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MODULE TITLE 

INSTRUCTOR(S) 

AUTHOR(S) 

TIME FRAME 

Two (2) hour presentation. Module may be 
shortened by skipping activities and eliminating 
discussion. 

TAR GET 
POPULATION 

NUMBER OF 
PARTICIPANTS 

SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Community and Juvenile Justice 
Leaders, Law Enforcement, School 
Administrators, Juvenile 
Confinement Facility Directors 

8-30 

Enough for classroom set-up or 
table rounds if activities are 
planned: 

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE(S) 

After completing this workshop, participants will 
be able to: 

I. Describe historical factors leading to the need 
for a jurisdictional approach; 

2. Understand the fundamental principles of the 
core work group; 

3. Explain the work group agenda; and 

4. Identify community leaders in each category 
for participation. 

EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

Group discussion, activities, and trainer 
evaluation. 



METHODS]TECHNIQUES 
Small group activities, individual activities, lecture and discussion 

INSTRUCTOR MATERIALS 

Burreil, S., DeMuro, P., Dunlap, E.L., Sanniti, C., & Warboys, L. (1998, Dec.). Crowding in juvenile 
detention centers; A problem solving manual. Richmond, KY: National Juvenile Detention Association. 

Crowding in Juvenile Detention Centers Raises Concerns: National Online Video-Conference to Address the 
Problem (April 27, 2000) OJJDP. 

DeMuro, P. & Dunlap, E. (1999). A reasonable alternative to locking kids up: The development of 
jurisdictional core groups. In D. W. Roush (Ed.), Crowding in juvenile detention centers: Practitioner 
perspectives on what to do about it [monograph]. National Juvenile Detention Association & Youth Law 
Center. 

Feely, K. (2000) Collaboration and Leadership in Juvenile Detention Reform. Pathways to juvenile 
detention reform. Annie E. Casey Foundation. 

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES NEEDED 

l FLIPCHART & STAND (# NEEDED) 

I FLIPCHART PADS (# NEEDED): 

" CHALKBOARD . . . .  

16 MM PROJECTOR 

FILM LENGTH: MINUTES 

SLIDE PROJECTOR 

TYPE: CAROUSEL 

TRAY 

SOUND-ON-SLIDE 

SCISSORS (4) 

6 FELT-TIP MARKERS 

I MASKING TAPE 

1 VIDEO PLAYER 

TYPE: ½" VHS 

OTHER (SPECIFY BELOW) 

VIDEO TAPE LENGTH: MINUTES 

VIDEO TAPE RECORDER WITH CAMERA 

_ _ . P U B L I C  ADDRESS SYSTEM 

1 OVERHEAD PROJECTOR 

1 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

Transparencies 

1-H-1,2,3,4,5 Note Guide 
l-H-6 Establishing Mission 
l-H-6 Group Composition 
Statistics 
"A Reasonable Alternative..." 

1/participant 
1/participant 
1/participant 
1/participant 
1/participant 

Anticipatory Set 
Instructional Input 
Instructional Input 
Independent Study 
Independent Study 



L e s s o n  P l a n  
CREATING THE JURISDICTIONAL CORE WORK TEAM 

ANTICIPATORY SET 

Jurisdictional Core Work Team is a key phrase for this training. 
"Jurisdictional" means that there is authority to act within certain 
topic areas. "Core" indicates that participants will have a central 
role in the juvenile justice and allied youth serving systems. 
"Work" means that action and outcomes are necessary. 

Ask participants to share what they think "Jurisdictional Core 
Working Team" means. Draw attention to those responses that 
affirm these concepts. 

Ask participants to describe similar/analogous experiences. 

Explain the resources from the Crowding Grant, e.g., the Problem 
Solving Manual (Burrell et al., 1998) and Reasonable Alternatives 
(DeMuro & Dunlap, 1999) -- 

INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT @ 

A. Historical Background 

1. The 80's and early 90's--"Build and they will come" 

2. OJJDP/The "Study of Conditions of Confinement" 

3. AECF/The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative 

. OJJDP/Training and Technical Support for State and 
Local Jurisdictional Teams to Focus on Juvenile 
Detention and Correctional Crowding 

B. Swimming Against the Tide 

Ask participants what they think may be obstacles to reducing 
crowding. List them on newsprint. Then show transparency of 
political/social climate considerations. 

1. Reactionary Legislation 

a.) transfers or waivers 

b.) lowering of jurisdictional age 

c.) mandatory sentencing 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Q 

Display l-T-1 
Refer participants to Note- 

taking Guide. 

Recommend Crowe's (1998) 
manual for jurisdictional 
technical assistance. 

Display l-T-2 

Record responses on 
newsprint. 
Display l-T-3 



CREATING THE JURISDICTIONAL CORE WORK TEAM 

2. Public Perception 

a.) myths of public perception 

b.) perception of increase in juvenile crime while 
crime statistics show decrease 

c.) impact of high profile, but isolated incidents 

3. 3 R's: Revenge + Retribution = Re-election 

C. Consequences of Crowding 

1. Impact on Crowding on Conditions 

a. harm of unnecessary detention 

b. impact from disproportionate minority confinement 

2. Litigation 

3. Cost-benefit ratio 

4. Demoralization of StaffandYo/ath- 

Present theposition of NJDA regarding crowding. Explain'that 
this position statement provides a unified vision and standard for 
practitioners. 

D. Vision/Mission 

"Where there is no vision, the people perish." Book of Proverbs 

1. Where is one going? 

2. A Systemic Approach 

3. A "Balanced" Approach 

4. A Partnership 

Advise participants that they will receive more information about 
developing the group's vision and mission statement during their 
next session. 

E. Creating an Interageney Core Work Group: Fundamental 
Principles 

1. Collaboration - Point out the distinction between 
collaboration and cooperation. Collaboration requires 
more buy-in and commitment, and sharing of power, 
authority and resources. 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Refer participants to 
statistics. 

Display l-T-4 

Display l-T-5 

Display 1-T-6 

Refer participants to l-H-6 
if they desire further 
information on mission 
statement development. 

Display l-T-7 



CREATING THE JURISDICTIONAL CORE W O R K  TEAM 

2. Key Stakeholders - Must be representatives with the 
authority to act. 

3. Consensus - Level of agreement decided upon at 
beginning (80% or greater) 

4. Negotiation- Willingness to give up something for the 
group's greater purpose. 

5. Self Assessment-  Group members must ask themselves, 
"Are personal issues getting in the way?" 

6. Will and Capacity- These are essentials of  any effective 
intervention 

1. Tools and resources for change 

2. Leadership with the will to make change 

F. Composition: Polio); Level Stakeholders 

Activity: Ask participants to list persons who should be a part of 
the core group. Record responses on newsprint. Briefly discuss 
the rationale for each entry. Compare participants' list with the 
positions on the transparency. 

Stakeholder List: 

1. Chief Juvenile Court Judge 

2. Juvenile Court Administration 

3. Public Defender/Prosecutor 

4. Law Enforcement 

5. Youth-serving agencies ( i.e., education, medical, mental 
health, and child welfare) 

6. State Agency 

7. Community Organizations ( i.e., advocacy, parent 
groups) 

8. Faith Community 

9. Community Private Providers 

10. Citizen Leadership/Private Sector 

Activily: Ask participants to take a few minutes to list their local 
personnel in each category. If participants cannot name everyone, 

5 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Display l-T-8 

Refer participants to l-H-7. 

N=D  



H. 

CREATING T H E J U R I S D I C T I O N A L  CORE W O R K  TEAM NOTES TO TRAINER 
assign them the task of contacting those missing stakeholders after 
the training. 

G. Work  Group Agenda 

When introducing this list, stress to the participants that there is no 
set "correct" agenda or order for taking action. The list is not 
meant to define outcomes or products of the work group. These are 
only components of effective interventions. Any agenda should be 
worked on by the group independently. 

. Understanding the Need for Detention and/or the Impact 
of Crowding (including the impact of disproportionate 
minority confinement) 

2. Developing and/or Analyzing Relevant Juvenile Justice 
Data 

3. Analyzing the Jurisdiction's Current Policy/Practice 

4. Developing a Definition/Purpose of Detention 

5. Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

6. Developing a Continuum of Detention Services 
Interventions 

7. Developing Step Down Strategies 

8. Developing Monitoring Strategies 

9. Developing a Strategy for Sustainability of core working 
group 

Challenges 

. The "Revolving" Door of Leadership - POint out that 
because of low status and pay of public sen'ants, 
including the stakeholders' fields, turnover of quality 
people with leadership skills can be a problem. 

. Political Risk - Championing Youth is NOT a Popular 
Endeavor.  Reach out to the Community. Educate the 
Community on the impact of crowding and the 
effectiveness of alternatives. 

3. Avoiding "Cookie Cutter" Approaches 

Display l-T-9 

Optional: Play Bart Lubow 
section from Crowding 
Videoconference. 

Additional resource 
material on the 
development of 
jurisdictional core groups 
and crime statistics is 
included in the participant 
handouts. 
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Cresting the 
iurisd|ct|gfla! Core Work Group 

Trainer: 

Date: 

Place: 

1-T-1 



[~ ~ - i ~  

Historical Bsckgroufld 

• The 80's and early 90's -"Build and they will 

come" 

° OJJDP "Study of Conditiofls of Coflfinement" 

• AECF Juvenile Detention initiative 

OJJDP Training & Technical Support 

1 -T-2 ¢N ¢ pflH D ...... 



Swimming Ags|las| the Tide 

• Reactionary Legislation 

Public Perception 

• 3 R ' s  

1 -T-3 
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Consequences of Crowd|fiB 

° impact o| Crowding on Conditions 

° Litigation 

• Cost-Benefit Rst|o 

. i]emoral|zat|on of Staff and Youth 

1 -T-4 



NJDA Position Statement on Crowding 

The HJJ)A opposes overcrowdJfig |fl juveflJ|e 
detention. Whenever s fsc||Jty's des|nil or 
program capacity |s exceeded |t is |napDropriate 
and harmful to the provision of helpful services to 
juveniles... 

...HJDA supports admJfl|strative., legislative arid 
judicial actions to |JNit the population of juvenile 
detention fac|l|t|es to tho|r design and programs 
and services wh|ch balance the needs of at-risk 
and delinquent juveniles with public safety. 

I 

1 -T-5 



V|s|on/M|ss|on 
, &  ." , j 

"Where there/$ no wision, the people perish." 
Book of Provnrbs 

1. Where is one going? 

2. A Systemic Approach 

3. A"Balanced Approach 

4. A Partnership 

1 -T-6 



CrestifiB sfl |nt6ragency Group': 
Fundamental Pr|nciples 

1. Collaboration 
2. Key Stakeholders 
3. Consensus 
4. NeUotiation 
5. Self Assessment 
6. Will and CapaclN 

1 -T-7 N 



Composition: 
Policy Love| Stakeholders 

4, 

4, 

4, 

Chief Juvenile Court Judge 

Juvenile Court Administration 

Public Defender/Prosecutor 
Law Enforcement 

Youth-serving agencies (i.e., education, medical, mental health, and 
child welfare) ~ 

) 
State Agency ', ) 
Community Organizations ( i.e., advocacy, parent groups) 
Faith Community 

Community Private Providers 

Citizen Leadership/Private Sector 

1 -T-8 
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Work Group Agenda 

0 

0 

Understanding the Heed for Detention and/or the impact of Crowding 
(overcrowding), including the impact of disproportionate minoritv 
confinement 

Developing and/or Analvzinu Relevant Juvenile Justice Data 

Analvzinu the Jurisdiction's Current Policv/Practice 

Developing a Definition/Purpose of Detention 

Developing a Risk Assessment instrument 

Developing a Continuum of Detention Services Interventions 

Developing Step Down Strategies 

~ P  A D(V([OPM(HT 

1 -T-9 

• Developing Monitoring Strategies 

• Developing a Strategy for Sustainability of core working group 



Chaliengos 

• The "Revoiviflg Door" of Leadership 

• Political Risk 

• Avoiding Cookie Cutter Approaches 

1-T-10 



H "istOrical BackUrOund ~ 

1 

D 

J 

- The 80's and early 90's-"Build and ~eYwi l l  

come" 

• OJJDP"Study of Conditions of Confinement" 

. AECF Juvenile Detention InitlaLIve 

• OJJDP Training & Technical SuPport 

Creating the Jurisdictional Core Work Group 

l-H-1 



J~ Consequences of Crowding 
j * ImpactolCrowdingon Conditions 

I ~  • Litigation 
i ~ i ~  . Cost-BenelitRatio 
~ - Demoralization o! Stall and Youth 
~ I  " Position Statements 

BJi ..... ~ I 1 ~  

C r e a t i n g  the  Ju r i sd i c t i ona l  C o r e  W o r k  G r o u p  

HJDA POSition Statement on Crowding :i '!:: ~ 
:7-: :~i:..~;i:+:::.!".:~.:"(!..:!.~:~. - ~ i  ,:,. i.;,~.ii:.: 
• : .The NJOAopiio$-es oVeicrowdlng in jUVenile.~{::! ~i~: 
i:: detentJon~ Whe'ne~er ~ laciiity'S design or ~.:~ ~ ~{.~:!~ 
• ' ::pro grain capacity]s exceeded it is]nappropriate:7; :: 
. and h~irmfblto~e provisl0ho! heli]fuI serv i~td! i  
'i J~enlle~::~:;'.: ~.: :i:ili:i~.~ .... ,..7:/: : i~ ~;~ii!;:~'; 

"i _HIDA:Su~iiorls ad~h*ni~a~e, ieglSia~e anilT:;:~:iii£ 
judicial actions tO limit"the population Otluvi:h~fi~:{: 
detention|acilitiesta oieir design and programs i 

• and services which balance the needs of at~riski!~!;: 
: and dellnquentJuveniles}vith public safety. ,'.,~::~il, : 

1 -H-2  



J 
Vision/Mission . . . .  
"Whore there is/to v/s/on, the people #erlsh. " 

Book olProverl]s 

1. Where is one golngP 
2. A Systemic Approach 

3. A"Balanced Approach 

4. A Partnership 

Creating the Jurisdictional Core Work Group 

~ Creating an Interagencv Group: 

] ~  1. CoHaboraUon 
I ~  2. Keys~ke,olde,s 
[ t~.  " 3. Consensus 
I ~ 4. Negotiation 
~ 5. SelfAssessmen_t 



Composition: 

i ~ - Juvenile Court Admlnlstl'ation 
[ ~ i ~  • Public Defender/Prosecutor 

I I ~  • LawEnforcement 
] ~ n ,  medlcai, mental health, and 
I ~ chDd welfare) 
I ~ l "  • s.tnAgnnc, 
I ~ i ~  ~ +  advocacy, parent groups) 

l l~!ii ~ . ~a~Cor.mnnl, 
[ ~ • Community Private Providers 
I ~ ~ e r s h t p l P r l v a t e  Sector . . . . .  

Creating the Jurisdictional Core Work Group 

Work Group Agenda ~ .  

J: 
Understanding the Need for Detention and/or the Impact el Crowding 
IovercrowdlngLIncluding the impact el diopraportlonato minority 
confinement 

Developing and/or Analyzing Relevant Juvenile Justice UZLS 

AnalYzing the JurlsdictJon's Current Policy/PrscUce 

Developing a Definition/Purpose o1 DetenUon 

Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

Developing a Continuum of Detention Services interventions 

Developing Step Down StJ'ategini 

Developing a Strategy for Sustsinability ol core working group 

Developing Monitoring Stxategies 
11T.s 

l - H - 4  



Creating the Jurisdictional Core Work Group 

• C h a l l e n g e s  , 

• The "Revolving Door" of Leadership 

° Polit ical Risk 

• Avoiding Cookie CutterApproaches 

...... ~ ! I / ~  

1 -H-5 



Creating the Jurisdictional Core Work Group 

C O M P O S I T I O N  OF JURISDICTIONAL CORE WORK G R O U P  

Position/Agency Individual(s) with 
decision-making capability 



A s  w i t h  v i o l e n t  o f f e n s e s ,  j u v e n i l e  a r r e s t  t r e n d s  
d i f f e r e d  a c r o s s  p r o p e r t y  o f f e n s e  c a t e g o r i e s  

T h e  j u v e n i l e  a r r e s t  ra te  f o r  b u r g l a r y  d e c l i n e d  

c o n s i s t e n t l y  b e t w e e n  1980  a n d  1 9 9 7 ;  t h e  1 9 9 7  
r a t e  w a s  a b o u t  h a l f  t h e  1980  r a t e  

Arrests per 100,000 jweniles ages 10-17 . . . .  

,oo'°°°°° 
_!_~,~'g~ar's ~ i i l  i I ! 

, too- I ,1  P-i ' - -T- i - - ! - - IT I I 
-.J. --=---J---4--. ~- -'~-J--.J..-4---L -- ,U-I, =oo i ! I L_L_I_I_L_L_ - r -  

200 l ; I I i I I 
1oo 7 .  I I - .  .... LL_ .L_= . ,_ ._L  

o I ! I !  ~ l l  ! I !  I !  l i  
1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 

[ ]  The burglary arrest rate declined 38% between 1980 
and 1988, remained constant for a few years, and then 
droppecl by another1" /% between 1992 and-1997. 

T h e  j u v e n i l e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  b u r g l a r y  a r r e s t s  
d e c l i n e d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  1980 's ,  t h e n  i n c r e a s e d  
g r a d u a l l y  d u r i n g  t he  1990 's  

Percent of total 

50% - [ 2  T T - ~ - ; f - - i  '~ . . . .  - . . . . . .  : - r - r T " ~  
: uungary  ; i i I 

4 0 %  . - . . ; - - ~ , . . -  ~ - - - ' , -  . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ' - - - - i - . .  - . - - - ' - - - - - - ~ - - + - - - ~  
i i .. ~-"T--'~--"~2 f i Juveni learrests ! I ~-.._! 
i ~ : i ~ ! ~ .' ' " : " . I 
i ~ i i , " , ~ ,  ' ' i I ! I 30% ." -' "-; "-'t--;" . . . . . .  t---r . . . .  i'--~ . . . .  ~ - - - -  r - - - L - ~  1 

~ I i I | , I , i I 
! ~ l  I I ~ I 

20% -- ; . . . . .  " . . . . . . . . . . . .  : - - " - - " - - : ' "  ' ' 

10% ~ O v e ' n i l e "  ar~esls~ 

' "I!' 'IIIII I o~ I I 1  I • , .I  
1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 

I I  Even with recent increases, the juvenile proport ion of 
burglary arrests in 1997 was still below the levels of 
the early 1980's. 

C o m p a r e d  w i t h  o t h e r  o f f e n s e  c a t e g o r i e s ,  t he  
j u v e n i l e  a r r e s t  r a te  f o r  l a r c e n y - t h e f t  r e m a i n e d  
c o n s t a n t  t h r o u g h  t h e  1 9 8 0 ' s  a n d  1990 ' s  

Arrests per 1CO,OOOjuveniles ages 10-17 

2,ooc---"~7-th.'eli l  t I I i - T ~ I  [ : 

i 
1.oo< 

I I ~ _ _ i _ ~ .  i L _ _ _ i -  . . . . .  L . . . . .  '- 
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1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 

I~ Larceny-theft offenses, which include shoplifting and 
thefts of bicycles and automot ive accessories, ere de- 
f ined as thestea] ing of property without the use of - 
force, violence, or fraud. 

T h e  j u v e n i l e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  a r r e s t s  f o r  l a r ceny -  
t h e f t  in  1997  w a s  c o m p a r a b l e  t o  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  t he  

e a r l y  1 9 8 0 ' s  

Percent of total 

;0% ' i  ...... ~ - r - 7 - - r  ' i i  ' ; .  ' i . . . . . . .  ~ 
' L a r c e n y  -theft~ I ~ i : i ! ~ I 
, . . I _ _ L . _ L _ L _ J _ _ I _ j _ -  ! L _ L . ! . L _  

;0% ~ ~ J ,  r , , , . j :  . : , I i ! . ; I , t ve,,,ie arre~ i !~- : - - - - - -  
i , , • , t ~ • i . . .  ,0~o ~ - - i -  

, T • L 
, i , . _ L _ L  i ; ' ' _ . _ L _ _  , _ J _ _ L  .... 

!0% - -  ,-- f ' -T I r - -  Crimes cleared b - - ~ ~ " ' ~ "  "~--~"-t-"~"y , 
' | 1  I ; I I ! !_=  ,_kl_Lk, [juven,learre : i 

o,_ f l r [ i  i I i FI 
0 %  

1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1"991 1993 1995 1997 

I~ Between 1980 and 1997, about 1 in 3 persons ar- 
rested for larceny-theft was under age 18, and about 1 
in 4 larceny-thefts cleared was cleared by the arrest of 
a juvenile. 

Note: Arson clearance data were first reported in 1981. 

Source: Authors' analysis of arrest data from unpublished FBI reports for 1980 through 1994 and the FBI's Crime in the United States reports 
for 1995, 1996, and 1997 and population data from the Bureau of the Census for 1980 through 1989 from Current Population Reports. P25- 
1095. and for 1990 through 1997 from Estimates of the population of States by age, sex, race, and Hispanic origin: 1990-1997 [machine- 
readable data files]. Juvenile clearance proportions were adapted from the FBrs Crime in the United States series for the years 1980 through 
1997. 

~ Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999 National RepoR 
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A Reasonable Alternative to Locking More Kids Up: 
The Development of Jurisdictional Core Groups 

Paul DeMuro and Earl L. Dunlap 

Abstract 

The problems caused by our nation's persistent reliance on lock-up for troubled youths, 
especially problems caused by the chronic crowding of secure detention, require a detailed 
strategy designed to relieve crowding in these detention centers. The mission, membership, 
and working agenda of a jurisdictional core ~oup are outlined, and alternative programs are 
described. Faced with chronic crowding, a jurisdiction can choose to ignore the problem of 
exposing youth, staff, and the jurisdiction itself to extensive personal and financial liabilities; 
a jurisdiction can "build itself out of the problem," at great expense with little assurance that 
the additional secure beds will resolve systemic issues; or it can address underlying causes of 
overcrowding by implementing a core group strategy. 

I N T R O D U C T I O N  

"If  official behavior and public policies are 

rel iable guides to our collective attitudes, 

Americans do not like other people's children, 

e spec i a l l y  the chi ldren  o f  the poor. We 

begrudge them support at a standard of living 

above mere  survival. We educate them in 

generally old and dilapidated schools, and we 

prefer that poor children be kept separate from 

those who are born to more affluent families. 

The truth is that we are afraid of poor children, 

particularly those of  other races. Like children 

of  all classes, these children from time to time 

confh-m our fears and our dislike of  them by 

committ ing atrocious and frightening crimes." 

(7Vhen the state is the teacher, John Conrad) 

Reliance on Lock-ups  

One  is t e m p t e d  to add  to C o n r a d ' s  

s o m e w h a t  da t ed  but st i l l  v e r y  r e l e v a n t  

observation the following: as we approach the 

end of  the 20th century, our nation is content 

to lock-up other people's children in record 

numbers  - -  particularly poor  and minor i ty  
children. 

No one would dispute the fact that every 
jurisdiction needs to have a sufficient number  

L 
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of secure beds to detain alleged serious and 
violent juvenile offenders. But the fact of the 
matter is that in most jurisdictions, we are 
lock ing  up too many  of  our youths  - -  
particularly poor and minority youths - -  in 
secure detention and correctional facilities. 

Media attention to notorious juveni le  
crimes has helped fuel the public's perception 
that there is a run-away juvenile crime problem. 
As is often the case, the facts do not support 
the widespread public perception. 

In a recent report ("Juvenile Arrests in 
1996") the following was noted: 

Less than one-half of 1% of all persons age 
10 through 17 were arrested for a Violent 
Crime Index offense (murder and non- 
negl igent  manslaughter, forcible r a p e ,  
robbery and aggravated assault). 

• The juveni le  violent crime arrest rate 
declined 12% from 1994-1996. 

• The 1996 juvenile murder arrest rate was 
the lowest in the decade. 

The 1995 juvenile arrest rate for forcible 
rape hit a 10-year low and the 1996 rate 
was slightly above that of 1995. 

• The 1996 juvenile arrest rate for property 
crimes was the lowest in a decade. 

Despite these facts, many elected officials 
continue to push for and pass "get tough" 
legislation which is grounded in a punitive 
"lock them all up" mind set. Researchers at 
the National Center for Juvenile Justice who 
conducted a study of state laws enacted from 
1992 through 1995 (Sickmund, Snyder and 
Poe-Yamagata) found a "pervasive trend to 
crack down on juvenile crime". During this 
period, no less than 47 States and the District 

of Columbia enacted laws that toughened the 
sanctions in the juvenile justice system and at 
the same time made more youths liable for 
lock-up in the adult system. 

Reactionary legislation, with -its eye firmly 
focused on brick and mortar as the solution, 
does not come without consequences  - -  
consequences to those youths locked-up and 
to the public who will be required to pay for 
the considerable costs of building additional 
secure beds, during and long after the present 
building/expansion boom has come and gone. 
Although there will be some regional variation, 
the approximate total costs of building and 
maintaining o n e  secure juvenile detention or 
corrections bed is $1,250,000 to $1,500,000 
over a twenty year period of time, assuming 
that the facility is operated within the guidelines 
of nationa!ly recognized minimum standards. 

Despite these costs, in the recent past, the 
public has been willing to underwrite the costs 
of expanding secure care beds. Since 1985, 
the juvenile justice system has undergone a 
considerable expansion. Bet~veen 1985-1995, 
75 new secure detention facilities were opened. 
Between 1983 and 1995 there was a 43% 
increase in the number of youths held in public 
facilities; currently ahnost 600,000 children 
and youths are admitted to secure detention (A 
Progress Report:  The Juvenile Detent ion 
Alternatives Initiative, The Annie E. Casey 
Foundation, December, 1997). In addition, 
most states have dramatically increased their 
training school/secure bed capacity as well as 
the number of youths they handle in the adult 
system. 

Beyond  these addi t ions  to publ ic  
institutional beds, the private for-profit sector 
is now cashing in on the perceived need to lock 
juvenile offenders up. The for-profit sector has 
demonstrated its almost unquenchable appetite 
(as long as there is a profit) to build and run a 
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variety of secure beds for delinquent youths 
- -  from boot camps to large secure complexes. 
There seems to be few limits on our willingness 
to build locked cells for our children and 
youths. 

Persistent Overcrowding in Secure 
Detention 

Despite this considerable expansion in the 
number of secure care beds, (and paradoxically, 
perhaps because of this recent expansion), 

• juvenile detention centers in many jurisdictions 
cont inue  to be p lagued by chronic 
overcrowding. The current "get tough" attitude 
with its emphasis on adult sanctions and 
determinate sentencing has put a particular 
strain on facilities built and funded as short 
term, pre-trail, detention centers. The reliance 
on secure detention beds - -  the most costly 
and restrictive form ofpre-trial detention - -  is 
alarnaing when one considers that less than 30% 
of the nation's  secure detention beds are 
occupied by youths charged with violent 
crimes. 

Overcrowding continues to plague secure 
detention centers. In small, medium, and large 
cities, the scene is all too familiar, juvenile 
jus t i ce  de tent ion ,  centers  are woefu l ly  
overcrowded. Today, almost six out of ten 
youths admitted to secure detention centers are 
admitted to facilities which are routinely 
overcrowded. 

The American Correctional Association's 
standards for juvenile facilities require one- 
youth sleeping rooms to have 70 square feet of 
floor space; sleeping rooms housing three or 
more youths should have 50 square feet per 
juvenile. The ACA standards also require that 
living units not exceed 25 juveniles (Parent et 
al., 1994). In recent years, 74% of all juveniles 
in our nation's detention centers were being 
held in facilities that were crowded according 
to at least one of these measures. 

By 1995, over 50% of the nation's juvenile 
detention centers held more residents than they 
were constructed to h o l d - -  in 1983 this figure 
was just 9%. Parent, in his study of conditions 
of confinement, found severe and systemic 
problems in overcrowded facilities including 
overcrov,'ded living space, improper security, 
insufficient mental health sen'ices (particularly 
regarding suicidal youths) and inadequate 
health services. 

Contrary to public perception, most youths 
confined in our nat ion 's  secure juven i l e  
detention centers are not charged with violent 
or serious charges. Most youths in secure 
detention are held on property, drug and less 
serious offenses; many status offenders and 
youths held on technical violations of probation 
are also confined in secure juvenile detention 
facilities. 

And as is the case in most of our nation's 
juvenile correctional institutions, children of 
color are disproportionately confined in our 
secure juvenile detention institutions. By 1991 
minorities made up almost 66% of all youth 
confined in juvenile facilities (Parent et al., 
1994). A 1994 National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency study confirmed the fact that in 
several of  our na t ion ' s  larges t  count ies  
"minor i ty  youth,  pa r t i cu l a r ly  Af r i can  
Americans, were almost twice as likely to be 
held in secure pretrial confinement than white 
youth. In addition higher minor i ty  youth 
detention rates were observed even when 
controlling for such factors as gender, arrest, 
charge, home living situation and prior offense 
history. Once securely detained, minorities are 
confined for longer periods of  t ime than 
whites" (Jones & Krisberg, 1994). 

Juvenile detention centers are ill-equipped 
to handle  the problems a s soc ia t ed  with 
crowding. Overcrowding in secure detention 
centers increases the potential for staff and 
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youth injuries, and makes it more difficult for 
staff to attend to the needs of suicidal youths 
and other youths with mental health and other 
special needs. Overcrowded facilities have a 
higher incidence of disciplinary infractions, 
escape attempts and violence. Residents of 
overcrowded facilities are more  l ikely to 
exhibit anger toward staffand other detainees. 

The Na t iona l  Juveni le  De ten t ion  
Association in its June 1995 Position Statement 
on overcrowding identified these harmful 
effects of overcrowding in juvenile facilities: 

Overcrowding increases the danger to 
youth;  increases the risk of  suicides, 
physical assaults and accidental injuries. 

• Overcrowding increases the danger of 

are frequently delayed access to, if not excluded 
from, educational, vocational and counseling 
services. In jurisdictions that suffer chronic 
overcrowding, youths are often released from 
secure detention without having received 
meaningful interventions aimed at addressing 
their problems and correcting their behaviors. 

Ultimately overcrowding has a negative 
impact on public safety. When the sheer 
numbers of youths overwhelm institutional 
staff, facilities stretch just to provide custodial 
supervision and the most basic necessities of 
life. When youths sleep on mats on the floor, 
two or three (or more) in a room designed for 
one youth or in crowded dormitories, quality 
programming is difficult, if not impossible, to 
deliver. In jurisdictions that suffer chronic 
overcrowding, youths are often released from 

_.injuries to staff related tophysjcal assaults secure detention without haying received 
by residents, meaningful interventions aimed at addressing 

Overcrowding severely undercuts the value 
of  decent  programming and in some 
instances it may cause essential programs 
and services to be eliminated entirely. 

Overc rowding  causes a pervas ive  
deterioration of the general conditions of 
confinement  and increases the risk of 
litigation. 

their problems and correcting their behaviors. 
Such practices serve neither the interests of the 
individual youth nor the interest of the public 
in improved public safety' outcomes. 

If  we are to lessen our co l l ec t ive  
dependency on incarceration, local and state 
juvenile justice leadership must be willing to 
reassess and to change long standing and failing 
policy. 

Overcrowded facilities are costly to run: 
maintenance and facility costs, overtime costs, 
worker ' s  compensat ion costs, all tend to 
increase  in overcrowded ins t i tu t ions .  
Moreover, jurisdictions that have chronic 
p rob lems  with overc rowding  face the 
additional costs associated with protracted civil 
rights litigation. During the past two decades 
there have been twenty-seven major lawsuits 
concerning overcrowding in juvenile detention 
centers. 

In overcrowded detention centers youths 

In.jurisdictions throughout the country, one 
often finds that the typical situation is the 
absence of a meaningful, comprehens ive  
strategy designed to address the problems 
associated with overcrowding. It is the lack of 
a collective and comprehensive strategy that 
ul t imately leads to a d e p e n d e n c y  on 
incarceration. 

Clearly, there is no one simple solution to 
the development of a comprehensive and 
meaningful juvenile justice strategy that can 
successfully impact on the unnecessary use of 
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secure juvenile facilities. A troubled and 2. 
overcrowded system is brought about by a 
constellation of factors, often seemingly 
unrelated to each other. There is no one-size- 
fits:all solution to the problems associated with 
overcrowding of secure detention centers and 3. 
over-use of lock-down for juvenile justice 
youths. 

In order to relieve overcrowding and to shift 
the focus froma place (building-- the secure 
detention center) to a process (system) that 
balances the goals of"helping" youths with the 
need for public safety, jurisdictions 
experiencing chronic overcrowding should 
give serious consideration to the following 
strategy) 

A STRATEGY TO REDUCE RELIANCE 
ON SECURE DETENTION BEDS 

. 

The Development of Jurisdictional Teams/ 
Juvenile Justice Core Group 7. 

Effective and meaningful juvenile justice 
policy can be shaped through a collective and 
collaborative effort. A community needs first 
to establish a core work group comprised of 8. 
juvenile justice and community leaders who 
have a stake in the juvenile justice system. 
Members of this core group should be high 
ranking officials who have policy making 
authority and key operational staff who are 
responsible for implementing juvenile justice 
policies. Responsible community 
organizations (particular those representing 9. 
minority neighborhoods, youths and families) 
and local juvenile justice advocacy groups 
should also be included. 

At a minimum, membership in the core 
work group should include: 

The executive branch of local government 
who has budget responsibility for detention 
- -  most often the County's Executive' 
Office. 

1. The juvenile court - -  preferably the 
presiding judge of the juvenile court. 

Representatives from the police 
departments who arrest the majority of 
youths detained in the center. 

The public defender and the prosecutor's 
office - -  the respective officials who are 
responsible for handling cases in juvenile 
cour t .  

5. The Director of Juvenile Probation - -  
generally juvenile probation has 
responsibility for the critical initial 
detention "intake" decision. 

6. The Executive Director (Superintendent) of 
the secure detention center. 

Representatives from the major, public and 
private youth-serving agencies (Education, 
Mental Health, Child Welfare). 

Representatives from the agency (usually 
the state agency responsible for state 
juvenile justice policy and operations) 
which is responsible for providing 
placement options for adjudicated youths 
who are committed to the custody of the 
state. 

Community organizations - -  particularly 
minority organizations - -  local business 
leaders and responsible local juvenile 
justice advocates. 

Efforts to put such a core group together will 
be viewed by some as impractical; however, 
many, if not all, of the part icipants  
communicate with each other almost daily 
regarding individual cases. They need, 
collectively, to begin discussions aimed at 
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ident i fying and resolving local systemic 
problems. It is often the lack of a planned and 
formal response to the system's problems that 
contributes to a fragmented and failing juvenile 
po l i cy  and an over- re l iance  on secure 
confinement. 

Although individual members of the core 
group might very well have competing or 
conflicting interests in individual cases (i.e. the 
juvenile prosecutor and the public defender), 
they need to share one common goal: a desire 
to ensure that their jurisdiction operates an 
effective and efficient juvenile justice system 
and a safe and decent secure detention center , 
a center that is not continually overcrowded. 
In essence the core working group will: 

• Offer a forum for the open exchange of 
ideas and perspectives. 

Establishing The Core Group's  Mission 

("Where there is no vision, the people 
perish." Book of Proverbs) 

It has often been said that, " i f  one does not 
know where he is going it is not likely that he 
will get there." In order to meet the challenges 
of developing and implementing an effective 
juvenile justice strategy that balances the needs 
of youths with the need for public safety, the 
core group must first reach consensus on a 
mission statement. At a minimum the mission 
for the core grdup must place a value on public 
safety and on the individual needs of children, 
families and community. Furthermore, the 
mission statement should emphasize the 
working partnership and decision making 
process established within the core group. 

In its mission statement, the core group 
• Encourage cooperation and coordination needs to accept the following principles: 

among the various agencies  which 
comprise the jurisdiction's juvenile justice 
system. 

Identify problems that contribute to 
overcrowding and develop both short and 
longer term solutions to these problems. 

That systemic overcrowding of secure 
detention presents a number of critical 
problems to the ju r i sd i c t ion  and to 
individual youth and staff; that the system 
should not routinely operate an over- 
crowded facility. 

Oversee the actions taken to resolve the 
dependency on incarceration. 

Incorporate specific corrective action plans 
into community juvenile justice policy. 

Assess and take appropriate steps to 
abandon ineffect ive and/or  counter-  
productive strategies. 

Become the communi ty ' s  co l lec t ive  
"conscience" that deters a single "political" 
agenda from driving juvenile justice policy. 

That secure detention beds should be 
reserved for those juvenile offenders who 
represent the greatest threat to public safety. 

That court-ordered detention is in reality a 
condi t ion of  court imposed pre-tr ial  
supervision; it need not always take place 
in a secure facility. In effect, provided that 
the protection of the public is provided for, 
detention supervision can take place in a 
variety of locations with varying degrees 
of supervision. 

Developing a core group with a unifying 
mission minimizes the potential for isolated 
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incidents of violent juvenile crime to drive 
politically expedient policies of wholesale 
expansion of secure beds and allows for a 
jurisdiction's informed leadership collectively 
to shape effective and responsible public policy. 

The Core Group's  Agenda 

1. Analyzing Relevant Juvenile Justice Data 

If a jurisdiction is going to understand and 
resolve issues associated with overcrowding, 
the core group needs to collect and analyze a 
variety of  juvenile  just ice data. In most 
jurisdictions the following type of information 
either will already exist or will be relatively 
easy to collect: 

. . . . .  1. Armual number_& type of juvenile arrests 
(age, sex, offense, police jurisdiction, etc.). 

2. Annual number of referrals to juvenile 
court. 

One way to get a more comprehensive 
understanding of the detention population and 
its "flow" through the system is to perform a 
retrospective, case-specific analysis of the 
detention population for a defined period of 
time - -  e.g. a 12 to 24 month recent period. 
To perform such an analysis, a jurisdiction 
needs to collect and analyze case specific data 
regarding juvenile detention admissions and 
discharges for the 12-24 month period. T h e  
following case specific information should be 
collected for youths admit ted into secure 
detention for the period: 

1. Demographics (age, sex, race). 

2. Arrest/referring charge - -  including all 
reasons for a youth's admission to secure 
detention:_ e.g.-probation violation, short . . . . .  
term sentences, court or "courtesy" holds, 
etc. 

3. Location and time of arrest & admission. 

3. Annual/monthly number of petitions filed 
in juvenile court. 

4. Annual/monthly admissions into secure 
detention. 

5. An analysis of monthly population levels 
in secure detention. 

A detailed analysis of this data should yield 
an accurate picture of the number and type of 
youths initially admitted to secure detention; 
however, since population levels in secure 
detention are a function of two variables: the 
number  of  youths  admi t ted  to j uven i l e  
detention and the lengths of stay of youths in 
detention, a more detailed analysis needs to be 
conducted of the characteristics of individual 
cases and the patterns of their "case-flow" 
through the system. 

4. Prior offense & placement history. 

5. If risk assessment is used, risk score. 

. Length of stay in detention - -  time to 
disposition if case is taken to disposition 
and time to release - -  particular attention 
should be paid to different categories of 
admissions: e.g. How many youths are 
admitted for violations of probation and 
how long do they stay? How long do 
property offenders stay? Violent offenders? 
Youths waiting for adult court? 

. Location of discharge p l a c e m e n t -  e.g. 
home, re la t ive ' s  home,  group home, 
institution, etc. 

Once this information is col lected,  a 
number of questions can begin to be raised and 
answered. The answers to these questions will 
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become the basis for shaping the policy that 
will drive the core group's decisions. Some of 
the questions that should be addressed are: 

Q u e s t i o n s  Re:  Y o u t h s  A d m i t t e d  to 
Secure Detent ion 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

What  percentage of youths admitted to 
secure detention are discharged within a 
few hours? Within the first three to five 
days of admission? 

What  percentage of youths admitted to 
secure detention could be diverted with the 
availability of a legitimate twenty-four (24) 
hour intake system? 

What  percentage of youths in secure 
detention are returned to their own home 
or that of a relative or responsible party at 
any point in the judicial process? 

What percentage of youths are admitted to 
secure detention on bench warrants that 
could be diverted to legitimate alternative 
options? 

What percentage of youths are admitted to 
secure detention for non-serious probation 
v io l a t i ons  that could be diver ted to 
alternatives? 

What percentage of youths admitted to 
secure detention for short term sentences; 
could any of these youths be diverted to 
alternatives? 

What percentage of youths admitted to 
secure detention are held for indeterminate 
periods of  time awaiting placement in 
private placements after their dispositional 
hearing? How long do these youths stay 
in secure detention after their dispositional 
hearing? 

. What percentage of youths admitted to 
secure detention are awaiting the judicial 
transfer process to the adult criminal justice 
system? How long do these youths stay in 
secure detention? 

Court Processing Questions 

Other equally important systemic questions that 
require examination are: 

. How effectively is the jurisdiction adhering 
to state/national standards for speedy 
hearings? 

2. How often are prosecutors and defense 
attorneys seeking continuances? 

. To what extent is the judicial system being 
manipula ted  (prevalence  of  plea 
bargaining) to continue a youth in a secure 
detention setting as a post dispositional 
option? 

Regarding length of stay, most jurisdictions 
will discover that their secure population falls 
into three distinct categories: Short-terna stays 
(8 hrs.- 5 days); medium length stays (5-30 
days) and longer term stays (30-120 days). 
Once understood, this information can help 
form the basic approach to specific problem 
solving activities: if most of the shorter term 
youths are low risk and are returned to their 
home or relative's home, the jurisdiction might 
question the need to admit these youths. Could 
this population (or a high percentage of it) be 
diverted at intake? What type of program or 
process would be needed to accomplish this 
goal? Where might an alternative program be 
best located? etc. Could probation violators 
(or warrant cases) be diverted or handled in a 
shorter time frame? 

The data will also help determine to what 
extent a facility is serving a multi-purpose use: 
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How many youths are held as probation 
violators? As courtesy holds? As placement 
failures? As low risk runaways? As short term 
sentences? How long do such youths stay in 
secure detention? And to where are they 
discharged? The answer to these questions 
should suggest programmatic and system 
so lu t ions  des igned  to help rel ieve 
overcrowding. (For example, developing a 
range of sanctions for technical violators of 
probation which does not exclusively depend 
on securedetention. Or diverting low risk 
runaways to existing shelter care.) 

On the other end of the length of stay 
spectrum, a jurisdiction might discover that 
many longer term youths are actually post- 
dispositional youths, waiting for a placement 
to a non-secure placement facility or to a longer 
term state secure program. If  this is the case, 
the core group will need to include the state 
placement officials in their planning process. 
Similarly, if youths facing adult court hearings 
are helping to drive up the detention population, 
then the core group will need to develop 
strategies to address this issue. 

The case specific infornaation can also be 
used to identify any potential gender or race 
specific disparities: How do the admissions 
rates and length of stay for girls and/or for 
youths of color compare to white males with 
similar offense profiles? 

And finally, the case information should 
give the core group a fairly clear idea of where 
and for whom alternative detention programs 
ought to be developed. 

