensive Aftercare
Program (1AP), seeks to reduce
recidivism among high-risk juvenile
parolees by providing a continuum of
supervision and services during
institutionalization and after release.

This Bulletin provides an overview
of the IAP model and describes its
implementation over the first 3 years
by participating sites in Colorado,
Nevada, New Jersey, and Virginia.
The Bulletin also assesses the extent
to which the implementation has been
successful and identifies the factors
that facilitate implementation and
those that impede it.

As the information in this Bulletin
details, IAP programs play an impor-
tant role in providing serious, chronic
juvenile offenders with the balanced
supervision and services they need
to turn from a path to crime.

John J. Wilson
Acting Administrator
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project was assured; Nevada piloted a
small-scale version in mid-1994; New Jersey
started operations in the spring of 1995;
and Colorado began its program in August
1995. All the sites except Colorado started
the project before NCCD began the process
evaluation.

Purpose and Scope of
the Bulletin

This Bulletin provides an update on the
status of IAP implementation in the four
sites. It begins with a brief overview of the
IAP model and describes—using a cross-
site approach—how the sites have imple-
mented various aspects of the model. For
a fuller description of the model, see
Altschuler and Armstrong (1994).3 The
Bulletin also assesses the extent to which
implementation has been successful, both
with respect to the specific components
and the overall model. Finally, a series of
factors that facilitated or impeded program
implementation are identified. This Bulle-
tin is an interim report, reflecting develop-
ments during approximately the first 3 years
of implementation (through December
1998).1 The sites will continue implementa-
tion at least through mid-2000.

The AP Model

The goal of the IAP model is to reduce re-
cidivism among high-risk parolees. It is
rooted in research on the dynamics of
recidivism and a theoretical model that
integrates the explanations of strain, social
learning, and social control theories. The
model posits that effective intervention
with the target population requires not only
intensive supervision and services after
institutional release, but also a focus on
reintegration during incarceration and a
highly structured and gradual transition
process that serves as a bridge between
institutionalization and aftercare. Altschuler
and Armstrong suggest the following:

[The] IAP model is most clearly con-
ceptualized as a correctional con-
tinuum consisting of three distinct, yet
overlapping, segments: pre-release and
preparatory planning during incarcera-
tion; structured transition that requires
the participation of institutional and
aftercare staff prior to and following
community re-entry; and long-term,
reintegrative activities that ensure
adequate service delivery and the
necessary level of social control
(1996:15).

The research evidence and the tenets of
integrated theory led Altschuler and
Armstrong to identify five principles that
should underpin all intervention efforts
geared toward structured reentry and com-
munity normalization for high-risk parolees:

O Prepare youth for progressively in-
creased responsibility and freedom in
the community.

¢ Facilitate youth-community interaction
and involvement.

© Work with the offender and targeted
community support systems (e.g.,
schools, family) on qualities needed for
constructive interaction and the youth’s
successful community adjustment.

© Develop new resources and supports
where needed.

< Monitor and test the youth and the
community on their ability to deal with
each other productively.

Central to the model—and the sites’ pro-
grams—is the notion of “overarching case
management.” This IAP program element®
focuses on the processes required for
successful transition and aftercare and
includes five subcomponents:

¢ Assessment, classification, and selec-
tion criteria. IAP focuses on high-risk
offenders in order to maximize its po-
tential for crime reduction and to avoid
the negative outcomes previously dem-
onstrated to result from supervising
low-risk offenders in intensive supervi-
sion programs (Clear, 1988). To accu-
rately identify these high-risk youth,
implementing jurisdictions need to use
a validated risk-screening instrument.

< Individualized case planning that in-

corporates family and community per-
spectives. This component specifies the
need for institutional and aftercare staff
to jointly identify youth'’s service needs
shortly after commitment and plan for
how those needs will be addressed dur-
ing incarceration, transition, and after-
care. It requires attention to youth prob-
lems in relation to their families, peers,
schools, and other social networks.

< A mix of intensive surveillance and
services. IAP promotes close supervi-
sion and control of high-risk offenders
in the community but also emphasizes
the need for similarly intensive services
and support. This approach requires
that staff have small caseloads and that
supervision and services be available
not only on weekdays, but also in the
evenings and on weekends.

¢ A balance of incentives and graduated
consequences. Intensive supervision i
likely to uncover numerous technical
violations and program infractions. The
IAP model indicates the need for a range
of graduated sanctions tied directly
and proportionately to the seriousness
of the violation instead of relying on
traditional “all or nothing” parole sanc-
tioning schemes. At the same time, the
model points to a need to reinforce youth
progress consistently via a graduated
system of meaningful rewards.

© Creation of links with community
resources and social networks. This
element of case management is rooted
in the conviction that the parole agency
cannot effectively provide the range and
depth of services required for high-risk,
high-need parolees unless it brokers
services through a host of community
agencies and resources. Moreover, be-
cause interventions will focus on fam-
ily, school, peer, and community issues,
the case manager and service agencies
need to create strong working relation-
ships with these social networks.

The IAP model is prescriptive in the sense
that each of the implementing sites was
required to use the intervention frame-
work, the program principles, and the pro- é
gram elements as the foundation for the
local program design. However, each site
had considerable flexibility to develop the
specific design that would provide the best
fit between the model’s parameters and the
local context. As a result, the sites share key
IAP features but also have program charac-
teristics that clearly distinguish them from
each other.

The NCCD Evaluations

To test whether and to what extent IAP
addresses the critical issues outlined
above, OJJDP awarded a grant to NCCD
in 1995 to conduct process and outcome
evaluations in each site. The evaluations
are using an experimental design to deter-
mine the extent to which IAP differs from
standard institutional and aftercare prac-
tices and to assess the program’s impact
on youth outcomes. In each site, NCCD
randomly assigns committed youth who
are assessed as high risk either to IAP or
to a control group that receives traditional
services. For each group, data are collected
on youth characteristics, the extent and
nature of supervision and services pro-
vided each month, and intermediate and
longer term youth outcomes. The primary
goal of the process evaluation is to docu-
ment and assess the extent to which the
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accordance with the national model and

.sites have implemented the programs in

their local design. Using both quantitative
and qualitative data, NCCD has been rou-
tinely assessing all dimensions of program
implementation. The implementation evalu-
ation can inform policymakers, juvenile
justice officials, funders, and others about
program successes and shortcomings,
factors that facilitated or impeded imple-
mentation, and lessons learned from the
demonstration projects.

The outcome evaluation will examine re-
cidivism among the IAP and control groups
using a I-year, postrelease followup period
and multiple measures of reoffending
behavior.® A series of pre- and post-
standardized tests will also be used to
assess intermediate outcomes in selected
areas of youth and family functioning.

The Status of AP
Implementation in
the Sites

Each of the IAP sites underwent a 6- to 18-
month planning period prior to implemen-
tation. During this time, Drs. Altschuler and
Armstrong provided site staff with inten-
sive training on the model’s rationale and
components. They also provided techni-
cal assistance on design and implementa-
tion issues. Then, as now, the model had
a strong conceptual appeal for administra-
tors and staff. It made intuitive sense to
people, and it addressed what they had
identified as critical problems for parole
in their respective agencies. However, the
sites all had difficulties—to varying degrees
and in different areas of the model—trans-
lating design into operational reality. Dur-
ing approximately the first 2 years of each
project, implementation was an ongoing
process that involved incremental steps
and a series of refinements to program
components, policies, and procedures.

Project enrollments have been smaller than
originally anticipated. As of November
1998, approximately 3 years after startup,
Colorado had identified 150 youth to be
randomly assigned by NCCD, Nevada 212,
and Virginia 121. Due in part to low intake
and in part to program design, the sites
have served a fairly small number of youth
at any given time. Typically, the sites each
have had approximately 20 IAP youth in
the institutional phase and an additional
15 to 20 youth on aftercare status in the
community.

Implementation has been strong in three of
the four sites. Colorado, Nevada, and Vir-
ginia all have implemented IAP programs
that largely reflect program design. These
programs have also created a correctional
intervention that is quite different from the
supervision and services provided to “regu-
lar” parole cases. In New Jersey, however, a
promising first year of implementation was
followed by an extended period during
which program development stalled signifi-
cantly. After several largely unsuccessful
attempts to reinvigorate the project, OJJDP
decided in December 1997 to end that site’s
participation in the demonstration.’

The following characteristics are common
to the three sites in which implementation
is considered successful:

<& High-risk, program-eligibie youth are
identified through the use of a risk as-
sessmient instrument that is site specific
and empirically based.

¢ Both institutional and aftercare case
management are provided by staff who
handle only IAP cases in small caseloads
(i.e., 15 to 20 youth). In the community,
parole officers work jointly with staff
referred to as parole aides, field agents,
or “trackers.”

O There is substantial coordination and
continuity in case planning and case
management across the institutional
and aftercare phases. This coordina-
tion is facilitated by a team approach.
While the composition of the team
varies across sites, it includes, at a
minimum, institutional and parole staff,
supplemented by service providers,
parents, and/or other agency staff.

¢ Team involvement and more frequent
interaction between institutional and
parole staff have helped overcome tradi-
tional turf and communication barriers.

<© Planning for aftercare begins shortly
after the youth's institutional place-
ment and is finalized at least 30 days
prior to his release to aftercare. Com-
munity interventions/services begin
almost immediately after release.

¢ There are formal structures to facilitate
the transition from institution to after-
care, including the use of transitional
facilities (Virginia), furlough with inten-
sive monitoring (Nevada), or service
delivery by community treatment pro-
viders that begins during the institu-
tional phase and continues during
aftercare (Colorado).

<O Special services designed specifically
for IAP youth have been developed and
implemented in both the institutional
and aftercare phases, including struc-
tured life skills curriculums, anger
management training, peer group coun-
seling, and family counseling.

O Aftercare services represent a mix of
control measures (e.g., supervision
and surveillance) and treatment inter-
ventions to address identified needs.

< There is a major emphasis on creating
strong ties to local support systems and
accessing community services.

¢ Graduated reward and sanction systems
have been developed for the institu-
tional and parole phases.

Although IAP has been generally well
implemented in these sites, each program
faced implementation difficulties, including
internal problems (e.g., extended staff va-
cancies in key positions and difficulties for
some parole officers in executing the in-
tended “intensive” role) and contextual
problems (e.g., competing agency priori-
ties, institutional crowding, and unstable
program environments). Some of the prob-
lems have been successfully addressed.
Others persist. On balance, however, the
strengths of each program far outweigh
the shortcomings.

Context and Goals

The impetus for adopting the IAP model
was strikingly similar across sites. They
were all operating in a political environ-
ment charged with increasing concerns
about serious offenders and, as a result,
their correctional policy and operations
had been subject to close scrutiny. Each
site was experiencing institutional crowding
in its juvenile facilities. Each knew, or be-
lieved. that recidivism and reincarceration
rates were high for parolees (thereby exac-
erbating the crowding problem). Each felt
that juvenile parole was a neglected compo-
nent of its correctional interventions. The
introduction of IAP presented an opportu-
nity for the sites to focus attention on a par-
ticularly problematic offender population
and to do so with the help of Federal fund-
ing and expert technical assistance.

The sites also had very similar goals for
the IAP project, which reflected those of
the national IAP model. Although there was
some variation across sites in the specifics
of the goal statements, each site focused
on the need to reduce recidivism and
reconfinement among high-risk parolees.




Planning and Program
Design

During the design phase, the sites devel-
oped “action planning teams” to translate
the basic parameters of the IAP model into
a program tailored to the local context.
Each site brought together people with dif-
ferent responsibilities from within the cor-
rectional system and from related agencies
to garner as much intrasystem and inter-
agency cooperation and commitment as
possible. The teams, each of which re-
ceived multiday training and ongoing tech-
nical assistance from Drs. Altschuler and
Armstrong, included high-level agency ad-
ministrators representing institutions, after-
care, the judiciary, and prosecutors’ offices,
and also incluued mental health, education,
employment, and social services agencies.
These teams developed their site-specific
plan for IAP, the details of which were sub-
sequently fleshed out by internal IAP man-
agement teams and/or project staff.

The local versions of IAP all incorporated
into their design the primary components
and features of the national model. How-
ever, as discussed more fully below, the
ways in which the components were put
into operation varied considerably.

Management

Administrative responsibility for each of
the IAP projects rests with the respective
State’s juvenile corrections agency. Each
agency has responsibility for operating the
institutions and providing aftercare ser-
vices, and, in some sites, operating State
programs that serve as alternative place-
ments. Program coordination responsibil-
ity is assigned to a midlevel manager in the
parole/aftercare/field services unit within
the larger agency. In Colorado and Virginia,
the program coordinator’s role is supple-
mented by an IAP management team, which
consists primarily of managers from the
various operational units that are directly
affected by the program. These teams
helped develop program policies and pro-
cedures and monitor program implementa-
tion. They play an important role in ensuring
coordination and cooperation among dif-
ferent parts of the system that previously
may have had conflicting interests. Ne-
vada did not have a formally constituted
IAP management team until October 1998.
It relied instead on the relationships that
had developed among the key project
actors. It is likely that some of the opera-
tional difficulties encountered in Nevada
could have been avoided—or resolved

more expeditiously—if a formal team had
existed earlier.

Generally, administrative and managerial
support for IAP has been strong. Although
the programs have (1) involved a very
small portion of the overall juvenile of-
fender population and (2) had substantial
challenges in terms of competing priori-
ties (e.g., dealing with crowding, imple-
menting new systemwide initiatives), the
basic integrity of the model has been sup-
ported in the sites. For example, in spite
of increasing workload pressures in both
the institutional and community settings,
administrators have held firm to their
commitment to keep IAP caseloads small.
They have also recognized the need for
1AP-specific programming and continued
to support it in the institutions and the
community. This commitment was not
necessarily unwavering. In each site,
there are examples of significant actions
taken (or not taken) by administrators
that, although they negatively affected
IAP, were believed to be necessary for the
greater good of the agency.® Perhaps more
important, the relatively small size of IAP
and the larger competing interests it en-
countered in each of the sites meant that
administrators and managers often could
not devote the time or attention to IAP
that may have been desired. However,
that the three projects have succeeded to
the extent they have is due, at least in
part, to an administrative commitment to
support them.

Staffing

Although the central functions of IAP stalff
are the same across sites (e.g., case man-
agement, some direct service delivery,
aftercare supervision, and the facilitation
or brokerage of services), specific staffing
patterns and role configurations differ
somewhat from site to site (see table 1).
For example, in Virginia (and previously
in New Jersey), separate IAP case man-
agement positions were developed for the
institutions and for aftercare. Nevada has
two [AP-dedicated parole officers in Las
Vegas but does not have a designated IAP
institutional case manager. Instead, the
Nevada IAP uses an institutional-community
liaison (a parole officer who is located in
the IAP cottage) with responsibility for
coordinating activities and facilitating
communication between the institution
and the parole unit. Finally, Colorado’s
basic IAP staffing pattern is quite different
from the other sites. There is no bifurca-
tion of case management responsibility

between the institution and the parole
office. The three IAP case managers have ‘
responsibility for their cases during both
the institutional and aftercare phases (as
do all other Division of Youth Corrections
(DYC) case managers).

All the IAP case managers—whether insti-
tutional or aftercare—carry approximately
one-half to one-third the number of cases
handled by their counterparts who are
working with non-IAP youth. In Colorado,
for example, the client managers have a
maximum caseload of 18 youth (combined
institution and aftercare) compared with a
typical non-IAP caseload of 35 to 40 youth.

To enhance community supervision, the
sites all use additional staff who provide
case support and monitor program youth
on weekends and during evenings. In Ne-
vada, each IAP case manager is paired
with a field agent. In Virginia, a parole
aide supports the three IAP parole offi-
cers. The Colorado project includes a
similar aftercare support/surveillance
function, but it is carried out by con-
tracted trackers who are not part of the
formal 1AP staff.

Through IAP implementation, the sites have
successfully overcome the traditional barri-
ers between institutional and aftercare staff
and have developed team-oriented ap-
proaches to case planning and case man-
agement. Several sites reported that prior
to IAP’s introduction, there was little com-
munication or coordination between insti-
tutional and aftercare staff, little under-
standing of what their respective jobs
entailed, and often the existence of an “us
versus them” mentality. Now, through con-
sistent communication, frequent institu-
tional visits by aftercare staff, joint case
planning, coordinated transitional activi-
ties, and joint training, institutional and af-
tercare staff tend to see themselves as hav-
ing complementary and supportive roles.

During the first few years of implementa-
tion, all the sites experienced some staffing
problems. These problems fell into two
basic categories: (1) staff turnover and
vacancies and (2) role execution.

Turnover and Vacancies

Generally, staff turnover has not been a
major problem in Colorado, Nevada, or
Virginia. However, the latter two sites
have experienced extended vacancies in
key positions that directly affected the
quality of services delivered to IAP youth.
In Nevada, an 8-month vacancy in the
institutional-community liaison position

€
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reas of transition programming. Simi-
arly, Virginia experienced a 10-month
vacancy in the institutional case manager
position at the Beaumont Juvenile Correc-
tional Center. In addition, Virginia’s parole
aide position has been vacant for two 4-
month periods. Because the parole aide is
largely responsible for evening and week-
end monitoring, the vacancies hampered
the IAP community control strategy.

.s‘harply curtailed service delivery in some

The extent of staff turnover was a major
problem in New Jersey. By early 1997, after
less than 2 years of operations, there was
not one person actively involved with IAP
who had been among the original staff. By
the end of 1997, several key positions had
turned over multiple times, including those
of project coordinator and IAP institutional
case manager. The extent of change was so
sweeping that it produced a general insta-
bility in the program because of the con-

stant recruiting and retraining, and the
frequent disruption of working relation-
ships caused by staff turnover.

Role Execution

In Nevada, New Jersey, and Virginia, IAP
parole officers had initial difficulties meet-
ing the program’s expectations regarding
intensive supervision. In each site, the staff
selected for these positions were all highly
experienced parole officers who brought
their traditional understanding of that role
to the new position. As a result, they
struggled with the shift from a one-on-one,
office-bound, 9-to-5 way of doing business
to the more flexible, comprehensive, and
team-oriented approach envisioned in the
IAP model. Adaptation and growth in the
new role took some time (approximately a
year in Nevada and 18 months in Virginia)
and was facilitated by a variety of interven-
tions, including ongoing training, close su-

pervision, and exposure to other intensive
juvenile correctional programs. The Virginia
IAP program, for example, hired an addi-
tional IAP officer who had extensive experi-
ence in Norfolk’s intensive probation pro-
gram and who subsequently served as a
strong influence on the other IAP staff.®

Client Eligibility and
Selection

The basic eligibility criteria are the same
across sites. Eligible youth:

<O Are male.

< Have been committed to the custody
of the State juvenile corrections
agency.

<O Are from a selected county/counties.

¢ Will be placed at a specified juvenile
correctional facility.

Table 1: IAP Management and Staffing

Component

IAP Site

Colorado

Nevada

Virginia

Colorado Division of
Youth Corrections

Nevada Youth Parole Bureau

Virginia Department
of Juvenile Justice

' Administrative agency

Program coordinator

DYC Community Services
Coordinator (Central
Office)

Clark County Parole Unit
Manager (Local Office)

Parole Services Manager
(Central Office)

Primary IAP staff

Institution

Community

Other key staff

Three IAP client managers

Same three IAP client
managers

o (Cedar Cottage treatment
team coordinator

o Four group leaders

o One to three interns
with master’s degrees
in social work

o ]AP researcher*

IAP institutional/community
liaison™

o Two IAP case managers
o Two field agents

o Parole unit manager

o Education liaison

o “B" cottage manager
o AP data coordinator

Two IAP case managers*

o Three IAP parole officers
o Parole aide*

o Reception facility 1AP
case manager
o Data coordinator*

IAP staff/client ratio””

Institution

Community

Client managers = 1/18
(in + out)t

Liaison = 1/22 (in)

Parole officer + agent = 2/20

(out)

Case manager = 1/15 (in)

Parole officer :: 1/15
(in + out)

* Indicates the position is funded by OJJDP through the IAP grant.
*- Staff/client ratios shown are based on program design.

1 “In" designates work with youth in institutions and “out” designates work with youth in the community.
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The most significant contextual issue for
understanding the IAP experience in
New Jersey is the turbulent organiza-
tional environment in which implementa-
tion occurred. The unstable environment
resulted from two major changes that
took place in the organizational structure
of juvenile corrections.

When the program was introduced, and
during the first 6 to 9 months of planning,
youth institutions, community residential
centers (group homes that were to be
used as step-down facilities for IAP
youth), and parole officers were under
the jurisdiction of the Department of Cor-
rections (DOC). In the first reorganization
(1993), responsibility for the residential
centers was transferred to the Depart-
ment of Human Services/Division of Ju-
venile Services (DJS). In practical terms,
this meant that youth moving through the
three stages of the IAP model (institu-
tion, transitional facility, parole) would
move from DOC jurisdiction to DJS juris-
diction and then back again. As a result,
the site was required to obtain the com-
mitment and cooperation of two State
agencies with differing responsibilities
and priorities during program planning
and the initial months of implementation.

The New Jersey Implementation Context

The so-called organizational split was one
of the major obstacles to early implementa-
tion because so much time was spent over-
coming turf issues and getting cooperation
and coordination between the two depart-
ments. After the first year of implementation,
however, both DOC and DJS administrators
were reporting that IAP had vastly improved
communication, coordination, and under-
standing of mutual responsibilities between
the institutions, the transitional centers, and
the parole system. Several staff indicated
that they felt they were functioning for the
first time as “part of a team.” Overcoming
the split was seen as one of the major ac-
complishments of the project at that point.

Just as these interagency |AP issues were
being resolved, the second major reorgani-
zation took place. In December 1995, the
DOC’s juvenile components (institutions
and parole) and DJS residential centers
were put under the auspices of a separate,
third agency—the newly created Juvenile
Justice Commission (JJC). The switch from
DOC/DJS administration to JJC administra-
tion involved a transition period that lasted
more than a year. As a result, very little ad-
ministrative attention was paid to IAP
throughout the second half of 1996 and

into early 1997. During this time, the
project was essentially leaderless, being
maintained solely by the efforts of line
staff, and did not continue to develop
programmaticaily.

JJC was a large and new bureaucracy
with wide-ranging responsibilities that
included getting established and orga-
nized, overhauling the outmoded and
overcrowded New Jersey Training School
for Boys (the major secure juvenile cor-
rectional facility), and transforming the
dysfunctional juvenile parole system.
The small 1AP project, with no more than
25 to 30 participants at any point, was
not a priority. This is not to suggest that
JJC ignored the project. Both the agency
administrator and the chief of the parole
division believed strongly in the concept.
And the new IAP coordinator (the assis-
tant parole administrator, who took over
IAP in February 1997) made significant
efforts to get the by-then derailed IAP
back on track. It was, however, a ques-
tion of focus, energy, and priorities. JJC
simply had too much to do and too many
larger issues at stake to spend the time
required for cultivating a small, federally
funded experiment.

¢ Are at high risk of reoffending based
on the results of a site-specific risk
assessment instrument.!”

Each site has a limited set of exclusionary
offenses (e.g.. sex offenses) or conditions
(e.g., severe mental health problems).
Those youth who meet all the eligibility
criteria are placed in the 1AP-eligible pool
and assigned randomly by NCCD to either
IAP or the control group.

Intake Issues

The number of youth enrolled in the dem-
onstration project’'s experimental and con-
trol groups is lower than expected. Early
planning studies indicated that a minimum
of 200 youth (IAP and control group) in
each site were expected to be enrolled
during the first 2 years of intake. However,
after approximately 3 years (November
1998), all the sites except Nevada had fallen
far short of this goal: Colorado had random-
ized 150 youth, Nevada had randomized
212, and Virginia had randomized 121.

Two key factors in the reduction of the
IAP-eligible pool were institutional crowd-

ing and the system’s efforts to control it.
In Colorado, at about the time that 1AP was
being introduced, the State legislature
mandated more extensive use of privately
contracted beds for serious offenders in
an attempt to reduce crowding and costs.
DYC responded by expanding dramati-
cally the number of contracted beds with
organizations such as Glen Mills and the
High Plains Youth Center. Filling these
beds then became a priority, and the unan-
ticipated consequence was a reduction in
the number of eligible youth who remained
at DYC’s Lookout Mountain facility. Approxi-
mately one-fourth of all high-risk youth
committed to DYC were not eligible for IAP
because of placement at private facilities.

A similar situation occurred in New Jersey,
where officials aggressively diverted large
numbers of committed youth from the [AP
“host” institution (New Jersey Training
School for Boys) to smaller, less-secure
public facilities. There, too, approximately
one-fourth of the high-risk youth were
made ineligible for IAP because of these
diversion practices. The situation in Vir-

ginia was somewhat different. Officials at
the local level (Norfolk) introduced a se-
ries of programs designed as alternatives
to institutionalization approximately 1 year
after IAP was implemented. Although no
data are available, it is believed that these
programs helped reduce the overall level
of commitments to the State and lowered
the number of youth who might have been
eligible for IAP.

The lower-than-expected enrollments have
potential implications for the evaluation
(e.g.. a smaller study population) but also
had some programmatic ramifications.
For example, [AP and non-lIAP youth were
mixed in the [AP-designated cottages in
Virginia during the first 2 years of opera-
tion. This presented difficulties for insti-
tutional cottage staff as they tried to imple-
ment [AP-specific services for one portion
of their unit’s population and not the other.
In addition, the “low and slow” intake
levels meant that the number of youth
actually in the aftercare phase remained
much lower than anticipated during the
first 2 years of implementation."




Each of the sites took steps to address

.hese intake issues. These included making

case-by-case decisions, in a limited man-
ner, to accept risk scores slightly below
the cut-off (Nevada, New Jersey, Virginia);
lowering the risk scale cutoff points to de-
fine more youth as high risk (Nevada, Colo-
rado); prioritizing institutional beds for
IAP youth (Colorado); and lowering the
age eligibility from 16 to 13 years of age and
designating a second institution as an IAP
host facility (Virginia). Only the steps
taken by Nevada, however, appear to have
had a sustained impact on IAP enroliments.

Participant Characteristics

Data on the characteristics of the IAP-
eligible population indicate that the sites
are in fact serving their intended targeted
population of high-risk, high-need offend-
ers.'? Given the aggressive diversion prac-
tices at several of the sites, the youth ulti-
mately selected for the project are in many
ways the most difficult in the correctional
population. One parole officer has com-
mented that “having one IAP kid is like
having two of any other parolee.”

The age of the IAP-eligible population is
quite similar across sites—at least 80 per-
cent of the youth are age 16 or older. The
groups are very different, however, with
respect to ethnicity. In Colorado, the
project population is primarily Hispanic (39
percent) and white (34 percent), Nevada’s
youth are primarily African American (39
percent) and white (37 percent), and
Virginia's youth are predominantly African
American (83 percent).

Offense histories differ considerably by
site. Colorado youth are significantly more
likely to have been committed for a person-
related offense (49 percent) than youth in
either Nevada (17 percent) or Virginia (14
percent). At the same time, Colorado youth
are less likely to be chronic offenders (three
or more prior adjudications) or chronic
felony offenders (three or more prior felony
adjudications) than is the case in Nevada
and Virginia. In Colorado, only 30 percent
of the high-risk youth have three or more
adjudications (compared with 97 percent
of the youth in Nevada and 88 percent of
those in Virginia), and only 7 percent
have three or more prior felony adjudica-
tions (compared with more than half the
youth in the other two sites). These data
are presented in figures 1 and 2.

As shown in table 2, large proportions
of the high-risk youth in each site have
personal and family problems that can
present significant barriers to successful

Figure 1: Nature of Current Adjudicated Offense, by Site
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Figure 2: Percentage of Youth With Three or More Prior Adjudications and
Youth With Three or More Prior Felony Adjudications, by Site
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Table 2: Youth and Family Problems in IAP and Control Groups

IAP Site

Colorado Nevada Virginia
Problem Area (n=125) (n=184) (n=83)
Not attending school 74% 90% 76%
Designated in need of special education 25 24 28
Major mental health problem 32 14 26
Major drug and/or alcohol problem 61 46 35
Victim of child abuse/neglect 45 53 29
Family member with major drug abuse problem 51 45 63
Family member incarcerated 84 49 65

Note: Data through November 30, 1998.

reintegration. At least three-fourths of

the youth in each site were not attending
school at the time of their commitment to
the State juvenile corrections agency. One-
fourth were identified as being in need of
special education. Each site also had sub-
stantial numbers of youth with major mental
health or substance abuse problems and
youth who had been victims of abuse or ne-
glect. Just as problematic is the family envi-
ronment to which the youth will likely return
upon release to aftercare. Approximately
half of the youth in each site had a family
member with a major substance abuse prob-
lem, and an even larger percentage had a
family member who had been incarcerated.

The Transition
Structure and Process

A central tenet of the IAP model is the need
for a well-planned and coordinated process
for transitioning youth from the institu-
tional setting to aftercare. This has been
largely accomplished in Colorado, Nevada,
and Virginia. There is early and frequent
planning for aftercare, multiple people are
involved in developing the case plan, and
several mechanisms are in place for gradu-
ally phasing the youth out of the highly
structured institutional environment. The
key components of the transition process
are summarized in table 3. Although the
specific components are quite different
across sites, the methods each used to
structure the transition constitute a pri-
mary strength of implementation.!®

Parcle Planning

In each site, institutional and aftercare
staff begin thinking about and planning
for parole shortly after a youth’s commit-
ment. Initial plans usually are developed
within 30 days of commitment, at the
same time that the institutional case plan

is developed. Parole plans are then final-
ized approximately 1 to 2 months prior to
release. In Colorado and Virginia, case
plans incorporate the multiple perspec-
tives of institutional staff, parole staff, and
representatives of community agencies.
Although all the sites attempt to involve
parents in case planning, their degree of
success has differed. Parental involvement
in Colorado has been fairly routine, per-
haps because of the proximity of the insti-
tution to the Denver area—a 30-minute
drive away. It has been more sporadic in
Nevada and Virginia, however, where the
institutions are located several hours away
from the target communities.

An important outcome of this early after-
care planning is that parole officers can
put needed services in place prior to the
youth'’s actual release. In all three sites,
critical services typically begin within the
first week (if not the first day) aiter release.
This practice stands in sharp contrast to
the traditional parole situation in which
arrangements for services often do not
begin until the youth is released, thereby
creating considerable delays before ser-
vices are actually delivered.

Parole Officer Contact
During the Institutional
Phase

One of the transitioning mechanisms com-
mon to all sites is the ongoing involvement
of the case manager/parole officer with IAP
participants while they are institutional-
ized. Case managers are required to visit
the institution at least monthly to begin
building relationships with the youth, moni-
tor progress with the case plan, and review
the parole plan. Evaluation data show that
in Colorado, IAP youth are seen by the case
manager approximately 2.5 times per month
during the institutional phase; in Nevada,

they are seen by the parole officer about
once every other month; and in Virginia, €
they are seen about 1.5 times per month.

In each case, this contact during the insti-
tutional phase is twice as frequent as

among control group youth.

Site-Specific Transition
Practices

Colorado. In Colorado, one of the key
transition processes is continuity in ser-
vice delivery. During the institutional
phase, community-based providers begin
weekly services (including multifamily
counseling and life skills services) that
continue during aftercare. The extent of
Colorado’s provider involvement across
the institutional/aftercare boundary is
unique and clearly represents Altschuler
and Armstrong’s notion of “backing up”
community-based services into the insti-
tution to maximize the transition process.

Sixty days prior to release, IAP youth begin
a series of step-down measures, including
supervised trips to the community and, 30
days before release, overnight or weekend
home passes. Upon release to parole, most
program youth go through several months
of day treatment programming that, in ad-
dition to services, provides a high level of é
structure during the day. Trackers provide
evening and weekend monitoring during
this period of reentry. As a youth's progress
warrants, the frequency of supervision
contacts decreases. The planned frequency
of contact is once per week during the first
few months of supervision, with gradual
reductions to once per month in later stages
of supervision.

Nevada. Like Colorado, Nevada'’s transition
has programmatic and structural dimen-
sions. Once the parole plan is finalized, all
IAP youth begin a 30-day prerelease phase
during which IAP staff provide a series of
services that continue through the early
months of parole. These consist prima-
rily of two structured curriculums on life
skills (Jettstream) and substance abuse
(Rational Recovery)." In addition, a money
management program (The Money Pro-
gram) is initiated. Youth are provided
with mock checking accounts from which
“bills” must be paid for rent, food, insur-
ance, and other necessities. Youth also
can use their accounts to purchase rec-
reation and other privileges, but each
youth must have a balance of at least
$50 at the end of the 30 days to purchase
his bus ticket home. e

The initial 30 days of release are consid-
ered an institutional furlough (i.e., youth




involves intensive supervision and service,
any time during which the youth may be
returned to Caliente Youth Center for sig-
nificant program infractions. To ensure
that community staff have the capability of
returning youth to Caliente, two beds are
kept open and in reserve. During furlough,
youth are involved in day programming and

'are still on the institutional rolls) that

are subject to frequent drug testing and
evening and weekend surveillance. Upon
successful completion of the furlough, the
IAP transition continues through the use of
phased levels of supervision. During the
first 3 months, three contacts per week
with the case manager or field agent are
required. This level of supervision is
reduced to two contacts per week for the

next 2 months, and then to once per week
during the last month of parole.

Virginia. Virginia's transition differs from
the other two sites in that its central fea-
ture is the use of group home placements
as a bridge between the institution and
the community. Immediately after release
from the institution, youth enter one of two

Table 3: Transition Components of IAP Programming

Transition Component

IAP Site

Colorado

Nevada

Virginia

Early parole planning

Initial plan complete at
30 days after institutional
placement; final plan
complete at 60 days
prior to release.

Initial plan complete at 30 days
after institutional placement;
final plan complete 30 days
prior to furlough.

Initial plan complete 30
days after institutional
placement; final plan
complete 30 days prior
to release.

Multiple perspectives
incorporated in plan

Case manager, institutional
staff, youth, parents, and
community providers all
routinely involved.

Parole officer, institutional
community liaison,
institutional staff, and
youth; parent participation
limited.

Parole officer, institutional
case manager, youth,
interagency “Commu-
nity Assessment Team,”
and parent.

Parole officer visits
to institution

One to two times per week;
routine.

Once per month; routine
since spring 1997.

One to two times per
month; routine.

Treatment begun in
institution and
continued in

community

Via community providers.
Includes multifamily
counseling, life skills
training, individual
counseling, and voca-
tional skills training;
done routinely.

Via an institutional-community
liaison and parole officers.
Includes life skills and drug/
alcohol curriculums; done
routinely until liaison
vacancy.

Via one provider at Hanover
only. Drug/alcohol
treatment; sporadic use.
State policy discourages
contract services by
community providers for
institutionalized youth.

Youth prerelease visits
to community

Supervised day trips to
community programs,
beginning 60 days
prior to release.

Not allowed.

Not allowed.

Preparole furlough

Overnight/weekend home
passes, beginning 30 days
prior to release.

Thirty-day conditional release
to community, prior to
official parole.

Not allowed.

Transitional residence

Not part of the design, but
occurs for some youth.

Not part of the design.

Two group homes in
Norfolk; 30- to 60-day
length of stay; used
for most youth.

Transitional day
programming

Two day-treatment
programs in Denver;
used for almost all youth
during the first few
months after release.

One day-supervision/
treatment program; used
for most youth.

Day treaient used for
youth who do not go
to group homes.

Phased supervision
levels on parole

Informal system: contact
once per week during
the first few months,
down to once per
month later.

Four-phase system: contact
four times per week during
furlough; three times per
week next 90 days; two
times per week next
60-90 days; once per
week next 30-60 days.

Four-phase system: group
home; contact five to
seven times per week
next 60) days; three to
five times per week next
60 days, three times per
week last 30 days.




group homes for a 30- to 60-day period.
The programs and services in which they
will be involved in the community are
initiated shortly after placement in the
group home. As in Nevada, Virginia uses a
formal step-down system to gradually
ease the intensity of parole supervision.
In the 2 months following the youth’s re-
lease from the group home, staff are re-
quired to contact him five to seven times
per week. This is reduced to three to five
times per week during the next 2 months
and again to three times per week during
the final 30 days.

Virginia has had limited success in initiating
services in the institutional phase that are
then continued during aftercare. IAP staff
developed a comprehensive life skills cur-
riculum designed for this purpose, but it
has not been consistently delivered in both
settings. Because State officials frown on
contracting for services with community
providers for institutionalized youth, this
avenue for transition-oriented, continuous
service delivery largely has been blocked.

The AP Mix of
Supervision and
Services

The IAP model stresses the need to create
a wide-ranging and balanced mix of inter-
ventions designed to control offender risk
and to address offender needs. Colorado,
Nevada, and Virginia have all responded
by (1) providing enhanced, IAP-specific
programming during both the institutional
and aftercare phases and (2) creating a
blend of control and treatment strategies
during aftercare.

Institutional Services

In Colorado and Nevada, the basic interven-
tion for IAP and all other youth is based on
normative culture models that seek to help
youth develop prosocial values. The inter-
vention involves creating a positive peer
culture in the cottage, having daily group
counseling sessions, and using peer pres-
sure to induce behavioral change. In Virginia,
the basic intervention in all Department of
Juvenile Justice facilities since early 1997
has been the militaristic-style LEADER pro-
gram. Using uniforms, a platoon organiza-
tion, military drills, and highly structured
days, the program represents an attempt to
develop a new institutional culture based on
structure, discipline, and group cohesion.

Within this larger context, the programs in
each site have developed specialized ser-
vices for IAP. First, all the sites house IAP

youth in the same living unit, although
they have usually been mixed in with non-
IAP youth. Second, because of the reduced
caseloads, IAP youth have much more fre-
quent face-to-face contact with their insti-
tutional case managers for purposes of
case planning and counseling than does
the control group.'® Third, each site has
developed programming specifically tar-
geted to its IAP population. For example:

<O All three sites include a formal system
of rewards and sanctions (see page 13).

¢ Colorado provides a vocational skills
workshop and additional individual
counseling (run by community provid-
ers), parent orientation and experien-
tial learning activities (jointly run by
cottage staff and the providers), and
anger management and survival skills
groups. Further, family members of IAP
youth are involved in multifamily coun-
seling groups operated by the providers
at the institution.

< In Nevada, IAP youth receive the pre-
release services discussed previously.
These include participation in Jett-
stream, Rational Recovery, and The
Money Program.

< In Virginia, IAP youth are involved in a
life skills group, receive specialized vo-
cational assessment, and receive addi-
tional individual counseling by their
case managers. Parents of IAP youth are
involved in provider-run groups and
other services in the community while
their sons are incarcerated.

In addition to these specialized services,
IAP youth in each site are provided a wide
array of more traditional services (e.g.,
education, substance abuse treatment)
while institutionalized.

However, as shown in table 4 (see page 11),
IAP youth are not necessarily more likely
to be involved in these traditional service
areas than non-IAP youth. For example, in
Colorado and Virginia, there are no differ-
ences in the proportion of IAP and control
youth who have been involved in educa-
tion, vocational training, counseling, sub-
stance abuse interventions, or life skiils
training. In Nevada, however, IAP youth
are more likely to be involved in vocational
training, substance abuse interventions,
and life skills programming.

There is a similar pattern with respect to
the intensity of services (i.e., mean hours or
days per service month) provided to IAP
youth. In Colorado, IAP and control youth
receive generally very similar levels of ser-
vice in each of the basic intervention areas,

although control cases receive slightly
more intensive services in vocational train-
ing and counseling. In Virginia, IAP and con-
trol youth receive similar doses of services
in all areas except vocational training
(where the IAP group receives less inten-
sive services). In Nevada, however, there
are two service domains (counseling and
life skills) in which IAP youth receive far
more intensive services than control youth.

These data suggest a lack of differentiation
between IAP and control youth in service
delivery during the institutional phase,
especially in Colorado and Virginia. This is
due in part to Colorado’s efforts in recent
years to provide enhanced services for all
institutionalized youth and to the extended
vacancy in the IAP case manager’s position
at the Beaumont facility in Virginia.

It is important to remember, however, that
what is being measured here is the extent of
youth involvement in traditional interven-
tion areas. As shown elsewhere, there are
important differences in IAP institutional
service delivery in connection with case
management (e.g., early release planning,
institutional visits by the parole officers),
the nature of service delivery (e.g., the in-
volvement of community providers in Colo-
rado), the emphasis on transition, and the
provision of unique programming such as
the systems for rewards and sanctions.

Aftercare Supervision

In each site, multiple mechanisms are used
to provide intensive supervision. All the
sites provide a highly structured setting
for the early months of aftercare. Colorado
uses day treatment programming, Nevada
employs administratively revocable fur-
lough coupled with day programming, and
Virginia requires a 1- to 2-month stay in a
group home. The sites also require frequent
contact between the youth and the super-
vision team. In the first few months of pa-
role, the expected frequency of contact
ranges from once per week in Colorado to
three times per week in Nevada to five
times per week in Virginia.

Each site has made provisions for ex-
tended coverage (i.e., supervision that
occurs during evening hours and on week-
ends). Other monitoring or surveillance-
oriented activities include curfews and ran-
dom urinalysis (all sites), house arrest and
electronic monitoring (as needed in Nevada
and Virginia), and random paging and
monthly court reviews (Virginia). Finally, e
IAP parole staff in each site spend a signifi-
cant portion of their time interacting with
youth and families at community programs,
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'Table 4: Prevalence and Intensity of Service Delivery, Institutional Phase

Colorado

Percentage of Youth Who

Mean Hours/Days

Ever Received Service Per Month

IAP Control IAP Control
Service Type (n=80) (n=67) (n=80) (n=67)
Educational 100% 99% 17.3days 15.8 days
Vocational training 53 49 13.8 hours 17.2 hours
Mental health/counseling 100 99 12.2 hours 15.0 hours
Drug/alcohol treatment 55 54 5.6 hours 4.5 hours
Life skills training 31 43 45 hours 5.2 hours

Nevada

Percentage of Youth Who

Mean Hours/Days

Ever Received Service Per Month
IAP Control IAP Control
Service Type (n=95) (n=99) (n=95) (n=99)
Educational 97% 99% 15.9 days 13.9 days
Vocational training 77 59 14.7 hours 13.8 hours
Mental health/counseling 97 97 21.5hours 9.1 hours
Drug/alcohol treatment 95 82 4.4 hours 6.0 hours
Life skills training 96 36 33.5hours 7.1 hours
Virginia o
' Percentage of Youth Who Mean Hours/Days
Ever Received Service Per Month
1AP Control IAP Control
Service Type (n=70) (n=35) (n=70) (n=35)
Educational 99% 91% 18.0 days 18.9 days
Vocational training 54 57 11.0 hours 21.2 hours
Mental health/counseling 99 97 3.9 hours 2.7 hours
Drug/alcohol treatment 70 71 23 hours 2.0 hours
Life skills training 84 83 1.7 hours 1.6 hours

Note: Intensity-of-services data are based on case months in which the service was received.

offenders’ homes, and “in the street” instead
of working solely out of the office. Although
the number of aftercare youth for whom
data are available is somewhat limited, it
appears that the intensity of supervision for
IAP youth is greater than that found fur coi-
trols in all three sites. For example:

¢ In Nevada and Virginia, [AP youth have
substantially more face-to-face con-
tacts with their parole officers each
month than do control youth. IAP
youth in Colorado and Virginia also
have telephone contacts with their
parole officers at a rate that is more
than twice that of control youth (see
. table 5 and figure 3, page 12).

¢ In Virginia. the parents of IAP youth
have far more face-to-face contact with

parole officers than do control group
parents.

¢ In all sites. IAP youth are significantly
more likely than control youth to be
subject to some form of evening and
weekend supervision or surveillance
(see figure 4, page 13).

The data on the frequency of contact be-
tween parole officers and youth may raise
the question of just how intensive the IAP
supervision is. Seeing a youth two or three
times per month (in Colorado) or even five
times per month (in Nevada) may not seem
to enhance dramatically the levels of super-
vision. However, these data need to be
viewed in the larger context of how “inten-
sive supervision” is defined in the sites.
The IAP programs do not rely solely on the

contact between assigned parole officers
and youth to achieve intensive supervision.
Instead, the sites use a team supervision
approach that involves several different
parties, including the parole officer, surveil-
lance or tracking staff, treatment providers,
and others. In Colorado, for example, sub-
stantial responsibility for social control is
assumed by the two day-treatment provid-
ers during the early phases of parole. In-
stead of relying on multiple contacts per
week with the case manager, Colorado uses
highly-structured, 7-hour-per-day program
involvement as a key mechanism for close
supervision. There, as in the other sites, it
is this type of service involvement, along
with surveillance activities and the fre-
quency of contact, that helps create inten-
sive levels of supervision.

Services while on aftercare. The IAP
model and the three demonstration pro-
grams emphasize the need to create links
with a wide range of service providers to
meet the multiple and varied needs of the
target population. Colorado and Virginia
have been quite successful in meeting
this objective, while Nevada has encoun-
tered some obstacles.

Colorado has developed a full-fledged
public-private partnership by creating its
multiagency service provider network. IAP
managers and staff view the provider net-
work as the core element of the project. It
involves approximately 25 different agen-
cies and includes both residential and non-
residential programs that provide a full
range of services. In practice. two of the
agencies (the day treatment providers) are
used routinely for almost all paroled youth,
and the others are accessed according to a
youth’s needs. Funding for these services
is provided through a combination of DYC
contractual dollars, IAP funding, and an
additional pool of State subsidy money
that provides flexible funds for specialized
aftercare services.