2. Developing Consensus Regarding the 
Purposes of Secure Detention 

There is a long his tory of confusion 
regarding the purposes associated with the use 
of juvenile detention. The 1947 National 

Conference on Prevention and Control of  
Juvenile Delinquency recommended four 
distinct solutions to this confusion: 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 youth 
who do not require secure detention into 
alternative programs; and, 4) there should be a 
well-organized network for transferring youths 
to the appropriate placements. Despite the 
significance of these recommendations, set 
forth over a ha l f  century ago, and their 
re i tera t ion t ime and t ime again ,  many  
communities have failed to clearly define the 
purposes of secure detention. 

If there is lack of agreement regarding the 
purposes of secure detention, a jurisdiction will 
continue to rely on the secure juvenile detention 
facility as the primary solution to the local 
juveni le  crime problem. From an over- 
simplified and erroneous point of view, when 
overcrowding occurs, the easy and often only 
response is to simply add more beds. 

The core group needs to develop agreement 
regarding a working definition of what type of 
youths ought to be eligible for secure detention. 
Since the core group is comprised of diverse 
members of the juvenile justice community 
(e.g. police and the defense  bar), in all 
likelihood, the group will not necessarily begin 
with a strong consensus definition. 

Defining "detention" may seem like a 
simple task; however, it is quite possible that 
the basic problem that causes detent ion 
overcrowding in many ju r i sd ic t ions  is a 
misunderstanding by staff and key decision 
makers regarding the role of secure detention 
in the juvenile justice system. Often staff 
within the same agency, even within the same 
detention facility, have a different view of the 
role of secure detention. In order for a 
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jurisdiction to begin developing a plan designed 
to relieve overcrowding, the core group needs 
to define what type of youths are in need of 
pre-disposit ion secure detention services. 
Jurisdictions who desire to use secure detention 
for multi-purposes (e.g. as sentencing options, 
to hold post-dispositional, committed youths 
for placement in non-secure programs, to 
sanction technical violations of probation, etc.) 
will have a much more difficult time relieving 
overcrowding. 

Placement into secure detention should 
include only youths who present a high risk of 
non-appearance (e.g. risk of flight -7-- run risk) 
or a high risk of danger to the public. Youths 
should not be eligible for secure detention on 
low level offenses or because there is no 
available parent or guardian. 

T-he core group needs to see detention not 
solely as a secure place to be used to hold 
appropriate youths during the time it takes for 
the juveni le  court to hear and (if needed) 
adjudicate individual cases but as a p r o c e s s -  
with a number of  options, inchtding secure beds 
that offer a range of supervision to youths 
whose cases are being considered by juvenile 
court. 

Intake into secure detention should be a tnvo 
step process consisting of the application of 
explicit detention criteria (which should divert 
cases that are clearly not eligible for secure 
detention) and the use of an objective, race- 
neutral, risk assessment instrument that places 
youths in an appropriate restrictive level based 
on the you th ' s  potent ia l  danger  to the. 
community. 

Many jurisdictions do not use explicit 
detention criteria; police can and do bring a 
wide range of troubled and troublesome youths 
to the intake desks of the local secure detention 
centers. By having explicit detention criteria, 

law enforcement, the court, probation staff and 
others will know before hand what youths are 
eligible for detention. Explici t  detention 
cr i ter ia  wi l l  he lp  make it c lear  to law 
enforcement and to the general community 
what groups of youth are (and are not) eligible 
for detention. 

3. Developing a RiskAssessment Instrument 

After reaching agreement on the purposes 
of secure detention, the core group may decide 
to develop a risk assessment instrument. Risk 
assessment instruments help to identify those 
juveniles who, on the basis of the admission 
criteria, may be eligible for detention but do 
not necessar i ly  need to be held in secure 
detention.  An effective risk assessment  
instrument can identify which youths are 
e l igible  for a l ternat ive ,  less res t r ic t ive ,  
de ten t ion  superv i s ion .  The effect ive  
application of a risk assessment instalment ',','ill 
separate those youths who may be eligible for 
detention into three levels of risk: high, medium 
and low. 

Deten t ion  r isk screening inst ruments  
attempt to objectify the system's  decision 
making process regarding two specific issues: 
the likelihood that a youth will abscond and 
the youth's relative risk to public safety. Risk 
assessment instruments record and objectively 
score current and prior offense history, the 
frequency of past offenses and the history of 
failure to appear for hearings, runaways, and 
escapes. Other variables may also be noted 
(e.g., age of first court involvement, placement 
and/or probation history). Most instruments 
also allow for "over-r ides"--  cases in which, 
for case-specific reasons, the intake screener 
can override the instalment by admitting low 
risk youths into secure detention. Jurisdictions 
should be wary of incorporating too many 
automatic overrides into their process; for 
example, allowing every technical violation of 
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probation to be automatically screened into 
secure detention Overrides, either those that 
aggravate or mitigate (admit low risk youths 
to secure detention or release high risk youths 
to alternative levels of supervision) should be 
individually documented and justified by the 
screener with case specific infornaation. 

Each jurisdiction needs to develop a risk 
assessment instrument which matches the 
needs and practices of its jurisdiction. The core 
group can begin the development of the risk 
assessment instrument by starting with an 
example of an instrument used in another 
jurisdict ion and modifying it so that it is 
applicable to its own jurisdiction. Then the core 
group can develop a var ie ty  of  scoring 
scenario's for the instrument (to determine how 

actually in place. The following types of 
questions should be posed and answered: If the 
risk assessment instrument were incorporated 
into actual practice, how many youths would 
be completely diverted from detention? How 
many youths would be eligible for non-secure 
detention services, if  the risk assessment 
instrument were in place? How many youths 
would remain in secure detention? 

Before  a t tempt ing to put  the r isk 
assessment instrument into actual practice, the 
core group also needs to decide a number of 
operational questions: Will probation or 
detention staff administer the instrument? 
When in the arrest/detention process will the 
instrument be applied? Who (what agent - -  
this is generally the most troublesome of issues) 

. . . . . . . .  tO construct the point scale) an_d decide the wil l  make the decision to place youths in 
appropriate cut-off points for low, medium and 
high risk youths.  In order to revise the 
instrument appropriately, it should be field 
tested by applying it, either retrospectively or 
prospect ively i.e., for youths admitted to 
detention for the prior six months or to new 
in takes  for a two- three  month period. 
Detention and court staffshould be made aware 
that the draft instrument will be field tested and 
revised before it is incorporated into practice. 

Care should be taken to ensure that the 
instrument does not inadvertently promote 
racial  dispar i ty .  For example ,  gang 
membership  (or showing gang colors, if  
included as criteria in a risk assessment) could 
disproportionately affect minority youths. 
Similarly, if minority youths and communities 
do not have equal access to diversion programs, 
the delinquency records of minority youths 
may appear more serious than other youths. 

Once field tested, the core group should 
attempt to determine what the secure detention 
population would look like if the detention 
criteria and the draft risk assessment were 

alternative forms of detention supervision? 
Ho% when and by whom will this decision be 
reviewed? 

Before implementing the risk assessment 
instrument, the appropriate detention center 
staff, court staff, police officers, state attorneys 
and other stake holders must be informed of 
the new process. And finally, workers who 
will  use the instrument need to receive 
appropriate training regarding the application 
of the risk assessment instrument. 

The adopt ion  of an e f fec t ive  r isk 
assessment instrument should help ensure that 
cases that have a demonstrable record of failure 
to appear for court hearings and cases which 
present a clear risk to public safety (alleged 
violent and serious ofenders) are admitted to 
secure detention while at the same time 
ensuring that low risk and appropriate medium 
risk offenders  are diverted from secure 
detention. Incorporating a detention risk 
assessment  instrument into the detention 
screening process helps ensure: 
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Improved structure and consistency in the 
detention assessment and decision making 
process. 

of supervision may be increased or decreased 
based on behavior and potential risk to the 
community. 

A more effective use of limited secure care 
beds by placing youths in the appropriate 
level of supervision based on an objective 
assessment. 

• The placement of appropriate youths in 
alternative forms of detention supervision. 

The implementation of valid risk assessment 
instruments can help alleviate overcrowding in 
secure detention by facilitating the placement 
of low and appropriate medium risk cases into 
non-secure detention alternatives. 

. Developing a Cont inuum of Detention 
Intervent ions 

Before discussing actual model detention 
alternative programs, it is necessary to discuss 
two critical problems that in many jurisdictions 
have undercut the effectiveness of detention 
alternatives originally developed as a solution 
to overcrowding. One, the core group needs 
to ensure that any detention alternative created 
in the jurisdiction is in reality used as an 
al ternat ive  to secure de ten t ion .  Often 
ju r i sd ic t ions  have os tens ib ly  deve loped  
programs as alternatives to secure detention; 
but once implemented, some jurisdictions have 
actually used the programs for youths who 
would not have been held in secure detention. 
Therefore,  al though the capac i ty  of the 
detention system is increased, secure detention 

"Ira hammer is the only tool in your 
tool box, soon all yourproblems will 

start to look like nails." Gordon Allport 

Once the core group has analyzed the 
jurisdiction's relevant juvenile justice data, it 
will be in a position to begin planning and 
developing an effective detention continuum. 
An effective detention continuum consists of 
a range of alternative interventions with 
varying degrees of supervision. The secure 
facility represents only one element within the 
cont inuum - -  the most secure and most 
expensive element. 

- - populations arenot decreasedproportionately 
- -  the so-ca l led  "widen ing  of  the ne t"  
phenomena. An alternative detention program 
will only be effective in reducing overcrowding 
if it is used to divert youths  from secure 
detention. Thus, the relevance of the prior 
discussion concerning the need to perforna a 
case-specif ic  analysis of a ju r i sd ic t ion ' s  
detention population. 

Typical ly,  a detention continuum will  
include alternative programs that provide 
super~'ision to the youth in his own home or in 
the community; in a day/evening reporting 
center or in a staff secure shelter (group care) 
and the secure facility itself. Placement in the 
c o n t i n u u m  should be based upon an 
individualized assessment of each youth's 
potential risk to the community. Ayouth's level 

Two, just  as length of stay in secure 
detention needs to be constantly monitored, so, 
too, does length of stay in a jurisdiction's  
a l te rnat ive  detent ion program.  These 
alternative programs are alternative forms of 
detent ion;  they are not d i spos i t iona l  
alternatives. Some judges and probation staff 
do not make this dis t inct ion.  Thus,  in 
developing a range of detention interventions, 
the core group needs to emphas ize  that 
alternative detention interventions are designed 
to provide time-limited alternative forms of 
detention supervision (surveillance) and not 
longer term treatment. The core group needs 
to ensure that the a l ternat ive  de ten t ion  
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intervention, or set of interventions it develops, 
is operated and managed so that youth stay in 
the alternative detention intervention for a 
clearly defined period of time (30-45 days). 
Longer lengths of stay will mean that the 
alternative detention intervention will quickly 
reach capacity (i.e., back-up and develop a 
"wait ing list") and, therefore, undercut the 
effectiveness of the alternative programs as a 
w a y  to reduce overc rowding  in the 
jurisdiction's secure detention center. 

There are many innovative, non-secure 
detention programs operating throughout the 
United States. The most common and highly 
successful are community supervision/home 
detention programs, day reporting programs, 
e l ec t ron ic  moni to r ing  and shel ter  care 
programs. These programs have been proven 
to be cost effective alternatives to secure 
detention. In-home/non-residential detention 
alternatives can range from $10-.$20 per day 
per youth  and can be enhanced with an 
e lec t ronic  monitor ing component.  Day/ 
evening reporting centers will range from $32- 
40/day per youth; and, depending on the local 
job market, staffsecure group care will average 
between $90-110 per diem. All of these costs 
are far less than the per diem costs of a secure 
detention bed. 

Home Detention Programs have proven to 
be a cost-effective and cost-efficient detention 
intervention. Their remarkable success rates 
(in model programs, 90% to 95% of youth 
make their court hearing while remaining 
arrest-free) and low cost have made these 
programs popular throughout America. Started 
in the late 1970's, home detention programs 
have grown rapidly and have been used 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  in both rural and urban 
environments. Home detention programs can 
be run directly by public employees or through 
a contract with a private agency. 

Caseloads for home detention programs 
must be kept  low to ensure  e f fec t ive  
supervision. The success of home detention 
may lie in the straight forwardness of  the 
program. Home detention provides frequent 
random, unannounced ,  f ace - to - face ,  
communi ty  superv i s ion  (and t e l ephone  
contacts with youth) to ensure that a youth is 
appropriately supervised while living at home. 
Home detention programs also ensure that 
youths make their court appearances. Fai lure  
to comply with the rules and conditions of 
home detention can result in the youth being 
returned to the secure detention center. 

Home detention should be designed so that 
staff may increase (or decrease) the intensity 
of supervision and face-to-face contact time 
based upon a youth's behavior. When a youth 
violates a condition of home detention, he 
should not automatically be returned to secure 
detention, rather staff should first consider 
increasing the level of supervision that the 
youth receives. 

Day/evening reporting centers are non- 
residential, facility-based, detention programs, 
designed to provide face-to-face and evening 
supervision to youths who require  more 
intensive supervision than home detention. 
Typically, day reporting centers are opened 
from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through 
Saturday, providing educational, recreational, 
"life skills" and tutoring programs. Some 
centers provide only after school and evening 
supervision. 

The principle objectives of a day reporting 
center are similar to the objectives of home 
detention. Day reporting centers are detention 
programs. Surveillance and supervision are the 
main services provided with the goal of  
returning a youth to Court with no new law 
violations. The goals of  the day reporting 
center are short-term and easy to measure. 
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In recent years, there has been an expansion 
of  e lect ronic  moni tor ing technologies  to 
inc rease  a l t e rna t ive  j u v e n i l e  de t en t i on  
supervision. Electronic monitoring should be 
used to enhance, not replace, face-to-face 
supervision for cases that present a particular 
risk. There are numerous types of electronic 
monitoring equipment on the market. The 
problem that some jurisdictions have with 
electronic monitoring equipment often results 
from lack of planning. Some jurisdictions first 
buy the equipment and then try to develop a 
program around the equipment. Often they fred 
that the equipment does not meet their needs; 
staff stop using the equipment or stop referring 
youths to the program. It is critical to the 
success of any electronic monitoring service 
that the jurisdiction has a clear understanding 
of how it plans to incorporate electronic 
monitoring into its current detention program. 

are difficult to run. Rather than developing 
separate shelter care programs, some smaller 
jurisdictions might pursue expanding their 
contracts with existing foster care, group or 
shelter care providers in order to "reserve" a 
number of shelter care slots for youths who 
need time-limited residential supervision. 

The core group can ensure  that a 
ju r i sd ic t ion  designs and implement s  a 
continuum of detention interventions that meets 
the specific needs of its jurisdiction. There 
should not be a "cookie cutter" approach to the 
development of the continuum. Alternative 
programs and services wi l l  va ry  from 
jurisdiction to jurisdiction. In essence the 
developing of an appropriate and cost-effective 
continuum of detention interventions is a 
measuring stick of a community's (and core 
group's) "wil l"  to respond to youths and 

Before purchasing equipment, the core group famil ies  in the lease intrusive but most  
should answer these questions: What do we 
want this equipment  to do? How will  it 
strengthen our program? If we purchase and 
use e l ec t ron ic  moni to r ing  equipment ,  
approximately how many more youths will we 
be able to divert from secure detention? 

Staff secure shelter care is a short term, 
twenty-four hour a day, residential alternative 
to secure detention. Although there may be 
some hardware (locks on the front door), 
supervision in shelter care depends on staff, 
"eye-ball ,"  supervision. Programs should 
provide "normal , "  age-specif ic  services: 
education, recreation, tutoring, etc. The core 
group needs to ensure that the shelter care 
program does not become (or been seen) as 
long term treatment. 

Many jurisdictions contract with private 
agencies to provide residential shelter care 
facilities. Jurisdictions should attempt to keep 
the size of shelter care programs to a relatively 
small (8-16 beds). Larger shelter care programs 

appropriate and effective manner. No one 
knows better than the core group the "capacity" 
of the community to deliver a system of  
detention interventions that is fair, warranted, 
cost-effective, and protective of public safety. 

An effective continuum does not "coddle" 
delinquent youths; it provides for public safety 
by having available an appropriate intervention 
which matches an individual youth's need for 
supervision with an appropriate level of  
intensity. And, importantly, by developing an 
effective continuum, the core group does not 
give into the costly and wrong-headed impulse 
to expand needlessly its secure institutional 
capacity. 

5. Step D o w n  Strategies  - -  R o l e  o f  an 
Expediter  

Traditionally, the individual failures of  
youth while in the juvenile justice system are 
met with a more intrusive level of restriction, 
placement in a locked facility. For example, 
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when a youth at home violates a court order or 
commits another offense while awaiting a 
hearing, he will probably be placed in a secure 
detention facility, or when a youth in a shelter 
runs away, he will be sent to a secure detention 
facility. In effect, for every inappropriate action 
there is a reaction on the part of the system. 

Seldom is the system prepared to respond 
positively to appropriate and positive actions 
on the part of a youth. As the jurisdictional core 
group goes about the business of minimizing 
the unnecessary dependency on the secure 
detention facility, it should also develop 
strategies that allow for the movement of youth 
within the continuum. These strategies should 
facilitate the movement of youth to less or 
intrusive levels within the continuum when the 
circumstances warrant such an action. 

Surprisingly, one of the most effective 
methods to implement step-down practices and 
to reduce overcrowding in detention centers 
receives very little notice: expediting the cases 
of the youth in secure detention. Reducing the 
average lengths of stay of youths in secure 
detention will have a significant impact on the 
population level of the secure detention center. 

The core group should consider creating 
an "Expediter" position that works within the 
secure detention center. The expediter would 
be charged with the responsibility of helping 
to identify appropriate youth and to advocate 
for their "step-down" placement in a less 
restrictive detention intervention. 

The expeditor needs to be familiar with the 
jurisdiction's juvenile justice system and with 
its formal and informal systems of operation. 
The expediter works to ensure that cases move 
through the detention process as efficiently as 
possible. The expediter makes sure that a 
youth's testing appointments are scheduled and 
held in a timely fashion. The expediter ensures 

that attorneys and parents receive notice of all 
hearings. The expediter daily reviews the 
detention population to determine if any youth 
are appropriate for "step-down" placements 
within the detention continuum. For committed 
youth, the expediter works to move youth into 
placement as quickly as possible after the court 
has decided on a placement. 

The creation of an expediter  position 
requires li t t le start-up cost, no program 
development, and no stafftraining. Expediting 
cases is simply good management which the 
core group should endorse. 

6. Steps Regarding Youths Facing Adult  
Trials 

An increasing problem for many secure 
detention centers is the growing number of 
juveniles who are detained in juvenile facilities 
while their case is processed in the adult court 
system. In many centers, transferred (or 
waived or designated juvenile offenders) spend 
in excess of 270 - 365 days in secure juvenile 
detention centers. These juvenile detention 
centers are not designed as long term facilities. 
Given the protracted lengths of stay of many 
of these cases, youth facing adult court trials 
can significantly exacerbate a jurisdiction's 
overcrowding problems in secure juvenile 
detention. 

To address this issue, the core group needs 
to meet with its counterparts in the adult 
criminal justice system. Strategies that might 
be pursued with the support of both juvenile 
and adult justice officials include: 

• Faci l i ta t ing bail (and bail reduction) 
hearings in selected cases. 

Developing highly structured, alternative 
detention programs for selected Cases, e.g., 
combination of house arrest, electronic 
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monitoring and day reporting. This option 
is likely to be more applicable in urban 
jurisdictions. 

Working to ensure that the state and 
county's efforts to implement speedy adult 
trials include youths  held in secure 
detention. 

7. Monitoring and Fine Tuning Actions 
Taken to Reduce Overcrowding 

The final (and re-occurring) task for the 
jurisdictional core group is to monitor and fine 
tune those action steps which the core group 
takes to address its overcrowding problems. 
The core group should meet regularly to assess 
the impact of the actions taken to resolve a 
jurisdiction's problems with overcrowding. 
Over time, some plans will no doubt need to 

---be-refined and revised. Otherplans may need 
to be altogether abandoned. 

SION 
Overcrowding within our juvenile justice 

system is a result of many factors. In all 
probability, no single strategy or alternative 
program will  by i tself  resolve systemic 
overcrowding.  In order to reduce 
overcrowding, the leaders within a jurisdiction 
need to take collective responsibil i ty for 
developing, monitoring, and revising effective 
juvenile justice policies. As has been described 
above, a jur isdict ion can address severe 
overcrowding by forming a core juvenile 
justice group. The core group then develops a 
common definition of detention, coming to 
agreement  regarding the role of secure 
detention within the juvenile justice system. 
Once an agreement is reached, the core group 
develops a variety of solutions to reduce 
overcrowding, e.g., the development and 
implementation of detention criteria, the 

~ plementafion of risk assessment instruments, 
proved case management, and development 

of an effective detention continuum foryouths 
in secure detention. These steps are all practical 
remedies  that  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduce  
overcrowding in secure detention. 

Prevention and reduction of overcrowding 
comes down to a matter of choices. In any 
jurisdiction, local juvenile justice leaders have 
limited options. They can choose to ignore 
chronic overcrowding, making themselves and 
the youth within the facility liable to extremely 
negative outcomes. They can do what many 
jurisdictions have done and advocate for the 
cons t ruc t ion  of  larger  and more cos t ly  
institutions, ensuring that more and more poor 
and minority youths will be locked-up. Or they 
can acknowledge that overcrowding has a 
number of  systemic causes and then take 
ownership of the problem by developing a core 
group that works collectively to implement 
concrete strategies to resolv6 overcrowd-ing.~ . . . .  

NOTES 

1 To address the persistent problems with 
overcrowding in secure juvenile facilities, in 1996, 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention awarded a grant to the Youth Law Center 
(YLC) and the National Juvenile Detention 
Association (NJDA) tO work in selected 
jurisdictions. Much of this article is based on the 
experience underwritten by this grant in two 
jurisdictions: Camden, New Jersey and Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma. 

2 Two final notes: One, parts of this paper ,,','ere 
originally prepared as a section of a Manual that 
the Youth Law Center and the National Juvenile 
Detention Association were developing to help ju- 
risdictions address detention overcrowding issues. 
Two, although the paper describes the agenda of 
the core group as a number of sequential "steps", 
these steps are in reality interrelated. In the real 
world, a jurisdiction's core group will decide on 
which tasks to take on and it what sequence to do 
the work. 
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02 Lesson Plan 
THE VISION AND MISSION STATEMENT r NOTES TO TRAINER 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

All organizations and even individuals can benefit from examining 
their values and setting goals accordingly. As mentioned in the 
second publication in the JDAI Pathways series, in collaborative- 
driven reforms, the group must develop consensus about what 
should change and how it should change. This module guides a 
Jurisdictional Team towards identifying a unifying vision and lays 
the foundation for developing more specific objectives and 
competencies. 

After explaining the key concepts, the trainer will facilitate the 
process by ensuring that everyone present contributes and all ideas 
are considered. The trainer will abstain from giving his or her 
opinion, instead assisting the process by paraphrasing, questioning, 
summarizing, categorizing and focusing attention where helpful. 
The participants will be the creators of the final products. 

Performance Objectives: 

Following this workshop, Jurisdictional Team members will: 

1. Understand the basic concepts of a vision and mission statement, 
and know the difference between the statement, ideology, goals, 
objectives, and competencies; 

2. Begin to visualize the role their agency will play in a 
jurisdictional reform; 

3. Have a better understanding of their own expectations and other 
participants' expectations for the Team; 

4. Have contributed to the development of a vision and mission 
statement draft. 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

A. The Importance of a Clear Vision and Mission 

As already mentioned, a shared vision and mission that all 
stakeholders can support is a major determinant of how much will 
be accomplished by the group. Now is the best time to clarify what 

® 
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the Jurisdictional Team will be, what it will do and how it will 
work. To avoid time and energy being wasted later, areas of 
contention or uncertainty should be identified early on. The final 
vision and mission statement will be referred to over and over, 
guiding and reminding all players of the purpose and direction of 
the reform effort. For a reform groups such as this, the value of the 
freeing force of a vision statement cannot be overstated. A vision 
of a different future can counteract the inertia of the tired, old 
juvenile justice system and inspire practitioners towards a brighter, 
faster system. The vision should inspire policy makers on down to 
front line staff to give the additional effort that will be required for 
changes. 

When the whole group has developed consensus about what should 
be done and how, it will represent a united front of experts speaking 
with one voice, a voice hard to ignore. If such a group of 
experienced, knowledgeable leaders focus their energy and 
resources, huge distances can be covered more quickly. 

B. Role of  Front-Line Employees 

One of the recommendations gained from the JDAI experience was 
that line staff should be involved early and constantly. A unifying, 
clarifying vision is important to the Jurisdictional Team, whose 
members expect and are dependent upon their staff to participate in 
the process of delivering change. The vision and mission 
communicates the plan and expectations to staff. Key stakeholders 
should consider involving staff in developing the vision, mission, 
goals; and certainly the proficiencies of a reform effort. 

This is especially important considering the high turnover rate in 
the field of juvenile justice. The vision and mission statement gives 
value to the work employees do every day. A quality vision and 
mission statement can attract and help retain quality employees and 
repel others. However, a false or weak vision and mission 
statement can highlight hypocrisy of management and actually hurt 
morale. 

C. Definitions 

There are some things a Vision and Mission Statement is and is not. 
It is an organization charter of core values and principles, the 
headwater for our priorities, plans and goals. It serves as a puller, 
not a pusher of the organization into the future. It is a 
determination and publication of what makes us unique and is a 
declaration of interdependence. It is not a high concept statement, 
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an empty motto or literature, an advertising slogan, a strategy or 
plan, a view from the top, a history of our proud past, a "soft" 
business issue, and it certainly is not passionless. There are two 
parts of the Statement, which will be covered in more detail during 
the process of developing a vision and mission statement. The two 
parts are the Core Ideology, which is what we stand for and why we 
exist; and the Envisioned Future, which is what we aspire to be; to 
achieve, to create and which requires significant change and 
progress to attain. 

Values are the beliefs and principles that inform and lead our 
decision-making and relationships with people and other agencies. 
One may ackfiowledge many values, and just because an 
organization chooses to prioritize some values does not mean it 
doesn't have others. Values are timeless principles that require no 
external justification. 

Goals and Objectives are set after the vision and mission statement. 
They are more specific outcomes for the every day functioning of 
the Jurisdictional Team members and support the vision and 
mission. 

The Jurisdictional Team or member agencies of the Team may want 
to establish competencies and identify incompetencies. 
Competencies are strategic concepts that define your group's 
capabilities. Incompetencies are skills, knowledge or beliefs that 
group members need to improve on. Examples of these may be 
provided to participants in their handout materials, but it is unlikely 
that there will be time to work on these in this session. 

D. Recommended Principles 

In order to meet the challenges of developing and implementing an 
effective juvenile justice strategy that balances the needs of youth 
with the need for public safety, the core group must first reach 
consensus on a mission statement. By this point, the group should 
be thoroughly familiar with the following concepts from the 
overview, module one and from their experiences inside their own 
jurisdiction. Ideally, the group will discover and suggest the 
following principles themselves, but the trainer/facilitator should be 
aware of these concepts to help draw them out. Alternatively, the 
trainer can provide the group with the principles as suggestions 
gained from the JDAI experience and open discussion on the merits 
of each point to discover areas of disagreement. 

1. That systemic overcrowding of secure detention presents a 
number of critical problenls to the jurisdiction and to 

5 
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. 

. 

individual youth youth and staff; that the system should not 
routinely operate an over-crowded facility. 

That secure detention beds should be reserved for those 
juvenile offenders who represent the greatest threat to public 
safety. 

That court-ordered detention is in reality a condition of court 
imposed pre-trial supervision; it need not always take place 
in a secure facility. In effect, provided that the protection of 
the public is provided for, detention supervision can take 
place in a variety of locations with varying degrees of 
supervision. 

Developing a core group with a unifying mission minimizes 
the potential for isolated incidents of violent juvenile crime 
to drive politically expedient policies of wholesale expansion 
of secure beds and allows for a jurisdiction' s informed 
leadership collectively to shape effective and responsible 
public policy. 

I I I .  VISION AND MISSION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The trainer should again explain the Core Ideology concept in more 
detail and then begin asking questions of the group to elicit 
individual's thoughts on a Core Ideology. Write these comments 
down on newsprint for future reference. Encourage participants to 
shout out EVERY idea because later, the list will be refined. It is 
important to acknowledge and try to record all comments, every 
idea, using as many pieces of newsprint as necessary. Once the 
group begins to fully participate, this may require paraphrasing and 
writing very quickly. If a comment can be combined with another, 
do so or add on to a previous comment. 

Good listening, paraphrasing skills are required for facilitating a 
vision and mission development workshop. Ability to group 
common themes and ideas is critical. Constantly check with the 
group to ensure they agree with your assessments, paraphrasing and 
that no ideas or comments are discarded or changed without 
consensus of the group. If one person disagrees, stop to iron it out 
and look for a compromise that everyone agrees with. 

A. Core Ideology 

As mentioned, the Vision and Mission Statement has two parts: the 
Core Ideology and the Envisioned Future. In addition, many 

® 

If desired, refer participants 
to examples of other 
organizations' vision and 
mission statements. 

Display 2-T-10 and refer 
back to it and any other 
transparency definition as 
necessary. 

Clg 
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organizations list their core values as part of  this Statement. As the 
process of  discover and creativity occurs, it will become clear how 
the final Vision and Mission Statement will look. 

The core ideology is what we stand for and why we exist. It is 
unchanging. It defines the enduring character of  the entire Team. 
It is a consistent identify that transcends product or budgeting 
cycles, technology, management fads and individual leaders. It 
serves as a source of  guidance and inspiration because it consists of  
core values and a core purpose or fundamental reason for the 
Team's existence. 

Inform participants that first they will work on identifying and 
describing the core group's purpose and its ideology. Tell them 
that they will give you ideas, which you will initially will write 
down indiscriminately. Ask participants the following questions, 
eliciting as many responses from as many participants as possible 
and of course, recording those responses on newsprint. 

. W h o  are you? What puts everyone here in the same group? 
Who do you serve? What do you do? Do you serve as 
partners/mentors/resource for anyone? How do you do this? 
What is your overarching reason for being? Are there standards 
or legal mandates to meet that must be included or at least 
alluded to as part of the Jurisdictional Team's mission? 

. What  values are you advocates of?. How do you encourage or 
demonstrate these values? In what manner do you strive to do 
your duties? What are the common values for this group? 

Try to get the group to be inclusive while still getting as specific 
as possible so that their label cannot also be used by another 
group. The point is not to create a perfect statement, but to gain 
a deeper understanding of the organization's core values and 
purpose. The process should not "create" a core ideology, but 
instead allow the participants to discover it. The facilitator may 
need to draw it out first. If necessary, remind the group that their 
definition of the group should be authentic, and not what they 
SHOULD be. It need only to be meaningful and inspirational to 
the people inside the organization, not to outsiders. This may 
take an hour or more itself and ideas are picked up and 
discarded. After all responses have been exhausted, return to 
the list to summarize, reword, and discard ideas. The end result 
should be considerably shorter, but does not need to be in its 
final form. 

B. Va lues  Act iv i ty  

Record responses on 
newsprint labeled "Core 
Group." 

Possible values the 
trainer/facilitator can 
provide as examples, but 
not as recommendations 
include integrity, service, 
honesty, people-oriented, 
safety, professionalism, 
education, leadership, 
innovation, diversity, 
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If participants are recalcitrant in providing ideas on values for the 
Jurisdictional Team, or if  too many values are listed and there are 
problems in prioritizing or narrowing the list, this activity may be 
used. Ask participants to spend 10-15 minutes individually writing 
down their values. Ask them to number them in order of 
importance. Alternatively, ask them to write the name of a person 
who they would like to emulate and then write down the values 
they believe that person holds. At the end of 15 minutes, divide 
participants into groups of 4-5. Direct them to take 5 minutes to 
compare their lists of values and to work them to choose 2-4 that 
they all agree are most important. Bring the groups back together 
and have eachgroup report out their list of values. Eliminate 
duplicates and redundant concepts to create a final list, all the while 
asking for feedback from participants. 

C. Envisioned Future 

The Envisioned Future is what we aspire to be, to achieve, to create. 
It is a vision, yet to be realized and may require 10 to 30 years to 
complete. It is something that will require significant change and 
progress to attain, requiring thinking past current capabilities and 
the current environment. It serves as a unifying focal point of 
effort, containing passion, emotion and conviction, thus engaging 
people. It reaches out and grabs them. Ask participants the 
following questions to draw out their ideas. 

. What do you want  the future to look like? What do you 
strive to do or to make happen? What do you see as being 
different from things now? Who are your partners? How would 
your agency(ies) work together differently? How would you like 
your jurisdiction to be described in 5 years? In 10 years? In 30 
years? What will be the priorities then? What will be the results 
of your work then? Who do you serve? What do you care about? 
Will your values be the same? 

Remind the group that these should not be specific goals or 
objectives, but instead a broad vision of the future. Again 
record all responses and when responses are exhausted, return to 
the list to summarize and shorten. Label the final draft the 
Vision Statement. 

D. Envisioning Activity 

If participants are having difficulty envisioning what they want the 
Jurisdictional Team's results to look like, this activity can be used 

(25 minutes) 
Optional Activity 

(30 minutes) 

Optional activity if participants 
need inspiration. 
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creativity in individuals. The results can be incorporated 
full group's work. 

)articipants to the My Experience with the Juvenile Justice 
System handout in their materials. Inform participants that they 
have 15 minutes to complete their story individually. After 15 
minutes, divide the participants into groups of 5-7. Provide each 
group with a few more blank My Experience handouts and direct 
the them to incorporate each person's ideas into one single story. 
After 5-10 minutes, direct a representative from each group to read 
their "story" out loud to the larger group. Record any values and 
key ideas mentioned on newsprint. 

When finished, look for broad concepts or themes. Point out 
similarities between the groups stories. Ask them if any should be 
incorporated into the Team's vision. Ask questions of the group 
about any unique ideas. For example, "Does the rest of the group 
think (caring staff, mended lives, or whatever concept) should be 
mentioned in the group's vision? Or is that too agency specific?" 

E. Clar i fy ing  the Vis ion and Miss ion  

me permits, begin the process of turning participants' thoughts 
phrases and eventually a single statement. Keep participants 

involved in this phase, making sure that a few do not take over the 
process or that some do not drop out. The trainer/facilitator may 
choose to let the group break and do some of the preliminary 
summarizing on his or her own. Keep all newsprint sheets that 
were worked from visible. When the group reconvenes, ask for 
feedback on the draft. 

Direct the group to examine what they have developed, keeping the 
following in mind. A vision and mission statement should be long- 
lasting and clear, but allow for change and flexibility. It should 
speak to everyone in the juvenile justice system. 

Ask the group, if the circumstances change and penalize you for 
holding any of these core values, would you still keep it? Will this 
document provide guidance and inspiration for the next year? The 
next 5 years? The next 10 years? If you were a youth, how would 
this affect you? If you were a first line employee, how would this 
affect you? 

• SUMMARY 

.'ause o f  limited time, it is assumed that this process will  not 
alt in a final vision and mission statement. Remind participants 

Refer to 2-H-6 

Record key ideas on 
newsprint. 

ER 



The Vision & Mission Statement 
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Trainer: 

Date: 

Place: 
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Performance Objectives: 
Following this workshop, Jurisdictional Team 
members will: 

1. Understand the basic concepts of a vision and mission 
statement, and know the difference between the 
statement, ideology, goals, objectives and competencies; 

2. Begin to visualize the role their agency will play in a 
jurisdictional reform effort; 

3. Have a better understanding of their own expectations and 
other participants' expectations for the Team; 

4. Have contributed to the development of a vision and 
mission statement draft. 

2-T-2 
~ND~ 



What a Vision and Mission 
Statement Does 

4~ GUIDES Individuals and tho Group 
4~ REMINDS Individuals and tho Group 
4~ FREES Individuals and tho Group 
4~ CONTROLS Individuals and tho Group 
4~ INSPIRES Individuals and the Group 
4~ UNIFIES tho Group 
4~ GIVES VALUE to our work. 

2-T-3 
c N H B ~nOFES~ 



What a Vision and Mission is: 

4~ An organizational charter of core 
values and principles 

4~ A puller (not a pusher) into the 
future 

4~ A determination and publication of 
what makes us unique 

A declaration of inter-dependence 

2-T-4 cN IDA ~ROFE$~ 



What a Vision and Mission is Not: 

4~ An advertising slogan 

4~ A strategy or plan 

4~ A view from the top 

4~ A history of our proud past 

2-T-5 c N cHi) 
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Two Parts of the Vision 

1. CORE IDEOLOGY- What we stand for and why 
we exist. It is unchanging. 

2. ENVISIONED FUTURE- What we aspire to be, 
to achieve, to create, it will require 
significant change and progress to attain. 

2-T-6 



Values 

• Beliefs and principles that inform and 
lead your decision-making and 
relationships with people and other 

GaB 

agencies. 

• Prioritization or relative weight given to 
many values in relation to each other. 

• Timeless principles, requiring no external 
justification. 

2-T-7 



Goals and Objectives 

t Are delineated after the Vision and 
Mission Statement. 
Support the Vision and Mission 
Are specific desired outcomes of the 
group's operations 
Provide the framework for organizing 
everyday functioning 

2-T-8 



Other Definitions: 

Competencies - strategic concept that defines 
your group's capabilities. What you are good 
at. 

-.... .  

Incompetencies- What your group members 
will need to improve on. Or perhaps what your 
group should avoid tackling bocause thoro is 
no value to gaining competency. May be a 
place to look at other options. 

2-T-9 



Identifying 

a Core ideology is 

a Discovery Proces.s... 

2-T-10 
oN ,B 



Envisioning 

the Future is 

a creative Process 

2-T-11 



Vision and Mission 

Performance Objectives: 
Following this workshop, lurlsdlcttonalTeam 

will: 

~ 1. Understand the basic concepts of a vision and mission 
statement, and know the difference between the 
statement, ideology, goals, objectives and competencies; 

~2 .  Begin to visualize the role theii agency will play in a 
Jurisdictional reform effort; 

~3. Have a better understanding of their own expectations and 
~4. other participants' expectations for the Team: 

Have contributed to the development of a vision and 
p misslonstatementdraft. 

~ , GOlnZS lndividuals and the Group 
~ ~, RZMIHl~Slndividualsand~eGroup 
J ~  : FRZESlndividualsandtheGr°UPr u 
~ COHTROLS Individuals and the G o p 
~ • IHSPIRESIndividualsandtheGroup 
~ : UHIFIEStlIoGroup 
'~ ~ GIVES VALUE tO our WOrk. 

2-H-1 



Vision and Mission 

J 

J 
• An organizational charter of core 

values and principles • 

A puller [not a pusher) into the 
future 

,~ A determination and publication of 
what makes us unique 

• Adeclaration of inter-dependence 

2.T~ 

~ What a Wsion and Mission Is Not: 

• An advertising slogan 

• Astrategy or plan 

• A view from the top 

~ A history of our proud past 

2-H-2 



Vision and Mission 

J 

P 
P 

1. MISSION/CORE IDEOLOGY- What we stand for 
and why we exisL It iS unchanging. 

2. VISIOH/EHVISIOHED FUTURE- What we 
aspire to he, to achieve, to create. It will 
require significant change and progress to 

attain. 
. . . .  O I -A 

. Beliefs and principles that inform and 
lead your decision-making and 
relationships with people and other 
agencies. 

. Prioritization or relative weight given to 
many values in relation to each other, 

. Timeless principles, requiring no external 
justification. 

2.T-7 
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Vision and Mission 

Jj 

• Are delineated after theVision and 
• Mission StatemenL 

° Support the Vision and Mission 
• Are specific desired outcomes ofthe 

group's operations 

° Provide the framework for organizing 
everyday functioning 

J 

Competencies strategic conceptthat defines i 

your group's capabilities. What YOU are good 
at 

Incompetencies- What your group members 
will need to improve on. Or perhapswhatyonr 
group should avoid tackling because there is 
no value to gaining competency. May be a 
place to look at other options. 

2-H-4 



Vision and Mission 

Identifying 

a Core Ideology is 

a Discovery Process... 

Envisioning 
the Future is 

a Creative Process 

2-H-5 



Vision and Mission 

My Experience with the Juvenile Justice System 

Directions: Imagine it is year 2018. A youth came in contact with your jurisdiction's juvenile 
justice system nearly twenty years ago. How would you want him or her to describe the 
experience? What morals, operating procedures and attitudes does he or she remember? What 
made him or her change their life or their attitude for the better? 

2-H-6 



ESTABLISHING T H E  CORE GROUP'S MISSION 

"Where there is no vision, the people perish." 
Book of Proverbs 29:18 

• It has often been said that, "if you do not know where you are going it is not likely that you will 
get there." In order to meet the challenges of developing and implementing an effective juvenile 
justice strategy that balances the needs of youths with the need for public safety, the core group must 
first reach consensus on a mission statement. At a minimum the mission for the core group must 
place a value on public safety and on the individual needs of children, families and community. 
Furthermore, the mission statement should emphasize the working partnership and decision making 
process established within the core group. 

In its mission statement, the core group needs to accept the following principles: 

That systemic overcrowding of secure detention presents a number of critical problems to the 
jurisdiction and to individual youth and staff; that the system should not routinely operate an 
over-crowded facility. 

• That  secure detention beds should be reserved for those juvenile offenders who represent the 
greatest threat to public safety. 

That court-ordered detention is in reality a condition of court imposed pre-trial supervision; it 
need not always take place in a secure facility. In effect, provided that the protection of the 
public is provided for, detention supervision can take place in a variety of locations with varying 
degrees of supervision. 

Developing a core group with a unifying mission minimizes * the potential for isolated incidents of 
violent juvenile crime to drive politically expedient policies of wholesale expansion of  secure beds 
and allows for a jurisdiction's informed leadership collectively to shape effective and responsible 
public policy. 



Sample Vision and Mission Statements, Goals, 
Objectives and Competencies 



Division of Operations 
Competencies 

i f 

• Commtmications: Possesses well-developed interpersonal skills- oral, 
written and listening- and actively seeks ideas/input from others. 

Professionalism: Demonstrates fairness and courage in all situations, 
exudes confidence and remains calm in stressful situations, responds 
appropriately, exemplifies high standards, creates a positive 

impression. 

• Decision Making: Is decisive and makes sound, objective decisions. 
- - Ensuresdecisions are made at the appropriatetevel. - - - - 

• Valuhtg People: Demonstrates respect for others, developing others, 

diversity awareness. 

Immvation, Change and Creativity: Seeks out new ideas, adapts 
readily to change and directs a workforce effectively during periods 
of change, and actively seeks out new ideas and displays creativity 
in adapting to changing conditions. 

Planning attd Organizing: Utilizes innovation, time management, 
technology, efficient and a systematic approach. 

Leadership: Ability to positively influence others, accomplishing 
through others, providing the vision and direction, developing others, 
mentoring, sets examples, creates positive work environment. 

Team Oriented: Values tile team approach and actively supports its 
processes and goals; achieves results which meet or exceed agency 
goals through networking; commit  to department  mission, 
cooperation, partnering, collaboration, interpersonal skills. 

• Problem Solvhtg: Outcome orientation, technology, innovation, 
recognize and identify, use available resources. 

11 



Division of Forensic  Services 
Vision Statement 

Employees o f  the Division o f  Forensic Services must provide 
clients with efficient, timely, accurate --"smart"--'crime 
scene processing and scientific analysis o f  evidence. To 

excel at this, we foresee a DFS that: 

recruits and retains the best and brightest people, 

motivates them with challenging work; 

continues its present successful courses on matters 
like audits, inspections, integrating oltr strategic plan 
into daily operations, visiting other laboratories and 
conducting a contimtal quality assurance program; 

constantly reassesses and adjusts what we do for the 
fitture in areas like DNA analysis, technology related 
processes ,  t raining and equipment ,  fac i l i t i es  
renovations and build outs, the expansion of  service 
critiques, and the expansion o f  our services 
themselves; and, 

encourages and assists with individual development 
plans fop" each employee to meet  personal  and 
department needs. 

We believe only hard, empathetic work over the long run 
will create the enriching work environment we foresee. 

12 
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Division of Forensic Services 
Values 

PEOPLE 

The most important resource of/he Division of Forensic Services is its 
members. Only through them can success be achieved. To that end, 
the division is committed to providing: a) an atmosphere which is 
anchored in mutual support, and b) an environment that is conducive 
to the challenges of the work while simultaneously allowing creativity 

. . . .  for the future. 

QUALITY 

Quality of  effort in all endeavors is an integral part of achieving 
excellence. Quality effort is how the Division of Forensic Services 
"does business." Whether the situation is interviewing, crime scene 
processing, maximizing the potential use of physical evidence, training, 
case analysis or testifying in court, pride in accomplishing the task in a 
"quality manner" is foremost. The Division of Forensic Services has 
defined quality as: 

Accuracy An exercise of care which produces a 
product that is exact, factual and correct. 

Completeness Inclusion of all that is necessary to insure 
tile value of the final product. 

Timeliness Completion of an action in order to 
produce a useful product. 

This definition should guide everyone's effort to achieve excellence. 

13 



TRAINING 

Highly motivated people doing quality work can only maintain their 
"edge" by being exposed to current developments in their area of  
expertise. Through training, knowledge is expanded which results in 
enhanced service to our clients. Skills are developed and refined so 
that informed decisions can be made not only for current operations 
but also to chart the future. The way of the future cannot be achieved 
unless proper emphasis is placed on practical and academic training. 

LEADERSHIP 

Leaders inspire the exploration of new areas and paradigm shifts. The 
fiaure is defined before the present becomes obsolete. People, acting 
individual ly  and collectively, display the ini t iat ive to improve 
themselves and the Division of Forensic Services. Individuals are 
encouraged to "change their world" for the advancement of themselves 
and the service they provide. Collectively, the division strives to 

- maintain a leadership position in the law enforcement and forensic 
communities. 

INNOVATION 

To see a need and to transfer that into a response for improvement 
takes special people. Such people have the ability to influence the 
future by applying their creativity to the present. The efforts of such 
people help the Division of Forensic Services maintain its excellence 
in innovative changes and can set the direction for the law enforcement 
and forensic communities. 

INTEGRITY 

Doing the right thing, at the right time and for tile right reason requires 
a high degree of personal integrity. Trust and respect are earned from 
our clients through our individual and collective personal integrity and 
ethics. Excellence does not exist without strong individual integrity. 
As individuals or as a division, integrity cannot be taken from us; it is 
ours to keep or to give away. 

14 



Division of  Forensic Services 
Competencies 

User Focus." Understands user requirements and needs, and responds 
to them appropriately. 

Commtmieation: Possesses well-developed interpersonal skills, oral 
and written, and actively seeks ideas/input from others. 

Objectivity & Impartiality: Demonstrates candor, objectivity and 
impartiality in all working relationships and considers all elements 
when making a business decision. 

Professionalism: Demonstrates fairness in all situations and exudes 
confidence. 

Decision 3'Iaking: Is decisive and has the ability to make sound, 
objective decisions in organizational matters. 

Vahdng People: Demonstrates respect for others. 

Analysis & Planning: Is farsighted; incorporates latest technological 
advances when developing business plans. 

Team CommRment: Values the team approach and actively supports 
its processes and goals. 

Results Orientation: Achieves results which meet or exceed agency 
goals. 

Sj,stem Orientation: Designs, improves and integrates business and 
operational processes in order to achieve the organization's strategic 
goals. 

hmovation, Change & Creativity: Seeks new ideas to enhance services, 
to apply established skills in new ways, and to produce an improved 
work product. 

Change Management: Adapts readily to change and directs a 
workforce effectively during periods of change. 

15 



Human Resource Command 
Vision Statement 

Model... 

leadership 

innovation 

problem solving 

To improve... 

quality of life for employees 

and enhance public safety. 

17 



Human Resource  C o m m a n d  
Values 

I N T E G R I T Y  

Doing what is right (the settled disposition, the resolve and 
determination, the established habit "of doing right where there is no 

one to make you do it but yourself" DeLattre, 1996). The terms 
morality and prudence help with understanding integrity. 

SERVICE 

Contributing to the welfare of others. 

PRIDE 

Balanced respect for self, others and the organization. 

18 
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Division of Internal 
Investigation 

Vision Statement 

The Division of Internal hTvestigation ~l,ill 
ensure the integrity of the Hlinois State 

Police and strengthen public trust in state 
government through fair, impartial and 
professional investigations of alleged 
employee misconduct. As a premiere 

investigative unit, we will explore innovative 
methods of  management, education and 

training -- including trahTing for other state 
agencies and local law e~forcement 
agencies -- and pursue technological 

advances while maintaining the highest 
standards of  ethical conduct. Our relentless 
commitment to ensuring public integrity will 

pay dividends by reducing the need for 
investigations into allegations of  public 
corruption and employee wrongdoing. 

to 



Division of Internal 
Investigation 

Values 

PEOPLE 

Our most valuable asset; to be appreciated, respected and treated with 
dignity. 

INTEGRITY 

"...the established habit of doing right where there is no one to make you 
do it, but yourself' ... making the right choice, maintaining the highest 
standard of ethical conduct; demonstrating loyalty to the agency. 

TEAMWORK 

Recognizing and capitalizing upon the diversity of talents and skills of 
the members of the division to accomplish the task at hand; working 
cooperatively to achieve common goals. 

PROFESSIONALISM 

Exemplary behavior; conduct which is commensurate with a position 
of trust and responsibility; acting fairly and impartially when providing 
services that meet or exceed the users'(clients) needs. 

SERVICE 

Performing duties and providing assistance to meet the needs ofothe ' 
without the expectation of reward; being receptive to changing needs 
of our users (clients) as well as changes in the organization and reacting 
positively to those changes. 

*Delattre, Character and Cops." Ethics in Policing. 
22 



Division of Internal 
Investigation 
Competencies 

.3 

, d  

User Focus: Anticipates user requirements and needs, and responds 
to them appropriately. 

Commtmication: Possesses well-developed interpersonal skills- 
oral, written and listening- and actively seeks ideas/input from others. 

ObjectiVity ahdImpar-tiality: Demonstrates candor, objectivity and 
impartiality in all work relationships and considers all elements when 
making a business decision. 

Professionalism: Demonstrates fairness and courage in all situations, 
exudes confidence and remains calm in stressful situations. 

Decision-Making: Is decisive and makes sound, objective decisions 
on organizational matters. 

Vahting People: Demonstrates respect for others. 

Analysis attdPlannhlg: Is innovative and farsighted; incorporates 
latest technological advances into business decisions. 

Team Commitment: Values the team approach and actively supports 
its processes and goals; achieves results which meet or exceed agency 
goals through teamwork. 

System Orientation: Designs, improves and integrates business and 
operational processes in order to achieve tile organ ization's strategic 
goals. 

Innovation, Change trod Creativio,: Seeks out new ideas, adapts 
readily to change and directs a workforce effectively during periods 
of change. 

23 



Division of Administration 
Vision Statement 

Support through innovation and service. 

By the creative application of technology, the Division of 
Administration will enhance public safety and investigative 
effectiveness through support of the ii~'a-structure and the 

innovative application of technology. 

24 
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Division of Administration 
Values 

C O M M I T M E N T  

) 

Supports in purposefill, global manner the agency and its most valuable 
resource, its people. Acts to develop own and/or other's capabilities to 
better meet departmental goals. The by-products of commitment are 
productivity, efficiency and hard work. 

. . . . . . . . .  I N T E G R I T Y  : - . . . .  

Continue to demonstrate the unbroken condition ofquali ty as sound 
moral principles are applied to those with whom we serve. 

S E R V I C E  

Tile application of  systematic methods to provide people, both internal 
and external, with the use of something, a service, and/or cooperation. 
Through mentoring, education and training will motivate others to take 
the necessary action to support individual and departmental processes 
and goals. 

' ~ . j  
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ILLINOIS STATE POLICE 

MISSION 

The Illinois State Police seeks to work as partners and mentors with public sen'ice agencies and the public and 
to serve as a valuable resource in support of  our state, its government and its people by providing highway and 
public safety; investigative, forensic, information management, and communications exoertise: and the highest 
qua~lity training services. We do this in the effort to improve the quality of life for our citizen~-. 

VISION 

Througl~. dynamic innovation and collaborative efforts with citizens. 
we iMIl be. and will be seen as. the premier policing agency in the world. 

VALUES 

Integria., 

The Illinois State Police, as problem-solving employees. 
believes that 'doing what is right" is more than "doing what is written" or "doine what-is told'. 

It is doing what we believe and know to be right, acting in the best interest of the oubiic we serve: 

Service 

The Illinois State Police commitment to 'service" is an employee-based appro~ch 
which promotes proactive partnerships to identitk.' 

problems and develop solutions to improve public safety 
and strengthen relationships with citizens and the criminal justice community. 

Pride 

Believing in the integrity of  our actions and effects. 
we take pride in the outcomes we achieve 

as individuals and as an organization. 

GOALS 

Improve the quality of  life for our citizens through unimpeachable 
integrity, public sereice, training and education. 

Safeguard thepublic by assisting law enforcement, decreasing traffic 
fatalities and injuries and reducing crime and the fear of  crime. 

Provide leadership through innovation as a dynamic, diverse, 
learning organization wilich promotes personal and professional growth. 



STATE EMPLOYEES COMBINED APPEAL 

MISSION 

We present opportunities for those involved in state service to contribute their time, talents, skills, 
knowledge and monetary support to the community at large. 

We provide a singular, systematicrnanner in which employees can donate to the charitable causes 
of their choice. 

We invest in social service communities as we endeavor to enhance the quality of life. 
We apply the principle of integrity when dealing with state employees as benefactors and charities 

as beneficiaries. 
We demonstrate the unbroken condition of quality as sound moral principles are applied to those we 

serve. 

VISION 
We aspire to be a nationally recognized leader which provides the opportunity for individuals to 

support charitable causes. 

VALUES 

Service 
to contribute to the welfare of others 

Education 
to educate state employees about SECA and the meaningful opportunities they provide through 

their contribution ... 
to inspire acts of charity through monetary commitment 

and volunteerism 

Caring 
to provide an opportunity for state employees to care about one another and their community 

as we work toward our mutual goals, 
by modeling compassion, kindness, goodwill and cooperation 

Accountability 
to administer the responsibilities of the SECA Board fairly and equitably 

ensuring gifts made by state employees are directed toward the donor's choice 
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COURSE TITLE Jurisdictional Teams: Strategic Planning 

MODULE TITLE 03 Analyze Juvenile Justice Trends 

INSTRUCTOR(S) 

AUTHOR Karen Chinn 

TIME FRAME 

Allow 1-2 hours, but session will vary 
depending on activities used and time 
allowed for discussion. 
Emerald County Simulation can require an 
additional 7 hours. 

TARGET 
POPULATION 

NUMBER OF 
PARTICIPANTS 

SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Community and Juvenile Justice 
Leaders, Law Enforcement, 
School Administrators, Juvenile 
Confinement Facility Directors 

20-30 

Enough for classroom set-up or 
table rounds if activities are 
planned. 

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE(S) 

Following this session participants will be able 
to: 

1. Describe core components of juvenile justice 
analysis; 

Identify key data; 

Identify sources for data collection, and if 
time permits; 

Create a strategy to reduce crowding based a 
mock set of data. 

. 

3. 

. 

EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

Group discussion, activities, and trainer 
evaluation 



METHODS]TECHNIQUES 
Small group activities, individual activities, lecture and discussion. 

Instructor Materials 

If doing the Emerald County Simulation, the instructor will need three additional staffper Team. 

Boersema, C. (2000) Strategic planning as a means to address detention crowding. Crowding in Juvenile Detention 
Centers: Practitioners' Perspectives on What to Do About It, 57-67. 

Busch, D. By the numbers: The role of data and information in detention reform. Pathways to Juvenile Detention 
Reform. Annie E. Casey Foundation. 

EQUIPMENT AND .SUPPLIES NEEDED 

1 NEWSPRINT FLIPCHART & STAND (# NEEDED) 

2 NEWSPRINT PADS (# NEEDED): 

CHALKBOARD 

1 6  MM PROJECTOR 

F I L M  LENGTH: MINUTES 

S L I D E  PROJECTOR 

TYPE: CAROUSEL 

TRAY 

SOUND-ON-SLIDE 

SCREEN 

5-6 FELT-TIP MARKERS 

1 MASKING TAPE 

V I D E O  PLAYER 

TYPE: ½" VHS 

_ _  OTHER (SPECIFY BELOW) 

VIDEO TAPE LENGTH: MINUTES 

VIDEO TAPE RECORDER WITH CAMERA 

PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEM 

l OVERHEAD PROJECTOR 

X OTHER (SPECIFY) 

Transparencies 

PARTICIPANT I~'IATERIALS 

TITLE # NEEDED WHEN DISTRIBUTED COMMENTS 

3-H-1 through H-3 Notes 
3-H-4 through H-10 Data Sets 
3-H-I 1 Legal Issues 
3-H-12 Checklist 
Emerald County Simulation 
By the Numbers... 

1/participant 
l/participant 
1/participant 
I/participant 
1/participant 
I/participant 

Anticipatory Set 
Instructional Input or Independent Practice (Optional) 
Instructional Input (Optional Activity) 
Independent Practice 
Guided Practice (Optional Activity) 
Independent Study 



Lesson Plan 

ANALYZE JUVENILE JUSTICE TRENDS NOTES TO TRAINER 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

Ask the whole group to brainstorm a list of emerging trends in 
juvenile justice. Possible responses may include: 
disproportionate minority confinement, crowding in facilities, 
" adultification " of  youth, residents with multiple needs, 
increase in the number offemale offenders, etc... 

Performance Objectives: Following this session, participants 
will be able to: 

1. Describe core components of juvenile justice 
analyses; 

2. Identify key data; 

3. Identify sources for data collection, and if time 
permits; 

4. Create a strategy for reducing crowding based on a 
mock set of data. 

All of these relate to the crowding of the juvenile system. 

II. INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

A. Research Historical Juvenile Trends And Analyze Data 

To discern trends, data must be gathered and analyzed. There 
are many sources for collecting data. These include, but may 
not be limited to the following. 

Display 3-T- 1 

Record responses on 
newsprint. Circle 
"crowding" in alternative 
color. 

Display 3-T-2 

Display 3-T-3 

1. Law Enforcement 

2. Juvenile Court 

3. Secure Detention Facility 

4. Non-Secure Detention Facility 

5. Community-Based Alternatives 

6. Juvenile Profile and Demographic Data 

7. Fiscal Resource 

Divide participants into 7 small groups, giving each Activity: 
group one sheet of newsprint labeled with a data source. Each 

Label 7 sheets of newsprint, 
each with a different data 
source. Distribute 1 per group. 



ANALYZE JUVENILE JUSTICE TRENDS 

should appoint a recorder to record their responses on a 
of newsprint. Give the groups 5 minutes to brainstorm 

the kinds of data that could be collected from their group's 
source. For example: If the source is law enforcement, one 
kind of data that could be collected would be crime data. 

As each group completes their list, instruct one member of the 
group to hang the newsprint. When all groups are finished, ask 
for a member of each group to report out their responses. 

Compare the groups' lists to the following information. Point 
out any that were missed. Participants may take notes for later 
reference on 3-H-4 throfigh 3-H-10. 

1. Law Enforcement Data 

• Crime Rate 

• Total Juvenile Arrests 

• Offense Types 

• Arrest Policies and Procedures Related to 
Secure Detention 

2. Juvenile Court Data 

• Referrals, Petitions, Filings, Dispositions 

• Juvenile Court and Probation Practices 

• Waivers to Adult Court 

• Referrals to Alternatives Programs 

• Probation Trends and Practices 

• Case Processing Time Periods 

3. Secure Detention Data 

• Criteria for Placement 

• Risk Assessment/Assessment Process 

• Current Bed Space Capacity 

• County versus Out-of-County Detainees 

• Monthly Admissions and Releases 

• Average Daily Population (ADP) 

• Average Length of Stay (ALOS) 

• Profile of Juveniles Detained (including 
minority representation) 

• Transport Procedures 

• Operational and Capital Costs for secure 
Detention 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Direct groups to hang their 
newsprint on wall. 

Participants may take notes 
from activity on 3-H-4 
through 3-H-10. Or they can 
take the handouts with them to 
use at their jurisdiction. 

4 
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• Facility Assessment 

• Comparative Assessment 

• Proposed Legislative Changes Impacting 
Secure Detention 

4 Non-Secure Detention Data 

• Placements Available 

• Use of Non-Secure Placements 
(Admissions. Length of Stay) 

• Profile of Youths Placed 
(Private/Public) 

• Operational and Capital Costs 

• Criteria for Placement 

• Average Length of Stay (ALOS) 

5 Community Based Alternatives Data 

• Number and Type of Alternatives 

• Number of Youth Served 

6 Juvenile Profile and Demographic Data 

• Historic and Projected Juvenile and Total 
Population 

• Minority Overrepresentation 

, Treatment Needs/Special Needs 
Populations (Substance Abuse. Mental 
Health. Female. Chronic/Violent 
Offenders) 

• Child Welfare Statistics 

7 Fiscal Resource Allocation Data 

• Funding Levels for Secure. Non-Secure 
and Alternatives 

• Funding Criteria for Alternative 
Programs 

• Funding Sources 

• Expenditures 

Criteria for Placement 

Cost of Alternatives 

Comparison with State and National Data 
and Trends 

Impact on Use of Secure Detention 

LNP  



ANALYZE JUVENILE JUSTICE TRENDS NOTES TO T R A I N E R  

~view Legal Issues and Standards 

a participants, "In addition to data collection, there are 
~gal issues and standards which need to be addressed 
dealing with crowding issues. These include the 
dng." Inform participants that these vary by facility and 

1. Funding Responsibility and Criteria 

2. Criteria for Placement 

3. Facility Standards 

4. Operational Standards and Regulations 

5. Court Actions 

6. Statutes for the Jurisdiction 

Lty: Divide participants into groups either by jurisdiction 
;ible, or by field (court, law enforcement,...). Direct 
ction groups to complete 3-H-11 with preliminary notes 
al issues and standards that they will need to consider and 
~s do further research on. Direct participants grouped by 
,f expertise to make notes on legal issues or standards that 

they are directly aware of. Provide time for groups to share 
their notes with the larger group. 

C. Project Future Need for Secure and Non-Secure 
Detention 

1. Baseline Projection-No Change Scenario 

2. Impact of System Changes on Forecast 

3. Projection Based on Use of Alternatives 

4. Consensus Forecast 

D. Prepare And Evaluate Options 

Trainer will inform participants that for their own jurisdiction, 
they should consider all of the following: 

1. System Improvements 

a) Review Placement Criteria 

b) Identify Programs and Actions Inconsistent 
with Mission 

c) Identify Programs and Services Inconsistent 

Display 3-T-4 

3-H-11 may be used for 
activity or participants may use 
to collect information at their 
jurisdiction. 

Display 3-T-5 

Display 3-T-6 
Participants may use 3-H-12 as 
a checklist at their jurisdiction 
to ensure study of all options. 

6 
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E. 

with Youth Served 

d) Changes in Policies and Procedures 

2. Expansion of Detention Continuum 

a) Expand Current Alternatives Programs 

b) Implement New Programs 

3. Facility Options 

a) Renovate/Expand Existing Facility 

b) Construct New Secure Detention Facility 

c) Collocate Secure and Non-Secure Facility 

d) Develop Regional Facility 

4. Evaluate and Select Options 

a) Preliminary Cost Estimates 

b) Funding Mechanisms 

c) Cost Sharing Approaches (Regional) 

d) Consensus 

e) Flexibility 

f) Cost Effectiveness 

g) Short and Long Range Needs 

Develop Implementation Schedule 

1. Develop Capital and Operating Budget 

2. Prepare Detailed Schedule 

3. Identify Key Milestones 

4. Roles and Responsibilities 

III .  GUIDED PRACTICE OPTION 

Emerald County Simulation: 

Note: This activity is optional depending on time available and 
demographics of training group. If all key stakeholders from a 
jurisdiction are not present or there is a mix of several 
jurisdictions, this activity serves as an example of the process of 
analyzing trends for future planning. 

Begin the simulation by passing out the Emerald County 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Display 3-T-7 

(D 7 hours 

Divide group into teams. 
Distribute Simulation 
instructions, data and record- 
keeping materials. 

NID  



ANALYZE JUVENILE JUSTICE TRENDS NOTES TO T R A I N E R  

background. Inform participants that the task is to prepare and 
submit a population reduction plan - within 60 days - that 
would bring the average daily population under rated capacity 
within four months of its submission." 

Divide group into teams of 5-8 participants. Explain that each 
team should start by projecting their future need for secure and 
non-secure detention. Each team will then prepare and evaluate 
options. Finally, each team must develop an implementation 
schedule. 

Inform teams that their pro~ess will be reported to the full class 
at 10:00 and 11:30; and final reports ,,',;ill be judged beginning at 
4:15 p.m. Assign three staff to each team. Answer questions as 
necessary. 

IV. SUMMARY 

Note: These times are 
• optimal. Alter as necessary. 

8 



Analyzing Juve.|le.Justice Trends 

Trainer 

Date 

Place 

3-T-1 



Performance Objectives 

1. Describe core components of juvenile 
justice analyses; 

2. Ident|~ kBy dat~; 

3. identify sources for data collection; 

And if time pBrm|ts; 

4. Create.a strs|egy lot reducing CrOWdJHg 
based on a mock set of data. 

3-T-2 



Research H|stor|ca| 
Juvefli|e Trends and Afls|yze Data 

1. Law Enforcement 
2. Juvenile Court 
3. Secure Detention Facility 
4. Non-Secure Detention Facility 
5. Community-Based Alternatives 
6. Juvenile Profile and Demographic Data 
7. Fiscal Resources 

3-T-3 



Review L6Ba| |ssuBs & Stsndards 

1. Funding Responsibility and Criteria 

2. Criteria for Placement 

3. Facility Standards 

4. Operationsl Standards and Regulations 

5. Court Actions 

6. Statutes for the Jurisdiction 

3-T-4 



Project Future Heed of 
S6cure snd Non-Secure Betea]tiofl 

1. BasSI|he Project|on- He Change Scenario 

2. impact of System Changes on Forecast 

3. Projection Based on Use of Alternatives 

4. Consensus Forecast 

3-T-5 



Prepare arid Eva|uste Dpt|ons 

1. System improvements 

2. Expansion of Detention Continuum 

3. Facility Options 

4. Evaluate and Select Options 

3-T-6 



i]eve|op |mp|ementat|ofl $chedu|e 

1. Develop Capital and Operating Budget 

2. Prepare Detailed Schedule 

3. Identify Key Milestones 

4. Roles and Responsibilities 

3-T-7 cD  



~ 1 .  Describe core components of juvenile 
justice analyses; ~ 

2. Identify key data; 

~ 3 .  Identify sources for data collection; 

~ 4. Create a strategv for reducing crowding 
based on a mock set of data. 

.... ~ l ~ - ~  

Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Research Historical 
Juvenile Trends and Anal~e Dat a 

~1.  Law Enforcement 

~ 2. Juvenile Court 
3. Secure Detention Facility 

~ 4. Non-Secure Detention Facility 

~ 5. Community-Based Alternatives 
6. Juvenile Profile and Demographic Data 

~ 7. Fiscal Resources 

3-H-1 



Review Legal Issues & Slandards 

~1. Funding Responsibility and Criteria 
2. Criteria for Placement 
3. Facility Standards 
4. Operational Standards and Regulations 
5. CourtActions 
6. Statutes for lhe Jurisdiction 

Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

• Pro|ect Future Need of 

~ 1. Baseline Projection-No Change Scenario 

i ~  2. Impact of System Changes on Forecast 

3. Projection Based on Use of Alternatives 

4. Consensus Forecast 

J 

3-H-2 N 



J 
Prepare and Evaluate Options 

1. System Improvements 

2. Expansion of Detention Continuum 

3. Facility Options 

4. Evaluate and Select Options 

. . . .  N_II~ 

Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

m 

D 

1. Develop Capital and Operating Budget 

2. Prepare Detailed Schedule 

3. Identify Key Milestones 

4. Roles and Responsibilities 

3-H-3 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Law Enforcement Data 

Issue Presently Collected What is Needed 

Crime Rate 

Total Juvenile 
Arrests 

Offense Types 

Station House 
Adjustments 

Arrest Policy & 
Procedure Related 

to Secure Detention 

3-H-4 N 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Issue 

Referrals, Petitions, 
Filings, 

Dispositions 

Juvenile Court & 
Probation Practices 

Waivers to Adult 
- Courts - 

Referrals to 
Alternative 
Programs 

Probation Trends & 
Practices 

Case Processing 
Time Periods 

Juvenile Court Data 

Presently Collected What is Needed 

3-H-5 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Secure Detention Data 

Issue Presently Collected What is Needed 

Criteria for Placement 

Risk Assessment/ 
Assessment Process 
CmTent Bed Space 

Capacity 
County vs. Out-of- 
County Detainees 

Monthly Admissions & 
_ Releases 

Average Daily 
Population (ADP) 

Average Length of Stay 
(ALOS) 

Profile of Juveniles 
Detained (inc. minority 

representation) 

Transport Procedures 

Operational & Capital 
Costs for Secure Det. 

Facility Assessment 

Comparative 
Assessment 

Proposed Legislative 
Changes Impacting 
Secure Detention 

3-H-6 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Non-Secure Detention Data 

Issue Presently Collected What is Needed 

Placements 
Available 

Use of Non-Secure 
Placements 

(Admissions, Length-of- 
Stay) 

Profile of Youths 
Placed 

(Private/Public) 

Operational & 
Capital Costs 

Criteria for 
Placement 

Average Length of 
Stay (ALOS) 

3-H-7 N 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Issue 

Number & Type of 
Alternatives 

Number of  Youth 
Served 

Criteria for 
. . . .  Placement - - 

Cost of  Alternatives 

Comparison with 
State & National 

Data Trends 

Impact on Use of 
Secure Detention 

Community-Based Alternatives 

Presently Collected What is Needed 

3-H-8 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Juvenile Profile and Demographic Data 

Issue Presently Collected What is Needed 

Historic & 
Projected Juvenile 
& Total Population 

Minority Over- 
representation 

Treatment .. 
Needs/Special 

:- Needs Populations 

(Substance Abuse, 
Mental Health, 

Female, 
Chronic/Violent 

Offenders) 

Child Welfare 
Statistics 

3-H-9 
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Fiscal Resource Allocation Data 

Issue Presently Collected What is Needed 

Funding Levels for 
Secure, Non-Secure 

& Alternatives 

Funding criteria for 
Alternative 
Programs 

Funding Sources 

Expenditures 

3-H-10 



Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

Legal Issues and Standards 

1. Funding Responsibility and Criteria 

2. Criteria for Placement 

. . . . .  3. Facility Standards 

4. Operational Standards and Regulations 

5. Court Actions 

6. Statutes for Jurisdiction 

3-H-11 



Data Study Checklist 

Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

System Improvements 

Review Placement Criteria 

_ _  Identify Programs and Actions Inconsistent with Mission 

_ _  Identify Programs and Services Inconsistent with Youth Served 

_ _  Changes in Policies and Procedures 

Expansion of Detention Continuum 

_ _  Expand Current Alternatives Programs 

_ _  Implement New Programs 

Facility Options 

_ _  Renovate/Expand Existing Facility 

_ _  Construct New Secure Detention Facility 

_ _  Collocate Secure and Non-Secure Facility 

_ _  Develop Regional Facility 

Evaluate and Select Options 

_ _  Preliminary Cost Estimates 

_ _  Funding Mechanisms 

_ _  Cost Sharing Approaches (Regional) 

_ _  Consensus 

_ _  Flexibility 

_ _  Cost Effectiveness 

_ _  Short and Long Range Needs 

3-H-12 



IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

Analyzing Juvenile Justice Trends 

ACTION OR PROGRAM RESPONSIBLE PARTY COMPLETION DATE EXPECTED OUTCOME 

3-H- 13 
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EMERALD COUNTY FACES THE MUSIC 1 

B a c k g r o u n d  

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 yearsnow, 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 strtlcture, this level of 

crowding produces severe deterioration in conditions of confinement. The sleeping rooms in the 

facility, for example, do not allow for double-ceiling, 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 thismany 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 

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. 

NJD.q/YLC Jz~'enile Detention Crowding Reduction Project 



with generally accepted professional standards that public interest lawyers from the Center 

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 juveniles are 

placed in a shelter bed. Emerald Countys 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. 

NJDA/YLC Juvenile Detention Crowding Reduction Project 
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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 

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 youth 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 

clients or review their cases prior to seeing them in court. The defender's office has limited 

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. 

NJDA/YLC Jm,enile Detention Crowding Reduction Project 



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 

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 agencies of the juvenile justice system, the Emerald County Board of 

Commissioners, and the County Manager must formally endorse the population reduction 

plan. 

2. 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. 

3. 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 potential 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 
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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 responsibilityto move the discussion to closure in the form of a plan of action. 

Each Reform Team should select one team member to serve as an Analyst. The role of the 

Analyst is to evaluate the group process and to determine which strategies and actions were most 

effective. Analyst and Facilitators will assist the Recorder~Reporter in preparing the Reform 

Teams report to the larger group. 

TA 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 TA Provider. Similar 

to technical assistance in a variety of  other situations, the Reform Team is not bound by TA 

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. 
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2. Ground Rules 

. . . . .  C .  

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 little 

time for major diversions once the Reform Teams get rolling. Consequently, teams Should 

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. 

D. 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 

obstacl'es, not to infect the deliberations with fatal objections. 

E. 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 

F. 
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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. 

G. 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. 

H. Each team will select a representative to plead its case to the court. (In the shortened 

simulation exercise, the Recorder/Reporter will fulfill this function.) For the final report out, 

each team will designate someone to present their case (as opposed to relying on the 

. . . .  Recorderfl~eporters as will be the case for the first report out). The designee should be 

selected no later than the beginning of the second Reform Team meeting so she or he can be 

prepared. The Recorder/Reporter will assist this representative by preparing clear summaries 

of the team's recommendations. 

I. The Spartans rule. Matters of rule and simulation interpretation, as well as final commentary 

on the specific plans, shall be the 16rovince 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). 

J. 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 uriavailable 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 Courtfor  each category. Emerald 

County wants to install a new computerized management information system that will permit 

better analysis of the data. 

C. Admissions are the numbers of youth admitted to the Detention Center for each offense 

category for the previous calendar year. 

D. % Adm. represents the percentage of total admissions that particular offense category 

represents. 

E. ALOS equals the average length of stay for each offense category. 

F. Pre DC represents the total number of days care in pre-dispositional detention status for each 

offense category. 

2. Detention Data: Sentencing 

These statistics represent the use of the Juvenile Detention Center for post-dispositional 

sentences during the previous calendar year. 

A. Arrest/Refis a repeat of the same information from the Pre-Dispositional Detention Data. 
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B. Admissions are the numbers of youth sentenced to the Detention Center for each offense 

category for the previous calendar year. 

C. % Sen. is the percent of the sentences that each offense category represents. 

D. ALOS equals average length of stay. 

E. Post DC is the total number of days care for post-dispositional detention or sentencing. 

3. 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. 

A. 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 releasedat 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. 

B. 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. 

C. 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 

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. 
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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). 
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E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  Data  

Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional 

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre  DC 

13 

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 

Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional 

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS 

18,846 

Post DC 

Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 

Drug Offenses ... 820 13 38.24 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 

Transfer - - 7 0 0.00 

Truancy 912 1 2.94 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 

46 

60 

60 

0 

33 

30 

60 

92 

780 

360 

0 

33 

150 

420 

Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

Detention A ltern atives 

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC 

1,835 

% Cap. 

20,681 

188.73 

Day Treatment 10 68 43 

After-School Report 16 153 31 

Home Detention 10 19 19 

2,924 

4,743 

361 

80 

81 

I0 

Totals 36 240 

E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  B u d g e t  

Item Allocation Expended Net +/- 

Detention 

Day Treatment 

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

1,643,700 3,102,150 -1,458,450 

182,650 146,200 36,450 

438,300 355,725 82,575 

65,754 6,498 59,256 

Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -i,280,169 

8,028 

NJDA/YLC Juvenile Detention Crowding Reduction Project 



Emerald County Reform Team Worksheet  

Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional 

14 

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DE 

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 ArrestfRef. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC 

Domestic Violence 973 

Drug Offenses 820 

Property 1,364 

Transfer 

Truancy 

Violation Ct. Order 

7 

912 

672 

Violent Index 596 

Totals 5,344 

Detention Alternatives 

Alternative Capacit3," Admissions ALOS DC % Cap. 

Day Treatment 10: 

After-School Report 16 

Home Detention 10 

Totals 36 

Emerald County Budget 

Item Allocation Expended Net +/- 

Detention 

Day Treatment 

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

1,643,700 3 ,102 ,150  -1,458,450 

182,650 146,200 36,450 

438,300 355,725 82,575 

65,754 6,498 59,256 

Totals 2,330,404 3 ,610 ,573  -1,280,169 
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E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  D a t a  

Deten t ion  Data:  Pre-Dispos i t ional  

Offense Arrest/Ref.  Admiss ions  

Team l 

% 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 

Deten t ion  Data:  Sentenc ing  or Pos t -Dispos i t ional  

Offense Arrest/Ref.  Admiss ions  % Sen. 

18,846 

ALOS Post DC 
Domestic Violence 973 2 

Drug Offenses . . . . .  820 13 

Property 1,364 6 

Transfer 7 0 

Truancy 912 1 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 

Violent Index 596 7 

5.88 46 

- 38:24 . . . . . .  60 

17.65 60 

0.00 0 

2.94 33 

14.71 30 

20.59 60 

92 

780  

360 

0 

33 

150 

420 
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

Detent ion  Al ternat ives :  

1,835 20,681 

188.73 

Alternative Capacity Admiss ions  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 

E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  B u d g e t  

8,028 

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- 

1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 -1,458,450 

182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 

438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 

65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 

Detention 

Day Treatment  

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

Savings 
0 

0 

0 

0 
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -1,280,169 -1,280,169 0 



E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  D a t a  

D e t e n t i o n  Da ta :  Pre-Dispositional 

Offense  Arrest /Ref .  Admiss ions  % Adm. &LOS 

Team 2 

Pre DC 
Domestic Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313 

D r u g  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 

D e t e n t i o n  Da ta :  S e n t e n c i n g  or  P o s t - D i s p o s i t i o n a l  

Offense  Arrest /Ref .  A d m i s s i o n s  % Sen.  &LOS 

18,846 

Post  DC 
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 

Transfer 7 0 0.00 

Truancy 912 1 2.94 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 

46 

- 60 

60 

0 

33 

30 

60 

92 

- 780 

360 

0 

33 

150 

420 
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

D e t e n t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e s :  

Alternat ive  Capacity  A d m i s s i o n s  A.LOS DC 
Day Treatment  I 0 68 43 2,924 

After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 

Home Detention 10 19 19 361 

1,835 

% Cap. 

80 

81 

10 

20,681 

188.73 

Totals 36 240 

E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  B u d g e t  

8,028 

I tem Al locat ion  E x p e n d e d  Proposed Net +/- 

1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 -1,458,450 

182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 

438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 

65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 

Detention 

Day Treatment  

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

Savings 
0 

0 

0 

0 
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 - 1,280,169 - 1,280,169 0 



E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  D a t a  

Detent ion  Data: Pre-Disposit ional 

Offense  Arres t /Ref .  Admissions 

Team 3 

% Adm. ALOS Pre DC 
Domestic Violence 973 101 8.78 13 

Drug Offenses 820 178 15.48 11 

Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 

Transfer  7 7 0.61 284 

Truancy  912 58 5.04 6 

Violation Ct. Order 672 173 15.04 12 

Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 

1,313 

1,958 

4,608 

1,988 

348 

2,076 

6,555 
Totals 5,344 1,150 100.00 

Detent ion Data: Sen tenc ing  or 

Offense  Arres t /Ref .  

Post-Disposit ional 

Admiss ions  % Sen. ALOS 

18,846 

Post DC 
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 46 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 

Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 

Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 30 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 

92 

780 

360 

0 

33 

150 

420 
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

Detent ion Al ternat ives:  

1,835 

Al te rna t ive  Capaci ty  Admiss ions  ALOS DC % Cap. 

Day Trea tment  I0 68 43 2,924 80 

After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81 

Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10 

20,681 

188.73 

Totals 36 240 

E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  B u d g e t  

Item 

8,028 

Detent ion 

Day Trea tment  

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

Allocat ion E x p e n d e d  Proposed  Net +/- Savings 

1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 -1,458,450 0 

182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0 

438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 0 

65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 0 

Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -1,280,169 -1,280,169 0 



E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  D a t a  

Detent ion  Data: Pre-Disposit ional 

Offense Arres t /ReL Adm~csions 

T e a m 4  

% 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 I, 150 I00.00 

Detent ion  Data: Sen tenc ing  or 

Offense  Arres t /Ref .  

Post-Disp os i t iona l 

Admiss ions  % Sen. 

18,846 

ALOS Post DC 
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 

Transfer 7 0 0.00 

Truancy 912 1 2.94 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 

46 92 

60 780 

60 360 

0 0 

3 3  33 

30 150 

60 420 
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

Detent ion  Al ternat ives:  

1,835 

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC % Cap. 

Day Treatment  i 0 68 43 2,924 80 

After-School Report 16 153 31 4,743 81 

Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10 

20,681 

188.73 

Totals 36 240 

E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  B u d g e t  

8,028 

Item Allocation Expended  Proposed  

1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 

182,650 146,200 146,200 

438,300 355,725 355,725 

65,754 6,498 6,498 

Detention 

Day Treatment  

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

Net +/- Savings 
- 1,458,450 0 

36,450 0 

82,575 0 

59,256 0 

Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -1,280,169 -1,280,169 0 



E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  D a t a  Team 5 

D e t e n t i o n  Data:  Pre-Dispos i t ional  

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 

Deten t ion  Data:  Sentenc ing  or  Pos t -Dispos i t iona l  

Offense Arrest/Ref.  Admissions % Sen. ALOS 

18,846 

Post  DC 
Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 

Transfer 7 0 0.00 

Truancy 912 1 2.94 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 - 14.71 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 

46 

60 

60 

0 

33 

30 

60 

92 

780 

360 

0 

33 

150 

420 
Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

Deten t ion  Al terna t i ves :  

Alternative Capacity Admissions ALOS DC 
Day Treatment  10 68 43 2,924 

After-School Report 16 153 31 . 4,743 

Home Detention 10 19 19 361 

1,835 

% Cap. 
80 

81 

10 

20,681 

188.73 

Totals 36 240 

E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  B u d g e t  

8,028 

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- 

1,643,700 3,102,150 3,102,150 -1,458,450 

182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 

438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 

65,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 

Detention 

Day Treatment  

After-School Report 

Home Detention 

Savings 
0 

0 

0 

0 
Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 -1,280,169 -1,280,169 0 



Illinois State Police 
Mission 

We, the men and women of the Illinois State Police, are dedicated to 
the pursuit of professionalism and excellence in all we do, and we work 
to build and enhance our capacity to serve Illinois and its people in a 
spirit of  trust, cooperation and reliability. With a view to the future of 
l llinois, in our desire to contribute to our state's growth and progress: 

fVe ac t to  promote and sustain a safe, orderly and positive 
- environment for all people in the state oflllinois. 

IVe seek to work as partners and mentors with law enforcement, 
criminal justice, and public service agencies, and to serve as a valuable 
resource in support of our state, its government and its people by 
providing highway and public safety; investigative, forensic and 
communications expertise; and the highest-quality training services. 

We strive to improve the integrated services we offer and the 
cooperative relationships we foster by making optimal use of available 
technological resources and by e!lcouraging the highest standards of 
performatlce among our organization's most valuable asse t - -  the men 
and women of the Illinois State Police. 

We advocate attdencourage leadership and innovation with the law 
enforcement community. 

We acknowledge the diversity Of background and experience 
characterizing the men and women of the Illinois State Police is a 
principal source of our organization's strength, and we provide for the 
personal and professional growth and development of all our people. 

We recognize our relentless commitment to integrity, service and 
pride is the cornerstone of our organization and the foundation for all 
we do. 
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Illinois State Police 
Core Competencies 

These competencies are to be exemplified by ALL members of the 
Illinois State Police: 

I n n o v a t i o n ,  C h a n g e  and  Creat iv i ty:  Using intellectual 
inventiveness,  act ively seeks out new ideas, methods and 
opportunities; displays creativity through imagination; and enhances 
services while effectively directing a workforce during periods of 
changing conditions. 

• Communication: Possesses well-developed interpersonal skills via 
speech, Writing, gestures and listening and actively seeks ideas and 

. . . .  input from others. Candor, compassion and commitment to 
obligations in all working relationships increases the quality of 
communication. 

Professionalism: Demonstrates fairness, candor and courage; 
remains calm in stressful situations by responding appropriately; 
exemplifies a commitment to obligations in all working relationships. 

• Team Orientation: Values tile team approach and actively supports 
its processes to meet or exceed agency goals. 

Dechrion 3laking: Is decisive and has tile ability to make sound, 
objective decisions in organizational matters. Ensures appropriate 
decision level. 

• VahdngPeople: Demonstrates respect for others. 

Analysis and Pla,ning: Uses critical thinking, diagnostic skills 
and technology to solve problems and develop sound business 
decisions. 
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Division of Operations 
Vision Statement 

The Division of Operations will improve the 
qualio; of life and make society safer. 
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Division of Operations 
Values 

Strong work ethic, caring for people, service before self, no personal 
agendas, loyalb', attitude and flexibility. Basic work rule - Exemplify --- 

lead by example. 

WORK ETHIC 
Dedicated to mission, ISP and people. Expending effort necessary to 
do an outstanding job; initiative; whatever ittakes. 

CARING FOR PEOPLE 
Empathetic, fair, patient, invest time necessary, candor with diplomacy, 
honesty, interpersonal skills with sincerity (hello, thanks), sharing/ 

giving credit, team player. 