Virginia has been successful in maximiz-
ing the number and type of community
resources that can be made available to
IAP youth. It has done so by creating and
sustaining relationships with key organi-
zations in the community, accessing sev-
eral different funding sources, and access-
ing resources that previously may not have
served the juvenile parole population. The
IAP site routinely uses approximately 15
different public and private community-
based organizations for service delivery,
although they are not organized into a
formal provider network as in Colorado.
The services include alternative education
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Table 5: Number of Contacts per Month Between Parole Officer and Youth
and Parents During Aftercare

1AP Site
Colorado Nevada Virginia
IAP  Control IAP  Control IAP  Control
Service Type (n=58) (n=48) (n=81) (n=96) (n=56) (n=34)
Face-to-Face
Parole officer 2.5 1.5 5.0 2.0 114 2.3
and youth
Parole officer 1.4 0.7 1.8 1.0 4.8 1.5
and parent
Phone
Parole officer 3.2 1.5 2.4 1.8 5.3 1.4
and youth
Parole officer 2.0 1.1 2.2 1.3 3.2 1.2
and parent

Figure 3: Average Face-to-Face Contacts During Aftercare, by Site
14
R b
C
o
=
@ 10" "= -Ttmsmssssssoscss---eoco--o pmmmsoood
Q
)
g
= -3 i Y
Q
(@)
- sttt ettty (NN oty
[¢F]
fe)
g
zZ N e N Mt A R
c
(4]
()]
= o2r-|  |rmmmmmmm- - -
1 1
(n=54) (n=33) (n=76) (n=89) (n=49) (n=20)
Colorado Nevada Virginia
I ap ] Control

programs, a specialized public school re-
entry class, three vocational training pro-
grams, mental health and family preserva-
tion services, and substance abuse
treatment and relapse prevention pro-
grams. Access to services is enhanced
through the availability of flexible funds,

including IAP grant money and a $2 mil-
lion State subsidy for community-based
services. In addition to these brokered
services, parole staff provide a series of
direct services including life skills and
substance abuse counseling and youth
and parent groups.

Nevada's IAP has struggled to create com-
munity links and generally has had less
access to community agencies than is the
case in Colorado or Virginia. Historically,
the Nevada Youth Parole Bureau has had
little experience with service brokerage.
Consequently, for approximately the first
2 years of the project, IAP staff directly
delivered most of the services. In summer
1998, however, Nevada began to move
away from the direct service model. A day
treatment provider assumed the primary
responsibility for the core services re-
ceived by all youth (e.g., life skills training,
tutoring, anger management, continuation
of the Jettstream and Rational Recovery
classes). Other services are available to
IAP youth, but these are limited to pro-
grams that have had long-standing con-
tracts for services to all parolees, are oper-
ated by other governmental agencies, or
require fees for service.'s In an attempt to
provide a broader range of services, in ad-
dition to more individualized and readily
accessible services, Nevada identified five
potential contractors in mid-1996 who
could provide various levels of treatment
for mental health, substance abuse, and
other problems. Until only recently, how-
ever, a series of bureaucratic obstacles
and delays at the State level prevented the
finalization of these IAP-specific contracts.

Service involvement. Regardless of the
variations in service delivery models, large
percentages of IAP youth in each site re-
ceive services in several different areas,
and IAP clients, especially in Nevada and
Virginia, are consistently more likely to
receive services than their control counter-
parts. Data relative to the prevalence and
intensity of aftercare services delivered
to youth are presented in table 6 (see
page 14). These data need to be treated
with caution because of the low number
of control clients with reports on service
delivery in Colorado and Virginia.

In Colorado, a large percentage of IAP youth
are involved in each of the service ar-
eas. These youth are more likely than
controls to partake in employment, voca-
tional training, and substance abuse ser-
vices. The extent of IAP youth's service
involvement in Nevada and Virginia is strik-
ing. In both sites, approximately two-thirds
or more of the IAP youth are involved in
the various services. IAP clients also are
far more likely to be involved in each ser-
vice area (with the sole exception of em-
ployment) than are the control clients.

Although large numbers of IAP youth are
provided services, the data indicate that
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Figure 4: Percentage of Youth Subject to Surveillance-Related
Activities, by Site
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Note: Includes evening/weekend extended coverage, pagers, electronic monitoring, and other
surveillance methods.

they do not necessarily receive more in-
tensive services than control youth. In fact,
the results are quite mixed. In each site.
there are several service areas in which
the intensity of services is comparable for
both groups, other areas in which IAP youth
receive more intensive services, and still
other areas in which controls receive
more intensive services.

It is possible that the supervision practices
described previously and the service deliv-
ery patterns shown here could change over
time or with larger samples. However,
based on the current aftercare data, it ap-
pears that the sites have been quite suc-
cessful in accomplishing what is suggested
by the [AP model: because IAP clients are
high-risk, high-need youth, they need to be
handled with both extensive control and
extensive involvement in services.

Rewards and
Sanctions

Each site has developed IAP-specific,
graduated reward and sanction programs
for use in the institutional and aftercare

phases. Working with these programs, IAP
staff are able to consistently reinforce
positive accomplishments and consis-
tently respond to negative behavior in a
way that is proportionate to the violation.
The formality of the systems and how
they have been implemented differ not
only by site. but by phase (i.e., institu-
tional versus aftercare) within sites.

Institutional Rewards and
Sanctions

In Colorado and Nevada’s institutional
phase, staff have developed incentive pro-
grams as enhancements to the routine insti-
tutional reward/sanctioning systems.
Colorado’s “Bonus Bucks™ program allows
IAP youth to earn privileges (e.g., family
visits, extra phone calls) and tangible items
(e.g.. favorite food) for significant accom-
plishments such as attaining a treatment
goal. The program is popular with both
youth and staff, who report that it cut be-
havioral incidents by two-thirds after imple-
mentation. In Nevada, staff in the IAP cot-
tage have developed running, weight lifting,
and reading programs, all of which provide

incentives (e.g., favorite food, late nights,
movies) for reaching predetermined mile-
stones. In Virginia, institutional case manag-
ers in the different facilities use an informal
system of rewards and sanctions, but there
are differences in the scope of application
and the consistency with which they are
applied. At Beaumont (the institution with
the majority of IAP youth), the system his-
torically has not been used as routinely or
aggressively as at the Hanover Juvenile Cor-
rectional Facility. At Hanover, rewards and
sanctions are applied on a weekly basis to
respond to a youth’s behavior and in spe-
cial situations, such as completion of a
treatment program or a major rules viola-
tion. The Hanover case manager uses a
wide range of motivators including addi-
tional phone calls home, access to fast
foods or computer games, and permission
to wear “wave caps” or “doo rags.” Program
infractions or lack of progress in treatment
typically results in delayed or denied privi-
leges. Major violations of institutional rules
result in institution-imposed sanctions and
learning assignments that require the youth
to reflect on and write about the precursors
and consequences of his behavior.

Community Rewards and
Sanctions

The rewards/sanctions systems used in
the community are similar in principle to
those used in the institutions. The commu-
nity setting, however, generally offers a
wider array of potential rewards (e.g., movie
tickets. passes to sporting events or con-
certs, dinners out, recreation center mem-
berships, gift certificates) and sanctions
(e.g.. more restrictive curfews, community
service, house arrest, increased surveil-
lance. court reviews, revocation). Because
all three sites use some type of phase sys-
tem for aftercare supervision, movement
to a more restrictive phase in response to
violations, or to a less restrictive phase in
response to sustained progress, is a com-
mon tactic. In each of the sites, it also is
possible to place a youth in detention
for a biiel period in cascs of significant

noncompliance.

The structure of the sites’ rewards/sanc-
tions systems differs. Colorado’s tends
to be fairly unstructured, allowing case
mangers to choose from a whole menu of
rewards and sanctions and apply them
as they think best fits the individual and
his circumstances. Both Nevada and Vir-
ginia, however, have developed rather
elaborate systems that involve classify-
ing various behaviors or infractions into
multiple tiers and specifying the types of
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Table 6: Prevalence and Intensity of Service Delivery, Aftercare Phase

Colorado
Percentage of Youth Who Mean Hours/Days
Ever Received Service Per Month
IAP Control IAP Control
Service Type (n=54) (n=35) (n=54) (n=35)
Educational 52% 51% 12.0 days 15.9 days
Employment 59 40 14.8 days 16.8 days
Vocational training 48 25 8.7 hours 4.0 hours
Mental health/counseling 78 69 8.7 hours 12.7 hours
Drug/alcohol treatment 63 37 4.4 hours 4.3 hours
Life skills training 48 46 8.7 hours 7.7 hours

Nevada

Percentage of Youth Who

Mean Hours/Days

Ever Received Service Per Month
IAP Control IAP Control
Service Type (n=71) (n=84) (n=71) (n=84)
Educational 83% 55% 7.4 days 13.1 days
Employment 49 54 14.0 days  14.5 days
Vocational training 63 27 4.1 hours 5.1 hours
Mental health/counseling 66 19 5.8 hours 6.9 hours
Drug/alcohol treatment 76 18 3.3hours 6.4 hours
Life skills training 77 5 3.5 hours 27.8 hours
Virginia
Percentage of Youth Who Mean Hours/Days
Ever Received Service Per Month
IAP Control IAP Control
Service Type (n=50) (n=18) (n=50) (n=18)
Educational 62% 28% 9.5 days 7.8 days
Employment 40 44 10.5 days 12.9 days
Vocational training 66 39 13.4 hours 5.1 hours
Mental health/counseling 96 39 6.5 hours 11.4 hours
Drug/alcohol treatment 70 22 5.1 hours 5.3 hours
Life skills training 68 22 8.6 hours 5.8 hours

Note: Intensity-of-services data are based on case months during which the service was received.

rewards/sanctions that are considered
appropriate to each tier.!’

Reward/Sanction issues

Although the reward and sanction sys-
tems are used routinely in the sites, they
have not been easy to implement, espe-
cially in the community settings. Each of
the sites has had difficulties and contin-
ues to experiment with its system. For
example, Colorado had to revamp its en-
tire system after youth began to demand
rewards for meeting what were considered
routine expectations (e.g., reporting, at-
tending day treatment). Under the revised
system, rewards are linked only to the
achievement of objectives specified in the

youth’s behavioral contract. Nevada has
experienced problems with older, more
sophisticated youth’s unwillingness to
comply with some of the intermediate
sanctions imposed in response to their
rules violations. Virginia staff have noted
that for some youth, behavior deteriorates
so quickly and dramatically—progressing
from minor to major violations to
reoffending—that staff do not have time
to respond with progressive intermediate
sanctions. Finally, Nevada and Virginia
also have had to amend their approaches
to rewards because the progress among
high-risk parolees is frequently slow and
measured in small increments. As a result,
the reward systems currently emphasize

not only goal attainment, but also inter-
mediate steps toward those goals.

Lessons Learned:
Factors Facilitating
and Impeding
Implementation

IAP implementation experience to date has
brought out several issues that are instruc-
tive for the field. This section highlights
factors—both positive and negative—that
have influenced implementation across
the IAP sites.

Facilitating Factors

Following are some of the key factors that
facilitated initial program implementation.

® A real need addressed. Site staff be-
lieved that the [AP model addressed a
real need. Staff also believed that IAP
had the potential to alleviate many of
the pressing aftercare issues the sites
were experiencing, including high re-
cidivism and recommitment rates,
minimal or disjointed interventions,
and political pressure to do something
about serious juvenile offenders. From
the sites’ perspective, the model was
not just some new programmatic “add
on,” but a new way of doing business.
In addition, IAP had a strong concep-
tual appeal to administrators and staff,
who thought the model made practical
sense and who wanted to make it work.18

¢ Design flexibility. By specifying under-
lying program principles rather than a
detailed program design, the model
allowed each of the sites to adapt the
approach to local circumstances. The
high degree of flexibility in model de-
sign was a major selling point for local
administrators in their decision to pro-
ceed with implementation. Further,
giving administrators and staff the au-
thority and responsibility for determin-
ing exactly what the model would look
like at the local level helped ensure a
high level of commitment to the result-
ing program.

¢ A long-term perspective. The long-

term view and multiyear funding pro-
vided by OJJDP gave the sites time to
implement a complex project. In spite

of its conceptual appeal, implementa-

tion was not a simple undertaking. In-
stead, building and refining the model

was an incremental, often experimen- e
tal, multiyear process. OJJIDP’s long-

term perspective, however, gave the
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Contacts and Services During the Transition Period

To more closely examine the transition
process, NCCD has conducted analyses
of the extent of contacts and services
during the months immediately preceding
and following a youth's release from the
institution. The central question is
whether and to what extent service delivery
is intensified for IAP youth during this transi-
tion period. The analysis divided the entire
correctional intervention into four distinct
and mutually exclusive phases:

< The institutional phase.

< The institutional transition phase,
which is the 30 days (Nevada,
Virginia) or 60 days (Colorado)
immediately prior to release.

< The community transition phase,
which is the first 30 days on parole
in the community.

< The aftercare phase.

The analysis used only the subsample of
study youth who have already been re-
leased to aftercare.' Selected findings

to date are briefly summarized below.
These data indicate that the 1AP pro-
grams are in fact focusing on the transi-
tion period, especially the first month of
aftercare, and that contacts and services
are substantially more intensive for IAP
youth during this time.

Contacts

The figure compares the Virginia IAP and
control groups on the frequency of
monthly face-to-face contact between
youth and parole officers during each of
the four program phases. The data show
that there is a slight increase in contacts
for IAP—but not control—youth between
the institutional and institutional transi-
tion phases (i.e., the 30 days prior to
release). But in each of these first two
phases, there is no substantial difference
between the groups in the frequency of
contact. However, the frequency of con-
tact for IAP youth increases dramatically
during the first month of aftercare, and
there is a major difference between IAP
and controls during this period. The in-
creased frequency is to be expected,
as the youth are back in Norfolk, but the
magnitude of the contacts and the differ-
ences between |AP and controls suggest
a strong programmatic focus on this key
transition period. During the ensuing

Average Face-to-Face Contacts by Program Phase, Virginia
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Proportion of Youth Receiving Selected Services During First Month of
Aftercare, Community Transition Phase

IAP Site

Colorado Nevada Virginia

IAP  Control IAP  Control IAP  Control
Service Type (n=58) (n=48) (n=81) (n=96) (n=56) (n=34)
Education 38% 36% 58% 30% 43% 6%
Employment 41 15 23 24 21 9
Mental health/ 66 49 36 9 82 12

counseling

Drug/alcohol treatment 41 28 53 9 50 6
Life skills training 33 32 56 3 52 6

months of aftercare in Virginia, the fre-
quency of contact drops slightly but still
remains far greater than that which occurs
for control youth. Nevada and Colorado
data showed similar, but less dramatic, pat-
terns of increased contact during the tran-
sition periods.

Services

Data on the percentage of IAP youth who
are provided various types of services dur-
ing the first month of aftercare (see table)
also support the notion of intensified ser-
vices for IAP youth during the community
transition period. In Colorado, there are
several service areas (employment, coun-

seling, substance abuse) in which a
larger percentage of IAP than control
youth are involved during the first month
of aftercare. Similarly, in Nevada and Vir-
ginia. a substantially larger percentage of
IAP youth are involved in education, men-
tal health/counseling, substance abuse
services, and life skills programming.

"The youth used for these analyses (1) had been re-
leased from the institutions, (2) had a valid release
date available, and (3} had complete data forms for the
month(s) preceding or following the release date. The
samples are smaller for this analysis than in the rest of
the Bulletin, As a result, there will be some difierences
between the contacts and services data shown here
and those shown elsewhere in this Bulletin.
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sites sufficient time and resources to
implement the model.

Expert technical assistance. The ongo-
ing training and technical assistance pro-
vided by Drs. Altschuler and Armstrong
were indispensable sources of external
support for the projects. They brought
a high level of energy, commitment,
and expertise to the sites. Their exper-
tise was critical, particularly because
the details and nuances of the model’s
practical application cannot be gleaned
from publications or traditional experi-
ence. Drs. Altschuler and Armstrong
provided multiple well-received training
sessions, offered highly responsive
support, promoted cross-site learning
experiences, suggested practical alterna-
tives for dealing with implementation
problems, and generally nurtured IAP
program development.

Internal and external support. Colo-
rado, Nevada, and Virginia developed
external and internal support by gar-
nering cooperation from high-level
decisionmakers from related agencies,
managers of various operational units
(e.g., institutions, parole), supervisors,
and line staff. The sites used a variety of
mechanisms to gain support, but essen-
tially they gave these people a role in
planning and/or ongoing program devel-
opment. Particularly important was
the building of internal support at the
IAP line level by continuously involving
staff in program development and
implementation-related decisionmaking.

Committed leadership. There was com-
mitted and strong program leadership
at the operations level. The source of
this leadership varied by site, but each
had program leaders who thoroughly
understood and were committed to the
model, promoted the IAP “cause,” ag-
gressively addressed problems in imple-
mentation, and generally worked hard
to make the program successful. In New
Jersey, the weakening of the project co-
incided with a period when the IAP
leadership position was vacant and
then was assumed by staff who were
unable to devote sufficient time and
attention to IAP because of their addi-
tional responsibilities.19

Sufficient staff resources. Colorado,
Nevada, and Virginia all dedicated sui-
ficient staff resources to the project.
Caseloads were about half the size of
those handled by traditional staff. Al-
though this represented a substantial
investment of personnel, this investment

was necessary to enable the sites to
deal intensively with high-risk youth
with multiple problems and also neces-
sary to allow parole staff to assume
significant responsibilities for youth
during the institutional phase.

< Access to specialized grant funds. The

sites had access to specialized grant
funds. All the sites used some portion
of their OJJDP grants to help enrich ser-
vices for IAP youth. Colorado, Nevada,
and Virginia also had access to a much
larger amount of specialized State juve-
nile corrections subsidy money that
allowed them to significantly broaden
their access to community services.
Although these funds were not only
targeted to IAP youth, the projects
used them as important supplementary
funding that helped make IAP imple-
mentation fuller.

¢ Preexisting agency relationships. In
Colorado and Virginia, preexisting
agency relationships with community
resources (e.g., Colorado’s service pro-
vider network) directly affected the
level of implementation achieved in
those sites. Rather than having to start
from scratch in building a network of
service providers, they were able to
build upon already existing relationships
to access a wide range of services for
IAP youth. In contrast, Nevada and New
Jersey did not have these strong prior
connections, and while both sites devel-
oped access to several new resources,
their range of services and ease of ac-
cess remained more limited than in
Colorado and Virginia.

Barriers to Implementation

There also were several cross-site factors
that impeded IAP implementation.

¢ Unstable operating environments. At
various times and to varying degrees,
all the sites attempted to implement
the projects in the face of major and/or
frequent changes in their organiza-
tional environments. These changes
affected the ievel of support and atten-
tion afforded the pilots and sometimes
disrupted important relationships or
operating procedures. Nevada, for ex-
ample, faced not only several adminis-
trative changes but also a major reor-
ganization of the agency during the
second year of implementation. In Vir-
ginia, the introduction of the LEADER
program and a massive rebuilding
project at Beaumont required almost
all the attention of that facility’s key

Finally, New Jersey had to contend—

managers for more than 18 months. e

ultimately unsuccessfully—with two
major reorganizations and the revamp-
ing of the entire parole system.

Competing agency priorities. Related
to the impediment described above
were the size of the pilots and compet-
ing agency priorities. Unstable environ-
ments or not, the IAP projects were
small relative to the general institu-
tional and aftercare populations (e.g.,
15 to 30 youth in institutions that
house between 200 and 500 juveniles).
In spite of the appeal of IAP and gen-
eral support for the project, agency
administrators and managers in all the
sites had to deal with much larger is-
sues on a day-to-day basis. These is-
sues often drew managers’ attention
away from JAP-related concerns and
likely reduced the amount of proactive
support and routine involvement that
they may otherwise have given the pi-
lots. On the other hand, the size of the
pilots may have protected them from
the kind of negative attention that
could arise in conjunction with larger
program initiatives.

Crowding and aggressive diversion
practices. In all four sites, institutional
crowding was (and is) a major prob-
lem. In Colorado and New Jersey, the
corrections agencies were very aggres-
sive in trying to divert as many youth
as possible from secure facilities to
private beds (Colorado) or smaller,
less secure State-run facilities (New
Jersey). In Virginia, substantial diver-
sion was occurring at the local (Nor-
folk) court level after the introduction
of a series of programs designed as al-
ternatives to incarceration. The result
in all three sites was (1) a reduction in
the number of youth who were eligible
for IAP, (2) lower-than-expected program
enrollments, and (3) a “hardening” of
the IAP target population. In other words,
high-risk youth with better prospects
were placed in alternative programs,
while the most difficult remained at the
secure institution.20

Staff selection and training. In Nevada,
New Jersey, and Virginia, the IAP parole
officers all had difficulty making the ad-
justment from traditional styles of super-
vision to what was envisioned by IAP.
Although these problems were eventu-
ally overcome, they slowed implementa-
tion in the aftercare phase and created
considerable stress. In part, this was a
staff selection issue. Some of the sites
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would make the best IAP case managers
because of their experience, knowledge,
and skills. There also were personnel
rules that either gave priority to or re-
quired preference for veteran staff over
other new hires. However, some of these
staff had fairly entrenched notions of
how to “do” supervision, and it was of-
ten an office-bound, 9-to-5, traditional
approach.2! A lack of appropriate or
sufficient staff training in how to do the
“nuts and bolts” of intensive supervision
also contributed to these problems.

' assumed that the most experienced staff

< Staff turnover and vacancies. While all

the sites experienced some turnover, it
was a significant problem only in New
Jersey. The entire IAP staff and all staff in
positions directly related to IAP opera-
tions turned over (some, multiple times)
in a 15-month period between the sum-
mer of 1996 and the fall of 1997. This led
to enormous program instability and an
absence of any people with strong roots
in the model during the time that New
Jersey was making efforts to put its pro-
gram back on track. The staff vacancy
issue loomed large in Nevada and Vir-
ginia. In those sites, key staff positions
became vacant and went unfilled for ex-

' tended periods. These vacancies meant
that there were significant cracks in the
service delivery system. Consequently,
vacancies have hurt the overall level of
implementation in those sites.

¢ Distance between the community and
the institution. In Nevada and Virginia,
IAP youth were housed 2 to 3 hours’
driving time from the community and
the aftercare offices. This presented a
challenge to aftercare staff’s efforts to
maintain a routine schedule of institu-
tional visits, required considerable ex-
penditures of time, and impeded ef-
forts to involve family members in the
visits. Conversely, the Colorado institu-
tion is approximately 20 to 30 minutes
away from the community, and this
close proximity facilitated frequent
visits to the institution by case manag-
ers, parents, and treatment providers.
The success of IAP in Virginia and
Nevada, however, indicated that geog-
raphy was a problematic, though not
an insurmountable, barrier.

Conclusion

The IAP demonstrations in Colorado, Ne-
.racla, and Virginia have implemented pro-
grams that (1) largely reflect their program
designs and the intent of the JAP model and

(2) have resulted in supervision and ser-
vices for IAP youth that are quite different
from those received by regular parolees.
The sites have generated internal and exter-
nal support for the program,; identified and
selected the high-risk, high-need youth in-
tended by the model; and, using a team ap-
proach, have served them through small,
[AP-only caseloads. The projects also have
responded successfully to the central fea-
ture of the IAP model by developing a host
of mechanisms to facilitate the transition
between institution and aftercare. These
mechanisms include early parole planning,
routine institutional visits by the aftercare
case manager, and step-down structures
and procedures to modulate community
reentry. Results of the focus on transition-
related activities include a dramatically im-
proved level of coordination and communi-
cation between institutional and aftercare
staff and the ability to involve youth in com-
munity services almost immediately after
institutional release.

Finally, the IAP programs in all sites provide
youth with enhanced—and balanced—
supervision and services, especially dur-
ing the aftercare phase:

< Supervision teams (composed of pa-
role officers, parole aides/trackers,
treatment providers) help ensure the
delivery of intensive supervision.

¢ The frequency of contact between the
youth and the parole officer during af-
tercare is higher for the IAP group.

¢ AP youth are at least twice as likely as
controls to undergo evening and week-
end surveillance.

< 1AP youth are more likely than controls
to be involved in a range of services
during aftercare.

This is not to suggest that implementation
can be characterized as “complete,” that it
has been problem free, or that what the
sites have achieved has been relatively
easy to accomplish. Each site has labored
continuously to bring together the various
pieces of the IAP puzzle and make them
work in the local jurisdiction. Moreover, as
detailed above, there have been and con-
tinue to be areas of weakness in each site’s
implementation.

Now, in the fifth year of implementing IAP,
site staff continue to fine-tune their pro-
grams and aggressively address their
implementation issues. in general, how-
ever, it is clear that the strengths of each
program considerably outweigh the short-
comings and that IAP has been well imple-

mented in Colorado, Nevada, and Virginia.
What remains to be determined—through
NCCD’s outcome evaluation—is whether a
well-conceived and strongly implemented
IAP model will have the desired effect of
reducing recidivism and recommitments
among high-risk parolees.

Notes

1. The terms “aftercare” and “parole” are
used interchangeably in this Bulletin. Both
refer to the period of community supervi-
sion subsequent to release from secure
confinement.

2. Previous stages included (1) a compre-
hensive literature review and onsite assess-
ments of promising aftercare programs;

(2) the development of a theory-driven,
multifaceted intensive aftercare paradigm;
(3) the design of policies, procedures, and
training curriculums to support the model,
(4) orientation and training provided to
eight jurisdictions; and (5) selection of the
four demonstration sites.

3. This Summary is available through
0JIDP’s Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse by
calling 800-638-8736 or visiting OJJDP’s
Web site, www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org.

4. This Bulletin is based on an interim report
to OJIDP entitled The Intensive Aftercare
Program Demonstration Project: Interim
Implementation Assessment (November 1998).
The assessment report provides a cross-site
summary of IAP implementation and de-
tailed individual reports on each of the four
sites. The data presented in the report and
in this Bulletin are somewhat different in that
the assessment report covered the period
up to June 1998 while the Bulletin includes
information through December 31, 1998.

5. The model's three program elements
must be considered in local IAP design and
implementation. They include (1) external
environment and organizational factors,
which call attention to the need to ensure
that the locally developed model takes
into account its unique context (e.g., ad-
ministrative structures) and the need to
build support across the entire spectrum
of agencies that could be involved in or
affected by IAP; (2) overarching case
management; and (3) management infor-
mation and program evaluation, which
stresses the need to monitor the IAP pro-
gram carefully to ensure ongoing program
integrity and the need to assess program
impact through a formal comprehensive
evaluation.

6. Outcome data collection began in fall
1998 for the first wave of IAP and control
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participants, i.e., those who entered the
project during 1995 and 1996 and who
were released from the institution prior
to August 1, 1997. Because program enroll-
ments continued through at least Novem-
ber 1998, final outcome data will not be
available until spring 2001.

7. Because New Jersey was dropped as a
demonstration site, the focus of this Bulle-
tin is on Colorado, Nevada, and Virginia.
However, because New Jersey’s experience
is instructive, there are frequent references
to that site.

8. The primary example of this was in New
Jersey, where the Juvenile Justice Commis-
sion redesigned its entire parole system and
included several IAP features in the new de-
sign. The change was such that the IAP pilot
had reduced significance and IAP lost some
of its uniqueness. A less dramatic example
occurred in Virginia, where a Department of
Juvenile Justice policy change resulted in
the elimination of furloughs and early re-
leases from institutions. This eliminated
IAP’s ability to use early release to a tran-
sitional group home as a major incentive
for program compliance.

9. In New Jersey, the problem was never
really resolved. The original parole officers
made little progress in adapting to the new
model of supervision. They were replaced
in early 1997 by two younger, more ener-
getic staff. For a variety of reasons, how-
ever (including the project’s end), these
staff never had sufficient opportunity to
master intensive supervision.

10. The rationale for targeting high-risk
offenders is to ensure that the intensive
services available through the IAP model
are targeted to those most likely to commit
future offenses, thereby increasing the
program’s potential to reduce crime. With
outside technical assistance, the sites devel-
oped risk measurement tools using a cohort
of juveniles released to parole in the early
1990’s and outcome measures that included
any new arrest or revocation within a 1-year
period after release. The youth identified as
“high risk” on each of the scales had recidi-
vism rates of 60 to 70 percent, depending on
the site. In Colorado, for example, the recidi-

vism rate among high-risk youth was 68 per-
cent, while it was 41 percent for medium-risk
youth and just 22 percent for low-risk youth.

11. In New Jersey, the low number of intakes
combined with a high rate of program termi-
nations during the institutional phase had a
major impact on the planned use of the
community-based transitional facilities.
New Jersey’s 12-bed facilities were envi-
sioned originally as “IAP only” transitional
units, with attendant [AP-specific services. In
fact, there were rarely more than one or two
youth in them at any given time, and no
IAP-specific services were delivered.

12. All data on youth characteristics include
both IAP and control youth.

13. As used in this discussion, “transition”
refers to those activities intended to reinte-
grate youth gradually into the community,
regardless of when the activities occur dur-
ing the institutional and aftercare phases.
This is a slightly broader definition than
one that will be used subsequently, which
focuses on activities occurring during the
30 or 60 days immediately preceding and
subsequent to release from the institution.

14. These services are provided by the
institutional-community liaison. The va-
cancy in this position from February to
October 1998 created significant problems
for this transitional component. IAP staff
from Las Vegas filled some of the void
when they made their institutional visits.

15. Colorado IAP youth are seen by their
case managers on average 2.5 times per
month (versus 1.2 for controls), Nevada
youth on average 6.7 times per month (ver-
sus 2.0 for controls), and Virginia youth 10.4
times per month (versus 4.8 for controls).

16. The Nevada project has been quite suc-
cessful in creating and sustaining relation-
ships with (1) a wide range of businesses
that have contributed goods or services
that can be used as part of the IAP’s sys-
tem of rewards, (2) several volunteers who
have provided no-cost specialized classes
for program participants on topics such as
sexually transmitted diseases, and (3) a
group of employers who frequently hire
IAP youth.

17. Nevada’s reward system, for example,
uses four levels of incentives, ranging from
food items and compact discs (level I) to
concert tickets or $50 gift certificates (level
IV). The system also specifies which be-
haviors or accomplishments should be
rewarded—and at what level—in each of
several areas of functioning. These include
treatment plan compliance, good home be-
havior, and good school performance. Simi-
larly, the sanction system lists 23 different
potential violations and specifies the appro-
priate range of responses for each.

18. The appeal of IAP had ramifications for
juvenile parole generally in the sites. In
Colorado and Nevada, experience with the
pilot has led to discussions about how the
model might be implemented systemwide.
Virginia's early |AP experience strongly
influenced a decision to hire 20 intensive-
supervision parole officers to implement
portions of the model throughout the State.
In New Jersey, the new aftercare system
draws heavily on key components of IAP.

19. New Jersey's leadership issue needs to
be viewed, however, within the larger con-
text of the organizational change and the
Juvenile Justice Commission’s more press-
ing priorities. That is, limited leadership
was a factor in weakening the program,
but it also was related to larger issues.

20. These comments are intended to de-
scribe how crowding and diversion affected
IAP implementation, especially with respect
to achieving planned sample sizes for the
evaluation. They are not meant to suggest
that other sites implementing the IAP model
should discontinue efforts to divert youth
from institutional placement simply in order
to create a larger pool of IAP-eligible youth,
or that institutional crowding and diversion
practices somehow prohibit successful
implementation of the IAP model.

21. This is not to argue that highly experi-
enced case managers cannot or do not make
good IAP staff. What has proven problem-
atic is assuming that they will and there-
fore making experience a primary criterion
for selection.

= 18 € ~ - —
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Reintegration, Supervised
Release, anad Intensive

Aftercare

David M. Altschuler, Troy L. Armstrong, and

Doris Layton MacKemnzie

Over the past decade, interest in the
issue of aftercare for juvenile offenders
has grown tremendously. Jurisdictions
have sought new ways to reintegrate
youth being released from confinement
into their communities while also en-
suring public safety, and juvenile jus-
tice policymakers and professionals
have begun experimenting with after-
care and other reintegration models.
In the late 1980, the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) began supporting a long-term,
multistage research and development
initiative to design an intensive juve-
nile aftercare model. The final stages
(implementation and testing) of the
initiative, an experimental evaluation
of the Intensive Aftercare Program
Model (IAP) using random assignment
conducted by the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), are
well under way.

n “Reintegrative Confinement and
Intensive Aftercare,” Dr. David M.
Altschuler and Dr. Troy L. Armstrong
describe the IAP model, distinguish it
from other models and programs that

have been implemented and assessed
with varying degrees of success, and
analyze individual intensive aftercare
programs. While other aftercare evalu-
ations have not all been experimental
in design, the AP evaluation uses ex-
perimental methodology to gauge the
success of the four OJJDP-supported
projects currently implementing the
IAP model. Following Drs. Altschuler
and Armstrong’s comparative analysis,
Dr. Doris Layton MacKenzie provides a
commentary that reviews existing af-
tercare programs and studies of these
programs and reacts to Drs. Altschuler
and Armstrong’s conclusions. Dr.
MucKenzie exunines aftercare initia-
tives, including OJJIDP’s IAP model, in
light of the findings and recommenda-
tions of the University of Maryland'’s
report entitled Preventing Crime: What
Works, What Doesn’t, What’s Promis-
ing, which she coauthored. Together,
these analyses present a cutting-edge
examination of what has worked in
reintegrating juvenile offenders, what
has not worked, and why.

From the Administrator

If we are to succeed in our efforts

to combat juvenile delinquency and
recidivism, it is not sufficient to know
what works, or even to implement
programs based on that knowledge.
We need to ensure that the juvenile
justice system conducts comprehen-
sive front-end assessments of
court-involved youth, encompasses
a system of immediate and interme-
diate sanctions, and provides both
nonsecure and secure community-
based programs and facilities.

We must not stop there, however,
because the juvenile offenders
currently placed in secure confine-
ment will one day return to the
community. Hence, aftercare is
essential for youth released from
residential programs.

This Bulletin describes an intensive
juvenile aftercare model developed
from a long-term OJJDP research
initiative and compares it with other
approaches. An analysis of intensive
aftercare programs is also offered in
light of the publication of the Univer-

sity of Maryland repont, Proventing

Crime: What Works, What Doesn't,
What's Promising.

This analysis helps us to understand
what works—and what does not—in
reintegrating juvenile offenders into
their communities. More needs to be
determined, but this Bulletin is a
first step toward accomplishing that
crucial goal.

Shay Bilchik
Administrator




Reintegrative Confinement and

Intensive Aftercare

David M. Altschuler and Troy L. Armstrong

As the trend toward confining greater
numbers of juveniles in corrections facili-
ties continues (see table 1), increasing at-
tention is being paid to what happens once
they are released back into the community.
The “what happens” question frequently is
asked in reference to two closely related
issues. The first is whether released offend-
ers will commit additional crimes, particu-
larly person offenses, and thereby threaten
public safety. In fact, one of several motiva-
tions for prolonging incarceration is that
confinement is regarded by some as the
primary way to prevent offenders from
committing additional crimes. Implicit in
this view is the belief that incarceration is
insufficient to prevent or deter offenders
from committing crimes when released. A
second, and very closely connected, issue
centers on what is being done to ensure
that released juvenile offenders will not
continue to offend. Because there is so
much uncertainty surrounding the commu-
nity adjustment of juvenile offenders after
release, some believe the best policy is to
postpone release as long as possible.
Prolonged incarceration is problematic,
however, for several reasons. First, it is ex-
ceedingly expensive; second, many juvenile
institutions are already dangerously over-
crowded (see table 2) and space is scarce;
and third, its increased use has not demon-
strated measurable reductions in juvenile
arrests following the release of incarcerated
offenders.

In short, there is a growing interest and
need to learn more about what steps to
take to promote law-abiding behavior in
the community by juvenile offenders re-
turning from institutions. What can be
learned from prior and ongoing research
on corrections sanctioning, supportive
programming, and the imposition of social
control techniques when emphasis is
placed during the confinement phase
on linkage with aftercare? What type of
approach is likely to generate the most
positive outcome, and how can it be imple-
mented? Fortunately, considerable re-
search has been conducted on programs
that, to varying degrees and in distinctly
different ways, pursue a “reintegrative”
form of confinement. Much can be gleaned
from these programming initiatives and
their evaluations that can help not only
to shape the design and development of

future efforts and initiatives, but also to
guide their implementation and opera-
tions. Reintegrative confinement is defined
as an incarceration experience that in-
cludes a major focus on structured transi-
tion and a followup period of aftercare
characterized by both surveillance and
service provision in the community.

Transition and postinstitutional cor-
rections programming and supervision
have attracted considerable attention
across the country, in part because re-
search findings tend to indicate that
gains made by juvenile offenders in cor-
rections facilities quickly evaporate fol-
lowing release.! Other research findings
suggest that either better outcomes are
apparent or the potential for positive
impact is increased when a highly struc-
tured and enhanced transition from cor-
rections facilities into the community is
implemented in accordance with certain

!See, for example, Altschuler, 1984; Altschuler and
Armstrong, 1991; Baird. Storrs. and Connelly, 1984;
Catalano et al., 1988; Coates, Miller, and Ohlin,
1978; Whittaker, 1979.

specifications.? An important implication
of these findings is the growing realiza-
tion that incomplete, flawed, or highly
uneven implementation cannot produce
better outcomes for participating offend-
ers. Stated simply, when requirements
for implementing the basic program de-
sign are not met, success is unlikely.

What kind of requirements are in-
volved? In general terms, reintegrative
confinement emphasizes:

¢ Preparing confined offenders for reen-
try into the specific communities to
which they will return.

¢ Making the necessary arrangements
and linkages with agencies and indi-
viduals in the community that relate
to known risk and protective factors.

< Ensuring the delivery of required ser-
vices and supervision.

To the extent that these general speci-
fications are not met, there is little reason
to expect that reoffending behavior will
diminish or that the overall performance
of youth returning to the community will

2 See, for example, Altschuler, 1998; Deschenes.
Greenwood. and Marshall, 1996, Fagan, 1990;
Greenwood, Deschenes. and Adams, 1993;
Goodstein and Sontheimer. 1997; MacKenzie, 1997,
Sealock, Gottfredson, and Gallagher, 1995, 1997,
Sontheimer and Goodstein, 1993.

Table 1: The 1-Day Count of Juveniles Held in Public Facilities Rose 47%

From 1983 to 1995

Public Facility 1-Day Count

Percentage of Change, 1983-1995

Law violation
Delinquency
Person
Violent Index
Property
Drug
Public Order
Status Offense
Total

48%
52
109
99
=17
95
87
=21
47

< The increase was not evenly distributed across all offense categories, however. The
number of juveniles held for Violent Crime Index offenses doubled. The broader category
of person offenses (that includes such offenses as simple assault and kidnaping and the
Viotent Crime Index offenses) more than doubled.

<& The categories of drug and public order offenses also saw large increases.

¢ In contrast, there was a drop in the number of juveniles held for property crimes and status

offenses.

Source: Sickmund, M. (1997).

Note: Analysis of data from OJJDP’s Children in Custody Census 1982/83 and 1994/95

[machine-readable data files).




=

finement initiatives must be carefully as-
sessed to determine the extent to which
implementation adheres to a prescribed
model. In addition, different reintegration
initiatives must be examined in terms of
the specific required program elements,
components of the elements, and proce-
dures. Adherence to a theoretically
flawed model is no more likely to produce
a positive result than is low-quality imple-
mentation of a sound model.

'mprove. Accordingly, reintegrative con-

This Bulletin provides an overview of
what has been learned from research and
practice about designing, developing, and
implementing aftercare initiatives that
place a high priority on reintegrative
confinement, structured transition, and
followup in the community. Corrections
approaches incorporating reintegrative
confinement are not widespread. Few
of these efforts have been rigorously
evaluated. However, a small number
of such initiatives have been well docu-
mented and analyzed in considerable
detail. There is also related research
and program development work on in-
tensive aftercare. Collectively, this knowl-
edge base offers important insight and
guidance.

It is critical to note that much of the re-
cent experimentation with innovative juve-
nile aftercare programming has focused on
ways to develop more effective “intensive”
approaches. However, the approaches dif-
fer in terms of what “intensive” means and
what specialized modalities and practices
must be incorporated programmatically.
These differences emphasize a variety of
issues, including anticipated caseload size
and frequency of contact, classification and
assessment procedures, criteria for target-
ing youth appropriate for participation in
this kind of intervention framework, and
the respective roles of surveillance and
treatment/service provision activities to
maximize long-term, prosocial community
adjustment and normalization. Questions
include:

¢ What constitutes a measurable thresh-
old of intensity in terms of supervision
and services?

¢ What range of offender profiles (with
regard to delinquent histories and/
or special problems/needs) defines
the parameters for referral to these
programs?

What technology can be brought to
bear to better identify and match
clients to effective intervention?

Table 2: On February 15, 1995, 69% of Public Facility Residents Were
Held in Facilities Operating Above Their Design Capacity

All Public Facilities

Residents

Percentage Held

Percentage in Facilities
Operating Operating
Above Above
Design Capacity Total Design Capacity Total Design Capacity
All public facilities 1,080 40% 69, 929 69%
Fewer than 31 residents 595 21 8,543 29
31-110 residents 324 58 18,506 59
111-200 residents 90 63 13,141 66
201-350 residents 39 82 10,075 82
More than 350 residents 32 88 19,664 91
< 40% of public facilities housed more residents than they were constructed to

hold—a greater proportion than in 1991 (36%).

< The larger a facility's design capacity, the more likely it was to be operating over capacity.

o Small facilities {designed for fewer than 31 residents) accounted for the largest number of

over-capacity facilities.

Source: Sickmund, M., Snyder, H.N., and Poe-Yamagata, E. (1997).

The programs and developmental
work discussed in this Bulletin represent
attempts to answer such questions.

In the following pages, the small body
of research and developmental work on
intensive aftercare is briefly reviewed,
highlighting both the lessons learned and
the pitfalls experienced. First, however, it
is useful to explore the underlying ratio-
nale, both theoretical and empirical, that
has led selected jurisdictions across the
country to focus on intensive juvenile af-
tercare. This discussion is followed by a
description and brief analysis of the indi-
vidual intensive aftercare initiatives.

The AP Model

One model or conceptual yardstick
against which transition and aftercare
programs can be measured is the IAP
model, developed with OJIDP funding by
Drs. Altschuler and Armstrong (1994a,
1994b). Its usefulness as a guide for exam-
ining program design and implementation
rests in its identification of specific pro-
gram elements, components of the ele-
ments, and services that address what are
commonly regarded as essential aspects
of reintegrative corrections programming
(see figure 1). One of IAP's components,
the requirement that both surveillance
and treatment services be provided, has
been found relevant to success in both

intensive supervision programs (ISP’s) for
probationers (Petersilia and Turner, 1993;
Byrne and Pattavina, 1992) and boot
camps (MacKenzie and Souryal, 1994).
Many researchers believe that the suc-
cess is related to active, direct interven-
tion in the home community and social
network within which the offending origi-
nated. This is also where various prob-
lems and needs related to family, school.
employment, peer group, and drugs sur-
face. However, when the response is pre-
dominantly, or exclusively, a matter of
offender surveillance and social control
(e.g., drug and alcohol testing, electronic
monitoring, frequent curfew checks, strict
revocation policies) and the treatment
and service-related components are lack-
ing or inadequate, the indication is that
neither a reduction in recidivism nor an
improvement in social, cognitive, and
behavioral functioning is likely to occur.

Attention is thereby drawn to the ex-
tent and nature of both the surveillance
and service components as reflected in
the implementation and day-to-day opera-
tion of the aftercare program. Regarding
services in particular, the question is
whether institution-based treatment fo-
cusing specifically on “criminogenic” (i.e.,
predictive of future criminal activities)
needs (see Andrews and Bonta, 1994) is
compatible and consistent with treatment
in the community. Specialized treatment
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in the institution is likely of little long-
lasting value if it is not relevant to pressing
concerns in the daily lives of offenders
in the community and not carefully and
consistently reinforced in this setting.
The lack of such services in either the
institution or the community is equally
detrimental, because the former offers
the potential for establishing a powerful
foundation on which to build and the lat-
ter offers the potential for transferring
newly learned skills and competencies to
the very community in which the offender
will reside (see, for example, Altschuler,
1984; Altschuler and Armstrong, 1995b;
Whittaker, 1979).

Strategies to develop a service struc-
ture that spans institution and community
involve several major challenges. Allocat-
ing sufficient numbers of qualified staff
and funds to support service provision at
the level required in both the institution
and community is critically important
and challenging. Cost sharing, leveraging
funds, in-kind contributions, contracting,
public-private partnerships, and reallocat-
ing portions of existing budgets are some
of the approaches that are being used.
Developing the organizational capacity
and wherewithal to facilitate the consis-
tency and compatibility of service deliv-
ery between the institution and com-
munity is another critical challenge.
Strategies designed to foster such com-
patibility include bringing into the institu-
tion specialized service providers and

agency staff based in the community,
providing joint staff training, establishing
interagency case management teams,
adopting and tailoring for institutional
use those practices and approaches that
closely resemble promising treatment and
service modalities found in the commu-
nity programs, and conversely, applying
promising techniques initially developed
for institutional use (such as anger man-
agement or aggression replacement) to
community-based programs. In short, the
intent is to have community-based after-
care services parallel those that are first
initiated in the institution and institu-
tional services geared to achieve essen-
tially the same purposes as those that will
be achieved in the community. The key
service areas around which both the insti-
tution and community-based providers
need to organize their respective efforts
in tandem are family, peers, schooling,
work, and drug involvement (i.e., drug
use and drug selling). Program develop-
ments in these areas need to be encour-
aged by funding support, reflected in or-
ganizational policies and procedures, and
promoted through carefully designated
staff roles and responsibilities, training,
and career advancement.