SERVICE BEFORE SELF 
No personal agendas to tile detriment of tile ISP or others, focus on 
mission - big picture, company/personnel first, capacity and willingness 

to sacrifice. 

LOYALTY 
Teamwork, commitnlent, supportive, open rninded, candid input, protect 

confidentiality, create open atmosphere. 

POSITIVE ATTITUDE 
Expects to succeed, keeps things in perspective, accepts reasonable 
mistakes, embraces challenge, realistic. 

FLEXIBILITY 
Adaptable to change, tolerance for ambiguity, explores alternatives, 

innovative, open-minded. 
10 
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Lesson Plan 
DEFINE THE DETENTION SYSTEM: PLACE OR PROCESS 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

A critical task in preventing and reducing crowding is defining the 
nature of the institution. This follows the development of the vision 
and mission statements. 

Performance Objectives: 

Following this session, participants will be able to: 

1. Distinguish between juvenile detention as process and place; 

2. Create "process" or detention alternatives using the 
graduated sanctions concept from the OJJDP Comprehensive 
Stra!egy; and 

3. Explain the cost differences based on place versus process 
considerations. 

Preliminary Definitions: 

Detention can be defined two ways. First, detention is a process. It is 
the action taken by the court to cause three kinds of behavior to cease: 

• Re-offending - thus protecting public safety 

• Absconding - ensuring the youth's presence at court, and 

• Self-harm - preventing the individual from harming self. 

This process of preventive detention is the action taken to produce the 
custody and care of youth. 

Ask participants, "Can you prevent some things from happening 
without physical intelwention? "Can you prevent things from 
happening With varying levels of physical intervention?" Responses 
will vary. 

Second, detention is also a place. It is a physical environment with 
varying levels of security, construction, hardware, and technology that 
produce the care and custody of youth. Most of the time both 
definitions occur simultaneously. But the point here is that they do not 
necessarily have to. 

HISTORY OF CONFUSION 

II .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT: 

There is a lot of confusion surrounding the role and definition of 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

"~ minutes 

Display 4-T- 1 

Display 4-T-2 

Display 4-T-3 

Display 4-T-4 

G minutes 

3 



t 

DEFINE THE DETENTION SYSTEM: PLACE OR PROCESS 

l juvenile detention. In order to clarify the issue we must first look at the 
history of the confusion. 

A. Definition of Detention 

Until recently there was no single definition that had received primacy. 
In an effort to clarify the definition of detention, NJDA endorsed the 
definition statement in participant materials. Prior to this there was no 
clear definition. Direct participants to take a moment to read the 
information and then as a group highlight some of the key pieces of 
information. 

Juvenile Detention - the temporary and safe custody of 
juveniles who are accused of conduct subject to the 
jurisdiction of the court who require a restricted 
environment for their own or the community's protection. 

Ask for key words from the participants. Possible responses may 
include." temporary, safe, restricted environment, conduct subject to 

jurisdiction of  court, community protection, helpful services, etc... 

T"ainer can also suggest participants read NJDA's position statement 
ainst the use of detention as a dispositional option. 

Controls on Intake 

This definition of detention alludes to controls on admissions. Juvenile 
detention cannot effectively be all things to all segments of the juvenile 
system. Without intake guidelines and criteria, the function of detention 
becomes too confused. 

C. Cooperation among Stakeholders 

In an earlier session, you listed stakeholders: This definition alludes to 
stakeholders in juvenile detention. It is important that there be 
cooperation between agencies to divert youth into alternative programs 
who do not require secure detention. There should be a well-organized 
network for transferring youth to the appropriate placement. 

A BALANCED APPROACH 

II I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT: 

A. The Needs of Youth WITH the Need for Public Safety 

inStOrically, there was conflict between the confinement/preventative 
ction of detention and the therapeutic function of detention. The 

Balanced and Restorative Justice (BAR J) model is a way to bring 
balance, equilibrium or harmony back to the key components of 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Direct participants to 4- 
H-3 

Display 4-T-5 

Refer to 4-H-4 

Q minutes 

Display 4-T-6 
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DEFINE THE DETENTION SYSTEM: PLACE OR PROCESS 

effective juvenile j ustice interventions, balancing preventative 
detention and therapeutic detention. 

The BARJ model recognizes that it is simply not enough to make 
juveniles compliant while in detention. Detention services should teach 
juveniles to make responsible decisions, to choose law-abiding and 
respectful behavior rather than delinquent behavior after release. This 
approach emphasizes balancing the offender's needs with the need for 
public safety. 

B. Engages the Family 

The OJJDP Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent and Chronic 
Juvenile Offenders (1993) states, "... it is the family and community, 
supported by our core social institutions, that have primary 
responsibility for meeting the basic socializing needs of our nation's 
children." The detention process should encourage this responsibility. 
Juvenile delinquency may indicate the juvenile needs increased family 
involvement. Or it may be a sign of the family needing assistance. A 
detention program should recognize families as part of solutions. 

As an example of the need for a comprehensive strategy for addressing 
delinquency, refer participants to statistics on substance abuse and child 
abuse. 

C. Supports Existing CommuniD, Resources or Identifies Gaps 

The Balanced Approach to detention supports existing community 
resources and/or identifies systems gaps. Opportunities given for 
juvenile interactions with competent, caring adults in the community 
can provide support and learning while in detention, but can also 
introduce juveniles to resources useful after their release. There is also 
an attempt to engage the family and community into the process of 
detention, emphasizing the restoration of relationships damaged by the 
juvenile's crime and increasing the juvenile's understanding of the 
damage caused. 

D. Cost-Benefit Ratio 

Annual costs of institutional care run from .$36,000 to $75,000. Non- 
institutional alternatives are a fraction of the cost, and studies show that 
they are no less effective. Question: Why would anyone pay 
significantly more for the same product? This does not include 
comparisons between facilities with an adult-custodial model versus 
those with a caregiver model. Again, reduced recidivism linked to 
caregiver programs (cite research of Lipsey and Howell) yield 
additional savings. 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Refer to CesarFax in 
materials. 
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DEFINE THE DETENTION SYSTEM: PLACE OR PROCESS NOTES TO TRAINER 

DEFINING DETENTION 

IV.  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT: 

A. Place---The Building is the Centerpiece 

References to juvenile detention as a place emphasize the physical 
structure of detention, the building; its physical characteristics, such as 
security hardware, square footage, furnishings, and sanitation; and 
includes administrative and operational rules and regulations. 

Detention as a place is a passive concept; the object or outcome of 
juvenile court action. This can lead to an acceptance of detention as the 
main resolution to a very ,,vide variety of situations. 

B. A Proeess---A range of appropriate interventions which may 
include the PLACE 

References to detention as process focus on the "how" of detention or  
the detention experience. Thinking in terms of process moves juvenile 
detention beyond a single building or entity and suggests a wide range 
~ f services. 

Detention as process is an active concept; referring to the act of 
providing a continuum of care, custody and restrictive supervision. 
The court and others in the juvenile justice system begin to see 
detention as only one option or level of action among many. 

C. Compatibil i ty with the Vision/5'Iission Statement promulgated 
by the Core Group 

If the group had an opportunity to develop a vision/mission statement 
earlier, test it now against the concept of detention as process. Does the 
group's vision or mission allow for alternatives to lodging in the 
detention facility? If possible, provide an example of a mission 
statement that limits the vision of detention to a place. 

D. The Purpose of secure detention promulgated by the Core 
Work Group 

Facilitate brainstorming with the group on the purpose of secure 
detention. Record all ideas on the newsprint and when a sheet is full, 
have a participant tape it to the wall and then continue until all 
suggestions have been recorded. Return to the beginning and attempt 

,w down the list by grouping similar ideas using different 
markers. Alternatively, direct small groups to develop their 

[ own definition of the purpose of secure detention and let groups share 

Display 4-T-7 

Display 4-T-8 

Record responses on 
newsprint. 



DEFINE THE DETENTION SYSTEM: PLACE OR PROCESS NOTES TO TRAINER 

them with the larger group. 

V. Summary  

Direct participants to additional resource handouts in their manuals. 

iqID  
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Performaflce Objectives 

Following this session participants will be able to: 

1. Distinguish between juvenile detention as process 
and place; 

2. Create process alternatives based on the graduated 
sanctions concept; and 

3. Explain the cost differences based on place versus 
process considerations. 

4-T-2 N IDA 



Dotofitiofi m ~ u  as PROCESS 

The action taken by the court to cause three 
hinds of behavior to cease. 

• Re-offend|rig - thus protecting public safety 

• A b s c o n d i n g  - ensuring the youth'spresence at 

court, and 

• Self-harm - preventing the individual from harming 

self. 

4-T-3 
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Detention U as PLACE 

The pilysical environment with varying 

levels of security, construction, hardware, 

and technology that produce the care and 
custody of youth. 

4-T-4 
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JHV6fl||8 Detent|Off- 

(as defined by HJDA]: 

"...The temporary arid safe custody of 
juven|lo$ who aro accused of conduct 
subject to the jurisdict|on of the court 
who require a restricted environment 
for their own or tile community's 
protection..." 

4-T-5 
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"Balanced" Approach 

• The Heeds of Youth WiTH the Heed for Public 

Safety 
0 Engages the Family 

• Supports Existing Community Resources or 
identifies Gaps 

e Cost-Benefit Ratio 
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Def|n|ng Botoflt|oH 

PLACE: The Building is the Centerpiece 

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

4-T-7 
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Example Continuum of Care 

• Juvenile Corrections~- 
, Secure Detention ~ -  

• Weekend Detenuon ~ -  
Home Detention 

Gut-patient D r u g / A l c o h o i ~  
Treatment j 

Group Homes~ 
Probation / " 

Informal Probation ~ 
After School Employmont 



Define the Detention System: Place or Process 

Performance Objectives 

Following this session parl.icipants will be able to: 
1. Distinguish between juvenile detention as process 

and place; 

2. Create process alternatives based on the graduated 
sanctions concept: and 

3. Explain the cost differences based on place versus 
process considerations. 

The action taken bythe court to cause three 
kinds of behavior to cease. 

• Re-olfendtng-thus protecting public safety 

• Absconding-  ensuring the youth's presence at 

court, and 

• Soil-harm-preventing the individual lrom harming 

sell. 

Ntr  
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Define the Detention System: Place or Process 

D 
- + , + P t . C , :  

The physical environment with varying 

levels of security, construction, hardware, 

and technology that produce the care and 

custody ol youth. 

I ~ ~ o r a r y  and safe custody of 
~ juveniles who are accused of conduct 

i ~ ~ t r i c t e d  environment 
~ p  for ~ own or the communitv's 

protection. ~ protection. .... 
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Define the Detention System: Place or Process 

JUVENILE DETENTION DEFINITION 
As defined by NJDA 

Juvenile Detention is the temporary and safe custody of juveniles who are accused 
of  conduct subject to the jurisdiction of the court who require a restricted 
environment for their own and the community's protection while pending legal 
action. 

Further, Juvenile Detention provides a wide range of helpful services which 
support the juvenile's physical, emotional and social development. Helpful 
services minimally include: education, recreation, counseling, nutrition, medical 
and health care services, reading, visitation, communication and continuous 
supervision. Juvenile Detention includes or provides for a system of clinical 
observation and assessment that complements the helpful services and reports 
findings. 

VISION STATEMENT 

Our vision is that every child experience success in caring families and nurturing 
communities that cherish children and teach them to value family and community. 
Our vision is guided by the fact that our decisions and actions affecting children 
today determine the quality of our life tomon'ow. 

MISSION STATEMENT 

The mission of the juvenile corrections and detention system is to provide 
leadership for change for youth, family units, and communities. It operates by 
creating legitimate, alternative pathways to adulthood through equal access to 
services that are least intrusive, culturally sensitive, and consistent with the highest 
professional standards. 

4-H-3 N 



Define the Detention System: Place or Process 

J U V E N I L E  D E T E N T I O N  AS  A D I S P O S I T I O N  
NJDA Position Statement 

Statement of the Issue: 

The purpose of juvenile detention has historically been for "the temporary and safe custody of 
juveniles who are accused of conduct subject to the jurisdiction of the court who require a 
restricted environment for their own or the community's protection." However, use of juvenile 
detention by the court as a sentence has increased in recent years. This increase has been 
accompanied in many jurisdictions with statutory changes authorizing such use. This shift in 
detention use has resulted from the court's desire for additional sanctions which may be imposed 
on youth who violate the law or a court order. 

Nature of the Issue: 

Use of juvenile detention as a dispositional option emphasizes punishment over behavior change. 

Use of juvenile detention as a dispositional option mixes populations and may adversely affect 
treatment or programmihg. - - 

Use of juvenile detention as a dispositional option may aggravate overcrowding in juvenile 
detention centers. 

Use of juvenile detention as a dispositional option is often utilized simply because other, more 
preferable, alternatives are not available. 

Use of juvenile detention as a dispositional option discourages the development of more 
appropriate, less costly alternatives. 

Use of juvenile detention as a dispositional option may result in negative influence of 
institutionalization and deny the opportunity for positive experiences in the community (i.e. 
school, religious activities, sports, family involvement). 

Position Statement: 

In accordance with the Definition of Juvenile Detention adopted by the Executive Board of 
NJDA, the National Juvenile Detention Association supports the prohibition of the use of  
juvenile detention as a dispositional option. The NJDA supports the development of more 
appropriate and less costly alternatives in order to eliminate the use of juvenile detention as a 
disposition. 

4-H-4 ND-  



Define the Detention System: Place or Process 

d l P  

~ "  The Heeds of Youth WITH the Heed for Public 
Safety 

• Engagesthe Family 
~ -  Supports Existing Community Resources or 

Identifies Gaps 

~ , Cost-Benelit Ratio 
v T4 

~ De, ning Detention • 

P,  PLACE The Building is the Centerpiece 

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

J 
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Define the Detention System: Place or Process 

P Example Continuum of Care 

Cor rec t ionsy  
Secure Detention ~-  

Weekend Detention 
Home Detention 

Out-patient Drug/Alcohol 7 ~- 
Treatment / 

Group Homes~ 
Probation 7 z 

Inlormal Probation 7 z 
~ Alter School Employment _ Z  

t-~4 
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cEs  F A X  April 3, 2000 
Vol. 9, Issue 13 

D i s t r i bu t i on  :4,504 

[i':iiii!i!ii  ii!.i :!' :ilWeekly. FAX!from 
U n i v e r s i t y  

the Centef::for)subgtancd::i,:Abuse •Research -} 
• .- ' " . i  i . " : : . . : . ' : - ' . : - . : .  " : i . . :  " " : . . ' : . ' . . : :  " " 

of M a r y l a n d ,  C o l l e g e  P a r k  

• Over 9.6 Million U.S. Children Live with AlcoholAbus ing  or DependentAdults  

An estimated one in seven children in the United States live in households with one or more adults who 
abused or were dependent on alcohol in the past year, according to an analysis of  data from the National 
Longitudinal Alcohol Survey (NLAES). The majority of  these children are the biological, foster, 
adopted, or stepchildren of  the adults (70.4%). Just over one-third of the children--an estimated 3.5 
million--were 5 years old or younger. The author warns that "unless comprehensive and intensive 
interventions are provided to address the full range o f  needs of children exposed to abuse and 
dependence, . . . the potential costs to human services, health, education, social sereices, and 
correctional services will quickly become overwhelming" (p. 114). 

} 

Characterist ics of C]li.ldt'en Lixing with an Alcohol Abusing or Dependent  Adult,  1992 
(n=an esttma:ed .c,567,,:73 children living in households with one or more adults 

who -_-bused or were dependent on alcohol in the previous year) 

- Character is t ic  --~il}i@i--i::i-?:}~:i:i!~?!~;-I/Pe-}iicen:ia~e i ]  

Sex Male ~ ~  ;;:1 

Raee/Ettuficih, 
Black [ 11.9% 
Non-Black [ 88.1% 

Age . . ::i.i~:ili:i i~:i:. !).-.::~::::~!: i : . : i :~i : i i i : . :  
Five ,,:ears old and ¥ounoer [ 36.3% I 
Six to II years old 
Twelve to 17 years old 

Relationship to Abusing)Dependent.Adult :  
Child 

33.7% 
30.0% 

] 70.4% 
Siblin~ [ 11.6% 
Other Biological Relative I 8.8% 
Non-Relative 
Unspecified Relationship 

I 6.3% 
I 2.9% ! 

NOTE: Abuse and dependence diagncses were ~.ased on DSM-IV criteria 

SOURCE: Adapted by CESAR from data -tom Gra.~t. B F., "Estimates of US. Chi!&-en Exposed to Alco.hol Abuse and 
Dependence in the Faro ily," Am erican Journal of Public Health. 90(1):112-115, January 2000. 

I 
Thursday, April 6th is National Alcohol Screening Day (NASD) 

To locate a screenino_ in your area, have your 5 digit zip code ready and 
call 1-800-405-9200 (for rotary phone users only, call 1-800-969-6642). 

• " 301-403-8329(voice).. :0,--,0.,-S,,-,-(fax) CESAR@cesar.umd.edu "' www.cesar.umd.edu 
CESAR FAX is supported b.v a grant from the Governor's Office of Crisne Control & Prevention. 

CESAR FAX mar "re c:p!ed w::hou: permissic, n. Please cite CESAR as the source. 



Implementing a Balanced and Restorative Justice 
Approach in Juvenile Detention 

J i m  M o e s e r  

Abstract 

This article outlines the basic principles of theBalanced and Restorative Justice approach to worldng 
with juvenile offenders and their application in a juvenile detention setting. Despite the fact that the 
majority of literature regarding the BARJ model focuses on working with offenders in the community, 
this article suggests that the principles can be applied equally well to the detention setting tO help 
provide direction for the mission and practices of detention into the 21st century. 

Since its publication in 1988, "Juvenile Probation: 
The  B a l a n c e d  A p p r o a c h "  ( M a l o n e y ,  Romig  
&Armstrong, 1988) has become one of  the most 
utilized resources in the development of  new strate- 

. . . .  g ies to working with juvenile offenders in the com~ 
munity. Combined with some of  the concepts first 
articulated about restorative justice (see Zehr, 1990), 
these ideas have become the come rstone of the OJJDP 
Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) Initiative 
and the basis for a new vision about What the future of 
juvenile justice should be as we enter the 21 st century. 

While most of  the literature about BARJ has focused 
on working with offenders in the community, its 
fundamental principles can have significant value in 
directing the future of juvenile detention practices as 
well. This article suggests that an understanding of 
the new paradigm offered by the BARJ model can 
assist juvenile detention practitioners in defining what 
the mission and activities of a successful juvenile 
detention facility should be and how to make deci- 
sions about programmatic changes that confront de- 
tention managers and practitioners. 

The  Need for a Vision o r  Mission 

Like any other organization and the juvenile justice 
system itself (Bazemore & Washington, 1995), a 
juvenile detention facility-must have some sense of 
mission or vision that provides fundamental guidance 
to staff about what it is they are trying to accomplish 
each day and over the course o f  time. Without 
complicating this discussion with differences be- 
tween a vision or mission statement, there are a 
number of things that a mission statement can do, 
including: 

• Providing a focus for significant discussions 
among staff as to what it is you are trying to 
accomplish and some of  the concerns that indi- 
vidual staff have related to achieving that mis- 
sion. 

• Providing guidance to all about what things are 
ultimately the most important to achieve on a 
daily basis and over time. 

• Providing common language or consensus tha t  
all staff can relate to. 

• Providing guidance in the creation of  new poll- 

Jim Moser is currently the Juvenile Court Administrator for the Dane County Juvenile Court Program in 
Madison, Wisconsin. He has been working in the juvenile justice system since 1974 and has been in- 
volved in a wide variety of  community and system related efforts working with juvenile offenders as well 
as in training new detention staff throughout the state of Wisconsin. Dane County is currently in the 

of  implementing a Balanced and Restorative Justice approach to dealing with juvenile delin- 
including efforts to adopt the Balanced and Restorative Justice principles in its detention center. 
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cies, procedures, or pro~m'arns. That is, if it is not 
consistent with the mission, it should not be insti- 

tuted. 

These are but a few examples of the value of  devel op- 
ing some mission statement. In short, a sound mis- 
sion for any juvenile detention facility is critical to its 
success as an organization, providing the basis upon 
which to build sound practices and programs. 

T h e  C u r r e n t  S t a t e  o f  D e t e n t i o n ' s  M i s s i o n  

In the current context of  chan~ng legislation, it i s not 
getting any easier to identify what the mission of a 
juvenile detention facility is. Once dedicated solely 
to the pre-dispositional confinement of  juveniles, 
more and more states and facilities are facing situa- 
tions in which juveniles are placed in detention for a 
myriad ofpre- and post- dispositional reasons. Need- 
less to say, this can complicate the mission of a 
facility and challenge the staff in ways that were not 
anticipated years ago. And, as is true of  most organi- 
zations and institutions, it i s not likely that the change 
experienced over the past 5-10 years will slow down; 
in fact, it is likely to accelerate (Conner, 1992), 
forcing detention professionals to face even more 
changes from the "outside." 

Just as juvenile justice itself has struggled with a the 
conflict between punishment and rehabilitation as a 
way to establish a direction (Howell, 1997; Cohn, 
1994; Bazemore, 1994), it is not uncommon for that 
same debate to have been mirrored in internal discus- 
sions and debates among juvenile detention practitio- 
ners. Questions or statements, such as 

"Kids need to learn discipline and order, and that's 
my job!" 

are commonly part of  staff discussions about proce- 
dures and policies to be implemented in detention. 
Even within this context, many detention centers 
have done well to implement a vailety of  educational 
and recreational programs that have been successful 
in working with juvenile offenders in short term 
detention settings. But, the BARJ approach offers a 
chance to do even more! 

Like the juvenile justice system itself, the debate 
about the mission for staff in a detention facility has 
been "trapped" in this debate between punishment 
and treatment, between those who believe detention 
should be more like a jail and those who believe 
detention should provide more treatment, between 
those who view their role as "jailers" and those who 
view their role as "teachers" or "counselors". Back 
and forth the debate goes on,  with many programs 
developing an uneasy compromise between the two 
dissimilar ends of this continuum. 

A New Balanced and Restorative Mission 
for Juvenile Justice 

One of the most significant aspects of  the Balanced 
and Restorative Justice approach is that it rejects the 
"old" paradigm of punishment vs. treatment and 
replaces it with a new way of thinking about juvenile 
justice. Much has been written about these principles, 
and it is not possible in this paper to detail all the 
implications for practitioners. Briefly however, the 
fundamental principles of the BARJ model can be 
summarized as follows: 

"Is the purpose of  detention punishment or rehabili- 
tation?" 

"Is my role as a line worker to be a "guard' or a 
'counselor '?" 

"Shouldn't kids learn a lesson while they are in 
detention?" 

• There is ~m'eater balance in developing individual 
intervention and supervision plans for juvenile 
offenders, balancing the equally important com- 
ponents of Community Protection, Accountabil- 
ity, and Competency Development (Maloney, 
Romig, & Armstrong, 19'88). 

• There is greater balance in who is involved in the 
juvenile justice system, placing equal emphasis 
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on involving the community, victims, offenders, 
and professionals in the process and system 
(Bazemore & Day, 1997; Bazemore,  1997; 
Bazemore, 1994). 

- There is a greater emphasis on the restoration of 
relationships that are damaged by crime, includ- 
ing a greater understanding on the part of offend- 
ers about the human consequences o f  crime. 

• There are significant changes in the roles of 
professionals in the system in terms of  how we 
provide opportunities for youth to learn new 
behaviors and participate in the restoration of 
communities (Umbreit & Carey, 1995;Bazemore, 
1997). 

• There is a greater emphasis on strengths and 
abilities of offenders than on their deficits, con- 
sistent with other system efforts to recognize and 
build on strengths of offenders (Saleeby, 1996). 

Each of these differences provides guidance about a 
new mission for juvenile detention that similarly 
balances the interests of the community, victims, 
offenders, and the system professionals. 

Applying the BARJ Principles in Detent ion 

It is possible to adopt a similar paradi ojn for viewing 
our work with offenders within a juvenile detention 
setting. To do so requires focusing our practices on 
achieving a comparable balance among compatible 
components versus a compromise between opposing 
components. 

Therefore, it is suggested that the mission of a juve- 
nile detenti on facility is to balance the components of 
Community Protection, Competency Development, 
and Accountability in its policies, procedures, and 
programs. Although each of these are interdepen- 
dent, for purposes of discussion, each will be ad- 
dressed in ttrm. 

Detention as Communi ty  Protection 

Certainly one s i ~ c a n t  r o l e / o f f f j " V V ~ ~ ~ t i o n  is 
as part of  the juvenile jus~e ,  confinut~_ i~which  
juveniles who are a danger[to~.he safe~ of~thers are 
held safely and securely pendi/lg-re,~ulfon of their 

case and involvementin intervention services. How- 
ever, that is a relatively small part of how we could 
look at the Protection aspect of our work. There are, 
however, additional considerations that are part of 
our protection role. 

First, ensuring that there is Protection within the 
facility (as well as protecting the community from 
youth) by managing a facility that is safe for the 
juveniles and staff whom live and work in it is 
certainly part of our work. In some ways, this is 
perhaps the most fundamental role staff can play in 
that a facility that does not offer a safe living and 
wortdng environment has difficulty ever moving be- 
yond dealing with those issues. 

Secondly, however, the Community Protection as- 
pect of the BARJ approach does not rely solely on the 
coercive nature of institutions or agents to reasonably 
ensure public safety. In particularit suggests that true 
public safety is only ensured when individuals choose 
law-abiding and respectful behavior instead of  delin- 
quent behavior. Therefore, it is not enough to simply 
gain compliance from juveniles in care in a facility. 
Rather, it is important that juveniles have opportuni- 
ties to make, and be recognized for making, respon- 
sible and respectful decisions. 

As will be noted in the section on Competency Devel- 
opment, youth learn best by doing. By not providing 
youth with guided opportunities to make safe choices, 
we simply contribute to a process that begins to 
"institutionalize" them, teaching them to comply in 
an institution but teaching little about making choices 
in the real world. 

Promoting Accountability 

The use of the word "accountability" is one of the 
more misunderstood concepts of the Balanced Ap- 
proach. Utilizing the "old paradigm," many interpret 
accountability in this new approach to simply mean 
the process by which juveniles are held "account- 
able" for their offense or even are "accountable" to 
adults in the system for their subsequent behavior 
(e.g. accountable for their whereabouts, accountable 
to come in on time, etc.). Only the former part of this 
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approaches what is the real depth of the Accountabil- 
ity component in a BARJ model. 

True accountability places a much greater emphasis 
on the relational aspects of  crime and development. 
In particular, the emphasis on accountability must be 
on developing the youth's understanding of the im- 
pact of  their crime on others, accepting responsibility 
for their behavior, and even more so being actively 
involved in restoring the harm done by their behavior. 

The restorative justice principles in the BARJ ap- 
proach reflect a much ~ea ter  emphasis on the youth's 
relationship to the victim and the community than to 
the "system" or adults that are designated as "repre- 
sentatives of  the 'state '" such as the District Attorney, 
probation officers, or even the court itself. By under- 
standing the human aspects of crime and taking steps 
to repair that harm, the offender makes the most 
pro~ess  toward choosing responsible behavior in the 

. . . .  future. 

The development of this understanding, including 
understanding some of the human reason for various 
rules and laws, is not dissimilar to work that has been 
done relative to moral development, helping a youth 
understand the reasons for law and relationships in a 
society (Duska &Whelan, 1975; Haan, 1985; Buzze]li, 
1992). These concepts restore to our work with 
offenders a sense of  moral responsibility as part of  a 
community and society that is often lacking in a more 
retributive approach. 

Therefore, within detention, it becomes important 
that we reinforce the human aspects of  our "commu- 
nity," the detention facility, and population itself. We 
can do that by examining all of  our practices in 
disciplinary and other interactions with juveniles in 
which we are trying topromote some form of compli- 
ance, accountability, or responsibility. While there 
are rules that must be in place that help promote 
safety, security, and efficiency of  the facility, this 
relational aspect of  the Balanced Approach would 
suggest that: 

• We understand whether the compliance we wish 
to obtain is for our benefit only or whether we can 

somehow develop expectations that reinforce a 
sense of responsibility to others in the facility. 

* When we deal with non-compliance, we should 
emphasize the human impact of  the behavior 
versus the institutional rules. 

• When problems occur between juveniles, we 
should focus our efforts to restore the harm done 
to that relationship and the "community" as a 
whole. 

• We take every opportunity possible to reinforce 
the connection between adults and youth vs. 
driving them further and further into isolation? 

Staff in detention interact with juveniles in a wide 
variety of situations each day, everything from pro- 
viding basic care to providing supportive listening. 
Each of those interactions is an opportunity to rein- 
force the relational responsibilities of  community 
living. 

As with the Community Protection aspect of this 
approach, if we simply choose to reinforce the insti- 
tutional aspects of our work without making efforts to 
connect youth to each other and to adults, we will have 
missed the opportunity to teach them a new way of 
interacting in the community in the future. 

Competency Development in Detention 

Opportunities to promote the development of skills 
and competencies that are valued by the community 
abound even within the limits of a detention facility. 
Although there is evidence that a variety of  interven- 
tions with youth, when applied in the proper setting at 
the right time, have proven effective in changing 
youth behavior (Lipsey, 1992; Andrews et al, 1990), 
more often the literature suggests that an emphasis on 
the development of cognitive and behavioral skills is 
a much more effective approach with delinquent 
offenders (Maloney, Romig & Armstrong, 1988; 
Howell,  Krisberg,  Hawkins & Wilson,  1995; 
I-Ienggeler et al, 1994). Since detention staff are in a 
very unique role as they interact with juvenile offend- 
ers, there are unique opportunities in the detention 
setting in which youth can be exposed to and practice 
new skills and competencies. 
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Most detention staff clearly see the role of  educa- 
tional staff in "teaching" youth that are incarcerated 
for short periods of time, yet many strug~e with 
understanding how they can teach youth in their care 
equally important social/interaction skills. Whether 
it is in helping a juvenile solve a problem of some kind 
or learn a new skill (e.g~ even a housekeeping skill), 
the detention staff member can create a multitude of 
opportunities for youth to learn basic living as well as 
more complex decision-making skills. 

This may be done by the development of program- 
matic responses in which staff are actively engaged in 
quasi-educational activities with youth (e.g. teaching 
conflict resolution skills, discussing values, teaching 
employment skills, and so on). Perhaps more impor- 
tantly, these "teachable" moments often come as part 
of  the routine day-to-day interaction that staff have 
with adults. The Competency Development aspect of 
this approach suggests that staff at least assess every 

- - -  interaction with juveniles as an opportunityto teach 
and/or reinforce new skills, even those that may seem 
trivial to us. 

But, teaching is not enough. Youth learn best by 
doing, and in detention, youth must have the guided 
opportunities to practice these new skills, be cor- 
rected when not done sufficiently, and be recognized 
when they are successful. The BARJ approach is not 
a passive model in which we tell juveniles how to act. 
Rather, it is an active effort in which our efforts are 
geared toward providing opportunities and rewards 
for learning and practicing desired skills that are 
valued by the community. 

Communi ty  Involvement  

There are many more ways in which the Balanced and 
Restorative Justice principles can be applied in a 
detention setting, including assuming that there should 
be greater balance in terms of who is involved in our 
systems and in interactions withjuverfiles. The BARJ 
model proposes a much greater role for the commu- 
nity and for victims, both providing opportunities for 
juvenile offenders to interact with and learn from 
adults in their community who, to this point, may 

seem to be distant and isolated from them. This 
requires that we make ~eater  efforts to involve com- 
munity members in our detention programs and that 
we make greater efforts in our system to connect 
youth with competent and caring adults who can 
provide guidance and support when the juvenile I eaves 
our facility. 

Victims may play a role in our programs by interact- 
ing with youth through presentation of victim impact 
panels, having a chance for youth to hear about the 
human consequences of crime on others (although a 
word of caution about using high profile crimes is 
suggested). 

Recognition of  Issues in Implementa t ion  

It is very important that we simply not re-name old 
practices as we try to implement the BARJ concepts 
in our system, althougli it is often easier to do so 
(changing the concepts to meet our needs versus 
changing our fundamental assumptions). Rather, we 
must make some fundamental changes in how we 
view our role in working with detained youth. Will 
that be easy? Will these changes be the "magic 
bullet" to changing youth? No, not necessarily. For, 
this is hard work, often with youth who will not 
understand what we are trying to do, themselves 
trying to "fit" our efforts into their "view" of  the 
world. 

Nonetheless, adoption of a Balanced and Restorative 
approach to juvenile detention practice offers excit- 
ing new opportunities to go beyond the rhetoric of  the 
past, to resolve the conflicts of the past, and to create 
new ways to interact with youth that provide for 
significant opportunities for change within a safe and 
secure environment. 

It is difficult to predict what the future holds for 
juvenile justice and detention, but developing a bal- 
anced mission may be a critical part of building on the 
best of  the juvenile system within a rapidly changing 
political environment. 
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Juvenile  Detention as Process and Place 

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

I n t r o d u c t i o n  

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 is an important component of 
various reform strategies (Roush, 1993). While 
any attention to juvenile detention is signifi- 
cant to the overall improvement of the profes- 
sion, juvenile justice policy analysts also iden- 

- -fify and highlight many of the shortcomings 
and negative aspects of detention with little 

br the origins of these problems or for 
:.tive 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 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 
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 v,'ith 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 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. 

Defini t ion of  Juveni le  De ten t ion  

There are numerous definitions ofjuvenile 
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, 
1989, following three years of  work on the 
subject, the board of directors of  NJDA unani- 
mously adopted the following definition of 
juvenile detention: 
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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 thejuvenile'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 identified by the ACA Juvenile Detention 

ommittee (Smith, Roush & Kelley, 1990). 
ese themes are .defined as follows: 
Temporary Custody: Of all 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 
right to detain juveniles for the purpose of 

nting further serious and/or violent delin- 
behavior. 

Pending Legal Action: This theme in- 
eludes the 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 important that program- 
ming have the depth of services required 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 a time of  intense observation and assess- 
ment in order to enhance decision- 

making capabilities. Competent clinical ser- 
vices are 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). 

C o n f u s i o n  of  F u n c t i o n  

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 o f  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 is both "significant 
and ignored." 

History o f  Confusion 

The confusion of function has a long his- 
tory in juvenile detention. Contradictory deft- 
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nitions generate ambivalence and confusion, 
and detention is at thewhim of the individual(s) 
or agency that exercises control over it. Cohen 
(1946) maintained that a"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-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 contradictions the impor- 
tance of his work is 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. 

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  

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 of these so- 
lutions is to open detention to those youths who 
really need secure, temporary custody. 

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

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 a mission 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), more recently by Pappenfort and Young 
(1980) and Hughes and Reuterman (1982); 
Hughes, Reuterman & McGibany (1982); 
Reuterman & Hughes, (1984); Reuterman, 
Hughes & Love, (1971)), and currently by 
Parent, et al. (t 994). 

W h a t  A r e  the Func t ions  of  De ten t ion?  

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 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 is called therapeutic detention. 

Hughes and Reuterman (1980, 1982) ad- 
dressed this issue in a national survey of deten- 
tion administrators. Starting from the assump- 
tion that a definition of juvenile detention should 
incorporate both functions, the "ideal" defini- 
tion placed primary emphasis 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 ideal definition, 
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whereas approximately 37% indicated that cus- 
e single and exclusive function of  

Some detention administrators ex- 
clude the therapeutic detention 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 ofjuvenile detention (Warner, 1933). 
These are the essential characteristics of pre- 
ventive detention. Thepreventive function is 
the easier to understand because it is 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 

-- - il'iat isrevents certain things from happening in 
order that some other forms of protection or 

fe keeping can occur. 

What are the goals preventive detention? 
There are differences of opinion regarding 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 
for court hearings and other legal mat- 
ters (detention prevents absconding, 
running away, or a failure to appear 
before the court). 

2)  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, 
]980). 

While there is little doubt that protection of 
e child and protection of the community (or 
Jblic safety) are universal goals expressed in 

the detention literature, is preventive detention 
the exclusive function of juvenile detention? 

Therapeutic Detention 

The word "therapeutic" is sometimes mis- 
leading. 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, 
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 sen'ices 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 a referral for 
an extensive range of mental health services. 

The basis for the therapeutic detention ra- 
tionale is the emphasis on 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, 1 946; 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 is 
this concept that created much of the conflict in 
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. 

B a l a n c e d  A p p r o a c h  

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 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 
moves the profession towards the 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,  arid 
Armstrong (1985) suggest that all the particu- 
lar circumstances of  the delinquent act (the 
defender's culpability and other social/psycho- 
logical factors of  the youth) will play a deter- 
mining role in exactly how 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. 

P l a c e  Versus  P roce s s  A r g u m e n t  

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's use the game of  golf as an example. If 
your goal is to shoot a low score and if  your golf 
skills are as good as they will ever be (meaning 
we'l l  hold your ability as a constant), there are 
a range 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 only a 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 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 
that juvenile detention should be understood as 
a process, not as a place (Norman, 1961). 
Recent problems regarding the overcrowding 
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"juvenile detention facilities call attention to 
e 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 in juvenile delinquency with out over- 
crowding juvenile detention are systems that 
view detention as a pr0cess. 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- 
dal 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 ove~vhelming. 
As an example, one county in New Jersey 
eliminated juvenile detention because of the 
excessive cost of its operation. 

De ten t ion  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 place is a more narrow and limited 
definition commonly associated with greater 
costs of care and increased liability. 

Detention as a place is a passive concept. It is 
the object or outcome of juvenile court actton. 
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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 detention is the place from which 
all other options foryouth evolve. Detention 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." 

De ten t ion  as P roces s  

References to 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 is 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 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 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 
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of the continuum of care. 

The standards movement byACA 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 policiesand procedures. A 
balanced approach includes both. 

G r a d u a t e d  Sanc t ions  

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 thejuvenile'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), 
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: 
regular drug. testing, weekend detention, inten- 
rove supervision probation, alcohol and other 
drug abuse treatment (inpatient), outdoor chal- 
lenge programs, community-based residential 
programs (group electronic monitoring, boot 
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camps (see Taylor, 1992), and staff secure 
detention. Incarceration includes secure de- 
tention, specialized residential treatment, train- 
ing schools, youth ranches, residential place- 
ment institutions, and transfer to adult court 
jurisdiction. 

Continuum of C a r e  

For years, juvenile justice 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 far 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 
pioneer in creating community-based alterna- 
tives for delinquents. Since its transition to a 
community-basedcontinuum 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 juvenile court judge made the deten- 
tion decision, and the Juvenile Services staff 
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conducted a risk assessment and placed the 
"le in the appropriate program in actor- 

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 (Ire- 

quently at 50% capacity), a rare phenomenon 
for a metropolitan detention center with a his- 
tory of  overcrowding (Kihm, 1981). This pro- 
gram concept is still used as a model  for  other 
local juveni le  justice sys tems;  it earned 
Jefferson County the status of  a Nat ional  Re- 
source Center bythe ACA; and O J J D P  techni- 
cal assistance projects continue to include ref- 
erences to the Jefferson County model. 

T a b l e  1 

Low 

bledium 

tligh 

S a m p l e  C o n t i n u u m  of  C a r e  

Big Brothers/Big Sisters 
After School Programs 
After School Employment 
Drop-ln Centers 
Street Outreach Workers 
Mentor Programs 
Informal Probation (No Probation Officer Assigned) 
Informal Probation (Supervision by Adult Friend or Relative) 
Informal Probation (Supervision by Allied Agency, e.g., Scouts)- 
Alternative Education Programs 
Community Sen'ices (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 Presen'ation 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) 
Nonsecure Detention 
Periodic Detention 
Weekend Detention (Detained Fridaythrough 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 Detention (Jail) 
Adult Corrections (Prison) 

Note: The order of appearance of programs and services 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 residential component distin- 
guishes these programs from typical mentoring 
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 or fewer youths reside 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 

. . . . .  a.ssignment. . . . .  

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 populations. 

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

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 TreatmenL 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 pub-licschool, 
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 at a time. 

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 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, in  these instances, 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 education, substance 
abuse treatment, experiential education, 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 Youth Alternatives 

:lorida; Camp Roulston based in 
Ohio and operated by the North 

American Family Institute, Inc.; and the Green 
River Boys' Camp operated by the Kentucky 
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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 staff to act like "drill sergeants" (yell- 
mg orders, beratingyouths as aform of  motiva- 
tion, and physical in t imidat ion)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 familycounseling activities. Juve- 
niles report to the school at 5:30 a.m., partici- 
pate in calisthenics, shower, and eat breakfast, 
while under the supen'ision of court staff. They 
attend the regular school day and report back to 
the program when school is over. A program of 
calisthenics, tutoring, supper, and counseling 
runs through 8:00 p.m. when court stafftrans- 
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 component is similar to intensive 
probation. Costs are minimal (morning and 
evening staff, meals, and transportation), and 
the program does not involve a resident 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 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 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 a more cost-efficient use of resources. 
The "down" component is one-way because 
movement down from greater to lesser security 
ttbes not require a diae proc.ess 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 is 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 communib, 
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 ofa  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 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. 

S u m m a r y  

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

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

• Do isolated incidents of  crisis man- 
agement drive policy .or does an en- 
gaged  communi ty  shape  public 
policy? 

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

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

• 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 
ofjuvenilejustice, 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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Lesson Plan-05 
DEVELOPING RISK ASSESSMENTS NOTES TO TRAINER 

I.  ANTICIPATORY SET 

Detention risk assessment instruments help objectify the system's 
decision-making regarding two essential criteria: 

• The youth's potential for flight; 

• The youth's relative risk to public safety. 

Risk assessment instruments can help to: 

• Improve the structure and consistency of detention screening 
decisions; 

• Reduce Crowding; 

• Safeguard against the inappropriate detention of minority youth. 

Without objective admissions policies and procedures, a jurisdiction will 
have a variety of offenders referred to secure detention. Indeed in many 
jurisdictions, a majority of youth admitted to secure detention are 
released within 72 hours -- a fact that calls into question the placements 
of many youth into secure detention in the first place. _ 

Performance Objectives: 

By the end of  the session, participants will be able to: 

1. List the benefits of implementing a risk assessment instrument. 

2. Begin building jurisdictional consensus on risk assessments. 

2. Identify essential elements of a risk assessment instrument. 

3. Develop an objective risk assessment instrument that effectively 
categorizes juvenile offenders. 

4. Outline a plan for field testing and monitoring the risk assessment 
instrument. 

RISK ASSESSMENT PLANNING 

II .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

A. Typical Problems In Detention Admission Policies & Practices 

Ask participants to share typical problems in detention admission 
policies and practices before revealing the following four points on the 
transparency. Inform participants that these are common characteristics 
of crowded systems. Compare the list with participants' responses. 

1. Vague Statutory language. 

2. Too many agencies can refer and admit a youth into secure 
detention. 

3. Systems often fail to distinguish between high risk and low risk 

5-3 

Display 5-T-1 

Display 5-T-2 

Display 5-T-3 

Record responses on 
newsprint. 

Display 5-T-4 



DEVELOPING RISK ASSESSMENTS NOTES TO TRAINER  

D 4. 
youth at intake. 