Regarding supervision and control in
the community, a critical question relates
to how various practices can work in con-
cert with the required services. Drug and
alcohol testing, attendance and curfew
checks, electronic monitoring, and track-

ing are all valuable supervision practices
that can be used to encourage participa-
tion in required services and adherence
to rules and conditions. In fact, close su-
pervision and tracking that increase the
probability of detecting noncompliance
with, and nonparticipation in, required
services may well discourage lack of co-
operation, especially when coupled with
graduated responses. The key is having a
strategy to heighten surveillance in a way
that promotes participation in treatment.
Such a strategy is essential because re-
search suggests that recidivism declines
only when offenders are simultaneously
receiving both supervision and treatment-
related services.® Again, adequate re-
sources and organizational ability are
clearly necessary to promote the imple-
mentation of programs that truly incorpo-
rate sufficient levels of supervision and
services.

€

Research findings repeatedly have
shown that providing high levels of
supervision to lower risk offenders re-
sults in poorer performance, not better.*
One reason frequently cited to explain
this pattern is that intensive supervision
tends to be accompanied by an increase
in detected technical violations that, by
definition in many studies, is one measure

3 See. for example, Byrne and Pattavina, 1992;
Gendreau. 1996; Petersilia and Turner. 1993.

4 See, for example, Andrews, 1987; Baird, 1983; Erwin
and Bennett, 1987; Markley and Eisenberg. 1986.
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of program failure. Moreover, when in-
creases in technical violations become
he basis for more revocations and
reincarcerations, intensive supervision
actually becomes a contributor to insti-
tutional crowding. Another problem is
related to the lack of evidence indicating
that technical violations, per se, are pre-
dictive of future criminality (see, for
example, Petersilia and Turner, 1991;
Turner and Petersilia, 1992). This raises
two fundamental questions. First, what
is accomplished from the perspective

of crime prevention and control by
reincarcerating technical violators?
Second, what is accomplished by impos-
ing intensive supervision on offenders
who are already at low risk for reoffend-
ing? Another reason why lower risk of-
fenders tend to perform poorly when
subjected to intensive supervision is the
tendency of some individuals, particu-
larly adolescents, to react negatively to
the pressures created by highly intrusive
supervision. Given the negative reac-
tions, it appears that intrusive supervi-
sion techniques are counterproductive
to the intended goal of supervision. In-
sight into the dynamics between level of
supervision and offender performance
has prompted numerous observers to
suggest that the level of community su-
pervision provided be commensurate
with the actual level of risk posed by the
offender in the community.?

Recent Juvenile
Aftercare Initiatives

As discussed above, there has been
increasing interest in initiatives that can
provide:

¢ Institutional services that subse-
quently lend themselves to application
and reinforcement in the community.

¢ Highly structured, smooth transitional
experiences at the point of community
reentiy.

¢ Intensive multimodal and multiphased
programming during a period of
community-based aftercare.

Unfortunately, few evaluations have
examined the design, implementation,
and impact of these efforts. However,
these evaluations are enormously valu-
able in identifying strengths and weak-
nesses of the programs and in pinpoint-
ing how future efforts can build on what

% See, for example, Andrews, 1987; Baird, 1983; Erwin
and Bennett, 1987; Markley and Eisenberg, 1986.

has been learned. The programs are
quite diverse, not only in design, but in
the extent to which they have been suc-
cessfully implemented and in the nature
of their impacts. A critical examination
of these evaluated programs must focus
on at least three dimensions:

O Are there an identifiable program
model and a philosophy that specify
how the program design and strategy
are expected to induce change, and
do the model and philosophy make
sense?

¢ Did the program actually implement its
model and philosophy in accordance
with the requirements?

< What kind of impact did the program
have?

The following sections examine five
juvenile aftercare initiatives. Each pro-
gram is briefly described and analyzed,
and the basic findings and implications
are highlighted in the context of the three
key dimensions.

The Philadelphia Intensive
Probation Aftercare
Program

The Philadelphia Juvenile Probation
Department’s IAP was developed to test
the efficacy of an intensive reintegration
approach for adjudicated youth in transi-
tion from State juvenile corrections facili-
ties back into the community. The experi-
ment was prompted by the realization that
the most serious, violent, and habitual
segment of the State’s delinquent popula-
tion was being inadequately served. The
inadequacy was due, in part, to the ex-
tremely large cascloads of the supervising
probation officers, the resulting low level
of contact with offenders in both the insti-
tution and the community, and a lack of
specialized resources and services in the
community. Using an experimental design,
Sontheimer and Goodstein (1993) evalu-
ated the program. Eligible incarcerated
juveniles had to have at least one prior
adjudication for aggravated assault, rape,
“involuntary deviate sexual intercourse,”
arson, robbery, or a felony-level narcotics
offense or at least two prior adjudications
for burglary. These juveniles were ran-
domly assigned to the program or a

control group that received the customary
aftercare supervision. The participating
juveniles were predominantly African-
American (81 percent). Their average age
at placement was 17.2 years, and they had
an average of five prior arrests—more than
90 percent had at least one prior arrest for
a felony-level offense—and had spent

an average of 10.8 months in confinement.

Additional aftercare probation officers
were hired to work exclusively with IAP of-
fenders. Each officer was given a caseload
of no more than 12 youth in the community
and also was responsible for making regular
contact with incarcerated IAP offenders
assigned to their caseload. IAP officers
were expected to meet monthly with the
confined offenders, institutional staff,
and the parents or guardian in the home
and to prepare a postrelease plan. After
offenders were released, officers were given
operational guidelines on:

¢ Minimum number of contacts with the
juvenile per week, which was to de-
cline gradually with satisfactory
performance by the juvenile.

< Minimum number of contacts with
parents and collaterals (e.g., school,
work).

¢ Contacts during nonbusiness hours
including evenings and weekends.

Despite these requirements, implemen-
tation fell considerably short in several
key areas (Sontheimer and Goodstein,
1993; Goodstein and Sontheimer, 1997).
These shortcomings are not surprising,
because program planners did not address
some fundamental issues related to pro-
gram design and philosophy. In fact, after-
care staff reportedly received few guide-
lines about the philosophy or mission of
the program (Sontheimer and Goodstein,
1993, p. 204):

The program was not defined, for
example, as emphasizing a social
control or rehabilitative perspec-
tive. No effort was madc to articu
late whether the emphasis of the
program would be on enhancing
family ties and prosocial relation-
ships, on facilitating educational
or vocational growth, on increasing
probationers’ perceptions of ac-
countability through surveillance,
or on some other combination of
principles assumed to reduce
criminality.

Supervising officers were simply given
the contact requirements and then fol-
lowed a relatively traditional casework




approach to supervision. These officers
also maintained a reactive, nonindividual-
ized approach to noncompliance. As a
result, the quality of probation service de-
livery remained unchanged for some time
and contact between officers and juveniles
was problematic during nontraditional
hours (Goodstein and Sontheimer, 1997).
Another operational component not incor-
porated into the program design and,
therefore, absent in program implementa-
tion for a substantial period of time was a
graduated response capability in the form
of incentives and consequences. In terms
of staffing and leadership, following an
enthusiastic startup period, the six-
person intensive aftercare team experi-
enced complete turnover. Consequently,
many of the participating line staff had no
supervising officers for extended periods.
This severe turnover problem—and the
difficulties that both preceded and fol-
lowed it—most likely created enormous
programmatic turmoil and confusion. In-
deed, it is hard to imagine how the pro-
gram could not have faltered somewhat
under such circumstances. Over the full
course of implementation, however, the
program found its footing and evolved
into a model that began to incorporate
many of the social control and service
delivery elements necessary for an effec-
tive reintegrative model of incarceration,
transition, and aftercare (Goodstein and
Sontheimer, 1997).

The outcome evaluation of the Philadel-
phia IAP employed a classic experimental
design with random assignment of cases.
The evaluation was based on the perfor-
mance of 44 experimental and 46 control
cases. The juvenile offenders in this sample
were released from a single youth correc-
tions facility between December 1988 and
January 1990 and were tracked until May
1990. Thus, the followup period that was
defined as time following completion of
aftercare ranged from 3 to 17 months, aver-
aging 11 months. The study found that the
intensive aftercare group exhibited a sig-
nificantly lower average number of rear-
rests than the control group (1.65 versus
2.79) and a significantly lower number of
felony arrests (0.41 versus 0.76), but the
percentage of subjects rearrested was the
same (Sontheimer and Goodstein, 1993).
In short, the findings indicate that when
routine aftercare is compared with the
reintegrative intensive aftercare imple-
mented in Philadelphia, the latter pre-
vented participating juvenile offenders
from incurring multiple arrests and did no
worse than the former in the percentage
of offenders who were rearrested.

Juvenile Aftercare in a
Maryland Drug Treatment
Program

\\\,

The Maryland Department of Juvenile
Justice received a grant from the Center
for Substance Abuse Treatment (CSAT) to
develop an aftercare program that would
complement short-term residential treat-
ment for chemically addicted or drug-
abusing juvenile offenders. Sealock,
Gottfredson, and Gallagher (1997, 1995)
evaluated this program, which included
only youth who resided in Baltimore City.
Drug-abusing youth from a number of
other Maryland counties were also com-
mitted to residential treatment facilities
by judges, but no aftercare was provided.
The residential treatment was to include
Alcoholics Anonymous group sessions
and offer academic courses, recreational
opportunities, vocational education, work
assignments, and social activities. After-
care for Baltimore City juvenile offend-
ers was to consist of three phases. Dur-
ing prerelease, the services of a family
therapist were to include assessment, de-
velopment of a treatment plan, and fam-
ily work. During the intensive phase (the
first 2 months in the community), staff
were to have daily contact with the par-
ticipants and hold youth support group
meetings and family support sessions.
Additionally, an addiction counselor was
to provide individual counseling and in-
home family therapy. The final transi-
tional aftercare phase was to include at
least two meetings per week with the
case manager, two meetings per month
with the addiction counselor, and the
continuation of family support groups. On
an as-needed basis, other community-
based services and family therapy were
to be provided.

The evaluation examined both the resi-
dential and aftercare experience. Youth
in aftercare treatment, all of whom were
from Baltimore City, varied substantially
in several characteristics from those who
received residential treatment and no af-
tercare, all of whom were from outside
Baltimore. The group from Baltimore City
had a higher percentage of nonwhites, ex-
hibited a greater number of prior offenses,
were younger at first referral to the justice
system, and had offense histories that re-
flected greater involvement with drugs and

more property offenses than comparison
youth. The residential treatment services
provided were found to be highly uneven
in scope and quality. Although assess-
ments for drug problems and drug educa-
tion took place, much less happened in
relation to encouraging family participa-
tion, providing family therapy, conducting
psychological assessments, and holding
individual counseling sessions. In fact, the
evaluators found that most of the residen-
tial program'’s intermediate goals (e.g.,
increasing coping skills, internal control,
family communication) were not realized.
Further, it was noted that a 2-month resi-
dential treatment program might not have
been sufficient for a youthful, drug-
involved population (Sealock, Gottfredson,
and Gallagher, 1997). Finally, although
some positive effects were observed dur-
ing residential treatment, the evaluators
found that this component required addi-
tional strengthening (Sealock, Gottfredson,
and Gallagher, 1995).

Curiously, the evaluators also found
that youth who received aftercare treat-
ment spent less time in the residential
drug treatment program (by 12 days) than
youth in the comparison group, who also
experienced some additional residential
placements (Sealock, Gottfredson, and
Gallagher, 1997). According to the re-
searchers, this finding suggests that the
aftercare services actually may have
replaced more expensive, and possibly
more effective, residential treatment
services. The problem related to family
participation is again noted in relation to
aftercare, but at this point, of course, the
youth were back in the home directly in-
teracting with family. Additionally, al-
though the average number of weeks spent
in the intensive phase of aftercare was 33,
not the 8 weeks planned, the average juve-
nile had only 29 contacts with stalff, less
than one per week, nowhere close to the
daily contact envisioned by the model.
Finally, attrition became a significant prob-
lem. Of the 162 juveniles who began the
aftercare prerelease phase, only 54 entered
the transitional phase, and of those, only
36 entirely completed the aftercare phases.
In short, few of the aftercare clients re-
ceived much aftercare, and for those who
did, the quality and nature of the services
provided were highly suspect.

The evaluation found that aftercare ser-
vices of the quality and intensity delivered
in the Maryland program were not benefi-
cial (Sealock, Gottfredson, and Gallagher,
1997). Specifically, aftercare clients had no
fewer alleged or adjudicated offenses
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overall than youth in the comparison

roup, meaning that there was no differ-

nce in the level of reoffending in general.
Aftercare clients were, however, adjudi-
cated delinquent for more drug offenses
than those in the comparison group, and
there was no evidence indicating a pro-
gram effect related to increasing family
supervision or communication, reducing
family violence, decreasing health prob-
lems, or increasing problem-solving skills.
On the positive side, aftercare clients com-
mitted significantly fewer new crimes
against persons than their counterparts in
the comparison group.

The Skillman Intensive
Aftercare Project
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Two experimental intensive aftercare
programs for chronic delinquents in De-
troit and Pittsburgh were evaluated by
.Greenwood, Deschenes, and Adams

(1993). Over 2 years, approximately 100
juveniles completing residential place-
ments in each city were randomly as-
signed to either intensive aftercare or
regular supervision. The programs were
developed and operated by two separate
private providers committed to the
Skillman program model that emphasized
five components:

O Prerelease contacts and planning in-
volving the assigned aftercare case-
worker, the youth, and the family,
beginning at 3 months before release.

¢ Intensive supervision contacts in the
community, starting at several per day
and gradually diminishing.

<

Assistance in family stabilization.

¢ Mobilization of supportive community
resources, particularly in relation to
education and jobs.

< Enlistment of role-modeling, motivated
caseworkers.

In terms of actual implementation, the
two programs differed in the timing of
the youth's release from placement, the

intensity of implementation, and the
';anctions that could be imposed. The

profiles of participating offenders also
varied. In the Detroit program, juvenile

offenders were confined in one of the
State of Michigan’s training schools for
an average of 17.1 months. Early release
played no role in the effort. The average
age at first arrest was 14.4, and the par-
ticipants averaged 2.5 prior arrests.
More than half of the Detroit participants
were known to be drug dealers, nearly
half had drug use problems, and the cur-
rent offense of slightly more than half
was a crime against persons. In Pitts-
burgh, a privately run wilderness pro-
gram with an average length of stay of
10.2 months was used for this experi-
ment. The average age at first arrest was
14, and the participants averaged 4.6
prior arrests and 3.7 adjudications. Their
current offenses were mostly property
crimes. The study found no difference
between experimental and control
groups in the proportion of youth ar-
rested, self-reporting of offenses, or drug
use during a 12-month followup period.

Equally important, youth in the experi-
mental programs did not participate any
more frequently in educational or work
activities than did control group youth.
Also, most of the families viewed delin-
quency as the youth's personal problem
and were not interested in making major
changes in their own behavior or activi-
ties. Further, in neither of the two sites
did the aftercare program have a signifi-
cant effect on the youth’s associations
with delinquent peers. In the Detroit pro-
gram, which was characterized by longer
lengths of stay and no possibility of early
release, no savings were apparent in resi-
dential placement costs. Consequently,
the aftercare program simply produced
an overall increase in cost per placement.
In Pittsburgh, where reduced time in resi-
dential placement was an explicit part of
the program, total placement costs were
slightly reduced.

Given the absence of any impact on
the participation of the experimental
group in school and work, family involve-
ment, and delinquent peer associations,
there is little reason to expect lowered
recidivism. Greenwood and colleagues
(1993) took the position that a number of
factors explain the results, including:

¢ Aftercare workers provided only gen-
eral support and assistance, rather
than targeting specific problems that
were contributing to risk.

O Aftercare workers did not devote
sufficient attention to programming
that addressed risk factors related
to delinquent behavior, for example,

substance abuse treatment and anger
management.

¢ Deployment of a surveillance/casework
approach was inappropriate, particu-
larly given the kind of problems and
high level of temptations encountered
by these youth after they returned to
their home communities.

¢ More formal methods of assessing
ongoing needs and progress were
needed, including drug testing, reports
by third parties, or tests of specific
skills.

The Michigan Nokomis
Challenge Program
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The Nokomis Challenge Program was
started in 1989 by the Michigan Depart-
ment of Social Services (DSS) as an alter-
native placement to traditional custodial
settings for medium- and low-risk juve-
niles. Instead of placement in a long-term
residential facility, the program offered
3 months in a remote, 40-bed wilderness
challenge facility, followed by 9 months
of aftercare surveillance and treatment.
The model called for a three-stage wilder-
ness challenge experience that included
orientation and assessment, challenge,
and community survival. The model em-
phasized cognitive/behavior training, so-
cial and survival skills, and family work.
During the residential stage, the youth
and their families were to be seen every
2 weeks at the facility by a community
treatment worker (CTW), who was also
expected to meet with the family once a
week in the community. CTW’s were pro-
vided undcr contract by seven different

private agencies located across the State.

The aftercare component included a
number of distinct phases, each with
separate tasks and goals for the youth
and family. Reentry into the community
was marked by virtual house arrest for
30 days. During the initial 3 months, the
minimum level of contact required of
the CTW was three contacts per week
with the youth, including one with the
family. The program placed great em-
phasis on family participation in the
treatment process, with the CTW acting
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as the primary family worker. The pri-
vate agencies also provided community
contact workers (CCW’s) to conduct
surveillance, initially at least three
times per day with the youth and once
per day with the family.

Using a quasi-experimental design,
Deschenes, Greenwood, and Marshall
(1996) evaluated this programming effort.
Participation in the Nokomis Challenge Pro-
gram was limited to adjudicated youth who
were 14 years of age or older. The majority
(64 percent) of the juveniles targeted for
Nokomis were African-American youth who
were approximately 14 years old at the time
of their first arrest, with an average of three
prior arrests plus two prior adjudications.
Their average age at the time of placement
in the program was 16.5 years. Roughly 29
percent of the offenses committed by the
youth entering Nokomis were crimes
against persons. Thirty-seven percent were
property crimes, 16.5 percent were drug-
related offenses, and 17.5 percent were
other types of crime. Approximately 20 per-
cent of youth participating in the experi-
ment were known gang members; 42 per-
cent were drug dealers; and 55 percent
were drug users.

The outcome evaluation was based on
an analysis of 97 youth in the Nokomis
Program and a comparison group of 95
youth in a traditional residential pro-
gram. The evaluation focused on basic
social adjustment and familial function-
ing and also on criminality and drug use.
Although both the Nokomis and compari-
son group participants showed some
positive changes in coping mechanisms
during the residential period, both
groups had experienced setbacks by the
24-month followup. In the area of family
functioning, the evaluation revealed a gen-
eral decline in both groups at 24 months.
Arrest records indicated no difference be-
tween the groups at 24 months in the over-
all proportion with a new felony arrest;
however, the Nokomis youth self-reported
less involvement in drug sales than did
those in the comparison group. Overall,
the self-reported frequency of substance
use declined slightly from intake to 24-
month followup, but there was no differ-
ence between the two groups.

What might explain the overall similar-
ity in impact? One possibility is suggested
by the finding that Nokomis participants
only received formal substance abuse
treatment during the residential phase
and that, compared with traditional resi-
dential programs, the alternative program
apparently offered less family counseling.

Even so, the families of youth in the ex-
perimental program were no worse off
than the families of youth in traditional
residential care.

Nokomis also encountered a substan-
tial problem in successfully retaining
participants during the first 12 months
(including residential and community
phases). A staggering 60 percent of youth
in Nokomis were either transferred to or
placed in another custodial program dur-
ing the first year, and an additional 10 per-
cent were rearrested during the second 12
months of the 24-month study period. In
contrast, only 16 percent of the partici-
pants in the traditional residential pro-
gram (where length of stay averaged 15.5
months) did not successfully complete
the program; 14 percent were rearrested
during the remaining months in the 24-
month study period. Deschenes, Green-
wood, and Marshall (1996) conclude that
the main weakness in Nokomis was re-
lated to the community phase, which is
the ultimate test of any sanction or dispo-
sition. During that phase, youth in the
traditional residential program were rear-
rested at about the same rate. It should
also be noted that the initial 3 months of
residential placement in Nokomis could
well be regarded as relatively short-term,
particularly since that was the only time
spent by offenders in drug treatment.
Deschenes, Greenwood, and Marshall
(1996) conclude that, regardless of the
intervention, youth who were released
back into the same environment faced the
same difficulties in readjusting to the
community setting without relapse. The
researchers recommend strengthening
the community phase, particularly with
reference to treating substance abuse,
improving family functioning, and target-
ing younger juveniles.

OJJDP’s Intensive
Aftercare Program

Since 1987, OJJDP has been funding
research and development activities in
the area of intensive juvenile aftercare.

A decade ago, growing concerns about
crowding in juvenile corrections facilities,
high rates of recidivism, and escalating
costs of confinement prompted OJIDP to
examine the juvenile aftercare philosophy
and practice and to explore options for
reform. As originally formulated, the
program had four stages:

< Assessing programs currently in op-
eration or under development and
reviewing the relevant research and
theoretical literature.

__L

< Developing a program prototype
(model) and related policies and
procedures.

< Transferring the prototype design to
a training and technical assistance
package.

¢ Implementing and testing the proto-
type in selected jurisdictions.

Initiated as a research and development
project conducted by the Johns Hopkins
University Institute for Policy Studies in
collaboration with the Division of Criminal
Justice at California State University at
Sacramento, the IAP project culminated
in a four-State national demonstration de-
signed to test a model of intensive after-
care developed by this Bulletin’s authors.
The four pilot programs are as follows:

& Colorado. The IAP project in Colorado is
operated by the State Division of Youth
Corrections (DYC), Department of Insti-
tutions and serves parts of Arapahoe,
Denver (including greater metropolitan
Denver), and Jefferson Counties. The
site benefits from its proximity to the
juvenile offenders’ home communities.
Only 18 miles from downtown Denver,
Lookout Mountain Youth Services Cen-
ter (LMYSC) is a secure facility whose
residents include the most serious and
violent delinquent youth in the DYC sys-
tem. LMYSC houses IAP participants in a
single cottage.

¢ Nevada. The Division of Nevada Youth
Corrections Services’ Parole Bureau
operates the State’s IAP project. Clark
County, which has the greatest concen-
tration of serious juvenile offenders
committed to State confinement, was
selected as the pilot site. The 150 miles
between the offenders’ home commu-
nity of Las Vegas and the Caliente
Youth Center, the participating youth
corrections facility, presented a signifi-
cant challenge to implementing the IAP
model.

O New Jersey. New Jersey's IAP project
focuses on high-risk youth from Camden
and Essex (Newark) Counties. These
youth are incarcerated in a single cot-
tage at the New Jersey Training School
for Boys (NJTSB) in Jamesburg. From
NJTSB, IAP participants are moved into
affiliated residential centers in the two
counties that provide a stepdown transi-
tion for community reintegration.

¢ Virginia. The Intensive Parole Program
(IPP), Virginia’s IAP project, is designed
for chronic offenders who have been
committed to the Beaumont Juvenile
Correctional Center by the Norfolk

¢
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Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court.
A Norfolk Youth Network Community
Assessment Team (CAT) handles all IPP
cases. CAT works with parole officers,
offenders, and offenders’ families to
identify treatment, service needs, and
agencies that can address problems.

For a more detailed description and
discussion of these sites, see Altschuler
and Armstrong (1995b, 1996, 1997). De-
tails of program eligibility and selection
are found in table 3.

These demonstration projects followed
7 years of research, development, and train-
ing activity and are presently in the midst
of their third year of operation, with the
exception of the New Jersey site, which has
been discontinued due to implementation
difficulties related to restructuring and
system reform.

The IAP model currently being tested
is theory-driven, risk and needs assess-
ment based, and empirically grounded

(Altschuler and Armstrong, 1995a, 1994a,
1994b, 1994c, 1991). The model empha-
sizes the identification, preparation, transi-
tion, and reentry of “high-risk” juvenile
offenders from secure confinement back
into the community in a gradual, highly
structured, and closely monitored fashion.
Consequently, it can be viewed as a form
of reintegrative confinement. A multifac-
eted and integrated approach to commu-
nity reentry, the IAP model requires an
overarching case management process

Table 3: 1AP Eligibility and Selection

IAP Site
Eligibility Criteria Colorado Nevada Virginia
Legal status Committed Committed Committed

County of residence

Denver, Arapahoe,

Clark (Las Vegas)

City of Norfolk

Jefferson
Facility placement Lookout Mountain Caliente Beaumont
Hanover (since 3/97)
Risk of reoffending High risk High risk High risk
Gender Males Males Males
Age 12-18 12-18 13-18 (16-18
prior to 3/97)
Excluded offenses None Sex offenders Murder, rape, arson

(with determinant
commitment to age 21)

Excluded conditions

Severe mental health
problems; developmental
disabilities.

Severe mental health
or medical problems.

Pending charges or
sentence in adult court;
potential rescinded
commitment; severe
mental health or sub-
stance abuse problems;
prior IAP.

Location and timing
of selection

At separate diagnostic
facility; after completion of
30-day assessment and
classification process and
facility placement decision.

While in local
detention; prior to
assessment and classifi-
cation process. (I1AP
selection determines
facility placement.)

At separate diagnostic
faciiiiy; afier 60-day
assessment/classification
process and facility
placement decision.

Number of youth,
randomized to 11/30/98

IAP
Control

Total

82
68

150

104
108

212

76
45

121

Source: Weibush, McNulty, and Le, 1998.
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that guarantees substantial contro! over
released juvenile offenders and enhanced
service delivery focusing on recognized
risk and protective factors. To reduce the
level of recidivism and relapse, the IAP
model also requires that working collabo-
rations be forged across diverse profes-
sional and agency boundaries.

A number of previous research and pro-
gram development efforts have developed
frameworks for intervening with serious
and chronic juvenile offenders (Elliott and
Voss, 1974; Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton,
1985; Weis and Hawkins, 1981; Fagan and
Jones, 1984), but these projects have gener-
ally not directed much attention to the spe-
cial structural and systemic problems that
must be confronted in devising strategies
that will enable high-risk offenders to make
a successful transition back into the com-
munity. Distinctive to the IAP model is the
focus on the numerous issues and concerns
arising from the mostly disconnected and
fragmented movement of offenders from
court disposition to juvenile authority and/
or institution, to aftercare supervision and
discharge. Consistent with this approach, a
number of principles for programmatic ac-
tion have been identified and incorporated
as a foundation for the IAP model:

< Preparing juveniles for progressively
increased responsibility and freedom
in the community.

< Facilitating interaction and involve-
ment between juveniles and the
community.

< Working with offenders and targeted
community support systems (families,
peers, schools, employers) on those
qualities needed for constructive inter-
actions that advance the juveniles’
reintegration into the community.

< Developing new resources and support
services as needed.

< Monitoring and testing the capacity of
juvenile offenders to receive—and the
community to provide—services and
support.

The demonstration programs have been
given flexibility to structure and apply the
IAP model within local contexts, as long
as the program meets certain specifica-
tions. Many of these requirements revolve
around the IAP design for overarching
case management. It is this dimension of
the model that defines how clients are
identified for particular levels and types
of supervision, how clients can be tracked
through the system without falling
through the cracks, and how specific

techniques can aid in the provision of
supportive activities and sanctioning
measures necessary for client supervision
in the community. The requisite compo-
nents of case management are:

¢ Risk assessment and classification for
establishing eligibility.

< Individual case planning that incor-
porates a family and community
perspective.

¢ A mix of intensive surveillance and
enhanced service delivery.

¢ A balance of incentives and gradu-
ated consequences coupled with the
imposition of realistic, enforceable
conditions.

¢ Service brokerage with community
resources and linkage with social
networks.

To date, the demonstration sites have
been engaged in selectively fine-tuning
and elaborating certain components and
features in their particular program ap-
plications. The major challenge has been
the need to adapt the generic IAP model
to the specific problems, needs, and cir-
cumstances of the individual jurisdic-
tions. As a group, all have identified and
acted on the following programming
strategies vital to following the basic
framework of the model:

< Defining the overall aftercare function
in a fashion that guarantees the inciu-
sion of staff and program components
across the entire continuum, from the
point of judicial commitment and resi-
dential placement to the termination
of community supervision (see table 4).

¢ Designing the network of community-
based services in a way that responds
comprehensively to the problems and
needs of serious and chronic juvenile
offenders.

¢ Devising a framework for case man-
agement that ensures continuity of
supervision and service delivery,
matches clients with appropriate
interventions, and brings the most
objective procedures to inform
decisionmaking in the areas of risk
and need.

¢ Focusing on collaborative, interagency
approaches to supervision and service
provision.

The IAP initiative has been funded to
include an independent evaluation that in-
corporates random assignment using an
experimental design. The evaluation, which
is being conducted by the National Council

on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), in-
cludes both process and outcome dimen-
sions. Because IAP participants have only
recently begun to be discharged from after-
care, outcome results involving substantial
numbers of participating youth are not yet
available.

Comparative Analysis
of the Five Aftercare
Projects

Heavily focused on design and imple-
mentation issues, the initial IAP research
and development project sponsored by
OJIDP was planned to build on the existing
knowledge base in the field about inten-
sive aftercare. From this starting point, the
QJIDP project was to propose a testable
model that would include clear guidelines
covering program principles, components,
and features that appear most promising
for reducing rates of recidivism among tar-
geted youth making the transition from
institutional confinement back into the
community. The factfinding, model devel-
opment, and implementation work that
has been part of the IAP initiative has as
its goal identifying and incorporating pre-
cisely those factors vital to success. From
its inception, the IAP project was con-
ducted with the idea of building on the
existing knowledge base in the youth cor-
rections field about juvenile aftercare. Of
course, the final word on the effectiveness
and suitability of the IAP model awaits the
results of the experimental design,
multisite outcome evaluation.

¢

The five projects presented in this
Bulletin are being widely discussed in
the field. This review has highlighted their
basic design, the status of their imple-
mentation, and, if known, the outcomes.
Table 5 takes the IAP model and uses it to
capture critical design and implementation
features of these five projects.® The table
enumerates the essential components and
procedures that characterize IAP opera-
tions. They are organized within the
phases of the aftercare continuum (i.e.,
institution, transition, community). In each
phase are listed the specific characteris-
tics being used as criteria for comparison
across projects. In addition, there are
separate headings regarding implementa-
tion and evaluation issues. The four
projects are listed side-by-side on the top
of the table. IAP is used as the baseline
(represented by the enumeration of

5For a detailed description of the 1AP model, see
Altschuler and Armstrong, 1994b.
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characteristics) against which compari-
sons are being made.

In light of the discussion of the IAP
model, the five aftercare programs dis-
cussed here, and the information in table
5, a number of key issues and challenges
for program policy, design, implementa-
tion, and evaluation become evident.

The implementation of juvenile aftercare
programming is still in its infancy. There
have been notable omissions in both pro-
gram design and operation, yet there have
also been some positive results. Although
the overall picture is mixed, the evaluations
and the IAP research and development
work clearly point to reforms and changes
that are needed. Recommended reforms
and changes are highlighted below.

First, community-based aftercare
is one part of a reintegrative corrections

continuum that must be preceded by
parallel services in the corrections
facility and must include careful prepa-
ration for the aftercare to follow. Institu-
tional services need to be geared to the
services, opportunities, and challenges
that exist in the community to which the
juvenile will return. The institution or
residential corrections facility cannot op-
erate in isolation from aftercare and the
community. Institutional services that are
inadequate, inconsistent, incompatible, or
disconnected in relation to what will be
encountered in the aftercare community
are likely of little long-term value. Addi-
tionally, high-quality institutional services
are likely of little value if they are not
carefully reinforced and followed up in
the aftercare community. Accordingly,
aftercare is only one phase of the correc-
tions process. The development, imple-

mentation, and evaluation of aftercare
require equal attention to what occurs
during the institutional and transitional
stages of corrections jurisdiction. The
challenge is that institutional corrections
is often highly resistant to change and
opposed to interference from the “out-
side.” Institutional programming has be-
come reintegrative in numerous in-
stances, but it typically requires strong
leadership from the top and a commit-
ment to developing a working partnership
between the institution, community cor-
rections, and the judiciary.

Second, aftercare is frequently
funded and staffed at levels far below
what is required to provide truly inten-
sive supervision and enhanced service
delivery. The community aftercare

(continued on page 15)

Table 4: 1AP Management and Staffing”®

Component

IAP Site

Colorado

Nevada

Virginia

Administrative agency

Colorado Division of
Youth Corrections

Nevada Youth Parole
Bureau

Virginia Department of
Juvenile Justice

' Program coordinator

DYC Community Services
Coordinator
(central office)

Clark County Parole
Unit Manager
(local office)

Parole Services Manager
(central office)

Primary IAP staff

Institution

Community

3 IAP Client Managers

IAP Institutional/
Community Liaisont

2 IAP Case Managers
2 Field Agents
Parole Unit Manager
Education Liaison

O 0 0 o

o 2 IAP Case Managersf

o 3 IAP Parole Officers
o Parole Aidef

Other key staff

o Cedar Cottage Treatment
Team Coordinator

o 4 Group Leaders

1-3 MSW Interns

IAP Researcherf

o

-]

[+

“B” Cottage Manager
o |AP Data Coordinator

° Reception/Diagnostic
Facility IAP Case
Manager

o Data Coordinator

IAP staff/client ratio¥

Institution

Community

Client Managers: 1/18
(18 = in + out)

Liaison: 1/22 (in)

Parole Officer + Agent:
2/20 (out)

Case Manager: 1/15 (in)

Parole Officer 1/15
(in + out)

'Source: Weibush, McNulty, and Le, 1998.

Note: “in” = in the institution; “out” = in the community.

* Data current as of 5/31/98.

T The position is funded by OJJDP through the IAP grant.
 Staff/client ratios shown are based on program design.

-




|

Table 5: Juvenile Aftercare Matrix

Program/Study
Characteristics
(IAP Model)

Philadelphia
Intensive
Probation

Aftercare

Maryland
Aftercare
Program

Institutional Phase

PROGRAM DESIGN "~

Skillman
Intensive
Aftercare Project

R

Michigan
Nokomis
Challenge
Program

Prerelease
planning

Community sources
offer input via
probation officers.
Preparation of
postrelease plan.

Family therapist
assesses, diagnoses,
develops family
contract, and begins
weekly family

group sessions.
(Highly uneven
implementation.)

Aftercare caseworker
commences contacts
with youth and family
3 months prior to
release.

Planning for
community reentry
is initiated 30 days
after placement in
residential phase.

Involvement of
outside agencies
and individuals
in institution

Probation officers
meet with
institutional staff
and juveniles.

Family visits facility

at least once; therapist
involves youth in
family assessment
session. (Less than
half of youth involved
in family assessment
session.)

Not indicated.

Parents meet with
confined children,
institutional staff,
and a community
worker once every
2 weeks.

Targeted
community
activities during
confinement
period

Probation officers
meet with parents on
regular basis in the
community.

Family attends weekly
group sessions with
therapist and support
groups. (Low family
involvement.)

Not indicated.

Community
workers see
parents once
per week

at their home.

Transitional Phase

Testing and
probing of reentry
prior to placement
in community

Not indicated.

Not indicated.

Not indicated.

Not indicated.

Structured
stepdown
process using
residential
placement or
intensive day
treatment

First 6 weeks with
very high level of
probation officer/
client contact. No
use of intensive day
treatment or short-
term residential
treatment.

Initial period of intense
contact, followed by
lesser contact with case
manager, addiction
counselor, and family
therapist. No use of
intensive day treatment.

First few weeks after
release from facility
with carefully pre-
scribed program.
Average number of
monthly contacts was
10 over 6 months in
Detroit; 60 over 6
months in Pittsburgh.
Contacts tapered off
after the first 2 months.
Pittsburgh uses a
transition group home.

Initial month of
virtual house arrest.
Level of community
worker/client
contact also

high during first

3 months. No use
of intensive day
treatment or short-
term residential
treatment.
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.Table 5: Juvenile Aftercare Matrix (continued)

Program/Study
Characteristics
(AP Model)

Philadelphia
Intensive
Probation
Aftercare

Maryland
Aftercare
Program

Skillman
Intensive
Aftercare Project

Michigan
Nokomis
Chalienge
Program

Community Followup

Provision of
multimodal
treatment
services

Few prescribed
activities but some
emphasis on education
and vocational
activities.

Wide spectrum of
services offered with
links made to com-
munity resources.

Efforts to improve
family functioning
through counseling
and to link clients
with education
program. Jobs fell far
short of expectations.

A variety of re-
quired program-
ming activities.
Some major
questions about
quality of delivery.

Discrete case
management
services

Required procedures
neither highly de-
veloped nor clearly
articulated.

Three articulated levels
of intervention: pre-
release, initial inten-
sive aftercare, and
transitional aftercare.

Not highly developed.

Not emphasized.

Use of graduated
sanctions and
positive

. incentives

Not indicated.

Not indicated.

Not indicated for
incentives. Pittsburgh
sanctions permitted
return to group or
wilderness program.

Not indicated.

Provision of
supervision and
surveillance
beyond ordinary
working hours

Thirty percent of
contacts by probation
officers required to
occur outside normal
office hours.

Not indicated.

Not indicated.

Supplemental sur-
veillance activities
provided by spe-
cialized commu-
nity workers.

Reduced caseload
size/increased
frequency of
client contact

Aftercare caseload

of 12 youth under
community super-
vision versus standard
70-120. Far higher
level of contact than
usual.

Caseload size unknown.
Clients had 3.2 average
monthly contacts
during aftercare or

32.4 contacts over
approximately 10
months.

Caseload size of 6.
Experimental group
received far more
contacts than control

group.

Aftercare caseload
of 10 youth. Higher
level of contact

for supervision,
treatment, and
surveillance.

Multistage
decompression
process

Procedures for
gradual, phased
reduction in

level of imposed
control during

6 months of after-
care supervision.

Intensive stage of after-
care was 33 weeks long,
not 8 weeks as planned;
youth had less than 1
contact per week on
average. During
transitional phase of
aftercare, clients met
with case managers
less than once every

3 weeks on average.

Contacts tapered
off over time in
aftercare.

Framework and
procedures for a
diminishing level
of supervision and
control during
aftercare.

Table continues on next page.
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Table 5: Juvenile Aftercare Matrix (continued)

Program/Study
Characteristics
(AP Model)

Philadelphia
Intensive
Probation

Aftercare

Maryland
Aftercare
Program

IMPLEMEN

Skillman
Intensive
Aftercare Project

Michigan
Nokomis
Challenge
Program

Designated No special procedures None indicated. None indicated. No special
procedures to or activities. procedures or
facilitate full activities.
implementation
Documentation Research team Researchers studied Implementation Evaluator observed
and tracking of assessed quality and implementation through| studied through youth program activities,
implementation extent of implemen- client interviews, and staff interviews, administered
process tation through selec- official records, staff program records, and questionnaires, and
tive interviews of stalf, interviews, and official record data. interviewed clients
clients, and parents. tracking forms. and parents.
Extent of Evaluators determined All three phases of Mixed results. Mixed results in all
intended that program ran aftercare suffered from program sectors.
implementation smoothly only in later serious implementation See program
achieved months. deficiencies, and most summary for more

Research design

Experimental.

objectives of the short-
term residential

Nonexperimental with
use of a comparison

group.

details.

Experimental.

Quasi-experimental
with effective
matching
procedure.

Target population

Male delinquents
committed to State
youth corrections and
exhibiting chronic
histories of severe
criminality.

Drug-involved juveniles
committed to residen-
tial facilities with after-
care compared with
drug-involved youth
committed to facilities
without aftercare.

Chronic offenders.

Chronic serious
male delinquents
committed to
State youth
corrections.

Sample size

90 cases: 44 in
experimental group
and 46 in control

162 youth entered pre-
release aftercare; of
these, 54 entered

99 cases in Detroit:
50 in experimental
group and 49 in control

192 cases: 97 in
experimental
group and 95 in

group. transitional aftercare; group. control group.

of these 36 completed
aftercare. Recidivism: 87 cases in Pittsburgh:
120 in aftercare and 46 in experimental
132 in comparison group and 41 in control
group. group.

Significant Yes. Generally no, though No. No.

findings slightly mixed.

favoring inten-
sive aftercare!

See program summary for details.
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portion of reintegrative confinement
cannot be accomplished “on the cheap.”
Employing sufficient staff who are well-
trained, closely supervised, profession-
ally qualified, and personally committed
is an absolute requirement for effective
aftercare. Resolving issues related to
family, peers, education, employment,
and substance abuse requires knowl-
edgeable individuals who have the requi-
site competency in these areas and are
willing to go “that extra mile” in problem
solving. Whether through the mecha-
nisms of partnering with other public
agencies or through contracts with pri-
vate organizations, there can be no
doubt that a sustained response in the
areas of family, education, employment,
and substance abuse must be a funda-
mental part of the corrections response
in juvenile aftercare.

Third, intensive aftercare, in contrast
to “standard” aftercare, requires close
attention via formal assessment proce-
dures to determine which offenders are
in need of a level of intervention that
includes both highly intrusive
supervision and enhanced treatment-
related services. Identifying which seg-
ment of the incarcerated juvenile offender
population is most likely to recidivate is a
key to successful intensive aftercare pro-
gramming. This approach ensures alloca-
tion of limited resources to those juvenile
offenders who are most at risk of recidi-
vating and who frequently fail unless
highly structured, intensive community-
based interventions are deployed when
they are released from confinement. Tar-
geting the appropriate group also pre-
cludes the possibility of applying these
kinds of stringent and highly intrusive
techniques to lower risk offenders, who
have been shown not to benefit from the
imposition of such corrections strategies.

Fourth, it is clear that a reduction in
caseload size and an intensification in
ievei of coniacis are widely accepied
operational principles for intensive af-
tercare programming. Yet, “more” con-
tact with staff is not necessarily a mea-
sure of more productive interaction,
since a higher level of contact in itself
reveals virtually nothing about what is
happening during these important peri-
ods of contact. Further, specific guide-
lines and policies about the nature and
purpose of increased contact are critical
if these interactions are to have positive,
longer term impact. Tied to intensification
of supervision is a need to incorporate a

graduated response capability, in terms
of both administering sanctions and pro-
viding incentives during the community
phase of these programs. Given the high-
risk potential of this identified offender
population, it is inevitable that the re-
quired increased level of contact will re-
sult in the detection of technical viola-
tions and program infractions. The
availability of graduated incentives to
minimize the frequency of violations and
graduated consequences to respond pro-
portionately and appropriately to mis-
conduct is critical.

Finally, it would be a misreading of
the research discussed above to con-
clude that it is not possible to craft a

workable model of reintegrative con-
finement, which necessarily includes
aftercare as its final phase. Movement
toward reintegrative confinement within
the youth corrections system is occur-
ring, but much remains to be accom-
plished. Examples of success—in terms
both of implementation and of outcome—
can readily be identified. However, false
starts also abound, characterized by inad-
equate and poorly articulated frameworks
that seem to lend themselves to uneven
implementation. Nationwide support for
effective juvenile aftercare programming
is growing. Policymakers must seek inno-
vative reforms in the juvenile justice sys-
tem to promote effective aftercare. O

Commentary: The Effectiveness off
Aftercare Programs—Examining the

Evidence

Doris Layton MacKenzie

The first essay in this QJJIDP Bulletin, by
Altschuler and Armstrong, critically evalu-
ates recent juvenile aftercare initiatives and
presents a proposed model for an effective
aftercare program. The authors review the
aftercare initiatives by asking whether the
program had an identifiable philosophy,
whether it was implemented in line with
this philosophy, and what impact the pro-
gram had on the participants.

This commentary assesses what is
known about juvenile aftercare programs
based on a report entitled Preventing
Crime: What Works, What Doesn't, What's
Promising (Sherman et al.,, 1997). The
report added an additional dimension
to the examination of new initiatives—
namely, whether there is sufficient evi-
dence to conclude that such initiatives
are effective in preventing crime. The
report weighed both the scientific merit
and the outcomes of the research to
draw conclusions about the effectiveness
of the programs in reducing recidivism.
Juvenile aftercare programs must be
evaluated on the basis of the scientific
evidence. The question addressed in
this commentary is whether there is
evidence that aftercare programs of
the type proposed by Altschuler and
Armstrong are effective in reducing the
recidivism of juveniles.

Crime Prevention and
What Works

The 104th Congress directed the Attor-
ney General to provide a “comprehensive
evaluation of the effectiveness” of the
money given in grants from the U.S. De-
partment of Justice to State and local
communities. In 1997, a research team at
the University of Maryland prepared the
above-cited report. The research team
investigated the effectiveness of crime
prevention programs in seven different
institutional settings: communities, fami-
lies, schools, labor markets, places (spe-
cific premises), police, and criminal jus-
tice. The report, referred to as “The
Maryland Report,” assessed effectiveness
by weighing the strength of the scientific
evidence.