Lack of  accurate intake data and lack of monitoring of detention- 
intake decisions. 

B. Steps To Take Before Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

Inform participants that there are essential steps to take before 
developing a risk assessment instrument. The following areas should be 
well thought out to identify any inconsistent assumptions by 
stakeholders. There should be a consensus about expectations. Cover 
points with the group either by using the Consensus Activity or by 
lecturing participants on possible areas of contention. 

1. Develop a jurisdictional consensus regarding the dangers 
associated with rurining a crowded detention facility. 

2. Develop a jurisdictional consensus regarding the purposes of 
secure detention. 

3. Develop a consensus on secure detention admissions criteria. 

4. Develop a jurisdictional consensus regarding procedures for 
administering the risk assessment instrument. 

5. Develop the capacity to collect and analyze accurate intake data. 

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

onsensus Activity: Tell the participants that their job is to facilitate 
smooth administration of a risk assessment instrument by identifying 
areas of contention beforehand. Divide participants by jurisdictions if all 
key stakeholders are present. Alternatively, divide participants into 
groups of 5-8. Assign 1 of the above six points to every group. Direct 
each group to develop a set of questions to open discussion which would 
begin to build consensus among diverse agencies or individual work 
group members. 

Following are a small number of example responses possible. Ideally, 
the list should be long enough to follow several decision paths. 

1. Is there a risk associated with crowding in the facility for Imv 
enforcement? To the court? To the community? Financial? 
Political? What are dangers to juveniles? 

2. Is the purpose of detention to pzmish? Can the threat of 
detention dissuade juveniles from breaking curfew? Does 
state statute allow using detention as a disposition? 

3. Who is eligible for detention? Who is not eligible? Who is 
eligible that can better be served outside of the facility? 

4. Who will initially administer instrument (probation intake, 
D detention staff?.) When in the process will the instrument be 

administered? Who will identify youth eligible for release? 
Who will identify youth eligible for placement in a non- 
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DEVELOPING RISK ASSESSMENTS 

secure alternative. 

5. Who should be responsible for collecting and analyzing data? 
One person or a committee? Should the responsibility be 
assigned to an agency to handle as it chooses? Would it be 
feasible to contract services? 

6. Who will have the authority to implement the 
recommendations growing out o f  the risk assessment? Does 
probation and~or detention staff have the authority to release 
low risk youth directly? To place mid-range youth in 
alternative programs? Or is that a Judge's decision? Who 
will review and approve the decision to place youth in secure 
custody? When and how often will the decision be judicially 
reviewed? 

Provide time for each group to report to the larger class the areas they 
believe might be contentious and questions to raise those issues for 
discussion. Praise all groups for directing questions to the complete set 
of stakeholders. Praise groups for probing assumptions of individual 
stakeholders. Allow participants time to suggest contentious issues not 
raised. 

h _ 

THE INSTRUMENT 

III.  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

A. Essential Elements of a Risk Assessment Instrument 

Risk assessment should not be used for youth who are not initially 
eligible for securedetention. 

Activity: Group participants by jurisdictions. Direct participants to the 
sample risk assessment instruments in their participant manuals. Direct 
participants to identify similarities/key components. After 
approximately 5 minutes, let groups report out. Alternatively, class 
may discuss together and trainer can write elements on newsprint as 
they are identified. 

After the groups have finished, ask participants for their findings. When 
most or all elements shown below have been given, display the 
transparency outlining the essential points. Discuss any that were 
missed so they may amend their notes. 

1. Seriousness of current charge. 

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. Otherjursidictional-specific factors (e.g. gun related charge) 

6. Over-ride: Concrete explanation of why scoring of risk 

5-5 
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assessment instrument was not followed. Note be wary of 
automatic over-rides -- e.g. all youth charged with probation 
violations become automatically eligible for secure 
detention. 

B. Instrument should separate youth into three categories. 
• Eligible for immediate full release. 

• Eligible for placement in non-secure alternative. 

• Eligible for placement in secure detention. 

C. Instrument should not inadvertently promote racial disparity 

(e.g. are youth given points because they are "perceived" to be 
wearing gang colors? Or, because they were arrested in a 
neighborhood in which gangs are prevalent? Or are low risk 
youth who are scored for secure detention because of inability 
to contact a parent or responsible adult?) 

IV. GUIDED PRACTICE 

Inform participants that they will now practice developing their own risk 
assessment instrument. Direct the groups to review- instruments used by 

r jurisdictions and then choose an instrument to adapt. To insure 
instrument is effective, groups should make modifications using 

Lbove considerations in addition to the essential elements already 
Jssed. 

;T-ADMINISTRATION OF INSTRUMENT 

NSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

~ield Testing the Instrument 

re implementing a risk assessment process, the instrument should 
sted. Jurisdictions should choose either: 

1. Retrospective Testing: applied to a three to six month sample 
• of  youth who were detained in secure detention. Or, 

2. Prospective Testing: applied to a two to three month sample 
of new intakes. 

g the data from the retrospective or prospective test, the jurisdiction 
Id analyze the results. These questions should be answered. 

1. Who would have been released or released to an alternative if 
the results of the risk assessment had been followed? 

2. Who would have been eligible for placement in secure 
detention? 

ify the instrument, if necessary based on the results of the field test. 
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B. Monitoring Implementation Of Instrument 

A review of the results of implementing a risk instrument should answer 
the following questions: 

1. Have the characteristics of the youth detained in secure 
detention become more consistent? 

2. Has the population of secure detention been reduced? 

3. Are low risk youth released or are they placed in alternative 
programs? 

4. Are youth who would not have been placed before the 
implementation of risk assessment being placed in alternative 
programs? Is there widening of the Net? 

5. How are over-rides being used? How many over-rides? For 
what reasons? 

6. Have pre-adjudication re-arrest rates and/or failure to appear 
rates changed? 

7. If necessary; modify instrument based on results of 
monitoring 

NOTES TO TRAINER 
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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 potentials, 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 requirements in 
a classification system acts as a constraint in line officers' use of time and energy on cases, and 
therefore is 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 fail to distinguish 
some difference between clients that ought to be considered. While most existing classification 
systems seem to take this into account by allowing for an officer "override" of the instrument clas- 
sification, it is arguable whether this override sufficiently allows for the needed flexibility. 

The use of an objective classification system leads-direc@ toward-the development-of workload 
measures instead of caseload measures of supervision. 

General point has been that the practice of risk screening, which has recently become a popular 
element of classification systems, raised a number a management issues, from selection of cut-off 
and supe,'vision 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 anticipate the problems these devices will raise; they will elaborate on the skeletal, e.,dsting 
practices to find total systems that suit agency needs. 

GOTI'FREDSON, 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. 

Gottffedson links classification to the efforts making criminology a science. He offers a description 
of the histm T of classification and prediction, exploring the methodological and ethical problems. 

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

Gottfredson's definition of classification leads vet T nicely to discussions of  constitutional require- 
ments that violent inmates be separated from non-violent inmates (minimizing within-group 
variability 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 prediction. 

GUARINO-GHEZZI, SUSAN, & BYRNE, JAMES M. (1989). DEVELOPING A MODEL OF 
STRUCTURED DECISION NL-kKING IN JUVENILE CORRECTIONS: THE MASSACHUSETTS 

EXPERIENCE... CRIME go- DELINQUENCY, 35(2):270-302. 

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

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

2. 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-sel~ice needs. - . . . .  

3. Control classification systems, which utilize various intake review procedures to identify (and 
often weed out) those juveniles who pose potential 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. 

Model 1 
(Legislative) 

Model 2 
(Judicial) 

Model 3 
(Administrative) 

Legislature ,= 
Washington State 
Legislature enacts 
a presumptive 
sentencing code 
(based on offense 
severity. + priors) 
Legislature allows 
judges to determine 
specific programs for 
juvenile offender 

Legislature allows 
judges broad 
discretion on the 
in/out decision 

Judiciary ~. 
Specific sentencing 
code to limit judicial 
discretion 

Pennsylvania 
Judges  have power 
to make  specific 
"treatment plan"  
sentences  
Judges can commit a 
juvenile to the 
juvenile corrections 
agency, but they 
cannot specify 
treatment 

Juvenile Corrections 
Specific securit T 
levels identified for 
serious offender 
limits administrative 
controls 

Judicial control over 
type of program 
placement limits 
administrative 
control 
Massachusetts 
P lacement  
decisions are 
determined and 
managed by the 
juvenile corrections 
agency 
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There are a number of applications of the objective risk classification system U adrnmistrative 
decision-making models: 

1. To determine type of disposition (i.e., the U /ou t  decision), 

2. To differentiate secure from non-secure placement, and 

3. To justify differential levels of community supervision and control. 

A new model of community-based classification was implemented by the Massachusetts 
Department of Youth Services (DYS) to limit unpredictable "staffing" decisions by objectively clas- 
sifymg youths Uto levels according to their predicted risk of recidivatUg. In this system, an 
Udividual risk assessment followed by a needs assessment identifies the appropriate amount of  
program structure and thereby designates the optimum placement level. 

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

1. To structure discretion U placement decisions by automatically taking Uto account 
known risk factors. 

2. To retau rehabilitative services within the program risk levels that address Udividual 
treatment issues, thus emphasizing a policy of improved crime control through 
treatment. . . . .  

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

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

1. Classifying the risk of recidivism 
community control; and 

2. Classifying these same offenders 
counseling, education, training). 
weighing not only risk and need, 

among juveniles placed in one of four levels of 

according to their specific treatment needs (e.g., 
It must also be recognized that the private sector is 
but also "control" concerns. 

Massachusetts Department of Youth Services experience with classification systems suggest that 
considerations having little to do with public safety or treatment (and that are t3.pically marketed as 
justifiable "pragmatic" concerns) guide decision-making at critical pouts  U juvenile corrections 
systems in Massachusetts. 

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

Organizations, such as DYS, must overlay as comprehensive and as rational a structure for manage- 
ment intervention, classification, and decision-makug as the system can accommodate. Such a 
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structure serves an essential 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 perspectives. He links classifica- 
tion to a community-based approach whereby community norms (expressed through a community 
working group) defined what is right for their communit T regarding the nature and level of juvenile 
justice services. Second, classification is also a tool for making the juvenile justice system more 
efficient. 

Howell links classification to graduated sanctions, a critical component of  the Oj jDP 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 information 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 scientific and 
ethical issues surrounding classification and predicfon, Howell discusses empirical and consensual 
models for validating classification systems. The scientific 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 justice 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 s\stems. 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 m the Sourcebook. Howell outlines the method for 
developing the classification system. 

The difficult 3, with the development of a classification system is 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 collection tasks are 
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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 jurisdictions would be doing it. 

PALMER, TED. (1984). TREATMENT AND THE ROLE OF CLASSIFICATION: A REVIEW OF 

BASICS. CRIME & DELINQUENCY, 30(2): 245-267. 

Classification is 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: 

. 

. 

. 

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

The preceding differences and similarities, 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 effectively and humanely accomplished. 

Given assumption (2), and to help achieve those goals; such differences and similarities 
should be reflected in planning decisions regarding 
a. the principal tasks that should be accomplished with each particular group or "category" 

of offenders; 
b. 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; it 
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 essential with respect to achieving socially centered and 
offender-centered goals for that particular category. or type of individual. 

Classification for treatment assists in rational 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., I~dENNEDY, 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. It is a comprehensive look at 
the institutional services within juvenile justice. Therefore, references to classification are restricted 
by the nature of the institutions. 
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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 a lesser restrictive environment. This 
option reinforces the need for a continuum 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 
numerous cases. 

Parent et. al. identified the problems associated with juvenile detention classification. First, deten- 
tion 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 frequently very 
difficult because vel 3, little information is available to institutional staff at the time a youth is 
admitted to the detention facility. Because the youth may also be released after a short period of 
time, classification must be completed re1T quickly. In order for a good classification and separa- 
tion system to be effective, 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 is located. 

Parent et. al. outlined the following assessment criteria: 

1. Does the institution have a written classification plan or procedures? 

2. 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 classification results or findings used to make decisions about housing 
assignments (sleeping arrangements)? 

PETERS, MARY ANN. (1988). CASE CLASSIFICATION. PHTSBURGH: NATIONAL CENTER 

FOR JUVENILE J USTICE. 

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 setting priorities, 

2. A decision making tool, 

3. A management tool, 
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4. A means of  setting priorities both administratively and through the use of  the scales. 

Classification: 

1. Sets up lines of  accountability, 

2. Determines 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. 

C o m m o n  elements of  a classification system identified by Clear and Gallagher (1983): 

1. Most at tempt to assess in some ordinal manner the probationers'  risk of  some disreputable 
act either a crime or violation of  probation rules, 

2. Generally assesses needs in an ordinal manner by "adding up" problem areas probationers 
currently confront,  

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

4. Establishes supervision standards that val T in intensity for each group. 

The- foUowing decisions shotfid be mi*de when planning a ease-management system as recommen- 
ded by Todd  Clear: 

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

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

3. 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 
automatic and administrative). 

4. Develop your own scales or validate an), borrowed scale to your court. 

5. Select cut-off scores to define high-risk cases. While there is no optimal 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 availability. 

6. Set intervals for reassessment. Reassessment should occur no more often than every 90 days 
but no less than every 6 months.  

7. Decide who will complete the scale and when they will be completed. Risk should be 
assessed at intake; needs should be assessed at supervision. 

8. Deal with start-up issues versus on-going issues. 
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RAHDERT, E. R. (1991?). THE ADOLESCENTASSESSMENT/REFERRAL SYSTEM 

MANUAL. ROCKVILLE, MD: US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DRUG ABUSE. 

The Adolescent Assessment/Referral System (AARS) is utilized 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 minimaUy 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 practitioners 
with varying backgrounds and qualifications .. 

5. AARS makes no attempt to suggest one ~,pe or treatment rather than another. 

AARS contains tools related to three basic steps in the referral process: 1) the Problem Oriented 
Screening Instrument for Teenagers, to be completed with the Client Personal Histot T Question- 
naixe; 2) the Comprehensive Assessment Batter3,; and the 3) Director), of Adolescent Services. 

STRUCTURE OF THE AARS 

Troubled youth identified by schools, 
parents, courts, health care, self-referral 

I 
~ Initial screening in 10 functional areas / 

\ / 
\ Comprehensive assessment wit h /  
\ CAB in functional areas / 
~ identified by POSlT / 

Diagnoses established / 
~_based on CAB results_/ 

Treatment plan 
developed using / 

local 
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REITSMA-STREET, ~MARGE, & LESCHIED, .ALAN W. (1988). THE CONCEPTUAL-LEVEL 

MATCHING MODEL IN CORRECTIONS. CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHA VIOR, 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 enx6_ronments. There a 
four principles involved with CLMM: 

1. Individuals vary in conceptual level; 

2. Environments vary in structure; 

3. Personsof  valTing 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 
A 

B 

C 

D 

Person 
EGOCENTRIC, Concrete 
simple, unsocialized 
"Me"-internal orientation 
TASK IS TO SURVIVE 

NOR_M-ORIENTED, 
relatively unquestioning 
some ability to differentiate 
"They"-external orientation 
TASK IS TO ACCEPT & GET 
ACCEPTED 
INDEPENDENT,  inquiring, seeks 
alternatives, self-assertive 

I -internal orientation. 
TASK IS TO BECOME UNIQUE 
INTERDEPENDENT,  looks 
at situations from all angles, 
cognitively complex, 
"We"-orientation 
TASK IS TO DEMONSTRATE 
COMPASSION 

Matched Environment 
VERY HIGH STRUCTURE 
support, involvement; 
prepackage interactions; 
staff-centered; 
simple, clear. 
MEDIUM-HIGH STRUCTURE 
clear limits; some 
room for exploration 
questioning. 

MEDIUM LOW STRUCTURE 
shared staff-client; 
negotiation of expectations 

LOW STRUCTURE 
negotiable expectations; 
opportunities to lead 
and follow 

The heart of CLMM theory is in understanding the nature of interaction. The conceptual level 
attempts to reflect differentiation, integration, and social interaction 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 rehabilitation. This refers to the design of correctional programs to pro- 
mote prosocial change in behaviors, attitudes, and skills in offenders. Program design includes the 
creation of structure variations in the routines, expectations, activities, resources, and atmosphere 

- 9 -  



N J D A - - C e n t e r  for Research & Professional  Deve lopment  
Jurisdiction Teams Project: Annotated Bibliography for Classification 

within institutional, community, or detention settings. Dii:ferent 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 rational, consistent, and equit- 
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 evaluation, budgeting, and accountability. 

Management systems should be able t o  pursue different purposes, in regards-to classification, with 
different clients simultaneously. 

Successful implementation of a classification system hinges on sLx factors: 

1. Scoring should be simple; complex tabulations reduce reliability, 

2. Rationale must be readily apparent and accepted by PO's as well as administrators. 

3. Allow a PO's subjective judgment to effect the level of supendsion. 

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 entire 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, emotional stability, substance abuse, and employment. 

Client Management Classification system (CMC) - used to assign intervention and supervision 
strategies. CMC assists agents in rapidly gaining understanding of problems and needs, anticipating 
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 modalities: 

1. Selective Interventions - situational and a subtype, selective intervention-treatment 

2. Environmental structure 
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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 frequently and should emphasize adjustment rather than 
predictive factors. 

It was suggested that agencies 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., I(._RISBERG, B., & ONEK, D. (1995). RISK ASSESSMENT AND 
CLASSIFICATION FOR SERIOUS, VIOLENT, AND CHRONIC JLWENILE OFFENDERS. IN JAMES 

C. HOWELL, BARRY KRISBERG, J. DAVID HAWKINS, & JOHN J. WILSON (EDS.), A 

SOURCEBOOK" SERIOUS, VIOLENT, ¢5__.¢ 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. Effective responses 
to classification requires a comprehensive continuum of interventions and sanctions. A rationale 
for such a continuum is that juvenile justice must have the capacit T 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 inte,aTentions. 

Any system predicated on graduated, differential 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 selection process that ensures that youth targeted for intervention 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: 
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1. Increased risk t o  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/r isk/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: 

. 

. 

4. 

5. 

. 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; . . . . . .  

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 sLx key issues to be considered in the design and development of  risk assessment 
and classification models: 

1. Distinguish the goals of assessment and classification at different decision points in the 
system. 

2. Keep clear distinction between "risk" and "seriousness" in assessment and the classification 
process. 

3. Be aware of the limitations of risk instruments in predicting an individual's behavior. 

4. Conduct the research necessary to validate any instrument adapted. 

5. 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 classification system for placement or 
custody decisions may not automatically result in reduced population in correctional facilities. 

Risk assessment and classification in juvenile justice refers to the process of estimating an indivi- 
dual's likelihood of continued involvement in delinquent behavior and ma "tdng 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- 
tion decision). 
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Risk assessment instruments refer to those that are a) designed to estimate the likelihood that an 
identified juvenile offender will subsequently commit another offense within a specified follow-up 
period; and b) based on statistical relationship between youth characteristics and recidivism. 

Classification goal suggests that the key issue in risk assessment is the extent to which it 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 {he appropriate level of intervention and need. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY. (1997). WISCONSIN JUVENILE 

OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION STUDY: COUNTY RISK ASSESSMENT REVALIDA TION 

REPORT. ~ D I S O N ,  WI: NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY. 

The Wisconsin Juvenile Delinquency Classification System 0WJDCS) was designed to meet the 
following objectives: 

1. assess the risk of recidivism for juvenile offenders; 

2. assess the needs of  juveniles and families; 

3. form recommendations for the juvenile courts; 

4. justin," case decisions; 

5. provide for structured decision making; and 

6. gather data for statistical 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 
cormxiitted an offense will commit another offense. 

2. A risk assessment instrument for determining the service needs of a juvenile who has 
committed an offense. 

3. A sen;ices 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 efficiendy allocate limited system resources by targeting the most  intensive/intrusive 
inten, entions on the most  serious, violent, and chronic offenders. 

Structured assessment procedures are designed to address the problems of  inconsistency and 
inequity by identif3,ing 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 is to receive intensive supen4sion). There are several benefits associated with dxis 
instrument: 

1. It ensures that the same factors are taken into account by all decision makers in all cases 

2. Empirical basis for the instrument increases the validity of  the risk assessment process 

3. Results of  the assessment directly inform the classification decision 

4. Rationale for any decision is rendered visible and explicit 

5. It is 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 is 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  it, and, therefore, that an instrument developed in one site may not  be transferable to 
another jurisdiction without validation by the adoption agency. 

\ \RIGHT,  KEVIN N. (1988). THE RELATIONSHIP OF RISK, NEEDS, AND PERSONALITY 

CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS AND PRISON ADJUSTMENT. CRIMINAL JUSTICE A N D  

BEHa VIOR, 15(4):454-471. 

Levinson (1982) identified four functions 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 activities for prisoners 

Modern techniques now tend tO serve managerial functions, such as protection of  staff and inmates 
and the efficient assignment of  inmates to places and programs. Classification forms the basis for 
assigning inmates to settings to minimize problems cost effectively and to make policy decisions 
regarding the proper care and supendsion of  prisoners. 
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The court in Ramos v. L a m m  ruled on the following criteria for coherent and acceptable classification 
models: "placement and assignment must be clearly understandable, consistently applied and con- 
ceptuaUy complete. 

Three commonly used classification schemes are: 

1. Megargee's MMPI typology - which uses psychological inventory to classify inmates into 
groups with particular characteristics that are hypothesized to be related to their community 
and troubles in prison. 

2. Toch's Prison Preference Inventory - measures inmates' concerns about eight environmental 
attributes to determine individual needs. 

3. Risk assessment - which uses demographic, criminal, and behavioral characteristics to 
distinguish inmates according to their chances of institutional misconduct. 

The reported findings indicate that correctional administrators can use classification instruments in 
making managerial decisions. Certain inmates possess higher probabilities of  adjustment problems 
than others. Within limits, problems can be anticipated using the instruments and security and 
program assignments and can be made to respond to those expectations. 

Courts have repeatedly criticized prison officials for utilizing classification procedures that are based 
on unfounded and unestablished assumptions regarding inmate behavior. These results clearly tie 
classification predictions to behavioral outcomes, thus providing the administrator justification that 
the schemes are not capricious. 

Submitted to NTTAC by: 

Chad Kielas 
David Roush 
NJDA Center for Research & Professional Development 
Michigan State University 
February 11, 1998 
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Dev61opinu a 
Risk Assessment instrument 

Trainer: 

Date: 

Place: 

5-T-1 c.D= G ~flOF{SSJO~NAL ~II 



Risk Assessments can: 

0 Objectify the system's dec|s|on-making; 

0 improve tla6 structure and consistency of 

detention screening decisions; 

(P Reduce crowding; 

0 Safeguard against the inappropriate 

detention of minority youth. 

5-T-2 



Performance Objectives 

1, List the benefits of implementinu a risk assessment 
instrument. 

2. Beuin building jurisdictional consensus on risk 
assessments. 

2. Identify essentia| elements of an assessment 
instrument. 

3. Develop an objective risk assessment |nstrunaent that 
effect|rely catcuor|zes juvenile offenders. 

4. Outline a plan for field test|nu and monitorinU the risk 
assessment instrument. 
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0 

TVpiCS| Proh|ems 

" Vauue statutory |anguag8 
• Too manv sg6ncies can r6fet and admit a 

0 

0 

youth into secure detent|on. 
Systems o|ten fail to distinguish between 
high risk and low risk youth at intake. 
Lack of accurste intake data snd 
monitorinu of detention-intake decisions. 
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Steps Bs|ote 
DevelopJfig lflsttument 

(P 

1. Develop consensus on dangers of running a over- 
crowded fac|iity. 

2, Develop consensus on purposes of secure detention. 
3. Develop consensus on detention admissions criteria, 
4. Develop a consensus off procedures for 

administering the risk assessment instrument. 
5. Develop capsciW to co||ect and analyze accurate 

intake data. 

6. Develop a consensus on who will make decisions on 
individual placements, 
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Elements of instrument 

1. Seriousness of current charge. 
2. Prior adjud|cst|ons for delinquent acts. 
3. Current lega| status (e.g. active probation casB]. 
4. Prior court, dBtent|on/placement history 

(failure to appear for court hearings). 
5. Other jurisd|ct|oflal-spocif|c factors. 
6. Over-ride: Concrete exp|anation of why scor|ng 

of risk assessment instrument was not 
followed. Be wary of automatic over-rides. 



Risk Assessment instrument 

Should: 
A. Contain all essential elements. 
B. Separate youth into three categories. 

0 

EliUibie for immediate full release, 
EliUible for placement in non-secure 
alternative. 
EliUibie for placement in secure detention, 

Should not: 
C. inadvertentiv promote racial disparity 
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Field Testifig the instrument 

Retrospective TestiflU- app|ied to a three to six 
month sample of youth who were detained in 
secure detention. 

Prospective Testing- applied to a two to three 
month sample of new intakes 

Who would have been released Or released to an alternative 
if the results of the risk assessment had been followed? 

Who would have been eligible for placement in secure 
detention? 



IViOflitOrjflg JmpJemefltatiofl 
1. Have the characteristics of the youth detained in secure detention 

become more consistent? 

2. Has the population of secure detention been reduced? 
3. Are low risk youth released or are they placed in alternative 

programs? 

4. Are youth who would not have been placed before the 
implementation of risk assessment being placed in alternative 
programs? Is there widening of the Net? 

5. How are over-rides being used? How many over-rides? For what 
reasons? 

6. Have pre-adjudication re-arrest rates and/or failure to appear rates 
changed? 

7. if necessary, modify instrument based on results of monitoring. 



Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

J! Risk Assessments can: 

l ~  • Objectifythe system's decision-making; 

• * Improve the structure and consistency ol 
detention screening decisions; 

• Reduce crowding; 

• Safeguard against the inappropriate 

detention of minority youth. 

- - .  t -T.2  

D 
Performance Objectives 

1. List the benelits ol implementing a risk assessment 
instrument 

2. Begin building ]urlsdicUonal consensus on risk 
assessments. 

2. Identily essential elements ol an assessment 
Instrument 

3. Develop an objective risk assessment instrument that 
~ enecUvely categorizes juvenile onenders. 

4. Outline a plan lot lleld testing and monitoring the risk 
assessment instrumenL 

5-H-I 



Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

| Typical Problem s 

~ -  Vague statutory language 

~ , Too many agencies can refer and admit a 
youth into secure detention. 

~ - Systems often fail to distinguish between 
high risk and low risk youth at intake. 

~ - Lack of accurate intake data and 
monitoring of detention-intake decisions. 

J 

Steps Before 

~ g e r s  o! running a over- 
crowded lacilitY. . . . . .  

I dP ~ m ~ y m , , s c r + t e r + a .  
l l j ~ ~ c n s u s  on procedures lot 
I , , ~ ~ "  s s + s ~  znst, umen.t 
I I N ~ e c t  and analyze accurate 
l , ~ J J  intake data. . . . . . . . . . . .  
I N t o  II make decisions on 
l ~ ~ a i i  'ia+em+'t~ , , . ,+ , , , _ ,  

5-H-2 



Developing a RiskAssessment Instrument 

M t " ~ n s  for delinquent acts. 
]1| 3 ~ ~ , o _ b ~ t i o . c a s e )  
U ~ o n / p i a c e m e n t  history 

J j ~ i ~ l -  Ps ecific factors. 
~ ~ a n a t i o n  of why scoring 
BBiI ~ e n t  instrument was not 
~D f ~ , ~  over-,~ 

p Should: 
A. Contain all essential elements. 
B. Separate youth Into three categories. 

Eligible for Immediate lull release. 
Eligible for placement In non-secure 
alternative. 

.~ Eligible for placement In secure detention. 
Should not: 

~ c. Inadvertently promote racial disParity 
~,T,7 
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Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

b 
,Field Testing the Instrument 

j Retrospective Testing - applied to a three to six 
month sample of youth who were detained in 

~ secure detention. 

Prospective Testing - applied to a two to three 
~J month sample ol new intakes 

Who would have been released or released to an alternative 
If the results ol the r]skassessment had been Iollowed? 

Who would have been eligible for placementln secure 
detention? ~,, [ ~ - - ~  

m 

Jl Monitoring Implementation 
j l. Have the characteristics olthe youth detained In secure detennon 

become more cooststent~ 
2. Has the population o! secure detention been reducedP 

~ 3. Me low risk youth released or a re they placed In alternative 
programsP 

4. Are youth who would not have been placed before the 
Implementation el risk assessment being placed In alternative 
pragramsP Is there widening of me Hat? 

5. How are over.rides being usedP How many over-rldesP For what 
reas°fls" ~ 

6. Have pre.od]udlcation re-arrest rates and/or failure to appear rates 
cbangedP ~ 7. II Necessary.modlly Instrument Based On Results OI Monitoring. 

5.r.9 
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Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

BEFORE Developing the Instrument: 
Consensus Activity 

Directions: As a group, develop a set of questions to allow the group to clarify 
the expectations of duties and philosophy of risk assessment process. Questions 
should attempt to identify any areas of contention before administering the 
instrument. Questions should probe all key stakeholders' positions. Questions 
should be worded to both identify problem areas and to build consensus. 

5-H-5 



Developing a Risk Assessment Instrument 

Development  of a Risk Assessment  Instrument 

Directions: As a group, review the sample risk assessment. Choose the best one 
to develop further. Add any missing essential elements. Eliminate questions or 
variables that promote racial disparity. Modify or create the scoring system for 
each variable. 

Instrument scoring should separate youth into three categories: 

• Eligible for out-right release. 
• Eligible for placement in non-secure alternative. 
• Eligible for placement in secure detention. 

5-H-6 



ii iii! r; i ii ! 

M E N T A L  H E A L T H  S T A T U S  

1. A p p e a r a n c e  o f  Y o u t h  

S igns  o f  a l coho l  use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
S ign  o f  d rug  use  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

A n g e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Non  c o m p l i a n t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
A g i t a t e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
D e p r e s s e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
D i s o r i e n t e d  ( t ime,  p lace,  p e r s o n )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

T o t a l  S c o r e  

2. V i o l e n t  B e h a v i o r  

V e r b a l  t h rea ts  to o thers  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
A s s a u l t i v e  h is to ry  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
In ju red  pe rson ,  pet, a n i m a l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Des t r uc t i on  o f  p rope r t y  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
F r e q u e n t  v i o l en t  e p i s o d e s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

T o t a l  S c o r e  

3. H i s t o r y  Of: 

Arson ,  f ire, s tar t ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Su i c i de  a t t e m p t s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
S e x u a l  ac t ing  (o f fense,  agg ress ion ,  p r o m i s c u i t y )  . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
P r o p e r t y  d e s t r u c t i o n - .  _ _ : : . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -. _ -1 
F r e q u e n t  f ight ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
F r e q u e n t  ly ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
F r e q u e n t  chea t i ng  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
F r e q u e n t  s tea l ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

T o t a l  S c o r e  

4. P e e r  R e l a t i o n s h i p s  

D e s c r i b e d  as a l one r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Has  no  f r iends  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
F r i ends  - n e g a t i v e  pee r  g r o u p  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. 2 
Has  no  bes t  f r iend . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

T o t a l  S c o r e  

5. Disposition/self image 

M o o d  s w i n g s  - mi ld  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  1 
M o o d  s w i n g s  - s e v e r e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Se l f  i m a g e  - l ow  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Se l f  i m a g e  - v e r y n e g a t i v e / i n a p p r o p r i a t e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

T o t a l  S c o r e  

6. I d e n t i f y  P r o b l e m s  

C o n f u s i o n  as  to sexua l  ident i fy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
D o e s  not  =fit in" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
N o  d i r ec t i on /goa l s  in life . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Fa ta l i s t i c  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

T o t a l  S c o r e  

C I R C L E  # C H E C K  
A P P L I C A B L E  A P P L I C A B L E  

Low Risk 0-2 pts 
Med Risk 3 pts 
High Risk 4-10 pts 

Low Risk 0-2 pts _ _  
Med Risk 3 pts 
High Risk 4-11 pts 

Low Risk 
Med Risk 
High Risk 

0-2 p t s  
3 pts _ _  

4-12 p t s  

Low Risk 0-2 pts 
Med Risk 3 pls _ _ _  
High Risk 4-8 pts 

Low Risk 0-1 pts _ ~  
Med Risk 2 pts _ _ _ _  
High Risk 3-8 p t s  

Low Risk 0-1 pts _ _ _ _  
Med Risk 2 p t s  
High Risk 3-6 pts . ~  

TJPC-MP-01-05-96 



" 7 .  

8. 

9. 

S u b s t a n c e  A b u s e  

A lcoho l  (weekly  or more often) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Coca ine  (weekly or more often) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mar i juana (weekly or more often) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Inhalant 's  (weekly or more often) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Other  i l legal drug('weekly or more often) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

H i s t o r y  o f  A b u s e  

Phys ica l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Sexua l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Emot ional  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Sel f  (muti lat ion, scaring) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

D e v e l o p m e n t  H i s to r y  

Hyper  act ivi ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hypo act ivi ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Encopren ic  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Enuret ic  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Deve lopment  lags . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

CIRCLE # 
A P P L I C A B L E  

C H E C K  
A P P L I C A B L E  

Low Risk 
Med Risk 
High Risk 

Low Risk 
Med Risk 3 pts 
High Risk 4-13 p t s  

N/A 
2 pts 

3-13 p t s - - ~  

1 Low Risk 0-2 pts 
1 Med Risk 3 pts 
1 High Risk 3 pls 

1 
2 

NIA 

1. 

E D U C A T I O N A L  STATUS 

E d u c a t i o n  S ta tus  
At tending al ternat ive program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Dropped out . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

Low Risk 
1 Med Risk 1 p t s  
2 High Risk 2-3 pts _ _  

N,'A 

2. 

3. 

A t t e n d a n c e  H is to ry  
Some problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Chron ic  t ruancy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Score  

S c h o o l  B e h a v i o r  

Little part ic ipat ion (activit ies) . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minor  infract ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Major /chronic  (suspended, expel led) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Score  

Low Risk 
1 Med Risk 1 pts _ _  
3 High Risk 3-4 pts 

1 Low Risk 0-2 pls _ _  
1 Med Risk 
3 High Risk 3-9 pts . _ _  

N/A 

N/A 

4. A c a d e m i c  D i f f i cu l t i es  

Low ach ievement  
Below appropriate grade level . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Reading, wri t ing, language def ic iency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Coded ED . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Coded LD 
Coded MR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Health issues (visual, hearing, speech) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

1 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 

Low Risk 0-2 pts _ _  
Med Risk 3-6 p t s  
High Risk 6-14 pts 

TJPC-MP-01-05-96 



III F A M I L Y  STATUS 

. 

2. 

3. 

R e l a t i o n s h i p s  

Non support ive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Lack of stabil i ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Disorganized/Chaot ic  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

Parenta l  Supe rv i s i on  

Poor  parenting skills . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ineffect ive/ inadequate discipl ine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Inconsistent  expectat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Contr ibute/encourage del inquency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
No supervision/ l imits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

Paren ta l /Fami l y  P rob lems 

Emotional  instabil i ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Psychiatr ic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Criminal i ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Substance abuse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Family v iolence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Marital discord . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  Sco re  

C I R C L E #  
A P P L I C A B L E  

2 
2 
3 

2 
2 
1 
4 
3 

CHECK 
A P P L I C A B L E  

Low Risk 
Med Risk 
High Risk 

N/A 
2 pts ~ 

3-7 pts 

Low Risk 
Med Risk 
High Risk 

0-1 p t s  
2 pts 

3-11 pts 

Low Risk 0-2 pts 
Med Risk 3 pts 
High Risk 4-15 pts 

III A S S E S S M E N T  A N D  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S :  

This is not a va l idatedor  scientific test: -It is a general  assessment-meant to  identify-problem areas and-serv iceneeds.  The - 
evaluator's (J.P.O.) experience in dealing with social/ family problems plus common sense judgement  are crucial elements 

, ~ ,  to be incorporated into the final assessment  and recommendat ion.  

Children who  score in 2 or 3 areas of high risk in Sect ion I Mental Health Status; 2 or more in Sect ion II Educat ional Status 
and one or more in Section III Family Status wou ld  appear  to warrant  considerat ion of full psycholog ica l  testing. 

Children scoring in similar areas as medium risk or have fewer high risks scores deoendinq on the sect ion may or may not 
be referred for testing. A judgement  call by the evaluator  is part of the process. 

A S S E S S M E N T :  

High Risk Med Risk Low Risk 

problems presented 

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  

(Chi ld) is recommended for full psychological  test ing with the specif ic 

(Child) is no_.tt recommended for psychological  testing. 

Juven i le  Probat ion Off icer  Date 

TJPC-MP-01-05-96 



S A  C R  AZv~EI'~'IO C O U ~ T Y  
I ~ , E - T P , 1 A L  

D E I ' E t O - I O N  R I S K  A S S E S S M ~ : h ~ "  

N ~  of Hlnor :  009+: 

X - r e f :  ~ : S c s ' e , e ~  ~ 

~: t m'~l: e:  D=lte: 

IX~-TRUCTIC~J: Scor~ minor fo r  eo<~ fa~:tQr betOU and ~teLr" e~pr~prlate =core= In the r i gh t  ~ c~ tum.  
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8o 
b. 

3: 
+co 
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I .  
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I/JUI~JITS 
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a .  

b.  
Co 
d.  
eo 
fo 
g .  

J ~  707(b) of feruc 
Fetter' = r l ~  of ,~otenc~ 
Fetony = 'e -~ l  offenses 
F e t c ~  hTgh a F ' ~  chaJa ( O r | ~ r  enty) 
Ser|ea of  t.h~e~ or =:~re =epar~=e fctc,"~ off~'~e~ 

Sate of  c~u~s or p~..¢es~|c=n f o r  ~ t e  o f  d..'-~s 
I~:~a¢~slc~ of  dru~s. 

Pr 'c~ t ion v io la t i ons  

Scr~red (0-3) Xpprehen6cd (0-5) 

Curr~r~Ly o¢1 ~ :s~4>~l=|on 
P~ndin~ Court 
~ . -tarot su~t= i r~ l  offe.n~e Ia| t~|n 3 ~ont~= 

-[a~;t s~-~[r,c-<] offense 3 ~ t h =  "to 1 year 
" [ ~ ¢  sc=sta|r~cl of fense • 1 year 

6~/725a 
Noc~e 

~ct e<t only 

10 
8 
7 
7 
7 
5 
5 
3 
2 
0 

4. R[S~ OF FTA ~ I~EOFFEMS.E 

~ P r e v i o ~  871 
P r c v i o ~  C<~'t k-TAra; 

2 ptQ " e ~  
0-3 pts ~ (rue~er to  ex'ccod 3 pts) 

_ _ 5 .  

6. 

RISE OF+ XEU O F F E t 4 $ E  . . . . . . .  
a. Prev iously  a~.~t~ir, od rm~ of fc r~e ~ i t e  I:,¢ndir~ ~ - . - t  3 

HtTICATIN(] FACT.S 

b. s tob l t l t~ ,  in  ~c.hc~t e~d/or mplo)'ocrcc 
c. f i r s t  o~/ec~e at 16 or order 
d. no erre.~t= ~ i r~ in  ~ e  ta:s¢ y~ar 
e .  ot~er (p|ease =;:~:~fy ~et¢~) 

- ( _ _ )  

7. A~J~,kV~.T Z)¢¢ FACTORS 
(C~  J r ~ : r e ~ ¢  by  I to 3 p o i n ~  - speci fy)  

0.  ~J I t r y =  In t  |e |d~t |on 
b. Runa~ay l:~l'Le-~a,r fro:= h ~  

d. Poor or ~ attercl~m-~<:e a t  ~:~l~t 
e+ Gang ra-~rbcr~h Ip 
f .  Other (Pt~L~e S ~ c l f y  ~ t o ~ )  

8 .  I<JU~ATC~T OETEM'T[C~( ~ (Ourrcnt Cec~=) - -  THE.SE r.JLS~S JU~ TO BE '3LUTOPUtTICALLY DE'i'A|~-ZO. 

, ~ .  Es¢ap+~ from co¢~y .  I r '~ t l~J~: lom b. Abscond f roa  p t e ~ . ~ n t  c. E t~ : t ron lc  Hanl tor l r~.  J u ' r ~  

OE'~°r-3tTIOM DECISION (Check) 

Retco=a ultho~'~ r~s t r i cC lon  (0-5 po|nt~) 

Retake  to  r ~ ' r ~ ' c u r e  d~l:~u'l;:lon (6-9 l:::,oin~) 

• ,ha L t e~" 

H o ~ e  Supra-v[ =ion 

____. O~her 

D e t a i n  ( | 0  or  ~ r e  poln~E) 

o 

T~r,u. S 00"~ E 
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D a t e :  

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  J U V E N I L E  J U S T I C E  
D E T E N T I O N  R I S K  A S S E S S M E N T  

D E T E N T I O N  C E N T E R  B r o w a r d D e t e n t i o n  

S e c t l o n l .  I d e n t i f y i n g  D a t a  
Y o u t h ' s  N a m e :  D a t e  o f  B i r t h :  

A K A  N a m e :  R a c e :  S e x :  

S S N  

D J J I D  

R e f e r r a l  ID  

H R S  C I S  # 

R e c o r d  C h e c k  

A g e :  
E y e s :  

Number /S t ree t  

Ci~.St~te~Zlp Code Telephone 

Date Screened Time Screened Assigned Counselor Program Area 

School or Work Contacted 

[ ]  [ ]  
~'es No Alleged Offenses 

F.S. 

Contacted:  

Parent/Guardian F.S. 
F.S, 

Number/Street F.S. 

F.S. 
City/State/ZIP 

[ ]  [ ]  
Yes No 

Category 

Telephone: Home Work 

ParenL/Guardian Interviewed 
I(-1 [ ]  [ ]  1. Face to Face 
Yes I'Jo [ ]  2. Telephone 

D 3. Unable to Contact 
Time [ ]  4. Message Left 

Vvlth whom: 
Mother  

Name Relationship 

Law Enforcement Ag~r,ci Name and ID or Badge No. 

Youth ad',,ised of right to legal counsel? [ ]  " Yes 
Protective Services record check? [ ]  Yes 
Currant allegation of Abuse/Neglect Pending? ~ "  Yes 
Histor# o; Confirmed or Indicated Abuse/Neglec(? [ ]  Yes 

Type: Physical Abuse [ ]  Se:~ualAbuse [ ]  Neglect [ ]  
(If availab!e provide input on assigned counselor end status in Narrat ive.) 

[ ]  No 
[ ]  No 
[ ]  No 

Emotional [ ]  

S e c t i o n  II. A D M I S S I O N  C R I T E R I A  

A. 