While traditional crime prevention ef-
forts are directed toward people who are
not yet involved in crime, the broader
definition adopted in The Maryland Re-
port includes any setting that reduces
crime in the community. By definition,
therefore, programs in the courts and
corrections that focus on reducing the
criminal activities of adult and juvenile
offenders were considered crime preven-
tion efforts. The chapter on criminal jus-
tice settings examined interventions that
focus on six different potential methods
for reducing crime in the community:
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incapacitation; deterrence; rehabilitation;
community control; structure, discipline,
or challenge programs; and combinations
of rehabilitation and control. The assess-
ment of the model of aftercare proposed
by Altschuler and Armstrong that follows
draws on the findings of The Maryland
Report on the effectiveness of juvenile
programs in reducing the recidivism of
delinquents.

Judging the Scientific Merit

There is an enormous body of criminal
justice literature on crime prevention
efforts. However, little of this literature
examines the impact of crime prevention
strategies. Instead, much of the research
describes different types of programs
and the manner in which they are imple-
mented. The research that does exist of-
ten is of such poor quality that it does not
permit one to draw conclusions regarding
the effectiveness of the program studied.

The scientific standards for inferring
causation have been clearly established
and can be used to evaluate the strength
of evidence included in each program
evaluation. The Maryland Report used a
scale of 1 to 5 to summarize the scientific
rigor of the studies examined. The scores
generally reflect the level of confidence
that can be placed in an evaluation’s con-
clusions about cause and effect, with a
score of 5 indicating the strongest evi-
dence and a score of 1 considered so low
in scientific rigor that the results were
excluded from conclusions about a topic.
Studies were evaluated by determining
their scientific merit and the outcomes.
The scientific method scores reflect the
strength of the evidence about the effect
of the programs on recidivism. The out-
comes (direction and size of the effect)
were evaluated based on differences be-
tween the treatment group, which re-
ceived the intervention, and the control
or comparison group, which did not re-
ceive the intervention.

A large body of research on corrections
programming for juveniles is in agreement
with Altschuler and Armstrong. However,
the quality of much of this research is dis-
appointingly poor. Many of the studies
only describe the program being evaluated
and give recidivism rates for the partici-
pants without providing any information
on the rates for a comparable group of ju-
veniles who did not participate. Therefore,
it is impossible to draw conclusions about
the impact of the program. Other research
attempts to make comparisons between
different groups of participants and

nonparticipants. However, the research is
so poorly designed (a score of 1 or 2 on
the Maryland scale) that it is impossible to
rule out alternative explanations for the
outcome results.

Corrections
Rehabilitation
and Treatment

While there is still some debate about
the effectiveness of rehabilitation (e.g.,
Lab and Whitehead, 1988; Whitehead and
Lab, 1989), recent literature reviews and
meta-analyses provide strong evidence
that rehabilitation programs can effec-
tively change offenders.” This body of lit-
erature can guide the examination of what
works in corrections programming for
juveniles. In general, reviews of the litera-
ture show positive evidence of treatment
effectiveness (Andrews et al., 1990). For
example, in a series of literature reviews,
the proportion of studies reporting posi-
tive evidence of treatment effectiveness
varied from near 50 percent to 86 percent.
In reviewing these studies, Andrews and
colleagues conclude, “This pattern of re-
sults strongly supports exploration of the
idea that some service programs are
working with at least some offenders un-
der some circumstances” (1990:372).
From this perspective, the important
issue is not whether something works,
but what works for whom.

Some approaches to treatment are bet-
ter than others. Psychological research-
ers emphasize that effective treatment
programs must follow some basic prin-
ciples (Gendreau and Ross, 1979, 1987,
Cullen and Gendreau, 1989). Recent meta-
analyses found that effective corrections
treatment programs follow these basic
principles (Lipton and Pearson, 1996;
Andrews et al., 1990). It appears that to
be effective in reducing recidivism, treat-
ment programs must:

<O Be carefully designed to target the
specific characteristics and probiems
of offenders that can be changed in
treatment (dynamic characteristics)
and that are predictive of future crimi-
nal activities (criminogenic character-
istics), such as antisocial attitudes
and behavior, drug use, and anger
responses.

" Andrews and Bonta, 1994; Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge,
1990; Andrews et al., 1990; Palmer, 1975; Gendreau and
Ross, 1979, 1987.

priate for the participating offenders
and that uses therapeutic techniques
known to work (for example, the pro-
gram must be delivered as designed,
and treatment must be provided by
appropriately educated and experi-
enced staff).

< Be implemented in a way that is appro-€

¢ Require offenders to spend a reason-
able length of time in the program con-
sidering the changes desired (deliver
sufficient dosage).

O Give the most intensive programs to
offenders who are at the highest risk
for recidivism.

¢ Use cognitive and behavioral treat-
ment methods based on theoretical
models such as behaviorism, social
learning, or cognitive behavioral theo-
ries of change that emphasize positive
reinforcement contingencies for pro-
social behavior and are individualized
as much as possible.

The question is: How closely do these
principles of effective treatment apply to
the model of juvenile aftercare proposed
by Altschuler and Armstrong? Most nota-
bly, none of these principles refer directly
to the reintegration focus of their model.

The principles of rehabilitation summa-
rized above give little guidance on whether
an emphasis on reintegration will be more
effective than other types of programs. It
has not been shown that recidivism will be
reduced by the emphasis on “preparing
confined offenders for reentry into the spe-
cific communities to which they will re-
turn” (p. 2), and by “making the necessary
arrangements and linkages with agencies
and individuals in the community that
relate to known risk and protective fac-
tors” (p. 2). On the other hand, the
components of the treatment process ad-
vocated by Altschuler and Armstrong are
supported by the meta-analyses research.
As Altschuler and Armstrong argue, pro-
grams must be implemented in a manner
that is consistent with the design of the
program (i.e., have therapeutic integrity)
and provide sufficient time in treatment

to permit change to occur.

Treatment Programs
for Juvenile
Delinquents

Juvenile crime is often serious and
may represent a significant proportion of
the total criminal activity in a community.
It is usually assumed that adolescents
deserve and require special handling
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because they are in a formative period

nd criminal behavior at this stage of life

ill not necessarily be continued into
adulthood. Therefore, rehabilitation has
particular appeal for use with juveniles.
Theoretically, rehabilitation is the focus
of corrections programs for juveniles. In
practice, however, as occurs with adult
programs, juvenile rehabilitation pro-
grams may be poorly implemented.
Strengthening implementation of existing
rehabilitation and delinquency prevention
programs could substantially reduce fu-
ture criminality.

Broad assessments of the effectiveness
of delinquency treatments have greatly
benefited from the rise of meta-analysis,
in which researchers aggregate the con-
tinuously growing research literature to
examine and compare the effect sizes
(magnitude of differences between
groups) for comparisons of treatment and
control groups. The most extensive meta-
analysis examining the effectiveness of
juvenile delinquency programs was con-
ducted by Lipsey (1992), who examined
443 different research studies.® Lipsey's
analysis focused on interventions or
treatments designed to reduce, prevent,
or treat delinquency or antisocial behav-
jor problems similar to delinquency. In
54.3 percent of the studies he examined,
the treatment group did better (in most
cases this finding refers to a reduction in
recidivism) than the control group. Con-
sidering all treatment program studies
combined, 45 percent of those who re-
ceived treatment were expected to recidi-
vate, in comparison with 50 percent of the
nontreated control group. In more de-
tailed analyses, Lipsey worked to identify
the characteristics that were most impor-
tant in determining differences between
treatment and control groups. The more
effective programs were predicted to re-
duce recidivism substantially (once the
methodology effects were controlled for).
For instance, as compared with a 50-
percent recidivism rate for the control
group, only 32 to 38 percent of the juve-
niles who were given employment and

8 This was a more extensive analysis than previous
meta-analyses, which had focused on delinquents in
residential programs (Garrett, 1985) and treatment of
adjudicated delinquents (Gottschalk et al., 1987; White-
head and Lah, 1989). Although the conclusions from
these analyses differed, all yielded a positive mean ef-
fect of about the same order of magnitude (one-fourth
o one-third of a standard deviation superiority for the
reatinent group outcome compared with the control
group outcome). See also the early discussion of the
Andrews et al. (1990) meta-analysis in this Bulletin.

multimodal or behavioral programs were
estimated to recidivate.

Overall, the results of Lipsey's meta-
analysis indicated that more effective
programs:

¢ Provided larger amounts of meaningful
contact (treatment integrity) and were
longer in duration (more dosage).

¢ Were designed by a researcher or had
research as an influential component
of the treatment setting.

¢ Offered behavioral, skill-oriented, and
multimodal treatment.

There was also evidence that more
effective programs targeted higher risk
juveniles, but this difference was small
and nonsignificant. On the other hand,
treatment in public facilities, custodial
institutions, and the juvenile justice sys-
tem was less effective than other alter-
natives, suggesting that treatment pro-
vided in community settings may be
more effective. If this effectiveness is the
result of increased linkages with agen-
cies and individuals in the community,
then Lipsey’s work supports the pro-
posed emphasis on reintegration in the
Altschuler and Armstrong model. How-
ever, it is also possible that other factors
may be important. Lipsey himself cau-
tions that the conclusion that treatment
in community settings is more effective
cannot be separated from the differences
in the intensity (number of meetings,
length of time in treatment) and needs a
more refined breakdown before definite
conclusions can be drawn.

The programs that were effective were
those that were either provided by the re-
searcher or implemented in treatment set-
tings where the researcher was influential.
This may indicate that treatment delivered
or administered by the researcher was bet-
ter implemented than typical programs,
supporting Altschuler and Armstrong’s
point that poor implementation of a sound
theoreticai model is unlikely 10 produce a
positive outcome.

Examining the
Research on Juvenile
Programs

Although the literature reviews and the
meta-analyses provide strong evidence of
the eifectiveness of rehabilitation pro-
grams, they give little information about
the specific characteristics of the effec-
tive programs. The Maryland Report re-
viewed two types of juvenile programs:

wilderness/challenge-type programs and
community supervision.

The wilderness or Qutward Bound-
type programs were particularly popular
for juveniles during the late 1970’s and
early 1980's. These programs empha-
sized physical challenge and required
participants to do more than what they
believed they could do. Assessment of
these programs is relevant to conclu-
sions about the effectiveness of aftercare
because most of the programs included
some type of aftercare. Qutcome evalua-
tions of these programs have been ex-
tremely rare (Gendreau and Ross, 1987).
The Maryland Report identified four
program evaluations that received
scores of 2 or higher on the Maryland
scale: the Greenwood and Turner (1987)
study of VisionQuest; the Deschenes,
Greenwood, and Marshall (1996) study
of the Nokomis Challenge Program in the
Michigan Department of Social Services;
the RAND research examining the effec-
tiveness of the Paint Creek Youth Center
in southern Ohio (Greenwood and Turner,
1993); and the Castellano and Soderstrom
(1992) study of the Spectrum program in
lllinois.

Overall, these studies of wilderness
and challenge programs produced mixed
results. The VisionQuest participants
had significantly fewer arrests (39 per-
cent) than the control group (71 percent)
(Greenwood and Turner, 1987). The
Nokomis participants had significantly
more arrests (48 percent) than the con-
trol group (23 percent) (Deschenes,
Greenwood, and Marshall, 1996). Paint
Creek youth had fewer official arrests
(51 percent) than control group youth
(61 percent), but they self-reported more
serious offenses (75 percent) than the
control group (62 percent), although nei-
ther of the comparisons was statistically
significant (Greenwood and Turner,
1993). Spectrum youth did not differ
from control group youth in recidivism
(Castellano and Soderstrom, 1992).

Although several of the studies were
well designed, problems that arose in the
research with the small number of sub-
jects, attrition, and study implementation
limit the conclusions that can be drawn
about the effectiveness of the programs
in preventing crime. The studies of
VisionQuest and Spectrum were evaluated
as 2's on the Maryland scale, making it
hard to draw any conclusions from the
results. The remaining two programs were
evaluated as 3's on the Maryland scale
and, thus, of reasonable scientific merit.
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The one program that included both a
strong research design and a reduction

in recidivism was Paint Creek (although
the reduction was not statistically signifi-
cant). Interestingly, this program followed
many of the principles proposed by
Andrews and colleagues (1990). High-risk
youth were targeted for participation in
the intensive program, which used a cogni-
tive/behavioral mode of treatment. How-
ever, problems with the research design
severely limited the study’s potential for
detecting differences, even if the Paint
Creek program had been effective. The
other programs targeted individuals at
lower risk for recidivism (Nokomis, Spec-
trum), were of short duration (Spectrum),
were less behavioral in treatment philoso-
phy, or focused on noncriminogenic fac-
tors such as physical challenge (Spec-
trum). Thus, from the perspective of The
Maryland Report, studies of the wilderness
and challenge programs do not provide
evidence that they are effective in reduc-
ing future criminal behavior.

These programs attempted to provide
reintegration services to the participants.
As aresult, the mixed aftercare findings
were disappointing. For example, Nokomis
was designed to focus on relapse preven-
tion. The youth were expected to spend
less time in the residential facility but a
longer time in community treatment than
the comparison youth in the training
schools. However, the study of the program
implementation revealed that the aftercare
phase of Nokomis failed to provide many
of the expected treatment programs. The
youth received limited substance abuse
treatment, and the control group youth had
more family counseling than the treatment
group.

The Paint Creek Youth Center also
sought to provide reintegration services.
The center’s small size, problem-oriented
focus, cognitive/behavioral methods, fam-
ily group therapy, and intensive commu-
nity reintegration and aftercare were
promising features. However, many of the
Paint Creek youth were dismissed from
the program and sent to the training
school. Thus, it is difficult to draw con-
clusions about the impact of the reinte-
gration and aftercare provided, because
many of the youth did not receive the full
Paint Creek program.

Community Supervision
and Aftercare for Juveniles
A majority (53 percent) of adjudicated
juvenile delinquents are given probation
while just 28 percent are placed outside

the home. Those knowledgeable about
juvenile corrections increasingly argue
for aftercare and transitional services for
juveniles who are incarcerated. In sup-
port of this position, two of the recent
meta-analyses (i.e., Andrews et al., 1990;
Lipsey, 1992) suggest there will be greater
reductions in recidivism if treatment is
provided in community settings instead of
in institutions. However, when Lipsey and
Wilson (1998) studied serious juvenile
offenders, they found no difference in re-
cidivism for offenders who received inter-
ventions administered in institutions
compared with offenders who received
interventions in the community. National
surveys of intensive supervision and af-
tercare programs for juveniles completed
during the 1980’s revealed that few pro-
grams had been evaluated (Armstrong,
1988; Krisberg et al., 1989). Additionally,
the evaluations that had been completed
were severely limited in scientific rigor.
An exception to this is the Violent Juve-
nile Offender Study implemented by
OJIDP (Fagan, Forst, and Vivona, 1988).
This study found that the group that re-
ceived the additional aftercare or super-
vision did not have significantly lower
recidivism rates.

Most recent studies of community
programs have focused on the increased
surveillance and restraint aspects and
not on the enhanced services of the pro-
grams. It is important to distinguish be-
tween increases in control, surveillance,
and/or restraints (more contacts with
supervising agents, urine tests, elec-
tronic monitoring) and rehabilitation,
treatment, and services (meetings for
counseling, drug treatment, family coun-
seling, employment training). Whereas
some of the programs enhance services,
most of the research is designed to com-
pare increased surveillance and control,
not the services provided. The treatment
and surveillance components of programs
cannot be untangled, and because the re-
search designs focus on surveillance, the
outcomes indicate the effectiveness or,
conversely, the ineffectiveness of surveil-
lance and control rather than of rehabili-
tation. Additionally, when treatment in-
tegrity is examined, few differences are
found between the experimental program
and the control in either the services de-
livered or the impact on risk factors.

The Maryland Report identified six
studies that compared the recidivism of
juveniles in intensive supervised proba-
tion or parole (ISP) with control groups
that received other community options:

< Land, McCall, and Williams (1990)
examined the North Carolina Court
Counselors’ Intensive Protective e
Supervision Project.

< Weibush (1993) compared the perfor-
mance of youth on intensive supervi-
sion with comparison groups of youth
on probation and parole.

¢ Sontheimer and Goodstein (1993)
examined an intensive aftercare pro-
gram for serious juvenile offenders in
Pennsylvania.

¢ In two studies, Minor and Elrod (1990,
1992) examined the impact of an
enhanced treatment program for
juveniles on intensive and moderate
levels of supervision.

& Greenwood, Deschenes, and Adams
(1993) studied the Skillman after-
care program in Michigan and
Pennsylvania.

The results of these and other analyses
are shown in table 6. In general, the re-
searchers found no significant differences
between the youth receiving ISP and the
youth,in the comparison groups. There
was no consistency in the studies regard-
ing which group did better in the commu-
nity; sometimes the ISP youth had lower
recidivism, and sometimes the é
comparison group did. Only Land and
colleagues (1990) and Sontheimer and
Goodstein (1993) found any significant
differences between the ISP group and
others. Land and colleagues found that
ISP youth, mostly status offenders with no
prior delinquent offenses, committed
fewer delinquent offenses than the con-
trol group. Sontheimer and Goodstein
found that ISP juveniles had significantly
fewer rearrests than parolees.

Several studies identified problems
with the implementation of the pro-
grams. For example, Sontheimer and
Goodstein (1993) found that the actual
contacts between youth and supervising
agents were substantially fewer than the
mandated number and thal there was a
large turnover of staff. This turnover
would be expected to create turmoil for
youth participants and result in uneven
staff training and limited accountability.
Combined with an unclear program mis-
sion, the turnover led the researchers to
question whether the unsatisfactory pro-
gram results indicated problems in the
implementation of the program treat-
ment components, rather than in the
program'’s potential achievement. ‘
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"able 6: Studies of Juvenile Community Supervision and Recidivism Showing Scientific Methods

Score and Findings

Study

Scientific Methods Score

Findings'

Land, McCall, and Williams
(1990)

5 ISP youth (mostly status offenders) with no prior delinquent

group (28%) [S].

offenses had fewer delinquent offenses (12%) than control

ISP youth with prior delinquent offenses had more
delinquent offenses (57%) than control group (33%) [NS].

Weibush (1993)

3 ISP youth had more felony complaints (51%) than

probationers (38%) but fewer than parolees (57%) [NS].

ISP youth had more adjudications (77%) than
probationers (62%) but fewer than parolees (78%) [NS].

Sontheimer and Goodstein
(1993)

) ISP juveniles had fewer rearrests (50%) than parolees

(74%) [S).

Minor and Elrod (1990)

2 ISP group had more self-reported criminal and status

offenses [NS].

Minor and Elrod (1992)

2 ISP group had fewer status offenses but more criminal

offenses (68%) than control group (67%) [NS].

Barton and Butts (1990)

5 ISP juveniles had more charges, but control group had

more serious charges [NS].

Greenwood, Deschenes, and
Adams (1993)

5 Detroit: Aftercare group (22%) had more arrests than

control group (18%) [NS].

Pittsburgh: Aftercare group had fewer arrests (49%)
compared with control group (48%) [NS].

Gottfredson and Barton (1993)

4 Institutionalized juveniles had fewer arrests than

noninstitutionalized juveniles [S].

NS, not significant; S, significant.

Similarly, Greenwood and colleagues’
(1993) examination of what the Skillman
programs provided for the youth indi-
cated that in comparison with the con-
trol group, the aftercare group did not
participate more in education or work
activities, had little family support, and
did not associate less with delinquent
peers. Thus, despite the fact that the
program was designed to promote
hanges in these risk factors, there was

ttle evidence of such change. As was
found in the previous meta-analyses of

rehabilitation, it appears that the pro-
gram did not have the required treat-
ment integrity to bring about the
changes in the risk (criminogenic) fac-
tors associated with criminal behavior.

The studies listed above compared
ISP programs in specific communities
with other community alternatives. The
Maryland Report examined two studies
designed to compare the recidivism of
those who spent time in community
supervision with others who had spent
time in training schools: the Barton and

Butts (1990) study comparing treatment
in an inhome ISP program with commit-
ment to traditional training schools

and the Gottfredson and Barton (1993)
study comparing commitment to a
training facility with management in the
community.

A comparison of those who spend
time in a facility with those who are
managed in the community is important
because the youth who remain in their
own community would be assumed to
have increased contact with agencies
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and individuals in that community.

One of the arguments Altschuler and
Armstrong make for aftercare is the im-
portance of reintegrating the juveniles
into their community: “making arrange-
ments and linkages with agencies and
individuals in the community that relate
to known risk and protective factors,”
and “ensuring the delivery of required
services and supervision” (p. 2). The
Barton and Butts and Gottfredson and
Barton studies provide important in-
sight into whether youth who remain in
the community actually receive the de-
sired benefits.

Barton and Butts (1990) found that
although ISP groups had more charges,
the mean seriousness of the control
group’s charges was greater; however,
the differences were not significant.
Gottfredson and Barton (1993) found
that the recidivism rates of juveniles
who had spent time in the training facil-
ity were significantly lower than those
of the comparison group. The compari-
son group was not intensively super-
vised, and there is little information
about what services they may have re-
ceived in the community. Gottfredson
and Barton (1993) conclude that youth
in the institution most likely received
more services and treatment than those
in the community.

Summary

The Maryland Report’s review of the
juvenile wilderness and challenge pro-
grams concluded that these programs
were not effective in reducing the recidi-
vism of juveniles. Although some of
these programs did attempt to enhance
the aftercare and reintegration phases,
as Altschuler and Armstrong noted, the
actual implementations of these phases
may have been flawed.

Most of the studies comparing youth
in ISP with youth in the community re-
veal no significant difference between
the experimental group and the control
group. In part, this finding reflects the
small number of subjects in each study;
there is little basis for detecting any dif-
ferences between the groups. Only two
of the studies (Land, McCall, and Will-
jiams, 1990; Sontheimer and Goodstein,
1993) found lower recidivism rates for
the experimental groups. The Land and
colleagues study findings were not en-
tirely positive because it was also found
that youth in the experimental group
with prior delinquent offenses commit-

ted more delinquent offenses than the
control group. The ISP groups in these
two studies received more services than
the comparison groups; thus, the impor-
tant aspect may be the amount of reha-
bilitation and services, rather than the
surveillance, received by the juveniles.
This interpretation supports Altschuler
and Armstrong’s assertion that it is im-
portant to include appropriate treat-
ment during the aftercare phase. How-
ever, it is impossible, at this point, to
untangle the effects of treatment, sur-
veillance, and reintegration services,
because the control groups in these

two studies received less of all of these
components than the experimental
groups.

The Gottfredson and Barton (1993)
study showing that juveniles who spent
time in an institution had lower recidivism
than those released to the community
suggests that the quality and amount
of treatment the juveniles receive may
be the important factor in reducing re-
cidivism. That is, it is not whether this
treatment is delivered in an institution
or in the community, but how much and
what type of treatment the juveniles
get, no matter where they are located.
Again, the research design does not per-
mit formation of conclusions about the
effectiveness of aftercare.