Yes O 

Yes [~  

Yes [ ]  

Yes [] 

Youth has been delivered and the foltowing criteria as outlined in s. 39.044(2), F.S., indlcate the youth's eligibiliby for 
detention care: 

No ~ ]  1. The youth is alleged to be an escapee or an absconder from e commitment program, a communl ty  
control program, furlough, or aPu~m, are supervision, or is alleged to have escaped while being lawfully 
transported to or from such program or supervision, or the child is wanted in anoLher jurisdiction for 
an offense which if c0mm~ed by an adult, v,,ou',d be a felony: 

t4o [ ]  2. The youth Is cha~ed with a delingu~ni act or violation of law and requests in ",,,~ting through legal 
counsel to be detained for protection from Bn immL~enI physical threa~, to his personal safety, (Attach 
documentation) 

No [ ]  3. The youth is charged with comm~ing an offense of domestic violence against the child's parent. 
sibling, spouse, or offspdng and is detained as provided in s.39.042(2)(b)3, F.S.. In accordance with s. 39.042. 
F.S., a youth may be held In .secure detention for up to 48 hours if a respite home or similar authorized residential 
facility is not available. 

No [ ]  4. The youth is charged with a c,,apkal felony, a llfe felony, a felony of lhe first d_-~Jree, a fe lony of the second degree 
that. does not involve a violation d Chapter 893. F.S.. or a felony of lhe third degree lhet. is also a crime of 
violence, including any such offense involving the use or possession of a firearm. 

Fac to r  #5 requ i res  an  a f f i rma t i ve  answe r  Io at least  one of  the qual i f iers before  a yes  a n s w e r  can  be r e c o r d e d  (s. 39.04.4(2)(d) .  F.S.). 

oJJ 20,'.9.2.198 Page 1 of 4 
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Yes [ ]  No [ ]  5. The youth Is charged with any second-degree or third-degree felony involving a violation of 
Chapter ,9,93, F.S.. (Felony Drugs). any third-degree felony that is also not a cr ime of violanc~ 
(excluding ~rearrn offenses) end the: 

Yes [ ]  No [ ]  (a) Youth has a record of failure to appear at court hearings after being propedy notified in accordance 
With the Rules of Juvenile Procedure: 

Yes [ ]  No [ ]  (b) Youth has a record of law violations prior to court hearings: 

Yes [ ]  No [ ]  (c) Youth has a/ready been detained or has been released and is awaiting final disposition of the case; 

Yes [ ]  No [~] (d) Youth has a record of violent conduct resulting tn physical injury to others; 

Yes [ ]  No [ ]  re) Youth found to be In possession of a firearm. 

B. Yes [ ]  No ~ Hot withstanding s.39.042 or s. 3g.044(I). F.S.. if a minor under 18 years of age Is charged with an offense the 
involves the use or possession of a firearm, as defined in s 790.001. F.S.. other than a violation of subsection 
(3). or is charged for any offense during the cornrnJssion of which the minor possess a firearm, the minor SI--~-,L 
BE DETAINED tn secure detention unless the state attorney authorizes the release of  the minor. 

C. Yes [ ]  No [ ]  - A youth delivered with a Judicial order requiring detention care must be detained. The risk assessment 
instrument st{ll must be completed for informational purposes, but the youth must be detained regardless of the 
p.:lnts scored. 

D. Yes L~ No [ ]  A youth may be placed into detention status for contempt of court, however, this requires a whiten court order. 

E. Yes [ ]  No [ ]  Pursuant with s. 316.535. F.S.. a juveniIe traffic offender found to be In contempt of court for failure to appear o 
not performing court-ordered sanclions for traffic violations, must be securely detained, unless a st~ff secure 
shelter Is available, it' ordered by the court. 

If any  o f  the ~bc . : e  ( A I - 5 )  are a n s w e r e d  yes p roceed to Sect ion III. un less you th  is c h a r g e d  sole ly  wi th an ac t  o f  m i s d e m e a n o r  
I domes t i c  v i o l e n c e .  If e a c h  of the a b o v e ( A 1 - S )  are answered  no the you th  must  be re leased ,  u n l e s s B t h r ° u g h  E is a n s w e r e d  yes.  

The  respor ,  s ib i l i ty  o f  law en fo r cemen t  and case managers  for re leas ing  a y o u t h  f rom cus tody  wil l  be d i s c h a r g e d  in 

. . . .  a c c o r d a n c e  w i th  s. 39.-038 . . . . . . . . . . .  

~ c t i o n l l l ,  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  

A. Most serious current offense 
1. f,2i capital, life. and first degree felony PaL 15 

2. F.:t other first de_tree felonies, vehicular bernie';de, vlolent second degree felonies, youth is wanted by another 12 
jur isdict ion for a felony offense 

3. Second degree felony drug charges, escape or absconding, any third degree felony involving the use or 10 
possess ion of a flteam-,, burglar)' o~' an occupied residential structure, or possession of a firearm or concealed 
weapon  by a youlh previcusly adjudjc.ated or with adjudication withheld for a crime that would be a felony if 
ccmrni t ted by a,'~ adult 

4. Violent third de~,ree felonies g 

5. Al! other second degree felonies (except dealing stolen property) 8 

6. Deal ing in stolen property, other third degrco felon{es thal qualift for delenEon In s. 3g .0~(2) (0  7 
(See factor #5 above) 

7. Reckless display or unla',vful discharge of a firearm (Must Be Securely Detained) 4 

B. Other current offenses and pending charges (separate. non-related events) 
1. Each felony 

2. Each misdemeanor  

3. Prior fe lony arrest within last 7 days 

Poln~ Per Felony 2 # 

Points Per Misdemeanor 1 # 

6 

Prior History 
1. 3 fe lony adjudications or adjudications withheld last 12 months, or 

2. 2 felony adjudications or adjudications wilhheld last 12 months, or 

OJJ 2049.2/98 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

3. I fe lony adjudication or adjudication withheld or misdemeanor adjudications or adjudications withh~Id 

Legal Status 
I .  Commit ted or detention 

2. Act ive communi ly  control cases with last adjudication or adjudication withheld whhin 90 days 

3. Act ive communi ty  control cases with lasl adjudic~ltion or adjudication withheld more than SO days ago 

Aggravat ing or Mitigating Ci:cumstanc~es 
1. Aggravat ing factors (add to score) 

2. Mit igating faders  (sublract from score) 

The juveni le probation o~cer musl fully document the reason for scoring eggravating or mitigating points. 

Dela in/Release Decision 
0 - 6 points =. relea.~e 
7 - I 1 polnls = non-secure or home detention 

12 or more points = secure detention 

I-3 

1-3 

TOTAL (Sum A-E) 

1 

8 

6 

2 

S e c t i o n  IV .  S t a t e  A t t o r n e y  R e v i e w / D e c i s i o n  ( C o m p l e t e  b a s e d  u p o n  i t e m  #1 b e i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e )  

I .  If the Juvenile probation officer believes that a youth who is eligible for detent.ion based upon the results of the risk assessment 
instrument should be released, Ihe state attorney must be contacled to approve release (s. 39.044(1)(c). the slate attorney also 
may  approve home or non-secure detention for e youth who scores eligible for secure detention. The juvenile probation officer must 
document  the reasons for the recommendation in the narrative sedion. 

2. (a) State Attorney contacted7 Yes [ ]  No 0 

Name 

(b) State Attorney decision Detain [] Release [ ]  

. . . . .  S e c t i o n  V .  S c r e e n l n g  D e c i s l o n  . . . . . . . . . .  
Detent ion: Yes O No 

P lacement  [ ]  Secure [ ]  

Criminal Background Check done? 

Releaqe to" NBme 

Address 

[ ]  Hotific.~tien of Headng: Headng Data: 

Home [ ]  Ncn-secure [ ]  Staff-Secure 

Results 

"i~me: 

[ ]  Respite [ ]  Release 

Tetephone Time 

S e c t i o n V l .  N a r r a t i v e  

I 
Juvenile Prol~ation or r icer  Dale Reviewed by Dale 

,% 

Detention Review Specialist Date 

DJJ 2049. 2198 
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M U L T N O M A H  COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES 

RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (RAI) III 

] p e r  f o r m  i s  t o  b e  used only when electronic R A l i s  u n a v a i l a b l e .  I t  _ b e  into 
m u s t  entered the electronic R A I  a s  s o o n  a s  i t  i s  a v a i l a b l e .  I 

Date/t ime youth brought to DELH/Admissions: Date/Time of Intake Screening: 

YOUTH'S NAME Case # Ref.# -1| 

I DOB: t | 
m 

SPECIAL DETENTION CASES (CIRCLE "DETAIN" FOR ALL APPLICABLE CATEGORIES) 

Escape from secure custody Detain 

Arrest warrant (Detain wi th limited exception, see definitions) Detain 

Type of Warrant: Fail to appear [ ]  Judicial Off icer opposes release [ ]  

(Check all that apply) Unable to locate [ ]  Judicial Officer opposes release [ ]  
Other ( s p e c i f y : _ _ . )  [ ]  Judicial Off icer opposes release E ]  

If Judicial Off icer doesn' t  oppose, do no___!t treat as a special detention case. Screen according to policy. 

In custody youth summoned for hearing Detain 

Detain Court ordered 
(Check all that apply) Community Detention Violation [ ]  

Day Reporting Violation 

U Electronic Monitoring Violation 
Law Violation 
Probation Violation 
Other (specify: ) 

• . . . i m  . '. • "o . . . .  ~ m 

M0STi,SERIOUS JNSTANT;;IOEFENSE ' - ' . . . .  (CIRCLE HIGHEST APPLICABLE:SCORE) 

Intentional homicide (aggravated murder, murder) 17 

At tempted Murder or Class A Felonies involving violence or use or threatened use of a weapon 
(including Rape I, Sodomy I, and Unlawful Sexual Penetration I involving forcible compulsion) 12 

Class B Felonies involving violence or use or threatened use of a weapon 8 

Rape I, Sodomy I, Sexual Penetration I not involving forcible compulsion 7 

Class C Felony involving violence or use or threatened use of a weapon 

All other Class A and B Felonies 

All other Class C Felonies 

Misdemeanor involving violence, or possession, use or threatened use of a weapon 

All other Misdemeanors 

Probation/Parole Violat ion 

Other, e.g., status offense (MIP, runaway, curfew, etc.) 

m 
!;ii!i!!i i!:i: ill SCORE RANGE O- 17 SCORE i;.i: : 

• ." • . . ,  ... . . . .  . . . : : .  - . - .  

• . ,':::>', ."f-..:.~.. : -~, :.:(!F APPLICABLE, CIRCLE HIGi iESTS:coRE } 

Two or more unrelated additional current Felonies 

One unrelated addit ional current Felony SCORE~ SCORE R A N G E O - 3  

R A I  
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LEGAL S T A T U S  

- 2 -  

(CIRCLE ALL T H A T  APPLY) 

Current ly  under  Juveni le Jus t ice /OYA or other state or EITHER: 
County  supervis ion:  
(Check all that  apply) Parole [ ]  

Probation [ ]  

OR_R: (If this sect ion applies, score ei ther 2 
or 1, no___.! both.) 

Deferred Disposit ion [ ]  
Informal Disposit ion [ ]  
Formal Accountabi l i ty  Agreement  [ ]  
DJJS Diversion [ ]  
Other ( S p e c i f y : _ _ )  [ ]  

Above  re ferenced status is for fe lony violent/assault ive law violat ion or domest ic violence or un lawfu l  
possess ion of a f i rearm. 

Pending trial (or disposit ion) on a law violat ion/probat ion violation (petit ion filed). Score only most  
serious pending of fense using the "Most  Serious Instant Of fense"  values. No score for misdemeanor  
pet i t ions over 6 months old, unless there is an outstanding warrant.  

17 
12 
8 
7 
6 
5 
3 
1 
0 

Youth is on a condi t ional  release. (Check all that apply, but score only 1 point.) 

-Commun i t y  Detent ion [ ]  -Electronic Moni tor ing [ ]  1 
H o u s e  A r r e s t  [ ]  O the r  ( spec i fy :  ) [ ]  

SCORE RANGE 0 - 2 1  S C O R E  TOTAL ~..~.,:.: ...... -.~.~.,..-.~.~- 
I 

A'F"F'IC/~/vu uEPiNDEN'E; ~') . . . .  M/b/.u,)~::;.~",'~'~*:~-~;"~'~"'"::':":.:'.:'~":~'~": ":~:~'~:~':":.;. ""'" "- :."" " "" " : ":':"" : " ....... ~': ""'::" :'~ "~'~: ...... AL:L"'.-[/VARRANTS."(EXCL UDING TR 

Score t w o  (2) points for each warrant  (excluding traff ic and dependency warrants) during the past 18 
months  (max imum 20 points). 

20 
18 
16 
14 
12 
10 
8 
6 
4 
2 

I .  : - . ' . . . ' ~ ' 4 . ~ : " : .  

SCORE RANGE 0 - 20 SCORE ~ .~,":~:.:;~"~.."~i':. 
. . . . . . .  " " - ~  . . . . . . .  I I  

p R i d'~!i,~'l.~ ~ . ~ ) ~ ' ~ D  ::0 E F E N S E . -  ..,. i .'..;~!.!.~: ~i~!,::: .: .'(ii~ ~, p:p LI (~A~CE, .C i R C i E l:{i(~ ii'i=~ T : !S(~  h IE ) 

T w o  or more prior fe lony adjudications (true f indings) 3 

One prior fe lony adjudicat ion, or three or more prior misdemeanor adjudicat ions (true f indings) 2 

Two  prior misdemeanor  adjudicat ions (true f indings) 1 

SCORE R A N G E O -  3 SCORE : '::";. " 

R A I  
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MITIGATING FACTORS 

- 3 -  

{CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Regular schoo l  a t t endance  or employed -1 

Respons ib le  adu l t  to assure supervis ion and return to cour t  -1 

No Law V io l a t i on  referra ls w i th in  past year (applies only to youth with a prior history of la,w violations) -1 

First Law V io l a t i on  referral  at age 16 or older -1 

First Law V io la t i on  referral  ( instant of fense) -1 

Not  on p r o b a t i o n ,  f i rst  UTL war ran t  and unaware  of warrant .  -2 

No FTA w a r r a n t  h is to ry  (youth must have had a delinquency court appearance history) -2 

A G G R A V A T I N G  FACTORS 

SCORE RANGE -9 to 0 

- , _ . . . .  

SCORE TOTAL 

iCIRCLE A L L 4 H A T  A'PPL¥i 
No ver i f iab le  local  c o m m u n i t y  t ies 3 

2 

1 

2 

I 

I 

Possession of a f i rearm during instant  o f fense w i t h o u t  use or th rea tened  use 

Repor ted h i s to ry  of  runaways  f rom home w i th in  past six (6) mon ths  12 or more} OR 1 run a w a y  f rom 
home  and 1 run f r om p lacemen t  

Repor ted h i s to ry  of  runaways  f rom ou t -o f -home p lacement  w i th in  past  six (6) m o n t h s  (2 or more) 

Mul t ip le  v i c t i m s  in instant  of fense 

D o c u m e n t e d  th rea ts  to v i c t im /w i t ness  ( instant of fense) 

- - TOTAL - 

SCORE RANGE 0 10 SCORE 

'~ .::ii:~i':i'D E~; Si ON" SCALi=/DECm,0N 
Special  De ten t i on  Cases [ ]  

12 - Over Deta in  [ ]  

7 - 1 1 Cond i t iona l  Release [ ]  

0 - 6 Uncond i t i ona l  Release [ ]  

S U M M O N S  

Y N 

Prel iminary Hear ing Summons  [ ]  [ ]  
(Summons to prelim if score over 6 or youth is being 
celeased on a warrant, on a charge involving a 
weapon, on a UUMV charge, domestic violence, or 
is being placed in a shelter care placement that 
requires a prelim.) 

Shel ter  P lacement  

Y N 

[ ]1-1 

TOTAL RISK 

SCORE 
:: . 

,..:.-.-.% ~r~t ..,'..'. ,:.: i q,,{, 

Detain [ ]  

Condi t ional  Release [ ]  

Uncond i t iona l  Release [ ]  
Approved  by: 

Reason: 

Does you th  m e e t  s t a t u t o r y  cr i ter ia for de ten t ion  

Y N 
[ ]  [ ]  (If no,  you th  MUST be re leased.)  

R A I  
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- 4 -  

REASON FOR ADMISSION OF YOUTH HELD PENDING A PRELIMINARY HEARING 

Probable cause that one or more of the following exists: 

[ ]  Committed any felony crime 
[ ]  Committed a crime involving infliction of 

physical injury tO another person 
[ ]  Possession of a firearm (ORS. 166.250) 
[ ]  Escape from a juvenile detention facility 
[ ]  Out-of-State runaway 

[ ]  Probation/parole violator 
[ ]  Fugitive from another jurisdiction 

[ ]  APB from state training school 
[ ]  Violation of conditional release 
[ ]  FTA after summons, citation or subpoena 

AND 

[ ]  No means less restrictive of the youth's liberty 
gives reasonable assurance that the youth will 
attend hearing; O__.RR 

[ ]  The youth's behavior endangers the physical welfare 
of the youth or another person, or endangers the 
community.  

THIRTY-SIX (36)-HOUR HOLD (OVERRIDE/SUPERVISORY APPROVAL REQUIRED) 

Youth can be held 36 hours from the time first taken into police custody todeve loo a release plan if: they are 
brought in on a law violation; a parent or guardian cannot be found or wil l  not take responsibil ity for the youth, shelter 
is not available; and the youth cannot be released safely on recognizance or conditionally. What is the date and time 
of the police custody? Release must be no later than:(date/time) 
REASON: 

out the table below only when the electronic RAI is unavailable and only if youth is 
detained. The fol lowing table is the method used by the electronic RAI to  automatically 
compute the CMS score. 

COMPUTATION OF THE CMS SCORE 
Client's Risk Assessment Instrument (RAI) Score 

Add CMS points for each of the current (police) allegations (not just most serious allegation) 

Add CMS points for each "Person" or "Property" allegation that has been filed in a petit ion 

Add CMS points for each allegation that has been found true 

Add 2 points for each warrant issued (excluding traffic/dependency warrants) wi th in the last 18 months 

Capacity Management System (CMS) Score TOTAL 

This paper R A I d o e s  not include not i f ica t ion and narrat ive in fo rmat ion  found on the face sheet.  Include this 
informat ion when t ransfer r ing to the electronic RAI. 

ATTENTION: Fill out  CMS Early Release Plan form on all youth deta ined w i t h  RAI score of less than 12. 

! 359458.PS105106198 

Rev~s=.d w i t h  III on 01121198  - Revised wich Computa t ion  on 0 1 1 2 8 / 9 8  - Revised wlJudic la l  Off icer in fo  on 0 5 / 0 6 / 9 8  
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SJS - S T R A T E G I E S  FOR JUVENILE SUPERVISION 
Interview Instruct ions  

There  are four  sections to the SJS Interview: 
A. General In fo rmat ion  
B. Objective History 
C. Interview Behavior 
D. Interviewer Impressions 

The above sequence (A to D) should be used with each juvenile.  

A Scoring Guide is included for  many  items to provide cri teria and assis tance in 
scoring. 

Instruct ions for  General  In fo rmat ion  Section (43 Items) 

A semi-structiJred interview wi th  suggested questions has been developed to el ici t  
general  informat ion.  Use a comfor tab le  natural ,  wording appropriate for  yourse l f  
and the juvenile when asking questions. If the juveni le  presents some 
interes t ing informat ion  requi r ing  follow-up, you are encouraged to fol low th rough  
before  going back to the s t ruc tured  sequence. For each i tem, you must choose 
only one alternative.  If you can ' t  choose an a l ternat ive ,  don' t  rate the item. 

Each portion of the General  In fo rma t ion  Section is headed by one or two open- 
ended questions which may provide material  for ra t ing specific items. I f  the 
suggested questions fail  to elicit su f f i c ien t  in format ion ,  continue to inqui re  in 
a d i f f e r e n t  or more direct manner  unless you see the word -STOP-. "-STOP-" means 
to d iscont inue- inqui ry  except  to repeat or c l a r i f y  the question. For-some items, 
A and B questions are included.  Some B questions are asterisked (*) as a 
reminder  to specifically inquire  about this issue. 

Instruct ions for Objectiye History  Items (10 Items) 

These items follow the General  In fo rmat ion  Section. The informat ion  can probab ly  
be obtained quite rapidly with direct  questions. 

Instruct ions for  Interview Behavior Ratings (4 Items) 

These ratings are based on the juveni le ' s  behavior during the interview. 

Instruct ions for In terv iewer  Impressions (7 Items) 

These rat ings should reflect  your impression of the importance of each fac to r  
con t r ibu t ing  to the juvenile 's  d i f f icu l t ies .  On this section you must rate at 
least one fac tor  as "highly s ign i f i can t  (a)" and at least one as "not s ign i f ican t  
(e)". 

Instruct ions for Scoring 

Mark correct responses in appropr ia te  box. Use ballpoint pen and press f i rmly .  
Do not wri te  in margins except to record responses. 

JUVENILE NAME 

AGENT NAME 

DATE OF INTERVIEW 

© Copyright  1988 SJS Inc. 



:_ -q, 

7q 

D 

D 
°4B. 

G E N E R A L  I N F O R M A T I O N  

O F F E N S E  P A T T E R N  
Could you tell me about  the t rouble you got Itsto? 

IA.  How did you get Involved Io your mol l  recent  o f fense  
lB.  } low did you decide to do it? 

Purpose for  c o m m i t t i n g  current o f f e n s e  
a. emot ional  reasons (c,g. ange r ,  sex) 
b. mater ia l  (mone ta ry )  reasons 
c. both emot ional  and ma te r i a l  reasons  

a. - possession or usage o f  drugs 
- assault (not for  robbery) 

b. - prostitution, drug sales. Iheft  
c .  - ~tealing primarily for  peer 

acceptance 
- .~tealing for.revenge 
" joy  riding 

2A. Could you tell me more about the circumstances that 
led up to thls o f fense?  7. 

2B. How did you get caught? 

Acceptance  of  responsibility for  cu r r e n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
a. admi t s  commi t t i ng  and  doesn ' t  a t t emp t  

excuses 
b. admi t s  commi t t ing ,  but  ~ excuses 
c. denies commi t t i ng  

b. . "1 would never have done it i f  I hadn't 8. 
been drinking." 

- "bly friends get m e  in trouble." 

IOuestions 3 to g) count all c r i m i n a l  and status offenses 
which led to an arrest .  Inc lude  ser ious  t r a f f i c  o f fenses  
(e.g. d runk  d r i v i n g ,  hi t  and run).  

3A. Have  you been In t rouble before? (List arrests and 
discuss i nd iv idua l ly )  

"3B. What else have you been a r re s t ed  for? _ _ 

O f f e n s e  pat tern  
a. noth ing prior to cu r r en t  o f f ense  
b. ma in ly  s ta tus  o f fenses  
c. no consistent pattern 
d. main ly  c r imina l  offenses 

o r r c n s e  

b. Don't use (b)  i f  client has more than one 
criminal offense. 

Planned D r i n k i n ~  Alone 

4A. In Ih tse  offenses ,  have you ever  be ta  a rmed  or hu r t  
someone? 
Did you ever th rea ten  anyone  dur ing  an of fense?  

i nvo lv ing  armed, assau l t ive ,  or 
t h rea t en ing  behavior7  
a. yes 
b. no 

5. i l o *  did you decide to commit these offenses? 
r - " - - - " l  

Offenses were ~ ] I 
a. p lanned  1 i 

b. no consistent pat tern  
c. impu l s ive  

Agent judgement  
a. - Decides to commit on offense, then drinks to 

build courage 
- Possession o f  drugs 

c. - Gets drunk and into f ight 
- Sees open car with package and suddenly 

decides to steal package 

6. Were you with someone when you got In trouble? ~ - - ~  

i i 
Offenses were ~ commlttcd 
a, alone 
"b. no consis tent  pat tern  
c. wi th  accompl ices  

Were you drinking or on drugs when you got In 
trouble? 

a.OffenSeSncvcr commi t t ed  while d r ink ing  or on d rugs  

b. 50% or less 
c. over 50% 

Have you ever been arrested for offenses against )'our 
fami ly ,  l ike  s tea l ing  or ruoeway? 

Offenses dircctcd toward the f a m i l y  
a. never 

b. some/lines D 
c. usually 

c .  - most o f  leeal trouble involved stealing / ram 
family, asscult on family members, runaways 
f rom h o m e  

SCHOOL ADJUSTMENT 
How I'd like to ask some things about your background. 
What w a s  the last grade you completed in school? 
(91013 refer to entire school history, not just currcnt 
semester) 

9A. Do(did) you he,e any problems with schoolwork? 
9B. Do(did) you ever receive special help io school? 

Academic performance 
a. no problems 
b. problems primari ly due to lack of intellectual 

capacity 
c. other achicvcmcnt problems 

1/ juveni le  has both n lock of  capacity and other 
achievement problems, use choice "b'. 
c. - problems due to lack of interest 

. dyslexia 
* dropouts 

El 

10. Do(did) you go to class regularly? 

School attendance 
a. no truancy 
b. minor truancy 
c. cxtcnsivc truancy 

b. - ] to 5 times per year (not 
necessarily ful l  days) D 



11. 

D 
Generally, do(did) you get your homework assign- 
meats done? 

Completes asslgnmonts 
• . generally no problem 
b. major problems 

}low do(dld) you generally get along with your teachers 
and principals? 

Relationship to school s ta f f  
a. no problem 
b. authority problems 

12. 

D 
13. 

14. 

D 

Do(did) you have aay other problems la school? 

School discipline 
a. no major problems 
b. serious problems 

b. Extortion 
Concealed weapons 
Fighting 

lgA. How much drinking do they do? 
"lgB. How much drugs do iheydo? 

Associates' substance usage 
a. rarely 
b. sometimes 
c. frequent or abusive 

a. - couple o f  times in their l i fe t ime 
or less 

c. - weekly  or more frequent ly  

How far do you plan to go la school? 

Educational goal 
• . post high school training 
b. high school diploma 
c. GED 
d. no further education 

c. - Academic or technical degree 
program 

15. Do(did) you like school? 

Attitude toward school 
a. generally positive 

D b. neutral or mixed 
c. generally negative 

Accept  juvenile's view 

I~LT_ER PE RSONA L RELATIONSHgP.5 
Let's talk •bout lr leads. How do you get •long with ~,our 
friends? 

~ - ~ .  Do you like to hang out with • group, or one or two 
friends at a time? 

Pattern of associates 
a. prefers individual friends 
b. mixed 
c. prefers groups 

17. }lave your fr iends been in trouble7 

Associates 
a. essentially not in legal trouble 
b. mixed 
e. mostly in legal trouble 

Don't count marijuana use (by  i tsel f)  as 
legal trouble. 
a. - Don't use "a" i f  juvenife 

commit ted any o f f e n s e  w i t h  

a c c o m p l i c e s  

19A. How much drinking •ad  drugs do you do? 
19B. (For clients who score b or c, ask) How do you get 

money to pay for It? 

Juvenil¢'s substance usage 
a. rarely 
b. sometimes 
c. frequent or abusive 

a. - couple n / t i m e s  in h i s /her  
lifetime or less 

c .  - weekly  or m o r e  f requent ly  

20. 

D 

½ 

21. 

How do )'our parents feel about your friends? r " ' - ' 3  
Parental vlew of friends I I  

! I a. approve 
b. mixed or neutral 
c. disapprove 

r - - - - - I  
When you're with your friends, who generally declde~l I 
what to do (where to go, etc.) ! I 
Leadership 
a. frleods usually decide 
b. mixed 
e. juvenile usually decides 

Agent impression 

22A. Do you ha~e • closest friend? 
'22B. What do you like best about h lm/he r7 -STOP-  

Relatio.'.ship with closest friend 
a. talk (share feelings) or help each other 
b. do things together (loss emphasis on talking or 

sharing feelings) 
e. has none 

a. - "We do t h i n g s / o r  each other" 
- "We're like brothers (sisters)" 

b. - "He likes the same activities I 
do.* 

D 

I'd like to go from talking about friends to talking •bout 
your f rulings. 

23A. Whet kinds or things get you feel ing down (depressed)? 
'23B. Whet do )'ou do whoa you're feeling blue? 

When depressed 
a. seeks someone to talk to about the problem or tries 

to f igure it out 
b. socks •n act iv i ty  to distract self 
e. drinks or uses drugs 
d. isolates him/horself 
¢. denies getting depressed 

b. " " l  forget about them" 
. wctch 7".I.'.: listen to music 
- skoot pool 
. p l a y  video games 

d .  . "1 pray" 
- sleep 

!-1 
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24. 

7] 
Have you ever tattooed or cut on yourself? 

Self  mut i l a t ion  
a. yes 
b. no 

a. - homemade tatoos 
b. - professionally done tatoo 

~ 5A. 
SB. 

Have you ever thought seriously about killing yourself? 
( I f  j uven i l e  says yes to above) Have you ever tried It? 

Suicide 
a. never  seriously con templa ted  it 
b. had de f in i t e  thoughts  
c. a t t empted  it  

26A. 

"26B. 

E3 

What do you do when you're feeling angry wi th 
people? 
Have you ever hur t  ~nyone when  you were  I n g r y ?  

In hand l ing  ange r  
a. physically aggrcsslvc toward people 
b. avoids expression 
c. t rouble  cxprcss lng  anger  app rop r l a t c ty  
d. responds approp r i a t e ly  

Physical aggression problems should take precedence 
over other choices. Use all sources o f  information 
including o f fenses  
b. - denies getting angry 
c. . breaks things 

- "1 yell at people" 
d. " conslruclively confronts the 

persqn w h o ' s  making them angry 

27A. Can you describe your persoaMtty? 
27B. What do you l ike and dislike about yourself? -STOP- 

Self descr ip t ion  
. . . . . . . .  a~. emphas izes  s t r eng th  - - - 

b. cmphaslxes  i n a d e q u a c y  
c. can ' t  describe sel f  

I / b o t h  positive and negative statements ore given 
choose the one emphasized the most. I f  they have 
equal emphasis, choose the one given first. 
Choice "c" is for juveniles who lack the ability to 
describe themselves. 

- "I'm OK" (and  can't elaborate) 
- "l 'm a nice person" 
- "1 get into too much trouble" 

[5 

2g. In general, do you lend to trust or mistrust people? 

-STOP- 

Outlook toward  people 
a. basical ly t rus t ing  
b. mixed or complex v iew 
c. basical ly  mls t rus t iog  

b. A complex view of people (e.g.. trusts people in 
some situations but not in others) 
- "I trust people too much" 
- "takes a while to get tO know them" 

FAMILY ATTITUDES 34A. 
(Interviewers should ask [helr own ouesllon~ In obtain 34B. 
i~eneral In fo rma t ion  re~ardin~ f s m l t v  s t r u c l U r ~  parents, step- 
parents,  siblings, etc. before  ask tng  question 29.) 

29A. Ate you li'~lng at home? [~] °29B. H o w  many  d i f f e r e n t  houses or a p a r t m e n t s  have you 

lived In? 3SA. 

Changes  in f a m i l y  res idence "35B. 
a. O t o 4  
b. 5 t o 9  
c. I0 ot more 

(30 throu2h 36} use biological parents i f  rctat ionship exists; 
i f  not. use persons the juven i l e  i d e n t i f i e s  as pa ren t  f igu res .  

30A. How do(d id)  you get  along wi th  your  mo the r ?  
30B. How do you feet about her? 

Ptcsent ~ toward  mother  
a. close 
b. m i x e d  or neu t ra l  
c. host i le  

a. - loving, affectionate 
b. - "We get along" (without 

implication o f  closeness) 

31A. Slnce about age 12, If you dld something 'wrong how 
dtd your mother handle  It? 

3 lB .  What  k ind of pun ishment  did she use? 

T y p e  of  d i sc ip l ine  mother used (s ince as~e 12) 
a. v e r b a l  or  p r iv i l ege  w i t h d r a w a l  
b. p e r m i s s i v e  (genera l ly  let j u v e n i l e  do  as h e / s h e  

pleased} 
c. phys i ca l  

I f  the juvenile didn't live with mother  or mother 
f igure  during at least part o / t h e i r  adolescent years. 
do not rate I tem 31. 
a . .  "She told my  father" 

V1 

32A. How do(d id)  you get along wi th  your  f a t h e r ?  
32B. How do you feel about him? 

Present ~ toward  f a t h e r  
a, arOSe 
b. m i x e d  or n e u : r a l  
¢. host i le  

o. - loving, a/ feet ion: te  
b. . "We get along" (without 

implica:ion o f  closeness) 

D 

33A. Since about age 12, I f  you did something wrong how 
did your father handtet[? 

33B. What  k ind  of discipl ine ~td he use? 

Type of  d isc lp l in :  fa th : r  used (I~ncc a~: 12) 
a. verbal or pr lv i legc wi thdrawal  
b. permissive (generally let juveni le  do as he/she 

pleased) 
c. physical 

I / j u v e n i l e  didn't  live with father  or fa ther  f igure 
during at least part o f  their adolescent years, do 
not rate I tem 33. 

Were you ever abused by your parents? 
Did they ever go overboard on punishment? -STOP- 

Parental abuse 
a. yes 
b. no 

Were you ever abused by anyone else? 
Were you ever abusrd sexually? 

Non-parental abuse 
a. y~s 
b. no 

a. - include prostitution 

[3 



36A. /'tow would your parrnts hare described you when you 
were younger (nrlor Io ate  I0)? 

"36B. Did they both see you the same way? 

Parental view (prior to age lO) 
D a. good kid (normal) 

b. problem child 
c. parents differcd 

a. - no special problem 
- like anybody  else 

b. - "parents always complaining 
about me" 

- "gave them lots o f  trouble" 
- seen as  "strange k id"  
- hyper 

- ~ 7 .  How would you describe yourself during that time 
(prior to ate lO)? 

Sel f  description (or ior  to a~ze 10) 
a. good kid (normal) 
b. prol~lcm kid 

38. 

71 
Would you describe your early childhood (¢rter to ate 

as happy or unhappy? -STOP- 

General attitude toward childhood 
a. happy 
b. not happy 

Accept juvenile'~ view 

39. 

D 
If you could change anything about your early 
childhood, what would you change fDrlor Io a r t  10L'? 

Satisfactloo with childhood 
a. basically satisfied (little change) 
b. dissatisfied with material aspec t  
e. dissatisfied with family 
d. dissatisfied with self 

½ 

40. Can you describe your father's personality? (If answc: 
is n Ig.qSd.C,M., ask juvenile to ~escribc another person they 
know well.) 

Personality description 
a. multlfaected 
b, superficial 

This item measures the juvenile's ability t o  describe 
attributes or explain behavior. "Superficial" 
indicates d i f f i cu l t y  perceiving depth in personality 
and not jus t  an evasion o f  the question. One 
complex  statement is su f f ic ient  for  an "a'. 
a. - "sensitive to others" 

- "Dad was strict because that~ 
the way  he was brought up." 

b. - "no-good drunk" 
- "mean "  

- "kind" 

['LANS AND PROBLEMS 

I'd like to gel some Idea of what you see ahead of you. 

41. Aside from trouble wi th the law, what Is the biggest 
problem In your l i f t  now? -STOP- 

View of  important problem area 
a. personal issues 
b. relationships 
e. education 
d. vocatlonal/financlal 
e. no big problems presently 

a. - drinking or drugs, "get my  head 
together" 

b. - "Try to get along better with 
my parents" 

42A. What goals do you have for the future? 
"42B. How do you expect to accomplish your goals? -STOP- 

Future goals ~ ' ~  
a. short-term goals (most goals can be fulfilled within 

about 6 months) 
b. long-term.goals 

At issue in this question is whether juvenile can 
articulate goals, not whether they  are l ikely to 
achieve these goals. 
a. - "No goals, live day  to d a y "  

P' - -"- ' l  

43. How will being on supervision (institution or field) L . ~  
affect  your Ille? -STOP- 

Expectation about supervision 
a. no effect  
b. counseling or program help 
c. will keep them out of trouble 
d. negative 
e. mixed or unclear 

OBIECTIVE HISTORY 

44. Age of earliest arrest: 
a. 12 or below 
b. 13-  14 
c. 1.5- 16 
d, 17+ 

Include serious traf f ic  of fenses ( e . g .  drunk 
driving, hit and run) 

45. lqumber of arrests for criminal (non status) offenses: 
a, none 
b. 1 - 3  
e. 4 - ' /  
d. g÷ 

Include current o / tense  

46. lqumber of arrests for status offenses: 
a. none 
b. 1 - 4  
c. 5+ 

It, elude current o f fense  

47. /qumber of placements iu correciiooal Iostltullons: 
a.  none 
b. 1 
e. 2 or marc 

Include current commitment in to ta l  
£xc lude  detentions prior to.adjudication.  

El 

E3 
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Time spent under lLEi.g£probati°n/P at° I t  supervision: 

a, uonc 
b. 6 months or less 
c. ? months to 12 months 
d. ovcr 12 mouths 

49. Medical history: (Note all applicable choices) 
a. d rug/a lcohol  t reatment  
b. serious head injuries 
c. psychulogical /psychia t r ic  t raa tmcnt  
d. none of the above 

a. Exclude evaluation 
b. - skull fractures 

D - head injuries which required 
treatment (beyond X-ray} 

C. Exclude evaluations and drug 
treatment: include family therapy 

50. Did Juvenile ¢¢cr receive special education ur remedial 
he lp ' fo r  learning deficicocics? 
a. yes 
b. no 

Exclude language problems in nob.English 
apea~er 

51. Did juvenile ever receive special help for cmotlonsl or 
behavioral  problems In school? 
a. yes 
b . n 0 " l l 

Exclude speech therapy 

52. Did any parcot  have a history of: (biota all appllcabl '-  

choices) 
a. being on welfare 

- b. cr imina l  bchavlor  
c. psychiatr ic  hospital izat lou 
d. suicide at tempts 
c. dr inking  and drug problems 
f. non: of the above 

Includes step and adoptive parents 

53. 

INTERVIEg'ER IMPR ESSION~- 

Please rate the signlf icancc of each factor  as it contr ibutes 
to the juvcni lc 's  legal diff icuhlcs .  Each juvenile must 
receive at least one score of "s* and one score of "c" 

a - Highly  significant 
b - Signif icant  
c = Somewhat  significant 
d = Minor significance 
e = Hot significant 

5S. Social inadequacy ~ ' ~  

Refers to the juvcnilc's social skills and ability to 
understand the motives and concerns uf people. 
They arc easily led by others and highly immature 

socially. 

59. School inadequacy 

Refers to juvcnilc's ability to learn and perform 
basic academic skills (reading. wri t ing,  arithmetic).  

. . . . . . . . .  Refers to whcth-cr cr iminal behavior is an 
~c~ggg.q.123.L~g, common part of thclr llfe. They 
ident i fy  with criminal fr icnds, would llkc to bc a 
successful criminal, and arc f requent ly  motlvatcd by 

rnonctary gait,. 

60. Criminal orientation 

Have siblings (include step and half slbs) ever beeo 

arrested? 
a .  non~ 
b. SOre-" 
c. most 
d. not applicable 

]~TERVfEg_' t]~HAVIOF~ 

picas: rate the following behaviors as ubscrvcd during th'- 
interview. Use 'b "  for the average of fender .  Us ' - 'a"  and 
"c" for distinct dill'trances [rom average. 

D .54. Grooming and dress: 
z. Below average 
b. Average 
c. Above average 

5S. Comprehcnsloa: 
sL. Below average 
b. Average 
c. Above average [~! 56. .Affec t :  
a. Dcprcsscd (sluggish) 
b. Average 
c. Anlmatcd (hypcr) 

D 61. Emotional lactors 

Refers tO degree or emotional, drug, or alcohol 
problems in the ~uvcnilc's l i fe. 

6Z. Family history problrms [ ~  

Refers to par:heal fami ly  problems or acting out 
against  family raembcrs. 

63. Isolated situational " temporary clrcumStaoccs 

Refers tO some unusual ur temporary c l rcumstaor lL"" - "  I 
in the juvcnlie's life, which is unlikcly to be ] [ 
repeated. ( i f  juvenile is un l lkc ly  to get in rnorc 
legal trouble, score Item 62, as "a'.) 

64, Interpersonal manipulation 

Refers to juvcnllcs who use others to gain thclr 
own ends. Frequently, they t ry to manipulate, or].__.__l 
take advantage of others. 

S'/. Self reveallog: 
z. Evaslvc 
b. Average 
c. Very opcn 



DETENTION PROJECT: 
REVISED RISK ASS~SS~IEHT INTAKE IN:S'TRI.,MO.Cr 

Youth's Nan~ 

D.O.B. _ _ _ _ / _ _ _ _ / . ~  .Sex: ~ l e  .___Ferrmle 

Race: ____~Ite ____Black "____Hispanic _____Native ___Asian 
__ Other Specify:, 

County of Jurisdict ion 

D~entlon Facil t t y  

Youth's Living A r r a r ~ t :  
(at intake) 

A11 eged Offense: 

F ~  .___Private Treatment Agency 
_._._DYS ~ 
._.... ~ h ~  Sp~tfy:, 

(Most serious chlrge.) 

I t 

Ac~nlssion: Date . _ _ _ _ / ~  Time : a.m.p.m. 

Detention Authorized by: _____Probation _____Court __Intake Staff ____DYS 
____~her Specify:, 

Current Plck-up Order at Tln~ of Detention? ___Yes ~ Don't K n o w  

Pending Consent Decree at Time of Detention? .____Yes _.__No Don't K n o w  



ALABAMA DETENTION P~.J~C'r: 
REVISED RISK ASSESSMEI(I Ikq'AKE I W S ~  

Publtc ~fety 

Host Ser ious Current Charge (Range 0 to 10) 

Class A Felony . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Class B Felo?ry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Vlole~t Class C Felony . . . . . . . .  5 
Other Class C Fe lony  . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Cl~ss A Misdemeanors . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Othe~ tli sdemeanors . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Non-Cr imlnal Vio lat ions . . . . . . .  2 
Status Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 A 

A d j u d i c a t i o n s  tn Past  2 Years (Range 0 t o  7) 

e0eeeee,ee0eeeee*eeqeeee'e=ee 0 
l o r 2  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
3 o r 4  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
5 or Hore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 B 

Adjudications In Past 2 Years for Class A Felony 
hk) , . . 0  . . . . . . . . .  • . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 C 

- Age of Onset (F i r s t  AdJudicatlc~) . . . . . . . . . . . .  
U~e~" 13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
13 or" Older .  • " . .  0 D 

Previous Plac~ments 
Any Prior Out-of-Home Placeme~t 
Resulting from Adjudication 

° . ° , ° ° ° 0 o 0 , . ° o ° , , ° ° o ° . ° ° , 0 0 °  0 

1 Y~S o ° , . , . . , , 0 , , , , . , , , , , , o , ~ o , , ,  E 

Drug Use Related to Current Offense (R~go 0 to 2) 
llo Drug Use Noted . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
Alcohol, H~riJuana, Inhalant . . . .  1 
Cocaine, Opiate, A~pheternine . . . .  2 

• Gang I n v o l v m ~ n t  w t t h  Current Charge 
$eeoeeeeeeoeeeleooeeeeeeoeee 0 

y ~  , , , , , , , o , e e , e o e , , o o * o e o o * , ' e  1 

Possession of Firearm at Time of Arrest 
o,,o,e,eeeeoeeoe oee,o'eooe'° 0 

H 

(Add A th rough  H) PUBLIC SAFETY RISIK SOS)RE : 



A L A ~  DETENTION PROJECT: 
REVISED RISK ASSESSt~Eltr INTAKE I W S ~  

Host Serious Current Charge (Range 0 to I0) 

Class A Felony . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Class B Felony . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Violent Class C Felony . . . . . . . .  5 
Other Class C Felony .......... 4 
CI~LSS A Misdemeanors . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Other H t s c l ~ s  . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Non-Cr iminal V io la t ions . . . . . . .  2 
Status Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Adjudications in Past 2 Years (Range O to 7) 

o e e $ , o o e , e e e e e * e o e o s e e * e o e e * e  0 

1 o r 2  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
3 o r 4  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
5 o,r" ~ e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 B 

Adjudications in Past 2 Years for  Class  A Felony 
.j hi<) , , , , . . e , , , ~ , , , , , ,  , . . . , , . , O , ,  0 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 C ~  

. . . . . . . .  -Age of Onset (First .  Adjudication) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Under 13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
13 or" Older . . . .  0 D ~  

Previous P l a ~ t s  
Any Prior Out-of-Hcme Placem~nt 

Resulting from Adjudication 
~4}O et0~0eeee,eeB*e*e*o,e00elo*e 0 

Yes ............................ 1 E 

Drug Use Related to  Current Offense (Range 0 to 2) 
No Drug Use Noted . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
Alcohol, Marijuana, Inhalant . . . .  I 
Cocaine, Opiate, ATphetamine . . . .  2 F 

(b~ng Involvement with Current Ch~'ge 
h ~  e e o o e e e e e e e e e e e e o e e e e e o e e J e l  0 

y ~ . ~ ' e e o , ~ o e o t e e g e e e o e e e e o e e e e e e e  
Q 

Possession of Firearm mt Time of Arrest 
~0 ololoeeoeeeeeeeoeeeoeoeeoeee 0 

y~ eeeeeoe$ooeoeoeeeeoeeeoomD°° H 

(Add A th rough  H) PUBLIC SAFETY RIS~ SOORE = 



A~UwADETE~I~PR0~:  
R~IS~ RISK/LSSESSPIE~ I~AKE I~TR1JME~ 

Fai lure toAo~ear 

I f  youth fa i l ed  to  appear for  p r i o r  court hearing(s), select 
the most serious charge ever involved in those hearings: 

Class A Felony 
Class B Felony 
V i o l e n t  Class C Felony 
Other Class C Felony 
Class A Mtsden~anors 
Other Misdemeanors 
Non-Criminal Vio la t ions 
Status Offenses 

10 
10 
10 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 I 

Total fa i l u res  to appear during past year 
( i . e . ,  separate hearings) J 

( H u l t i p l y  I and J) FAILUI~.TO APPEAR SCORE : 

SODRE-BASED OUTO~: I f  FWJBLIC SAFETY or  FAILURE TO APPEAR soore~ are: 

Oto5= strongly consider release or a l te rnat ive  supervision. 

___ 6 to-9 = - - - s t a f f  for  -release to a l te rna t ive  supervision or continue i-n- - 
secure detention ( in  the event that  youth remains in secure 
detention, doctrnent the reasons - -  see Over-ride section 
below).  

10 or more = strong condidate for  secure detention. 

OVER-RIDES: In the event that a decision is made to detaln a youth who 
scores 0 t o  5 po in t s  on the PUBLIC SAFETY or  FAILURE TO APPEAR 
r i sk  scores, document the decision to detain as f u l l y  as 
possible. In addi t ion,  i f  a decision is made to detain a 
youth who scores 6 to 9 points, record the reasons for that  
decision. 



ALA~U,,,,U~ DETENTION Pl~OJ~Cq': 
REYISEI) RISK ASSESS~EXT IXTAKE I~TRUP~XT 

Fal l u r e  ~ 

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

Class A Felony 
Cl&ss B Felony 
V io l en t  Class C Felony 
(>thee Cl~ss C Felony 
C l ~ s  A M l s ~ s  
Other H t s d ~ n o r s  
Non-Cr Imlnal Violations 
Status Offenses 

10 
10 
10 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 I 

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

( M u l t l p l y  I end J) FAILt~TOAPPEAR SCORE : 

J 

SO0~-BAEED OJT1SOPtE: I f  PUBLIC SAFETY o r  FAILURE TO APPEAR scores ~re: 

0 t o 5 :  s t r c ~ g l y  cons ider  re lease  or a l t e r n a t i v e  superv is ion .  

6 - t o  9 : . . . .  s t a f f  f o r - r e l e a s e  to-e- l te r r~at lve  supervls- lon or  cont inue I n -  
secure de ten t ion  ( i n  the event t ha t  youth remalns in secure 
de ten t i on ,  document the reasons - -  see Over - r lde  sec t ion  
below) 0 

I0 or more : s t rong c x ~ i d a t e  f o r  seoare detent ion.  

C~-R-R IDES: In the event t h a t  a dec is ion  is made to  detmln a youth who 
scores 0 to 5 po in t s  on the PUBLIC SAFETY or  FAILURE TO APPEAR 
rlsk scores, dc~x;nent the decision to detain as fully as 
poss ib le .  In a d d i t i o n ,  t f  a dec is ion ts n~de to  detatn a 
youth who scores 6 to  9 po tn ts ,  record the reasons f o r  t h a t  
d e c i s i o n .  



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 i0 
B. Offenses Against Persons 

I. First or second degree murder, 
aggravated rape, aggravated kidnapping i0 

2. All others 7 
C. Offenses against Property 

I. All Felonies 5 
2. All Misdemeanors 3 

D. Drug and other offenses 
i. Drug distribution I0 
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 O 
7. Non-criminal probation violations 0 

• 4" 

II. Number of Prior Arrests (last 12 months) 
6 or more 5 
4 to 5 4 

...... 2 to 3 . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . .  

1 2 

III. Under the Influence of Drugs or Alcohol at 
Time of Arrest Yes - 2 No - 0 

IV. Probation Status 

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

violation 4 
Active Probation case under FINS 0 
No active probation case 0 

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 a home detention 
pr°gram" i0 

V. 

TOTAL SCORE 
DETAIN/RELEASE DECISION: 0 - 7 RELEASE 

8 - 9 HOME DETENTION 
OR OTHER STRUCTURED 

HOME SUPERVISION 
i0+ DETAIN 

*SEE OTHER SIDE FOR SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 



SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

., .Juve~iles~described below.m.ay.be'securely,detained even when score falls 
"" ":" " "below "the "threshold score for detention. DETENTION TIME FOR THESE JUVENILE_____SS 

IS LIMITED TO 24 HOURS OR LESS. The sole purpose is to allow time to arrange 
release to non-secure'shelter, other non-secure placement, or for transportation 
to arrive. 

r.: 

Instructions: Check applicable situation. 

No parent is available or willing to accept custody 
of the juvenile. 

The juvenile refuses to return home. 

A status offender runs away from or is removed 
unsuccessfully from a court-ordered placement. 

A runaway from another jurisdiction is awaiting 
transportation. 

OVER-RIDE 

There may be an over-ride of the criteria if the detention of the juvenile 
is within the law and if approved by the j~ge of jurisdiction. If there 
is an over-ride of the criteria and the juvenile is detained or released 
contrary to the outcome indicated by the score, state reason(s) for the 
over-ride below and the name of the Judge authorizing the over-ride. 

FORM COMPLETED BY: 

DATE: 



" t  

\ 

F i g u r e  2 0 :  B r o w a r d  C o u n t y  D e t e n t i o n  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t "  

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

Yes No _ _  2. 

Y e s  N o  3. 

Y e s ~  N o  4. 

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

level offense. 

Youth charged with delinquent ac t / law violation and requests detention for protection 

from imminent physical threat to h is /her  personal safety. 

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

Youth charged with burgla D. 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. 

2. Two felony adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 months ......................................... 2 
3. One felony adjudication or withheld adjudication or misdemeanor adjudication or 

withheld adjudication ................................................................................................................... 1 

Legal Status 
1. Committed or detention ................................................................................................................... 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 ......................... 2 

Aggravating/Mitigating Factors 
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) 

II. 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 drag charge, escape/abscond, any third degree felony 

involving use of firearm, burglary of occupied residence ..................................................... 10 
9 4. Violent third degree felony ............................................................................................................... 

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. Each felony .......................................................................................................................................... 2 
2. Each misdemeanor ........................................................................... : ................................................ 1 

6 3. Prior felony arrest within last 7 days .............................................................................................. 

C. Offense History 
1. Three felony adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 months ...................................... 4 

D. 

12+ = Secure detention 

E. 

Detain/Release Decision: 
0-6 = Release 7-11 = Nonsecure or home detention 

• Conta ins  sl ight modifications to format and l anguage.  



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 i0 
B. Offenses Against Persons 

i. First or second degree murder, 
aggravated rape, aggravated kidnapping I0 

2. All others 7 
C. Offenses against Property 

1. All Felonies 5 
2. All Misdemeanors 3 

D. Drug and other offenses 
" i. Drug distribution i0 
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. Non-criminal probation violations O 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . _ J "[ . . . .  

II. Number of Prior Arrests (last 12 months) 
6or more S 
4 to 5 4 
2 to 3 3 
1 2 

III. Under the Influence of Drugs or Alcohol at 
Time of Arrest Yes - 2 No - 0 

IV. Probation Status 

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

violation 4 
Active 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 a home detention 
program. I0 

TOTAL SCORE 
DETAIN/RELEASE DECISION: 0 - 7 RELEASE 

8 - 9 HOME DETENTION 
OR OTHER STRUCTURED 

HOME SUPERVISION 
i0+ DETAIN 

*SEE OTHER SIDE FOR SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
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Part IV: Risk A s s e s s m e n t  and Class i f icat ion 
for Serious.  Violent, and Chronic Juveni le  
Offenders 

Background 

The success of a comprehensive continuum of inter- 
ventions and sanctions depends on proper identifica- 
tion of specific types of offenders for placement in the 
various levels of intervention. For example, what 
criteria will be used to determine which noncourt- 
involved youth require preventive services? Simi- 
larly, when confronted with a first-time violent 
offender, on what  basis will the decision be made to - = 
place the youth under  probation supervision as 
opposed to a more restrictive placement? And at 
what point does a chronic, nonviolent offender 
become eligible for secure care as opposed to a highly 
structured community-based program? 

These questions relate directly to assessment and 
classification issues. The answers are central to the 
success not only of the individual programs and inter- 
ventions within a continuum model, but also to the 
model itself. It is our contention that any system 
predicated on graduated,  differential interventions 
must include the following components: 

• Clearly specified selection criteria for the various 
programs and levels of intervention. 

• Adequate methods for assessing the degree to 
which individual youth meet those criteria. 

• A selection process that ensures that youth 
intended for a particular level of intervention 
will in fact be served at that level. 

When assessment and classification procedures con- 
sistently fail to link youth with the interventions 
designed for them, there are a number  of potentially 
negative consequences. 

Consequences include the following: 

• Increased risk to public safety, because high-risk 
a n d / o r  violent youth are placed in a setting that is 
not sufficiently restrictive to control their behavior. 

• Inefficient use of resources resulting f rom the 
p lacement  of nonviolent youth  or youth  who  are 
not high-risk in overly restrictive settings. 

• Inequities resulting from placing youth  with 
similar offense, risk, and need characteristics at 
different levels of intervention. 

Negat ive  or inconclusive evaluation of the system 
a n d / o r  individual interventions because of 
"net -widening"  or other evidence of failing to 
serve intended target populations.  

The success  of  a comprehensive 
con tin u um o f  in terventions an d 
sanctions depends on proper identi- 
fication of  specific types o f  offend- 
ers for placement  in the various 
levels o f  intervention. 

Risk A s s e s s m e n t  and Classif ication 

Broadly defined, risk assessment and classification in 
juvenile justice refer to the process of est imating an 
individual 's  likelihood of continued involvement  in 
delinquent behavior  and making decisions about the 
most appropr ia te  intervention for the identified risk 
level. Classification decisions based on risk assess- 
ment are m a d e  at all levels of the juvenile justice 
process including reporting, arrest, intake, detention, 



. -  . . . . . .  _ _ _  

prosecution, disposition, and placement. For example, 
in making detention decisions, intake staff attempt to 
assess whether juveniles pose a danger to the commu- 
nit)" or themselves and whether they are likely to 
appear for subsequent court hearings. Judges rou- 
tinely weigh offender risk when determining whether 
a youth should be placed on probation or in secure 
care or should be given some type of intermediate 
sanction. In making security and custody decisions, 
correctional facility staff must assess the likelihood 
that an offender will try to escape, commit suicide, or 
assault someone. The assessment of risk and other 
factors leads .directly to a classification decision. As 
Glaser (1987, p. 251) has noted, "Risk assessment 
always involves case classification since the person 
about whom a judgment must be made is implicitly 
or explicitly equated with others in a more or less 
clearly conceived group who are categorized as 
relatively safe or dangerous indMduals." 

Historicall~, risk assessment and classification have 
been informal, highly discretionary procedures per- 
formed by individuals with varying philosophies 
about juvenile justice, different le~:els-of experience - 
and k.nowledge, and different criteria for making 
assessments. Such informal procedures have been 
criticized because they lead to decisions that may be 
erroneous, inconsistent or inequitable, and that lack 
accountability as a result of the "invisible" rationale 
and criteria used by the decisionmaker (Baird, 1984; 
Clear, 1988; Glaser, 1987). 

Increasingl), such criticisms have prompted the crimi- 
nal and juvenile justice systems to adopt more formal 
procedures for decisionmaking, including sentencing 
guidelines, standardized risk and needs assessment 
instn.u'nents, and stnach.~red classification systems. 
Although empirical data are not available to docu- 
ment this phenomenon, there is evidence that struc- 
tured decision_making is now widespread, if not the 
norm, ~n juvenile justice agencies. For example, 
Barton and Gorsuch (1989) conducted a survey to 
determine the extent to which risk assessment tools 
are being used by State juvenile corrections agencies. 
Of the States responding (n=37), almost half (47 per- 
cent) used formal risk assessment tools to make classi- 
fication decisions. An additional 30 percent of the 
reporting agencies used formal classification proce- 
dures that did not include risk assessment. Only 22 

percent reported they do not'use formal assessment or 
classification instruments. Another indicator of the 
trend toward formal decisionmaking is the growing 
number  of jurisdictions that have worked with the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) 
to develop, implement, or revise risk assessment and 
classification systems. Between 1990 and 1993, NCCD 
worked with 20 to 25 State and local jurisdictions on 
these issues. 

f f  r isk assessment and classifica- 
tion are to be the cornerstones o f  
a systematic response to serious, 
violent, and chronic juveni le 
offending, it is imperative to clearly 
define risk assessment. 

Purpose and Format 

Despite the increasing use-of formal assessment and  - 
classification tools in juvenile justice, relatively little 
attention has been given to variations in system 
design, especially differences in how tools are used 
among the distinct levels of the juvenile justice sys- 
tem. If risk assessment and classification are to be the 
cornerstones of a systematic response to serious, vio- 
lent, and chronic juvenile offending, it is imperative 
to clearly define risk assessment, to understand the 
rationale for structured decisionmaking and to iden- 
tify how this approach is being used or could be used 
to enhance the response to juvenile delinquency. 

This part provides an overview of the assessment and 
classification systems in current use, including the 
problems the systems are designed to address, the 
general principles upon which the), are based, and 
their roles in case decisionmaking. The different tools 
and procedures used at various stages in the juvenile 
justice process are also discussed. For each decision 
point, promising approaches are identified based on 
the literature and known assessment and classifica- 
tion systems. The emphasis is on risk assessment, 
although some discussion of needs assessment is 
included. 
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The following section examines the rationale and 
goals of risk assessment and classification in juvenile 
justice. The discussion includes definitions of differ- 
ent types of assessment scales, their intended uses 
and methods of development, commonly included 
variables, and the basic principles of all successful 
classification systems. Subsequent sections focus on 
risk assessment at the prevention stage (including risk 
assessment at the community level and in child wel- 
fare agencies) and at different decision points in the 
juvenile justice system. These decision points include 
detention, placement, probation/parole supervision, 
and institutional custody. The final section provides a 
brief summary and highlights a set of key desig-n and 
implementation issues. 

R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  a n d  

C l a s s i f i c a t i o n :  R a t i o n a l e ,  G o a l s ,  

a n d  U s e s  ~ - 

The primary rationale for using formal assessment 
and classifications systems is twofold: 

• To provide greater validity, structure, and consis- 
tency to the assessment and decisioumaking 
processes. 

• To allocate limited system resources more effi- 
ciently by directing the most intensive and intru- 
sive interventions to the most serious, violent, and 
chronic offenders. 

Struc ture  and  C o n s i s t e n c y  

As mentioned previously, traditional approaches to 
decisionmaking in juvenile justice have been highly 
discretionary subjective, and intuitive. The informa- 
tion selected to assess a particular case and how that 
information is evaluated varies among individual 
decisionmakers not only according to their philoso- 
phy and experience, but also according to their as- 
sumptions about what factors are most relevant 
(Wagner, 1992). For example, one probation officer 
may determine how closely an offender should be 
supervised based on the seriousness of the offense, a 
second officer might make the decision based on a 
certain risk factor such as the extent of substance 
abuse, and a third officer might determine the level of 

supervision based on the client's need for services. 
Such variations in assessment and classification crite- 
ria result in inconsistency among decisionmakers and 
unequal treatment for similarly situated offenders. 

Structured assessment procedures are designed to 
address this problem by identifying a limited number  
of factors known or believed to be the most  relevant to 
the decision being made and incorporat ing them into 
a simple, standardized format (a "tool").  The assess- 
ment instrument is then applied to all cases by all 
decisionmakers and the results are used to classify 
offenders according to predetermined decision rules 
(e.g., everyone with a score of 20 or more points is to 
receive intensive supervision). 

The range of  possible risk scores is 
_divided into three groups to discrimi- 
nate among those Mth a "low," 
"moderate, " or "high" l ikel ihood o f  
committing another offense. 

An example of a well-known and widely used risk 
assessment instrument is shown in Figure 14. Devel- 
oped as one component of a Model Case Management 
System for juveniles (Baird, 1984), this instrument is 
used to determine the level of communi ty  supervision 
for probationers and/or  parolees. It includes eight 
items that were determined through research to be 
predictive of recidivism. The points given to an 
offender for each item are added together to derive a 
total risk score, with higher scores indicating a greater 
likelihood of committing a new offense. The range of 
possible risk scores is divided into three groups to 
discriminate among those with a "1o~; .... moderate,"  
or "high" likelihood of committing another  offense. 
These classification categories translate directly into an 
indicated level of supervision. 

This type of instrument has several benefits: 

• It ensures that the same factors are taken into 
account by all decisionmakers in all cases, thereby 
creating greater consistency in the assessment 
process. 



F i g u r e  1 4 :  ' J u v e n i l e  P r o b a t i o n  a n d  A f t e r c a r e  A s s e s s m e n t  O f  R i s k  
. . . . . , -  : . . .  . .  . . . . . .  • 2 .  - .  . ' .  - . .  . . .  . . . . 

S e l e c t  the  h i g h e s t  po int  total  appl icable  for each category .  

1. Age at F i r s t  Adjudication 
16 or  o l d e r  ..................................................................................................................................... 0 

14 or  15 ................. . ......................................................................................................................... 3 
13 or  y o u n g e r  ................................................................................................................................ 5 

2. P r i o r  C r i m i n a l  B e h a v i o r  
N o  p r i o r  a r res t s  ............................................................................................................................ 0 
Pr ior  ar res t  record ,  no  fo rmal  sanct ions  ................................................................................... 2 
Pr io r  d e l i n q u e n c y  pe t i t ion  sus ta ined ;  no offenses classif ied as assaul t ive  ......................... 3 

Pr io r  pe t i t i on  su s t a ined  for an  assaul t ive  offense ................................................................... 5 

3. I n s t i t u t i o n a l  C o m m i t m e n t s  or  P l a c e m e n t s  of 30 Days  or  More  

N o n e  ............................................................................................................................................... 0 
One  ................................................................................................................................................. 2 
Two or  more  .................................................................................................................................. 4 

4. D r u g / C h e m i c a l  Use  
N o  k n o w n  use  or no in ter ference  wi th  funct ioning ............................................................... 0 

Some d i s r u p t i o n  of func t ion ing  ................................................................................................. 2 

Chron ic  abuse  or  d e p e n d e n c y  ................................................................................................... 5 

5. A l c o h o l  A b u s e  
N o  k n o w n  use  or  no in ter ference  wi th  funct ioning ....................... : ....................................... 0 

Occas iona l  abuse ,  s o m e  d i s r u p t i o n o f  funct ioning .................. 7...~ ........ .~ ........ .=.-...:....: ....... 1 
Chron ic  abuse ,  ser ious  d i s rup t i on  of funct ioning ................................................................... 3 

6. Pa ren t a l  Con t ro l  
G e n e r a l l y  effective ....................................................................................................................... 0 
Incons i s ten t  a n d / o r  ineffect ive .................................................................................................. 2 

4 Litt le or  none  ................................................................................................................................ 

7. Schoo l  D i s c i p l i n a r y  P r o b l e m s  
A t t e n d i n g ,  g r a d u a t e d ,  GED equiva lence  ................................................................................. 0 

P r o b l e m s  h a n d l e d  at school  level  .............................................................................................. 1 
Severe  t ruancy  or  behav io ra l  p r o b l e m s  .................................................................................... 3 

Not  a t t e n d i n g / e x p e l l e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

8. Peer R e l a t i o n s h i p s  
G o o d  s u p p o r t  and  inf luence ...................................................................................................... 0 
N e g a t i v e  inf luence,  c o m p a n i o n s  invo lved  in de l inquen t  b e h a v i o r  ..................................... 2 

G a n g  m e m b e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

The emp i r i ca l  bas is  for  the i n s t rmne n t  increases the 

v a l i d i t y  of the  r isk a s ses smen t  process .  

The resul ts  of  the  a s se s smen t  d i rec t ly  in fo rm the 

c lass i f ica t ion dec is ion ,  which  m e a n s  that  classifica- 
t ion a n d  c a s e - h a n d l i n g  dec is ions  are  more  object ive 

and  equi tab le .  

• Unl ike  subject ive m e t h o d s  w h e r e  the dec is ion  pro-  
cess is u n k n o w n ,  the ra t iona le  for eve ry  dec is ion  is 

vis ible  and  explicit .  Ul t imate ly ,  this m a k e s  bo th  the 

i nd iv idua l  dec i s i onmake r  a n d  the agency  more  

accountable .  

• Because the in s t rumen t  uses  a l imi t ed  n u m b e r  of 

re la t ively  object ive cri ter ia ,  it  is easy  to comple t e  

and can expedi te  the d e c i s i o n m a k i n g  process .  

t> 



Optimized Resource Allocation 

The second major rationale for structured assessment 
and classification is that they provide a mechanism 
for more efficient allocation of system and agency 
resources. Clearly, all juvenile offenders arrested by 
the police do not need to be detained; all those placed 
on probation do not need intensive supervision; and 
all those committed to the custody of a State correc- 
tional agent)' do not require secure care placement. 
Although differential intervention is a hallmark of 
juvenile justice, traditional, unstructured classification 
methods lead to interventions that have questionable 
congruence with more objectively determined levels 
of risk or seriousness. The result is that high-risk 
offenders may not get the level of intervention 
required to protect public safety, while lower risk 
offenders may receive overly intrusive and expensive 
interventions. In either event, assessment and classifi- 

_ _cation_systems that result in inappropria te placements 
represent serious inefficiencies in resource allocation. 

The results of three recently completed studies illus- 
trate these problems. One study focused on the case 
classification practices for community supervision in 
Oklahoma's juvenile corrections agency (Wiebush, 
Wagner, Prestine, and Van Gheem, 1993). The study 
exam.hned the relationship between the assigned level 
of supervision (determined informally by the proba- 
tion officer and the supervisor) and the level of super- 
vision indicated by the results of a structured risk 
assessment. The results showed that under current 
practices, only 2 percent of the community-supervised 
youth were assigned to the "intensive" supervision 
level, while 73 percent were assigned to the "low" 
level of supervision. In contrast, the formal risk 
assessment results indicated that 27 percent of the 
youth were high-risk (and therefore should have 
received intensive supervision) and that just 29 per- 
cent were low-risk. These extraordinary discrepancies 
between actual and risk-indicated levels of supervi- 
sion showed that the use of informal methods 
resulted in a significant degree of underclassification. 
In turn, this finding raised important public safety 
issues because such a small percentage of high-risk 
offenders were actually receiving the highest level of 
supervision. 

The second study involved an analysis of offense 
histories and risk characteristics of training school 

populations in 14 different States (Krisberg et al., 
1993). In each State, researchers had worked with 
juvenile justice officials to develop a structured risk 
assessment tool that incorporated the key factors (de- 
termined by consensus) in placement decisionmaking. 
The identified factors reflected an emphasis on public 
safety concerns and included measures of offense 
seriousness, offense history, and risk of recidivism. 
The researchers then applied the instrument to the 
actual training school population to determine the 
proportion of incarcerated youth who, according to 
the guidelines, fell into each of the 
following categories: 

• Required long-term placement in a secure facilit): 

° Required short-term secure care (1-3 months) fol- 
lowed by movement to a less restrictive setting. 

Could be placed directly into a community-based 
setting. 

The identified factors reflected an 
emphasis on public safety concerns 
and included measures of  offense 
seriousness, offense history, and 
r~sk of  recidivism. 

The results showed that in every State at least one- 
third of the training school population scored "low" 
or "medium" on the scale and, therefore, did not 
require long-term stays in secure care. If placement 
decisions in these States were made strictly according 
to the agreed-upon public safety criteria, far fewer 
youth would be assessed as requiring secure care. 
Moreover, because States commonly spend between 
$35,000 and $60,000 per year to incarcerate a youth 
(Camp and Camp, 1990), the reductions in training 
school placements would result in considerable cost 
savings. The savings in turn could be used to develop 
alternative intervention programs. 

The OJJDP-sponsored Juveniles Taken Into Custody 
(J-TIC) statistical reporting program provides a third 
source of information on the use of juvenile correc- 
tions resources. This annual survey collects and ana- 
lyzes individual-level data on the characteristics of 



youth admitted to State juvenile corrections agencies, 
including the nature of offenses for which youth were 
committed, number  of prior admissions, and length of 
stay. Analysis of 1992 data (Austin et al., 1994) sup- 
ports the basic conclusions of the Krisberg study dis- 
cussed above. For example, the data on the nature of 
the most serious committing offense show that the 
vast majority of youth in State custody are not violent 
offenders. Based on 39,000 admissions in 29 States, 
Austin et al. fo~.md that less than one-third (29 per- 
cent) of the admissions were for person offenses, 
while 42 percent were for property offenses, 10 per- 
cent were for drug offenses, and 13 percent were for 
public order offenses. The JTIC data were also used to 
create "severity profiles" of admitted youth  that in- 
corporated measures of offense severity and number 
of prior admissions to State custody. The results 

showed: 

• Only 14 percent of the youth taken into custody in 
the 29 States had been admitted for what  were 
identified as "serious and violent" offenses2 

• Another 27 percent did not have a current "serious 
or violent" offense but  had been previously placed 
into State custody (recommitments). 

• Just over half (51 percent) of the admissions in- 
volved youth who did not commit  a serious or 
violent offense and who were never  previously in 

State custody. 

• Eight percent of the youth  had been admitted for 
what were considered minor offenses. 2 

These data raise the issue of whether  we are using our 
most intensive and expensive resources in the most 
efficient manner, because it appears that State correc- 
tions facilities are not reserved for the "dangerous 
few", but rather are overloaded with relatively less  

serious juvenile offenders. 

1. Included murder, manslaughter, homicide, forcible rape, other 
violent sex offenses, sodomy, kidnapping, endangerment, robbery 
(with priors), and assault (with priors). 

2. Included shoplifting, minor public order and traffic offenses, 
status offenses, and technical probation/parole violations. 

The results of these studies emphasize the two pri- 
mary purposes for using structured assessment and 
classification approaches- -more  consistent decisions 
and more effective resource allocation. These pur- 
poses inform all formal classification systems, regard- 
less of the particular instruments used or the point in 
the system at which those instruments are applied. 

Types of Assessment  Instruments 

A wide variety of tools are used to assess and classify 
juvenile offenders. The instruments vary in purpose, 
structure, content, and method of development. This 
section provides an overview of the key characteris- 
tics of the most frequently used assessment instru- 
ments and discusses their similarities and differences. 

R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  I n s t r u m e n t s  

As used here, r isk assessment inst ruments are too!s 
that are (1) designed to estimate the l ike l ihood that an 
iden t i f i ed  juven i le  o f fender  w i l l  subsequent ly commit  

-another offense wi th ina  specified follov.up perio,-1 
(e.g., 18-24 months) and (2) are based on the statistical 
relationship between youth characteristics and recidi- 
vism rates. These instruments generally are used to 
determine the level of supervision for probationers 
and parolees, although the), have also been integrated 
into classification systems for sentencing and place- 

ment decisions. 

Although there are two basic approaches to risk 
assessment--actuarial and clinical--our definition 
and focus exclude the latter type for two reasons. 
First, clinical predictions are typically based on the 
interpretation and judgment of staff and are not orga- 
nized in a structured format. Second, clinical risk 
assessment repeatedly has been demonstrated to be 
less accurate than empirically derived tools (Dawes, 
Faust, and Meehl, 1989; Meehl, 1954; Monahan, 1981). 

The actuarial approach to risk assessment is similar to 
that used to determine automobile insurance rates. 
Historical data on offender (or driver) characteristics 
and outcomes (new offenses or accidents) are ana- 
lyzed to determine the set of characteristics most 
closely correlated with negative outcomes. After those 
factors are identified, all newly referred offenders (or 
drivers) are assessed to determine the extent to which 
their characteristics are similar to those who have had 
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low, medium,  or high failure rates in the past. In other 
words, the individual 's  future behavior  is estimated 
based on the known outcomes of a group of individu- 
als with similar characteristics (Baird, 1984; Wagner, 
1992). 

Because risk instruments are developed from group 
data, their utility is based on knowledge of aggregate 
outcomes rather than on the accuracy of prediction 
for a single individual.  The ability to predict an indi- 
vidual offender 's  behavior is extremely limited. Even 
the best risk assessment instruments may  produce 
substantial prediction errors. Many identified high- 
risk offenders never commit another crime while 
many low-risk offenders do. Therefore, the correc- 
tions field has shifted the emphasis in risk assessment 
from "prediction" to "classification." The classifica- 
tion goal suggests that the key issue in risk assess- 
ment is the extent to which it is able to identify 
groups of offenders with widely different rates of 
reoffending. Well:designed instrumerits are typically 
able to identify a group of high-risk offenders who are 
four or five times more likely to commit  a new offense 
than the identified low-risk offenders. For example, in 

Well-designed i n s t r u m e n t s  are 
typically able  to ident i fy  a group  o f  
high-risk o f f enders  who  are four  or 
f ive t imes  m o r e  lil~ely to c o m m i t  a 
n e w  o f f en se  than the  ident i f ied  
low-risk of fenders .  

an instrument developed for the State of Michigan, 
the recidivism rate among Wayne County  high-risk 
juvenile offenders was 76 percent, while the rate 
among medium- and low-risk offenders was 39 per- 
cent and 19 percent respectively. This ability to 
discriminate risk potential for different subgroups 
of offenders provides  the basis for targeting interven- 
tions and resources on those at the highest level of 
risk, while reducing efforts for those at the lowest 
level (Baird, 1991; Clear, 1988). 

Risk predictors.  A core set of variables has been iden- 
tified repeatedly in the research literature as recidi- 
vism predictors for juvenile offenders. These variables 

include age at first referral or adjudication, number of 
pr ior  referrals or arrests, number  of out-of-home 
placements or institutional commitments, school be- 
havior and attendance, substance abuse, family stabil- 
it}; parental control, and peer relationships, among 
others (Baird, 1984; Farrington, 1983; Farrington and 
Hawkins,  1991; Hawkins, Catalano, and Miller, 1992). 
In developing the model risk assessment tool, Baird 
(1984) found that the factors identified above pro- 
v ided the best prediction model for a large sample of 
probationers and parolees in five different sites. How- 
ever, an examination of research-based risk instru- 
ments currently in use shows a great deal of variation 
in some of the predictive items. We compared the 
items from eight different empirically based scales 
developed for use in probation and parole during the 
past decade. These scales include Baird's model; the 
instruments developed for county probation agencies 
in Calhoun County (Michigan), Cobb County (Geor- 
gia), Cuyahog a and Lucas Counties (Ohio); and those _ 
developed for statewide use in Indiana, Michigan, 
and Wisconsin. The results of this analysis appear in 
Table 5. "School functioning" is the only item that 
appears on all eight instruments. Age at first referral, 
number  of priors, substance abuse, peers, and family 
functioning were also typically found to be predic- 
t i v e - e a c h  appear on at least five of the eight instru- 
ments. The remaining items were included as 
predictors on half or fewer of the scales. 

This comparison suggests that a core set of factors 
appears repeatedly--if  not universally--on validated 
scales. However, some items increase the prediction 
or classification power of the scales in some jurisdic- 
tions but not in others. This finding suggests that 
there are site-specific factors that influence either re- 
cidivism or the measurement of it. Therefore, an 
instrument developed for one site may not be trans- 
ferable to another jurisdiction without first being vali- 
dated by the adopting agency (Wright, Clear, and 
Dickson, 1984). 

Risk and offense seriousness. Discussions of risk 
assessment often involve confusion about the rela- 
tionship between risk and offense seriousness; 
specifically, whether the seriousness of the presenting 
offense is predictive of a subsequent offense and 
whether  risk assessment instruments can predict 
violent behavior. 



County Systems 
Model  

Risk I t em Risk Calhoun Cobb Cuyahoga Lucas 

Age 1st Referral x x x x 

N u m b e r  Priors x x 

Current  Offense x x x 

Prior Assault  x 

Prior Out of H o m e  
Placement  x 

Drug or Alcohol Abuse x x x x 

School Problems x x x x x 

Special Ed. x 

Peers " x x x x 

Mental Heal th  Stability 

T a b l e  5:  _ C o m p a r i s o n  o f  R i s k  P r e d i c t o r s  i n  E i g h t  J u r i s d i c t i o n s  

Family Prob lems/  
Parent Control x x 

Runaway 

Victim Abuse /Neglec t  

Gender  x 

Prior Supervision 
Adjustment  

Other 

X X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

State Systems 

Indiana Michigan Wisconsin 

X X X 

X X X 

X 

X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

Policymakers and practitioners frequently assume 
that youth  who  commit  serious or violent offenses are 
more likely to commit  subsequent offenses than those 
who do not. However ,  risk research has usually found 
that the seriousness of the current offense is not 
highly correlated with, and is often inversely related 
to, a negative outcome (Clear, 1988). Of the eight 
instruments reviewed above, only four included seri- 
ousness of the current offense as a predictive item. 
On two of the four instruments (Calhoun and 
Cuyahoga),  youth  who  committed felony offenses--  
but not necessarily violent offenses--were found to 
have higher recidivism rates than those who commit- 
ted misdemeanor  offenses. However,  on the other two 
scales that incorporated this measure,  seriousness was 
inversely related to repeat offenses. In Lucas County, 

a misdemeanor  offense had a stronger relationship to 
recidivism than did a felony offense. In Michigan, 
nonassaultive offenses were predictive, while 
assaultive offenses were not. Based on the literature 
and these scales, it appears  that offense seriousness is 
generally not predictive when  measured by violence 
or the felony-misdemeanor dichotomy, although an 
association was found in some sites. 

Another area of confusion is whether  risk instruments 
are able to predict "dangerousness ."  Because it is 
much more difficult to predict  recidivism for a spe- 
cific type of crime than it is to predict repeat criminal 
behavior generally, most  risk instruments  have been 
designed to predict only a reoccurrence. The problem 
with predicting violent behavior  is that the proportion 



in any given juvenile offender population who go on 
to commit a violent offense is quite low--usual ly  less 
than 10 percent. This low "base rate" makes it difficult 
to identify with statistical confidence those character- 
istics that discriminate between youth who do and 
do not subsequently commit violent offenses (Clear, 
1988). As a result, most scales are developed using 
general outcome measures such as rearrest or 
readjudication, rather than the specific measure of 
"arrest for a violent crime." Consequently, identify- 
ing an individual as high-risk does not mean that 
person is more likely than other offenders to commit a 
violent crime. 

The problem with predicting vio- 
lent behavior is that the proportion 
in any given juvenile offender 
population who go on to commit a 
violent offense is quite low-- 
usually less than I 0 percent. 

P l a c e m e n t  a n d  C u s t o d y  A s s e s s m e n t  
I n s t r u m e n t s  

Another widely used assessment tool is the "place- 
ment assessment" or "custody assessment" instru- 
ment. Although they are often described as risk 
assessment tools, these instruments are designed to 
do more than assess an offender's likelihood of com- 
mitting a new offense. As a result, they incorporate 
different assessment areas. Although they frequently 
include predictive items, they are usually driven more 
by policy considerations than research results. This 
type of instrument can be used as: 

• A screening tool to determine whether a youth 
should be placed into detention pending an 
adjudicatory hearing. 

• A guide for judges or State corrections officials in 
determining the appropriate placement or level of 
security. 

• A method for determining the custody needs of 
incarcerated youth. 

Each of these u s e s  is discussed in greater detail later 
in this part. 

The factors incorporated in placement or custody 
decisionmaking instruments are different from those 
found in risk instruments because the goals of the 
assessment and classification process differ. For 
example, in making placement decisions, judges and 
corrections officials not only must assess the juvenile's 
likelihood of reoffending, they also must consider 
"just desserts" and public sensitivity issues. As a 
result, instruments designed to guide the selection of 
an appropriate placement typically include measures 
of current and prior offense severity. They also give 
these items relatively greater weight than the predic- 
tive factors in the scale (see Figure 15). If a "pure" risk 
instrument were used to guide placement decisions, it 
would not capture other dimensions that are relevant 
to the decision. 

Detention_screening instruments also have a unique 
purpose. They focus on the juvenile's short-term 
threat to public safety and the likelihood that the indi- 
vidual will abscond prior to an adjudicatory hearing. 
Because the issue is not whether the youth is likely to 
reoffend during the succeeding 18 months, applying 
risk assessment instruments developed for probation 
a n d / o r  parole supervision is not appropriate for 
detention decisions. Instead, these tools typically 
include measures of current and prior offense sever- 
ity, the frequency and recency of past offenses, and 
stability measures such as a history of escapes or 
runaways. 

Finally custody assessments used within correctional 
facilities are concerned primarily with a juvenile's 
"risk" to himself or others while in the institution. 
Such assessments help determine whether a youth 
needs a maximum, moderate, or minimum security 
living environment. In this situation, risk is defined 
and measured by the potential for disruptive behavior 
generally, as well as specific behavior such as assaults 
on staff or peers, escape, or suicide. 

The methods used to develop placement and custody 
instruments are frequently consensus-based rather 
than empirically based. This is particularly true for 
placement assessment instruments, in which policy 



• : • .. F i g u r e  1 5 : . : C o l o r a d o  S e c u r i t y  P l a c e m e n t  I n s t r u m e n t  • • ' .  _ 
~ . -  . . . . .  " . . . .  . . ~ ' "  . . . . .  . . ' . .  ~ ~ . . . . .  _ . . . . . "  . . . . . . . . . . .  " , . :  . . . . . . . .  

1. Severity of Current Offense 
Murder, rape, kidnap, escape ................................................................................................. 10 
Other violent offenses ............................................................................................................... 5 
All other offenses ....................................................................................................................... 0 

2. Severity of Prior Adjudicat ion 
Violent offense ............. ............................................................................................................... 5 
Property offense ......................................................................................................................... 3 
Other /none  ................................................................................................................................. 0 

3. Number  of Prior Adjudicat ions 
Two or more ................................................................................................................................ 5 
Less than two .............................................................................................................................. 0 

Total I tems 1-3 

.. Total Items 1-3. If score is 10 or higher, score as secure placement. If less than 10, score remaining 

stability items. 

4. Age at First Referral 
12-13 years of age ...................................................................................................................... 2 
14+ ................................................................................................................................................ 0 

5. History 'of  Mental Health Outpatient  Care 
Yes ................................................................................................................................................ 1 
No ......................... ~ ....................................................................................................................... 0 

6. Youth Lived Alone or With Friends at Time of Current Adjudi-cation - 
Yes ................................................................................................................................................. 1 
No ................................................................................................................................................. 0 

7. Prior Out-of-Home Placements 
Yes ................................................................................................................................................ 1 
No ................................................................................................................................................. 0 

Total Items 1-7 

Apply  score to the fol lowing placement scale. 
10+ Consider for Secure 
5--9 Short-term Placement 
0-4 Immediate Communi ty  

concerns are predominanL* Generally, the develop- 
mental process involves a cross section of juvenile 
justice decisionmakers (e.g., prosecutors, judges, 
corrections administrators). They determine what 
items will be included in the scale and how they will 

• Detention screening tools are usually developed using the consen- 
sus approach. Although risk of absconding or committing a new 
offense while awaiting adjudication could be measured, the low base 
rate has precluded (to our knowledge) the development of a research- 
based detention screening device. Empirical custody assessments 
have been developed and are described later in this part. 

be weighted, how the seriousness of offenses will be 
ranked, and what type of placement will be associ- 
ated with various assessment scores. 

N e e d s  A s s e s s m e n t  I n s t r u m e n t s  

The third type of basic assessment tool used in juve- 
nile justice is the needs assessment instrument. Fre- 
quently administered with risk or placement/custody 
assessment instruments, this instrument is used to 
systematically identify critical offender problems. 



Needs assessment tools serve multiple purposes, 

including: 

• Consistency--They ensure that certain types of 
• problems are considered by all staff for all youth in 

the assessment process. 

• Conciseness--They provide a "quick read" of a 
juvenile's problems for the case manager, other 
staff and supervisors, and service providers from 
other agencies: 

• Case planning--Assessment results provide the 
foundation for the service plan. 

• Workload priorities--Needs scores can provide an 
additional basis for classification in community 
settings. Those with the highest scores are usually 
considered to be more time consuming and are 
presumed to need more contact. 

Management information--Aggregated needs in- 
formation provides a database for agency planning 
and evaluation, especially regarding the sufficiency 
of available treatment resources. 

~'sk and~or custody assessments  are 
used to decide the level o f  supervi- 
sion or type of  placement, while 
needs  assessments help determine 
the specific program interventions to 
be delivered within the designated 
custody/supervision level. 

Because of the increased emphasis in recent years on 
public protection and offender accountability, needs 
assessment results often are not used to make classifi- 
cation decisions. Instead, risk a n d / o r  custody assess- 
ments are used to decide the level of supervision or 
type of placement, while needs assessments help 
determine the specific program interventions to be 
delivered within the designated custody/supervis ion 

level. 

Because needs assessment instruments are designed to 
describe a juvenile's functioning rather than to predict 

outcomes, they are not developed through research. 
Most agencies use a consensus approach to identify 
and select the service issues most frequently encoun- 
tered in the client population. A typical needs assess- 
ment tool is shown in Figure 16. 