Taken as a whole, there is sufficient
evidence from the studies cited above
to conclude that some combination of
treatment methods, with or without sur-
veillance in the community, is effective
in reducing the recidivism of juveniles.
Whether this treatment must be pro-
vided in the community is unclear. Simi-
larly, it is unclear whether the increased
surveillance of the juveniles in the com-
munity adds anything to the impact of
treatment and rehabilitation.

The original question posed for this
commentary was: Is there evidence
that the type of aftercare proposed by
Altschuler and Armstrong will be effec-
tive in reducing the recidivism of juve-
niles? Given the limited amount of qual-
ity research, it is difficult to answer the
question. Certainly, there is sufficient
evidence to conclude that effective pro-
grams must include rehabilitation and
services to address the needs of indi-
vidual juveniles. The research does not
permit conclusions about where this
treatment ought to be delivered. It is
also impossible to draw any conclusions
about the effectiveness of many of the

programs, because they were not imple-
mented as they were designed. This dif-
ficulty is clear both in this review exam-
ining the scientific merit of the research
and in Altschuler and Armstrong’s re-
view of the programs. Problems with the
implementation of programs must be
overcome if juvenile justice profession-
als are to design effective programs and
study them. The strong random assign-
ment study that is currently in progress
to examine the sites where Altschuler
and Armstrong’s aftercare model has
been implemented is encouraging. This
study should provide information about
whether such multifaceted approaches
to aftercare and reintegration are effec-
tive. The next step will be to untangle
the effects of different program compo-
nents to identify the particular compo-
nents that are most successful in reduc-
ing recidivism. O
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' For Further Information

In addition to this Bulletin, the following publications related to reintegration,
supervised release, and intensive aftercare are available from the Juvenile Justice
Clearinghouse (JJC):

Intensive Aftercare for High-Risk
Juveniles: An Assessment.
NCJ 144018.

Intensive Aftercare for High-Risk
Juveniles: Policies and Procedures.
NCJ 147712.

Intensive Aftercare for High-Risk
Juveniles: A Community Care Model.
NCJ 147575,

Reintegrating Juvenile Offenders
Into the Community: OJJDP’s
Intensive Community-Based
Aftercare Demonstration Program.
FS 234.

To order the publications listed above, contact JJC and request the appropriate
NCJ or FS numbers.

Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 6000

Rockville, MD 20849-6000
800-638-8736

301-519-5212 (Fax)

E-Mail: askncjrs @ncjrs.org
Internet: www.ncjrs.org

For online access to JJC’s library, search the NCJRS Abstracts Database at
www.ncjrs.org/database.htm. Directions for obtaining documents from the library
are available at www.ncjrs.org/cgi/help.html.
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EMERALD COUNTY FACES THE MUSIC'
Background

Emerald County is a mid-size, rural-urban jurisdiction responsible for its own juvenile
detention services. Approximately 216,000 people live in the County, a population level that has
increased slightly over the past decade. Demographic projections do not forecast significant
population growth or significant increases in the at-risk youth population. Juvenile arrest rates in
Emerald County have been similar to those nationally for the past decade. Aside from a
substantial increase in drug-related cases and a large relative increase (though small total
numbers) in violent crimes, arrest rates have remained relatively constant. Despite these facts,
however, politicians and many of their constituents have supported a harsher, more restrictive

response to juvenile delinquency.

For more than four years now, Emerald County’s Juvenile Detention Center has operated
significantly above its rated capacity of 30 beds. Indeed, over this four year period, there have
only been a handful of days when the population actually dipped below capacity and those all
involved holiday periods. For the past two years, the average daily population in the Emerald
County Juvenile Detention Center has been approximately 60. On some days, population levels
have spiked to more than 75 youth. Because of the facility’s physical structure, this level of
crowding produces severe deterioration in conditions of confinement. The sleeping rooms in the
facility, for example, do not allow for double-celling, so at least 25 youth each night sleep on
mattresses in day rooms. (Since most of the furniture in the day rooms is permanently fixed to
the floors, these spaces cannot be easily reorganized to resemble or feel like dorms. The kids
literally sleep between tables and against couches.) Similarly, the education areas of the
Detention Center cannot accommodate this many youth at one time, resulting in “split sessions”
that limit the time each student is in class to 150 minutes per day. With youth both idle and
bumping into one another, the numbers and severity of disciplinary problems and injuries have
escalated. Crowding has produced conditions so dangerous, unhealthy, and out of compliance

with generally accepted professional standards that public interest lawyers from the Center

' These materials are an adaptation of the “Emerald City Faces the Music” simulation developed by the Annie E.
Casey Foundation for use in its Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative (JDAI). NJDA and the Youth Law Centers
appreciate the cooperation of the Annie E. Casey Foundation for permission to use and adapt this simulation.
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Opposed to Negotiated Settlements (CONS) felt obliged to sue the County for operating a

constitutionally infirm facility.
The System

The Juvenile Detention Center is operated by the County Manager which makes it part of

the executive branch of Emerald County government.

After screening, the juvenile’s detention staff telephone probation officers for approval to
admit. Youth who score within a certain range may be eligible for direct placement into the
primary detention alternative program, home detention. The Probation Department operates
home detention. Emerald County has discussed the purchase of emergency shelter bed space
from nonprofit community agencies for youth deemed eligible for release, but who have no
home to return to or no responsible adult to pick them up. This has not yet happened due to
concern by community agencies that they will not have enough say about which juvéniles are
placed in a shelter bed. Emerald County’s total detention alternative program capacity is 36 slots
(10 day treatment, 16 after-school reporting, and 10 home detention), but their current census of
22 youth, approximately 40% below capacity, has been characteristic of utilization throughout

the past year.

State statute requires that detention hearings be conducted for youth in custody within 48
hours, unless the youth is brought in on a weekend or holiday. Adjudication must occur within
15 court days following the detention hearing, although the statute provides for exceptions to this
rule upon the consent of both parties and the judge. These rules do not apply to out-of-custody
cases, which often take much longer to resolve. Dispositional hearings are normally scheduled
two weeks following adjudication. There are no statutory limits regarding the length of time a
youth may be held awaiting dispositional placement. Adjournments are not uncommon to the
court process, and judges have broad discretion to honor requests from either party for more
time. Summonsed cases generally are not heard for at least eight weeks from the time of arrest.
Emerald County’s management information system is almost non-existent. The Detention
Center keeps basic statistics that are reported annually. Over 38% of detainees are released

within 96 hours of admission.

Five years ago, the state legislature passed a law mandating prosecution of 15, 16 and 17

year olds charged with certain serious violent crimes in the adult court. These transfer cases are
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held in the juvenile detention facility as'a matter of policy. Since the city jail is also chronically
crowded, and the sheriff knows better than to want to house juveniles in his facility, these
transfer cases will remain in the Juvenile Detention Center. Their lengths of stay, however, are
approximately 15 times greater than that for the average admission to the Detention Center.
Adult speedy trail laws require disposition within six months, but that time frame is rarely met in

complicated cases (e.g. homicide).

Emerald County placed approximately 500 youth (most of whom had been admitted to
detention) in out-of-home placements (e.g., group homes, therapeutic residences, training
schools, etc.) this year. In these instances, unless the court specifically orders the vouth into a
state training school or correctional facility (approximately 25% of these placements), the
juvenile is held in the Detention Center while probation staff complete a placement plan. Often,
when a probation report recommends placement, defense counsel will seek an adjournment in

order to challenge this recommendation with outside consultants.

The costs and delays associated with these placements have generated frustration within
the court. In response, the judges instituted a sentencing program for juvenile detention.
Depending on the offense and the recommendation of the Probation Department, a sentence may
be for 30 or 60 days. The judges and the prosecutors maintain that the sentencing program is an
intermediate, community-based sanction. Critics maintain it is a way to keep Emerald County
youth away from contact with the predominantly urban and minority youth in the state training

school system.

Public defenders from the Emerald County Defense Council represent most of the
juveniles brought before the court. These lawyers are appointed when the juveniles first appear

in court for the detention hearing, though they generally have not had a chance to interview their

paralegal capacities, most of which are devoted to preparing standard motions, managing files,
and serving papers. No social work staff are employed by the defense, though, in a limited
number of cases, the office has contracted for services from a non-profit advocacy organization

that produces alternative sentencing plans for adult defendants.

The prosecutor in Emerald County has made prosecution of the most serious juvenile

cases his top priority. He does, however, plea bargain. His office was recently criticized, along
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with the Probation Department, because less serious cases (summonsed youth) were not being
seen for intake or first court appearances for quite some time. Some observers argued that these

delays contributed to high failure to appear rates, though the data are incomplete on this matter.

Emerald County’s juvenile court is comprised of a presiding judge and one attorney
referee who handles all detention hearings. Afterwards, cases are assigned through a calendaring

system designed to balance the workloads of these judicial officers.
The Lawsuit

Last week, after hearing evidence on a motion for a preliminary injunction, the Federal
District Court Judge agreed, with the consent of the CONS’s attorneys, to withhold the
preliminary injunction based upon a new Emerald County promise to submit a population
reduction plan—within 60 days. The plan will have to bring the average daily population under

rated capacity four months after its submission. The judge’s order included the following points:

1. The leaders of the juvenile justice agency, the Emerald County Board of Commissioners, and

the County Manager must formally endorse the population reduction plan.

]

The population reduction plan cannot rely primarily on “emergency release” actions (such as
daily discharges of certain youth through unilateral action by detention administrators).
Instead, the plan must represent a reasonable effort to integrate policy, program, and practice
changes that can produce sustainable reductions based upon justifiable systemic

modifications.

OS]

The plan cannot be based upon expanded detention bed capacity (because the population

reductions have to be accomplished in the short term).

4. The plan has to be sufficiently data-driven so that the court can determine, with some
reasonable assurance, the potentiai bed reduction impact of the various strategies the County

proposes.

5. Failure to comply with these conditions, especially failure to submit a credible plan that will
reduce the population in the facility by 55%, will result in the appointment of a receiver to
assume responsibility for the detention system, imposition of a population cap, and daily

fines of $10,000.
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EMERALD CITY DETENTION SIMULATION

1. Roles of Reform Team Members

Each Reform Team is responsible for submitting a plan to address the Judge’s order. Each
Reform Team will need to select a Recorder/Reporter who will be responsible for taking notes

and reporting the decisions and plan of the Reform Team back to the larger group.

Reform Teams should designate a team member as a Facilitator. This individual should
provide the leadership, guidance, and structure so that all team members have an equal
opportunity for input and so that a process exists for the team to make decisions. It is the

Facilitator’s responsibility to move the discussion to closure in the form of a plan of action.

TA4 Providers are members of the jurisdictional teams training staff who may participate in
one or more groups. Not every simulation or group will have input from a 74 Provider. Similar
to technical assistance in a variety of other situations, the Reform Team is not bound by 74

Provider recommendations.

Spartans are the monitors appointed by the Federal Court to make sure that the Reform
Teams make progress toward the Judge’s order. Therefore. the decisions of the Spartans reflect

the best interest of the Court, and these decisions are final.

2. Ground Rules

A. We will agree to accept the simulation as is. That is, we agree not to spend our time debating
the pros and cons of this approach, the details of the simulation, or the relevance of Emerald
County’s circumstances to our particular jurisdictions. Our focus will be on fulfilling

Emerald County’s promise to deliver a viable plan to the court.

B. Within limits, Reform Teams can seek clarifications or request rulings regarding ground
rules, the simulation narrative or data, or their proposed strategies. Team members can ask
the Spartans to clarify most anything, but the limits noted refer to the fact that there is httle

time for major diversions once the Reform Teams get rolling. Consequently, teams should
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be prepared to note assumptions that they have made if there were considerations that were

not clarified by a Spartan ruling.

. Facilitators, Recorder/Reporters, and Analysts should be considered parts of the Reform
- Teams. TA Providers may facilitate the Reform Team discussions or analyze team
recommendations based upon the simulation data. To perform these duties well, and for the
Reform Teams to take advantage of these roles, everyone needs to be considered part of the

team. Do not view the TA Providers as spies of the Spartans.

. No member of a Reform Team holds veto power over a particular strategy. However,
particularly strong objections should be noted and shared when reporting out, including
during the final plan presentation to the Spartans so they might incorporate these objections
into their consideration of the plans’ viability. The “functional group™ meetings. therefore,
should be viewed as a time to surface concerns and identify possible ways to overcome

obstacles, not to infect the deliberations with fatal objections.

We won’t worry about money. Strategies designed to reduce populations generally have
price tags associated with them. However, we will assume that the costs of the litigation
(especially the daily fines for noncompliance with the court’s order) make the teams’

recommendations fiscally feasible (if not actually cost effective), even in the short term.

Reform strategies must be realistic and reasonably complete in their formulation. The
simulations will only work if we try to come up with strategies that can work in the real

b

world. Solutions, like “inoculations against delinquency,” will not help. To make sure that
strategies are actually realistic and reasonable, teams must provide critical clarifications. For
example, if a team proposes a program to reduce the presence of a specific population in the
Detention Center, it must also clarify what policy or practice changes must be adopted to

ensure that the program effectively targets this population and does not widen the net.

. It’s OK to incorporate other teams’ strategies into your team’s final plan. After the first
Reform Team meetings, there will be a report out session during which the
Recorder/Reporters will summarize the first sets of strategies. At the second Reform Team
meetings, it is OK to adopt or adapt strategies from the other teams if your team members

think these recommendations strengthen your team’s plan.
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. The Recorder/Reporter will use the completed Reform Team Worksheet as the basis for the
team’s report to the court. (Spartans must review and approve a team’s Worksheet before the
team can report its plan to the court.) Others from the team may assist in the presentation of

the team’s plan.

The Spartans rule. Matters of rule and simulation interpretation, as well as final commentary
on the specific plans, shall be the province of the Spartans (though they will promote
feedback and discussion at all times). Failure to abide by this rule could result in a contempt

finding (and contempt is an automatic detention criterion).

Have fun. The simulation is intended as a serious exercise, intended to fire up the creative
juices in ways that should be relevant to each agency’s work. But, it should also be fun.
Enjoy this opportunity to share with colleagues from other agencies, to be free of the

limitations that the customary practices of our own sites impose, and to “"get out of the box.”
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EMERALD COUNTY DETENTION DATA

Emerald County Juvenile Detention Center has a capacity of 30 juveniles. The facility

consists of 30 single-occupancy rooms. The capacity, using annual days care, is 10,958.

The Emerald County Data Sheet contains several abbreviations and one-word categories.

The following glossary explains each concept and topic.

1. Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Emerald County keeps basic information on youth detained before disposition and after

disposition. These statistics reflect detention practices for the most recent calendar year.

Additional information is unavailable regarding the present calendar year.

A.

B.

Offense represents the general categories of offenses that come before the Court.

Arrest/Ref. is the number of arrests or referrals to the Court for each category. Emerald
County wants to install a new computerized management information system that will permit

better analysis of the data.

Admissions are the numbers of youth admitted to the Detention Center for each offense

category for the previous calendar year.

% Adm. represents the percentage of total admissions that particular offense category

represents.

. ALOS equals the average length of stay for each offense category.

Pre DC represents the total number of days care in pre-dispositional detention status for each

offense category.
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2. Detention Data: Sentencing

These statistics represent the use of the Juvenile Detention Center for post-dispositional

sentences during the previous calendar year.

Al

B.

Arrest/Ref is a repeat of the same information from the Pre-Dispositional Detention Data.

Admissions are the numbers of youth sentenced to the Detention Center for each offense

category for the previous calendar year.

% Sen. 1s the percent of the sentences that each offense category represents.

. ALOS equals average length of stay.

Post DC is the total number of days care for post-dispositional detention or sentencing.

Detention Alternatives

Management information systems for detention alternatives are less reliable than those

for detention. Again, data represent detention alternative usage for the most recent calendar

year.

Al

Day Treatment is a program operated by the County that uses the basement area of the old
Emerald County Building. Youth report to the program at 8:30 a.m. and are released at 5:00
p.m. There has been much discussion about expanding the program, but budget deficits have
diverted money to secure detention. The cost of Day Treatment is $50 per day. The program

has a capacity for 10 youth.

After-School Report is the After-School Reporting program. Operated by the County and
located in one wing of an old elementary school, counselors and juvenile careworkers
provide programs and services for youth from 3:30 p.m. until 9:30 p.m. The previous
juvenile court judge who was consistently accused of being soft on crime started the

program. The program capacity is 16 youth with a per diem cost of §75.

Home Detention represents the Home Detention program operated by the Court for those
youth who do not need secure detention. Home Detention has a capacity for 10 youth under

the supervision of one probation officer. Critics and advocates of the program agree that the
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home detention probation officer was transferred to home detention services because of the

general inability to supervise youth. The per diem cost is $18, and the program capacity is

10 youth.

D. Admissions equal the number of youth assigned to the detention alternative within the

previous calendar year.

E. ALOS equals the average length of service provided by each of the detention alternatives to

those youth admitted to the program.

F. DC is the total annual days care for the detention alternative services for the previous

calendar year.

G. % Cap. equals the percent of capacity or percent usage of the program.

4. Emerald County Budget

A. Allocation equals the amount of funds allocated by the County Board for this line item for the

previous calendar year.
B. Expended equals the total amount of expenditures for the previous calendar year.

C. Net +/- equals the amount of money under-budget (surplus) or over-budget (- = deficit).

NIDA/YLC Juvenile Detention Crowding Reduction Project



Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Emerald County Data

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313
Drug Offenses 820 178 15.48 11 1,958
Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 4,608
Transfer 7 7 0.61 284 1,988
Truancy 912 58 5.04 6 348
Violation Ct. Order 672 173 15.04 12 2,076
Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 6,555
Totals 5,344 1,150 100.00 18,846
Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92
Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 780
Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360
Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 0
Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 33
Violation Ct. Order 672 S 14.71 30 150
Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,835
Detention Alternatives

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10 68 43 2,924 S0
After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81
Home Detention 10 19 i9 361 10
Totals 36 240 8,028
Emerald County Budget

Item Allocation Expended Net +/-

Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 -1,458,450
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 36,450
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 82,575
Home Detention 65,754 6,498 59,256
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -1,280,169

NJIDA/YLC Juvenile Detention Crowding Reduction Project
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Emerald County Reform Team Worksheet

(Estimate new rates of Admissions and ALOS; do not use percentages. Excel will do calculations.)

Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref.] Admissions ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973
Drug Offenses 820
Property 1,364
Transfer 7
Truancy 912
Violation Ct. Order 672
Violent Index 596
Totals 5,344
Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Admissions ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence
Drug Offenses
Property
Transfer
Truancy
Violation Ct. Order
Violent Index
Totals
Detention Alternatives:

Alternative Capacity| Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10
After-School Report 16
Home Detention 10
Totals 36
Emerald County Budget
Item Allocation Expended Net +/-

Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 -1,458,450
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 36,450
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 82,575
Home Detention 65,754 6,498 59,256
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -1,280,169
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Emerald County Data Red
Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973 97 13.84 2 194
Drug Offenses 820 82 11.70 2 164
Property 1,364 136 19.40 8 1,088
Transfer 7 7 1.00 182 1,274
Truancy 912 0 0.00 0
Violation Ct. Order 672 34 4.85 2 68
Violent Index 596 345 49,22 2,415
Totals 5,344 701 100.00 5,203
Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence 973 2 6.06 10 20
Drug Offenses 820 13 39.39 10 130
Property 1,364 6 18.18 30 180
Transfer 7 0] 0.00 0 0
Truancy 912 0 0.00 0
Violation Ct. Order 672 S 15.15 2 10
Violent Index 596 7 21.21 45 315
Totals 5,344 33 100.00 655
Detention Alternatives:

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10 120 45 5,400 148
After-School Report 16 192 30 5,760 99
Home Detention 10 120 30 3,600 99
Totals 36 432 14,760
Emerald County Budget

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings
Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 878,700 765,000 2,223,450
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 270,000 -87,350 -123,800
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 432,000 6,300 -76,275
Home Detention 65,754 6,498 64,800 954 -58,302
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 1,645,500 684,904 1,965,073

5,858
53.46



Emerald County Data Blue
Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973 50 9.80 13 650
Drug Offenses 820 40 7.84 11 440
Property 1,364 20 3.92 16 320
Transfer 7 7 1.37 284 1,988
Truancy 912 0 0.00 6 0
Violation Ct. Order 672 48 9.41 12 576
Violent Index 596 345 67.65 19 6,555
Totals 5,344 510 100.00 10,529
Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92
Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 780
Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360
Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 0
Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 33
Violation Ct. Order 672 S 14.71 30 150
Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,835
Detention Alternatives:

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10 68 43 2,924 80
After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81
Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10
Totals 36 240 8,028
Emerald County Budget

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings
Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 1,854,600 -210,900 1,247,550
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 0
‘ Home Detention 65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 0
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 2,363,023 -32,619 1,247,550

12,364
112.83



Emerald County Data Green
Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973 20 2.65 4 80
Drug Offenses 820 45 5.97 11 495
Property 1,364 250 33.16 10 2,500
Transfer 7 7 0.93 284 1,988
Truancy 912 0 0.00 0 0
Violation Ct. Order 672 87 11.54 6 522
Violent Index 596 345 45.76 11 3,795
Totals 5,344 754 100.00 9,380
Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 30 60
Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 45 585
Property 1,364 6 17.65 30 180
Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 0
Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 33
Violation Ct. Order 672 S 14.71 15 75
Violent Index 596 7 20.59 45 3135
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,248
Detention Alternatives:

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10 68 43 2,924 80
After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81
Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10
Totals 36 240 8,028
Emerald County Budget

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings
Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 1,594,200 49,500 1,507,950
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 0
Home Detention 65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 0
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 2,102,623 227,781 1,507,950

10,628
96.99



Emerald County Data Team 4
Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313
Drug Offenses 820 178 15.48 11 1,958
Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 4,608
Transfer 7 7 0.61 284 1,988
Truancy 912 58 5.04 6 348
Violation Ct. Order 672 173 15.04 12 2,076
Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 6,555
Totals 5,344 1,150 100.00 18,846

Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92
Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 780
Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360
Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 0
Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 33
Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 30 150
Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,835
Detention Alternatives:

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10 68 43 2,924 80
After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81
Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10
Totals 36 240 8,028
Emerald County Budget

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings
Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 -1,458,450 0
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 0
Home Detention 65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 0
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 3,610,573 -1,280,169 0

20,681
188.73
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Emerald County Data Team 5
Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC
Domestic Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313
Drug Offenses 820 178 15.48 11 1,958
Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 4,608
Transfer 7 7 0.61 284 1,988
Truancy 912 58 5.04 6 348
Violation Ct. Order 672 173 15.04 12 2,076
Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 6,555
Totals 5,344 1,150 100.00 18,846
Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92
Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 780
Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360
Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 0
Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 33
Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 30 150
Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,835
Detention Alternatives:

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap.
Day Treatment 10 68 43 2,924 80
After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81
Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10
Totals 36 240 8,028
Emerald County Budget

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings
Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 -1,458,450 0
Day Treatment 182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0
After-School Report 438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 0
Home Detention 65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 0
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 3,610,573 -1,280,169 0

20,681
188.73