N e e d s  A s s e s s m e n t  I t e m s  

The similarities and differences found in needs assess- 
ment scales from several different jurisdictions, in- 
cluding the scale developed as part of the Model Case 
Management System, are shown in Table 6. The table 
illustrates that needs assessment tools from different 
sites tend to incorporate similar sets of factors. For 
example, all nine instruments include items related to 
substance abuse, family functioning or relationships, 
emotional stabilit); school attendance and behavior, 
and peer relationships. The majority also include 
measures of health/hygiene, intellectual ability or 
achievement, and learning disability. 

There are als0 important differences among the scales- 
that reflect potential differences in offender popula- 
tions and /o r  in staff perceptions of the important 
variables in assessment and case planning. For 
example, there are variations in the measurement of 
specific concerns such as parental problems (sub- 
stance abuse, mental health, and criminal behavior); 

• " ' S  family housing or financial issues; the juvemle his- 
to D' of abuse or neglect; vocat ional /employment  
issues; and involvement in structured activities. 

The specific items included on needs assessment 
instruments may be less important than the scale's 
format and the extent to which item scoring is clearly 
defined. Most of the scales reviewed here are 1-page 
documents that measure 10 to 15 items and that are 
easy to complete. More complex assessments typically 
provide more information, but  they are also more 
time consuming and the additional information 
gained may not be directly relevant to case planning. 
Whatever the number or nature of the items, they 
must be clearly defined because many needs issues 
are subject to wide interpretation (e.g., emotional 
stability and family functioning). The instrument 
must include clear definitions to guide scoring or 
consistency in the assessment process will be limited. 



F i g u r e  1 6 :  L u c a s  C o U n t y J u v e n i l e  C o u r t  N e e d s  A s s e s s m e n t  : 

1. Family Relationships 
Stab le /Suppor t ive  ........................................................................................................................ 0 
Some Disorganizat ion/Stress  ............................................................. " " ". . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Major  Disorganizat ion/Stress  ....................................................................................................... 6 

2. Parental  P r o b l e m s  (Check aU that a p p l y / a d d  points) 
Inadequa te  Discipline ..................................................................................................................... 1 
Emotional  Instability ....................................................................................................................... 1 
Criminal i ty  .............. 
Substance Abuse  .............................................................................................................................. 1 
Phys ica l /Sexual  Abuse  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Family  Violence .................................. , ............................................................................................ 1 
Marital  Discord 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

3. Support System 
Y o u t h H a s  Suppor t  System or None  Needed  ................................................................... 0 
N o  Fami ly /Externa l  Suppor t  ........................................................................................................ 1 

4. School  At t endance  
N o  Problem ...................................................................................................................................... 0 
Some Truancy ................................................................................................................................... 1 
Major Truancy .................................................................................................................................. 2 

5. School  Behavior  
N o  Problem . . .~  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
Some Problem ........................... •...••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
Major Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

6. Subs tance  A b u s e  
N o  Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  O- 
Exper imenter  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Former  A b u s e / I n  Recover?, " ............................. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Occasional  Use ................................................................................................................................. 4 
Abuse  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 

7. Emot iona l  Stabi l i ty  
N o  Problem ...................................................................................................................................... 0 
Some Problem, Occasional Interference ....................................................................................... 1 
Major Problem, Serious Interference ............................................................................................ 2 

8. Peer  Re la t ionsh ips  
Good  Suppor t / In f luence  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
Associat ions with Occasional Negat ive  Results ......................................................................... 1 
Associat ions Primari ly Negat ive  ................................................................................................... 2 

9. Hea l th  
N o  Problem ...................................................................................................................................... 0 
Some Heal th  Problems ................................................................................................................. 1 
Major  Hand icap / I l l nes s  .............................................................. i .............. i ............ i ............ 2 .  

10. Sexual  A d j u s t m e n t  (check all that apply, enter highest) 
N o  Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Prost i tut ion ....................................................................................................................................... 1 
Sex Offense ......................................................................... 1 
Sexual Iden t i ty /Awareness  Problems .......................... i..11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
P r e g n a n t / H a s  Child ....................................................................................................................... 3 
Aggress ive /Assau l t ive  Sex Offense ............................................................................................. 4 

11. Struc tured  Activi t ies  
Invo lvemen t  ..................................................................................................................................... 0 
N o  Invo lvement  ............................................................................................................................... 1 

Total Score 



T a b l e  6 :  

Model  
N e e d  I tem Needs  Cuyahoga 

Substance Abuse  x x 

Family Relationships x x 

Parent Problems* 

Parent Skills 
h. 

Mental Health x x 
Stability 

Intellectual Abi l i ty /  
Academic  
Achievement  x x 

Special Education x " x 

E m p l o y m e n t /  

Vocational Skills x x 

Scl~o01 Problems x x 

Peer Relationships x x 

H e a l t h / H y g i e n e  x x 

Sexual Adjustment x 

Victimization 

Hous ing /F inances  x 

Structured Activities x 

Independent Living 

S k i l l s  

C o m p a r i s o n  o f  N e e d s  A s s e s s m e n t  I t e m s  

County Systems 

Lucas Orange 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

x- x " 

X X 

X X 

X X 

State Sys tems  

Delaware Indiana Michigan Wisconsin 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X "- X- " 

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

* Includes substance abuse, criminality, and /or  mental health. 



Essential Properties of Assessment  
and Classification Systems 

Regardless of the instruments chosen or the way 
they are used to structure decisions, a classification 
system must embody the following principles to be 
successful: 

Validity--Validity exists when an assessment 
system achieves agency goals. Many systems are 
statistically based and predictive in nature. These 
instruments must  actually predict what they pur- 
port to predict. However, a valid system can also 
be polic~; driven and does not have to be statisti- 
cally valid to achieve agency goals. For example, if 
placement assessment tools are used to identify the 
chronic or violent offenders who require secure 
care, they can be considered valid if they result in 
secure care populations that consist predominantly 
of chronic and violent offenders. 

• Rel iabi l i ty--  Reliability requires clearly specified 
criteria and staff trained in their use and consistent 
application. Unreliability flows from widesprea d 
discretion and nonstandardized criteria. All youth 
must be handled in the same way regardless of 
who is making the decision and youth  with similar 
characteristics must be treated similarly. 

• Equity--Assessment and classification systems 
must be both fair and justifiable. Fairness refers to 
the system's ability to provide equal, nondiscrimi- 
natory treatment. Justifiable systems are consistent 
with broader social values. Although factors such 
as race or IQ may be predictive of reoffending, 
their inclusion in a risk instrument would violate 
fairness requirements and would not be justifiable. 
Although it may not be possible to eliminate all 
bias, systems must be tested against relevant 
offender subpopulations and be revised as neces- 
sary to control potential bias. 

• Utili ty--All tools and associated classification 
protocols should be easy for staff to use and under- 
stand. Complex, confusing, or t ime-consuming 
systems will be rejected by staff regardless of their 
conceptual attractiveness or their efficacy in fulfill- 
ing the other principles. 

Risk A s s e s s m e n t  and  P r e v e n t i o n  

This section focuses on the use of risk assessment at 
the prevention stage. It includes a discussion of a 
communitywide risk assessment strategy and risk 
assessment in child welfare programs. Traditionally, 
juvenile justice interventions take place only after a 
youth has been arrested and referred to the juvenile 
court. However, a comprehensive and cost-effective 
approach to serious, violent, and chronic juvenile 
offenders must also include preventive strategies. 
Because research on the etiology of delinquency has 
consistently identified a set of risk indicators at the 
community, family,; and individual level (Elliot, 
Huizinga and Ageton, 1985; Farrington and Hawkins, 
1991; Huizinga et al., 1994), this knowledge can be 

Many problems identified as pre- 
cursors to delinquency have also 
been determined to be risk indica- 
tors for other adolescent behavior 
problems such as drug and alcohol 
abuse, school dropout, and teen- 
age pregnancy. 

used as the basis for prevention activities. Moreover, 
many problems identified as precursors to delin- 
quency have also been determined to be risk indica- 
tors for other adolescent behavior problems such as 
drug and alcohol abuse, school dropout, and teenage 
pregnancy. Successful efforts to identify and control 
common risk factors can have a prevention impact in 
multiple domains. This section highlights a 
communitywide approach to risk assessment that is 
based on these empirically identified risk factors and 
uses them as the fottndation for the development of 
primary prevention activities. It discusses the risk 
factors and assessment process incorporated in the 
Hawkins and Catalano (1992) Commtmities That Care 
(CTC) risk prevention model. 

This section also focuses on recent developments in 
risk assessment in the area of child abuse and neglect. 
In the CTC model, the prevalence of child abuse and 
neglect in a community is a key risk factor for adoles- 
cent problem behavior. At the individual level, 



national statistics show: 

• Less than one-fourth (23 percent) of detainees were 
charged with violent offenses. 

• Only 9 percent were charged with drug offenses. 

• Nearly half (47 percent) of the youth were detained 
for a proper ty  offense. 

• Over 21 percent were charged with public order 
offenses (DeComo et al., 1993). 

Increased and often inappropriate use of detention 
(Pappenfort and Young, 1976) has resulted in over- 
crowded facilities, lawsuits charging violation of con- 
stitutional rights, and a severe strain on local budgets 
(Dale and Sanniti, 1993; Schwartz, Barton, and 
Orlando 1991; Soler, Shotten, Bell, Jameson, Shauffer, 
and Warboys, 1990). These conditions have prompted 
some jurisdictions to turn to risk-screening devices to 
control populations andint roduce  greater objectivity; - 
into the detention decision. In a recent major deten- 
tion reform initiative, the Case), Foundation recog- 
nized the usefulness of these tools and required 
participating sites to develop objective assessment 
procedures as key components of their reform efforts. 

Existihg detention risk instruments typically are not 
based on the results of research on youth outcomes 
for two reasons: 

• Detention decisions focus on whether a youth 
represents an immediate threat to the community 
(i.e., in the period between arrest and adjudication) 
and whether  the youth is likely to abscond to avoid 
court processing. Because less than 5 percent of 
nondetained youth  commit a new offense or 
abscond prior to court appearance (Smykla and 
Selke, 1982), the low base rate prohibits the devel- 
opment  of an empirically based risk tool. 

• Although some jurisdictions have risk tools that 
were developed for probation or parole popula- 
tions, using such an instrument to guide detention 
decisions would be inappropriate because the 
rationale for detention has little to do with the 
long-term risk of committing a new offense. 

As a result, jurisdictions using risk screening for 
detention have relied on statutory requirements and 
the identification of criteria that reflect public safety 

and youth stability issues. As shown in Figures 20 and 
21, typical measures of risk include the seriousness of 
the current offense (with a particular emphasis on 
violence), the recency and frequency of prior  offenses, 
and whether the youth was under  court supervision 
at the time of the current offense. These measures 
reflect agreed-upon policy choices regarding who 
should or should not be detained and are used to 
structure the detention decision. 

Impact of Risk Screen ing  on Detention 

Recent research results show that the use of risk 
assessment can have a significant impact on the size 
and composition of detention populations.  Sacra- 
mento County (a Casey Foundation site) developed 
detention admission and risk-screening criteria 
almost identical to that shown in Figure 20. To deter- 
mine the potential impact on admissions, the criteria 
were applied to a sample-of 396 youth who were- 
admitted to detention in 1992 and who were eligible 
for diversion. Results of the study were as follows: 

• Just 155 youth or 39 percent of the sample would 
have been admitted to detention using the 4 basic 
admission guidelines. 

• Of youth who met the admission criteria, 10 per- 
cent r~ceived risk scores that made  them eligible 
for an unrestricted release, and an additional 11 
percent received scores indicating that they could 
be released to a nonsecure detention alternative. 

• If admission criteria and risk guidelines had been 
in place during 1992, they would  have resulted in a 
45 percent decrease in the number  of detention 
beds required (NCCD, 1993). 

Equally dramatic evidence was found in Broward 
County, Florida. In response to a class action suit, 
juvenile justice system officials developed structured 
risk-screening criteria and created alternatives to 
secure detention (Dale and Sanniti, 1993; Schwartz et 
al., 1991). In 1988, prior to the implementat ion of the 
screening guidelines, the 109-bed detention center 
had an average daily population (ADP) of 166 youth,  
of which less than 10 percent were violent offenders. 
Because of the crowded conditions, youth  slept o n  

floors and in classrooms converted into dormitories. 
Applying the screening instrument to their popula-  



F i g u r e  2 0 :  B r o w a r d  C o u n t y  D e t e n t i o n  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t *  : 

I. A d m i s s i o n  Cri ter ia  (If each of the fo l lowing  4 i tems are a n s w e r e d  no the youth must be released. I f  a n y  of 

the items are answered yes, complete the risk assessment) 

Yes _ _  N o  1. Youth is al leged to be an e scapee /absconder  f rom a c o m m i t m e n t  p r o g r a m ,  c o m m u n i t y  
control p rogram,  fur lough or aftercare; or you th  is wan t ed  in o ther  jur i sd ic t ion  for fe lony 

level offense. 

Y e s _ _  N o  ~ 2. Youth charged with  del inquent  a c t / l aw  violat ion and requests  de ten t ion  for protec t ion  
f rom imminen t  physical threat to h i s / h e r  personal  safety. 

Y e s _ _  N o  ~ 3. Youth charged with  capital, life, first degree  or  second degree fe lony or any  violent  felon): 

Yes ~ No  _ _  4. Youth charged with burgla D" grand theft auto,  any  offense invo lv ing  use  of f i rearm, or 
any  second or third degree felony drug  charge and: 

.-. Yes _ _  N o  _ _  youth  has record of failure to a p p e a r  at court  hear ings ;  or 
Yes _ _  N o  _ _  youth  has  record of law violat ions prior  to cour t  hear ings ;  or  
Yes _ _  N o  _ _  youth  has already been de ta ined  or has  been re leased  and  is awa i t ing  

final case disposition; or 
Yes ~ No  _ _  youth has a record of violent  conduct  result ing in phys ica l  injury. 

II. Risk  A s s e s s m e n t  • 

A. Mos t  Ser ious  Curren t  Offense  
1. All capital,  life and first degree  felony PBL ................................................................................. 15 
2. All o ther  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 _ 

involv ing  use of firearm, burglar) '  of occupied residence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 

4. Violent third degree felony ............................................................................................................... 9 
5. All o ther  second degree felonies (except dealing stolen proper ty)  ............................................ 8 
6. Deal ing stolen property;  third degree felonies that qualify for detent ion ............................... 7 
7. Reckless displa?; unlawful  discharge of firearm . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

B. O the r  Cur ren t  Of fenses  and Pend ing  Charges  (separate incidents)  
1. Each fe lony.  ......................................................................................................................................... 2 

1 2. Each m i s d e m e a n o r  ............................................................................................................................ 
3. Prior  felon)' arrest within last 7 days  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

C. O f f e n s e  H i s to ry  
1. Three felon)' adjudications or withheld adjudications last 12 mon ths  ...................................... 4 
2. Two felony adjudicat ions or withheld adjudications last 12 mon ths  ......................................... 2 
3. One  felony adjudicat ion or withheld adjudication or m i s d e m e a n o r  adjudicat ion or 

wi thhe ld  adjudicat ion ................................................................................................................... 1 

D. Legal Sta tus  
1. C o m m i t t e d  or detent ion ................................................................................................................... 8 
2. Act ive  c o m m u n i t y  control case and last adjudication within  90 days  ................ : ..................... 6 
3. Act ive c o m m u n i t y  control case and last adjudication more  than 90 days  ago ......................... 2 

E. Aggrava t i ng ]Mi t i ga t i ng  Factors 
1. Aggrava t i ng  Factors (add 1-3 points  to score; document  reasons fully) 
2. Mit igat ing Factors (subtract 1-3 points; doc~tment reasons fully) 

Total Score (add A t h r o u g h  E) 

De ta in /Re lease  Decision: 
0-6 = Release 7-11 = Nonsecure  or home  detention 12+ = Secure detent ion 

• Contains slight modifications to format and language. 
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Lesson Plan 
IDENTIFYING & IMPLEMENTING A CONTINUUM OF 

NOTES TO TRAINER DETENTION ALTERNATIVES 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

Inform the participants that one of the most critical elements in any 
strategy to reduce crowding in secure detention is the availability of a 
sufficient number of alternative detention programs which provide a range 
of supervision for youths who do not need to be held in secure detention. 

Performance Objectives: 

Inform participants that by the end of this module, the5' should be able to 
do the following: 

1. Define and identify detention alternatives; 

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

3. Outline alternative detention programs in the continuum; 

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

DETENTION ALTERNATIVES 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

The definition of alternative - An opportunity for deciding between two or 
more courses or propositions; something which can be chosen instead. 

A. The Need for Effective Detention Alternatives 

Inform participants of the following. In many jurisdictions, judges and 
probation staff have only two options when faced with youth who have 
been arrested and charged with an offense--release them or admit them to 
secure detention facility. Other jurisdictions have only a few other 
options. 

Poll participants about the alternatives to detention in their jurisdictions. 
Ask which jurisdictions have a written list. How many are on their lists? 

Ask participants, "What problems do you see with a limited set of 
alternatives? Why is a continuum of detention alternatives desirable and 
necessary?" Record their responses. If desired, summarize a large 
number of responses into larger main ideas such as the following. 

. To Reduce crowding: Too many low risk youths in secure 
detention; the absence of viable alternatives increases the 
possibility of overcrowding in secure detention centers. 

Display 6-T- 1 

® 

Display 6-T-2 

® 

Display 6-T-3 

Display 6-T-4 



IDENTIFYING & IMPLEMENTING A CONTINUUM OF 
DETENTION ALTERNATIVES 

2. To Increase Accountability: The development of a system of 
effective detention alternatives helps increase the ability of the 
system to hold itself accountable; namely, to insure that the 
appropriate youths are held in decently managed (not crowded) 
secure detention centers by providing alternative methods of 
supervision to youths who do not need secure detention. 

3. Keep Costs Down. Secure detention is more expensive than some 
other alternatives and is an overuse of resources for low risk 
offenders. 

Jsing the transparency, give participants the following information: 

The explicit purpose of a detention alternative is to provide  Display 6-T-5 
appropriate supervision to youth who would have been 
detained in secure detention so that while remaining in the 
community, they remain arrest free and make their court 
hearings. 

nform participants that alternatives are not appropriate or effective if Display 6-T-6 
hey: 

a) Widen the net. 

- -  b) Do not  provide adec~uate supervision to youths. 

c) Are not accessible in a timely fashion to youths who enter 
secure detention. 

3. Critical Principles Regarding the Development of Alternatives Display 6-T-7 

nform participants that there are seven (7) critical principles regarding the 
lesign and implementation of detention alternatives. Some of them have 
dready been mentioned. 

Detention alternatives should (be): 

1. Culturally relevant to youth and community; accessible in their 
neighborhoods. 

2. Designed with the Least Restrictive Alternative philosophy in 
mind; but provide for Public Safety. 

3. Anti-Net widening. 

4. Provide for Continuum of supervision based on risk & needs of 
youths. Detention is a process, not a single secure site. 

5. Flexible: So that youths are able to move to lower or higher levels 
of supervision based on their needs. 

6. Have Clear Measures of Success: Clarity about purpose of 
detention alternatives -- to help the youth succeed (remain arrest 
free and make court hearings) and not to catch the youth breaking 

NOTES TO TRAINER 



IDENTIFYING & IMPLEMENTING A CONTINUUM OF 
DETENTION ALTERNATIVES NOTES TO TRAINER 

an alternative detention program's rule or sanction. 

7. Data Driven: Designed for specific populations in order to reduce 
the population of secure detention and routinely monitored based on 
clear outcomes -- making sure youths remain arrest free and make 
their court hearings. 

C. A Cont inuum of Detention Alternative Models 
Remind participants that that they have already seen an example of a 
continuum of care. 

A continuum of detention alternatives generally includes three basic 
program models. 

1. Home or Community Detention 

a) House arrest (e.g., home visits by' staff, curfew checks, 
electronic monitoring) 

b) Mentor/community supervision (youth supervised by 
community mentor while youth and mentor are involved in 
pro-social community activities) 

c) Placement in the home of non-parent relatives or other 
responsible adults. 

2. Day/evening Reporting Centers _ 

a) Non-secure community programs that provide 6-12 hours of 
daily direct supervision and structured activities. 

b) Benefits are far lower costs than in secure setting and 
community is still protected. 

3. Residential Alternatives 

a) Shelters - 24 h_r, 7 day/wk staff supervision 

b) Non-secure group homes - provide age-specific services (e.g., 
NJ uses intensive supervision of higher-risk youth. Some 
counties use them for lower risk youth where no family is 
available.) 

4. Host Homes/Foster Care 

a) Counties have contracted with agencies for slots for younger 
children, girls, lower-risk cases not suitable for congregate care 
facility placement. 

b) Better serves younger youth's developmental needs 

c) Normally for a few days until more permanent arrangement. 
(usually" return to parents or relative) 

5. Post-dispositional Alternatives 

Violation Of Probation (VOP). Rather than rely solely on secure 
detention as the only sanctions for VOP, -- most of which do not 
depend on secure lock-up. 

Display 6-T-8 

Refer participants to 
6-H-6 



IDENTIFYING & IMPLEMENTING A CONTINUUM OF 
DETENTION ALTERNATIVES 

a) Short term alternative sanctions -- community work projects. 

~Inform participants that these can be combined in various ways. An 
example would be requiring the juvenile to wear an electronic tether while 
attending non-secure community program. 

THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

I I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

I}  

A. Program Issues 

There are many issues that will need to be resolved. Jurisdictional work 
groups can begin by asking the following questions. 

How will youths access the alternative? On What time frame? 

1. What criteria will be used to determine eligibility? Risk score, 
age, sex, offense, place in detention process, etc. 

2. Who makes the Decision for a youth to enter an alternative? 
• Judge 
• Probation 
• Detention staff 

3. At what point in the process is the alternative detention decision 
made? 
• At detention intake 
• Within 3- 5 days after admission to secure detention 
• Later in the detention process; detention alternatives used as 

step down -- role of the expediter. 

4. A placement in a detention alternative is a custody decision and, 
therefore, Average Length of Stay (ALOS) in an alternative 
detention program needs to be carefully monitored. 

5. What happens when a youth is non-compliant with an alternative? 

• Due Process Issues (e.g., measure of non-compliance, right to 
court hearing) 

• Increase intensity of alternative v. return to secure detention. 

2. How will youths exit alternatives? The distinction between a 
detention alternative and an alternative commitment/placement Program. 

B. Operation & Management Issues 

1. Contract v. public run programs. Will both be considered? What 
are the accounting and legal issues of using both? How will 
private programs be monitored? 

2. Costs/budgets for alternatives, and costs of secure detention, 
increased costs of crowding. 

3. Marketing Alternatives to the community. 

NOTES TO T R A I N E R  
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IDENTIFYING & IMPLEMENTING A CONTINUUM OF 
NOTES TO TRAINER 

DETENTION ALTERNATIVES 

• To the juvenile justice community/stakeholders -- judges, 
probation, police. 

° To the general community. 

4. Pay attention to operational details: e.g. schedules, staff, training & 
accountability. 

5. Manage length of stay in detention alternatives. Establish time- 
limited controls. 

6. Quality Assurance of on-going monitoring of alternatives: Review 
& analyze relevant data -- are youths placed in alternative 
detention programs arrest free while in the programs and making 
their courthearings? What is the impact of the existence of the 
detention alternative on the population of youths held in secure 
detention? 

7. Be Flexible -- Make the necessary programmatic and/or 
administrative adjustments. 

C. Identifying Jurisdiction Needs Display 6-T-10 

All jurisdictions are different as discussed at the beginning of session. 
Each will need to identify-the strengths and weaknesses-in their continuum 
of care alternatives. Trainer can give the following steps as an example of 
the process to take in determining a jurisdictions needs. 

The following is an example of steps that can be followed towards 
identifying the need for alternatives. All steps should be worked on by the 
entire core work group. Other individuals and agencies will likely need to 
be brought into some stages. 
1. Organize a Stakeholders group (core work group). 

2. Gather and analyze data about youths held in secure detention. 

Categorize youth that could be better served using an alternative (i.e. 
children and females held regardless of offense; very low risk or 
status offending youth ). 

For specific strategies to improve population controls of minors 
detained on warrants, on probation violations, in post-adjudication and 
post-disposition detention, refer participants to JDAI Special 
Detention Cases: Strategies for Handling Difficult Populations. 

3.. Collect information about existing and viable detention alternatives. 
Include site visits to effective programs. 

Determine why youth who do not necessarily need to be housed in 
secure detention are assigned - because alternatives exist but are not 
being utilized (i.e. the alternative program is always full, a key 
stakeholder does not agree with the alternative, the alternative is not 
well-known.. .) .-  Or because of lack of alternatives (i.e. there is no 
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identifying sfld |nap|emeflt|flg a 
Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

Trainer: 

Date: 

Place: 
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Performance Objectives 

1. Define and |dentifV detention alternatives; 

2. List the criticaJ prJflc|ples to consider prior 
tO develonNeflt Of detention a|temat|vos; 

3. Outline alternative detention prourams in 
the continuum; 

4. initiate a plan for the development of 
detention alternatives in their jurisdiction. 
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A l t e r n a t i v e  - 

"%, 

4~ An oPPortufl|tY Ior decid|ng between two 
or more courses or propositions; 

° Something which can be chosen illstead. 
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The Need 
for Develop|ng A|tBrnat|ves 

1. To Reduce Crowding 

2. To Increase Accountability 

3. TO Keep Costs Down 
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The expgJci| purpose ot a detefltiofl 

aitemativo is to provide appropriate 

supervision to youth who would have 

been detained in secure detent|on so 

that while remaining in the community, 

they remain arrest free and make their 

court hearings. 

6-T-5 N 



Appropriate Amtorflat|vo$: 

• SHOULD HOT W|dBfl the net. 

SHOULD provide sdBquate supervision to 
youths. 
SHOULD he sccessib|o in a time|y fashion to 
youths who enter secure detention. 
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(P 

7 Critical Principles 

1. Culturally relevant and accessible 

2. Least restrictive, but provide for public safety 

3. Anti-net widening 

4. Provide for continuum of supervision based on risk & 
needs of youths 

5. Flexible 

6. Have clear measures of success 

7. Data driven and routineiy monitored based on clear 
outcomes. 
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Basic AItcrflat|v¢ Program Models 

• Home or Community Detention 

• Day and Evening Reporting Centers 

• Residential Alternatives 

Host Homes/Foster Care 

0 Post Dispositionai Alternatives 
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Decisiofl-Msking Process 

Program issues 

• On-Going Operation and Management 
Issues 

0 Determining Need for Alternatives 
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Example Steps to Idefltifv Heeds: 

1. Organize a Stakeho|der group (Core Work Group). 
2. Gather & Analyze data on youths held in secure detention. 

Categorize youth that would be better served elsewhere. 
Determine why they are are not getting appropriate level 
intervention. Alternatives not being used? Hone available? 

3. Collect information about existing and viable alternatives. 
4. Agree on target population to be admitted to alternatives. 
5. Develop screening instrument. 

6. Market program to juvenile justice community and public. 
7. Begin operation of program. 
8. Monitor program's effectiveness. 
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Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternativez; 

b CtlV . Perlormance OL.le,,i~'es 

1. Define and identify detention alternatives; 
2. List the critical Principles to consider Prior 

to development of detention alternatives; 
j 3. Outline alternative detention programs in 

the continuum; 
4. Initiate a plan for the development o! 

detention alternatives in their jurisdiction. 

J 
6-1.1 

I ~ e s  or propositions; . 

ring .... ~ 
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Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Altenlatives 

Reasons 
for Developing Alternatives 

1. To Reduce Crowding 

2. To Increase Accountability 

3. To Keep Costs Down 

The explicit purpose of a detention 
alternative is to provide appropriate 
supervision to youthwho would have 
been detained in secure detention so 
that while remaining in the community, 

they •remain arrest free and make their 
court hearings. 

[ ]  
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Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

m 

P 
Appropriate Alternatives: 

• SHOULD HOTWiden the neL 

• SHOULD provide adequate supervision to 
youths. 

• SHOULD be accessible in a timely fashion to 
youths who enter secure detention. 

i '~ 7 Critical Principles 

i p 1. Cunurallyrelevantandaccessible 
2. Least restrictive, but provide for Public safety 
3. Anti-net widening 
4. Provide tot continuum of supervision based on risk & 

needs of youths 

6. Have clear measures of success 
~J~ 7. Data driven and routinely monitored based on clear 

outcomes. ~,,, ~ [ 1 ~  
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Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of  Detention Alternatives 

D 
Basic native Program Models 

• Home or Community Detention 

• Day and Evening Reporting Centers 

• ResidentialAIternatives 

D • HostHomes/Foster Care 

• Post DispositionalAIternatives 
e.rs 

D 

• Program Issues 

• On-Going Operation and Management 

Issues 

• Determining Heed for Alternatives 
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Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

J 
Example Steps to Identify Needs: 

1. Organize a Stakeholder group [Core Work Group). 
2. Ga~er & Analyze data on youths held In secure detenLlon. 

Categorize youth that would be better served elsewhere. 
3. Collect lutormaUon about existing andvlable alternaOves` 
4. Agree on target population to be admitted to alternatives. 
5. Develop screening Instrument 
6. Market program to ]uvenile Justice community and public. 

Begin operaUon program. 7. o| 
8. Monitor program's ellectJveness. 

D 
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A Systems Approach to Detention Services: 
Home Detention as the Foundation of the 
Detention Continuum 
by Carl Sanniti 

He that is good  with a hammer tends to 
think everything is a nail. 

---Abraham Maslow 

Across the United States there are radical varia- 
tions in the way juvenile detention is used. From 
short term, maximum security facilities for pre- 
dispostional youth, to post-dispositional programs 
for misdemeanants or weekend sanctions pro- 
grams for technical violations of probation, se- 
cure detention plays many roles in juvenile justice. 
Unfortunately, many in juvenile justice are satis- 
fied with this use &secure detention, even though 
these multiple uses make it very difficult to de- 
liver quality programs to such a diverse popula- 
tion. Addit ionally,  many of  these detention 
services could be provided in a less restrictive, 
community-based setting. Judges often use de- 
tention simply because there are no other avail- 
able programs. Much of the crowding in secure 
detention results from the lack of alternatives to 
detention and detention alternatives. 

pensive as secure detention. The construction cost 
of  a secure detention bed runs between $100,000 
and $150,000 with an annual operational cost o f  
$55,000 a year. 

A general caution in the development o f  a con- 
tinuum of  service is "net widening." I f  the popu- 
lation of  the secure detention center  does not 
decrease and if the alternative programs become 
crowded, it usually means that clear criteria and 
good risk assessment are missing. In these cir- 
cumstances, it is not unusual for youth to be on 
home detention longer than they would have been 
on probation, and it is not unlikely tha ta  young 
person would remain in shelter care longer than a 
correctional facility. Without defined criteria on 
who can be admitted into the detention continuum 
of  sen'ices, the addition of  non-secure detention 
programs will not reduce the secure detention 
center's population or insure appropriate uses of  
detention. 

Development of the Detention 
Continuum 

Mention "alternatives to detention" or "detention 
alternatives," and many people believe these pro- 
grams are separate from secure detention and are 
somehow less important than detention. Shift the 
focus from detention as a place (i.e., detention as 
a locked facility) to detention as a process (i.e., 
range of  custody services that includes secure 
detention) and the development of a continuum 
of  graduated sanctions and services becomes more 
attractive. The attractiveness increases when con- 
sidering the lower costs for these services. There 
are few juvenile justice services that are as e x -  

Home Detention 

Home detention is a "foundation" program. That 
is, a continuum ofdetention services can be built 
on it. Home detention is one version of  an intense 
supervision program. Youth live at home or in a 
non-secure setting under very specific conditions 
until their court hearing. It is a highly cost effec- 
tive alternative to secure detention, and programs 
are relatively easy to implement and inexpensive. 

Home detention provides intense, random, face- 
to-face, and telephone contacts with youth who 
normally would be held in secure detention. Elec- 
tronic monitoring often is used to enhance super- 
vision or as a more restrictive sanction. Home 
detention programs are flexible and are used to 
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and intense probation programs. In-some juris- 
dictions, multiple use of home detention helps to 
expand the detention alternative function of  the 
program. 

It is important that a detention center develop ei- 
-ther an intake risk assessment instrument or a risk 
assessment instrument to screen the youth in de- 
tention for home detention placement. The use of 
the risk assessment instrument helps to prevent 
"net" widening. 

All youth entering the home detention program 
must sign a siml~le, straightforward, behavior 
contract. Initially, all youth entering home deten- 
tion are on house arrest. The only time youth are 
allowed to leave their home is to attend school, 
go to work, or when accompanied by a desig- 
nated parent or guardian. 

This contract must be clear and direct or youth 
' g a  " will attempt to manipulate any ~ray areas in 

the rules. After a period of good behavior, the 
. ~ .  home detention worker m@ grant certain addi- 

tional privileges. 

A termination report should be completed on each 

A contact log is a necessary part of  the home de- 
tention program. The log must be signed by the 
youth and youth's parent when home visits are 
made. The log insures that the specified number 
of  home visits are made with the parent(s) and 
forces an interaction with the home detention 
worker. The log also short-circuits any complaints 
by youth when returned to detention that they were 
not seen by their home detention officer. 

Many home detention programs allow staff to 
work a "flex" time schedule. This insures comple- 
tion of  evening and weekends contacts and al- 
lows the program to attract well-qualif ied 
individuals interested in the freedom that a flex 
time schedule provides. 

In order to insure the youth's attendance at school, 
a school sign-in log is also used. Youth have each 
teacher sign the log, insuring that they attended 
each class. 

youth at the end of the program. A copy of  the 

m I 

report should be sent to the judge and the proba- 
tion officer either the day before the court hear- 
ing or upon the youth's return to the center. The 
report should summarize the youth 's  adjustment 
while on home detention. 

In order to prevent home detention from becom- 
ing crowded due to extended lengths of  stay, youth 
are closed from the program at their court hear- 
ing. The judge may always re-refer a youth, but 
this policy insures that the judge is aware of  the 
length of time the youth has been on home deten- 
tion and that there is a need for continued super- 
vision. 

A key element to the success o f  any home deten- 
tion program is the ability to return youth to se- 
cure detention center for contract rule violations. 
Judges and probation officer need to be confi- 
dant that the youth is being supervised and that if 
a home detention rule violation occurs, the youth 
will be placed in secure detention. It is important 
that youth understand that the program is "real" 
and that they will be-returned to secure detention 
if they fail to adhere to the program rules. 

To make rule enforcement effective, it is very 
important that home detention officers make ran- 
dom, unannounced, face-to-face, and telephone 
contacts. Keeping the youth "of f  balance" is an 
important element in the success of  the program. 
It is equally important that home detention offic- 
ers remember their roles. Home detention offic- 
ers, who are in the home and have intense contacts 
with the family, easily begin giving advice out- 
side their roles and job descriptions. Home de- 
tention officers must guard against assuming the 
probation officer role and must refrain from giv- 
ing legal advice. Home detention officers must 
remember that their role is to provide surveillance 
and supervision, not counseling or legal advice. 

A successful home detention program should be 
based on four key principles: 

Aggressive and random monitoring of  youth. 
It is critical that youth understand the cer- 
tainty of  supervision and the need to be 
present when random monitoring occurs. 



Logs to verify the numbers, times, locations, 
and persons contacted. Documentation is im- 
portant in maintaining accountability for both 
the youth and home detention officer. 

• A low, 1 to 9, caseload. Home detention pro- 
grams succeed when staffhave enough time 
to c o n d u c t  p rope r  mon i to r ing .  Large 
caseloads lead to shortcuts in monitoring and 
threaten program integrity. 

A willingness to return to secure detention 
those youth who violate the conditions of their 
behavioral contract. The presence of  a secure 
bed strengthens the use of home detention. 

Home detention is an example of  the classical 
criminology axiom that punishments need not be 
severe to be effective, if they are swift and cer- 
tain. Home detention as a low-level punisher is 
effective when monitoring and return to secure 
custody are swift and certain. 

Additional_elemenD ofa  su_ccess_fu[homedeten, _ 
tion program are: 

The goals of  a home detention program should 
be simple: the youth should appear in court 
at the scheduled date and time with no new 
law violations. 

All youth should sign a clear and direct be- 
havior contract. Youth and parents should un- 
derstand that rule violations will result in the 
youth's return to secure detention. 

Youth should be accountable for their where- 
abouts at all times: 

Youth should be assigned a level of  supervi- 
sion that clearly defines the minimum num- 
ber of  monitoring contacts required. 

Home detention intake should be available 
24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

Individual home detention officers and the 
program supervisor should keep statistical 
reports. 

Home detention discharge reports, outlining 
the youth's behaviors at school, home, work, 
and in the community, must be submitted to 
the judge and probation officer the day be- 
fore the youth's court hearing. 

Youth should be released automatically from 
home detention at their court hearing unless 
specifically re-referred to the program. 

• Home detention programs are cost-efficient 
and effective alternatives to secure detention. 

With the core elements implemented, there is a 
variety of ways the program can be designed to 
meet the needs of a jurisdiction. 

Other components of the continuum to include 
are: 

Day Repor t ing  Center. A day reporting center 
is a non-secure detention program designed to pro- 
vide face-to-face supervision and programming 
to youth_ who_would other~vise-would be-held in 
secure detention. The centers are normally open 
from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., providing educa- 
tional, recreational, life skills, and tutoring pro- 
grams. It is also common for the detention shelter 
program to operate a day reporting center for the 
youth residing at the shelter as well as youth on 
home detention. 

The day reporting center's education program is 
an extension of the secure detention school. Youth 
also may attend their own school, but that deter- 
mination should be based on the youth's offense, 
school attendance, and behavior. An afternoon/ 
evening pro~am will include recreation, life skills, 
tutoring, current events, group discussion, and 
dinner. The Saturday program will be similar to 
the afternoon program, although a community ser- 
vice project should be incorporated into the pro- 
gram. The day reporting center should have 
flexible programming to meet the supervision 
needs of  the youth. Youth on home detention but 
not in school can attend the morning educational 
programming, leaving in the afternoon when par- 
ents return home or to go to work. Youth on home 
detention, who live at home, and attend school 
can attend just on Saturdays. 
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Youth assigned to the center have a home deten- 
tion worker, who insures their attendance, checks 
to insure the youth's direct return home, and pre- 
pares a report on the youth's adjustment and 
progress while on home detention and attending 
the center. Unlike shelter care, there does not 
seem to be a problem serving both non-secure 
detention and youth on probation as long as pro- 
bation uses the facility only as a day/evening re- 
porting center and not as a post-dispositional 
treatment center. Day Reporting Centers, although 
similar, are not day treatment centers. 

Proctor  Homes: Similar to specialized foster 
care, proctor homes are a well established, alter- 
native to secure detention. Used in both urban 
and rural communities, Proctor Homes provide 
24 hour a day adult supervision to youth in a 
"home" environment. Proctor home "parents", 
require careful screening and training. Monitor- 
ing of the home is important and there should be 
specific criteria outlining what type of youth can 
be placed into a proctor home. Proctor homes have 

-proven to-be a cost effective and less intrusive 
placement. 

Electron ic Monitoring: A rapidly growing field, 
electronic monitoring offers a wide vary of moni- 
toring devices and different and rapidly develop- 
ing technologies to meet the programming needs 
and budgets of most jurisdictions. 

used to enhance an existing supervision program. 
Jurisdictions should be careful to first develop 
their supervision program, identify the popula- 
tion to be served, and then select the best elec- 
tronic monitoring hardware to incorporate into 
their program. Before purchasing equipment, a 
jurisdiction should ask three important questions: 
"What do we want this equipment to do? .... How 
will it enhance our detention goals? .... Will we be 
able to serve more youth with this equipment?". 
Once these questions have been answered, the ju- 
risdiction can make an informed decision whether 
to use electronic monitoring. Sales people then 
can better match the technology to the jurisdic- 
tions needs. 

Monitoring Detention Population 
and Program Performance: 

The "profiles" of youth entering the continuum 
of service need to be continuously monitored to 
insure the programs within the continuum are 
meeting the supervision needs of the community 
and the youth. Program performance needs to be 
evaluated to insure that there are not excessive 
lengths of stay, that the alternative programs are 
not being used as post-dispositional alternatives, 
that these programs do not "widen the net", and 
that the youth in non-secure detention meet the 
detention criteria. 

The two principle methods of monitoring is the 
"continuous signaling" and the "progran~ned con- 
tact" method. In continuous signaling programs, 
a signal is sent to the offenders home or other 
locations where they are to stay during certain 
hours. The offenders wear a receiver that receives 
a signal to insure they remain or leave that loca- 
tion. The programmed contact method has a com- 
puter call the individual on a random basis during 
certain hours. Offenders either wear a receiver 
that they insert into the phone to verify their pres- 
ence or a voice verification method where their 
voice is recognized by the computer. 

There are varieties of programming options avail- 
able with the new electronic monitoring technolo- 
gies. The best application of  electronic 
monitoring seems to be when the technology is 

One of the best examples of the effective use of 
this continuum was in Broward County, Florida. 
The detention center was the subject of a bitter 
federal lawsuit concerning overcrowding and the 
conditions of confinement. The Center for the 
Study of Youth Policy, funded by the Annie E. 
Casey Foundation, developed a systemic con- 
tinuum approach to providing detention services. 
(Dale & Sanniti, 1993). 

On October 31, 1987, there were 147 children in 
the 109 bed Broward Regional Juvenile Deten- 
tion Center. In 1987, 90.7 percent of  the youth in 
the center were there for non-violent felon of- 
lenses, misdemeanor charges, failure to appear, 
and probation/home detention violations. Less 
than three years later, on June 12, 1991,67 youth 



were in the facility, all for more serious offenses. 
The difference in population was in the non-in- 
jury and property felony category. In 1987, 85 
youth were being held for third degree property 
felonies. In 1991, 11 youth were being held. In 
1987, 10 youth were being held for misdemeanor 
offenses. In 1991, no youth were being held for 
misdemeanor offenses (Dale & Sanniti, 1993). 

The development of  a key decision makers (core) 
group, the implementation of  a risk assessment 
instrument, and the development of  a continuum 
of  non secure detention programming made the 
reduction of  the secure detention population pos- 
sible. The development of  detention as a con- 
tinuum of  service is not primarily a strategy to 

reduce crowding, but rather a systemic approach 
in providing the least intrusive, most cost effec- 
tive, and most appropriate level of  detention ser- 
vice. 
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FOREWORD 

The Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block Grants (JAIBG) program is adminis tered 
by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), a program in 
the Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Depar tment  of Justice. Through the JAIBG 
program, funds are provided as block grants to States that have implemented  or are 
considering implementation of legislation and/or  programs promoting greater  
accountability in the juvenile justice system. Local and tribal governments  can then 
apply for funds to support local accountability programs.  

This packet  is one in a series of technical assis tance packets  per_taining to the 12 
. . . . .  purpose areas of the JAIBG program. The listing of materials  in this packet  does  not 

constitute the universe of all relevant materials,  but is an excellent starting point for 
locating information on these topics. 

Most of the citations in this packet  are available from the National Criminal Justice 
Reference Service (NCJRS), a centralized national c lear inghouse of criminal justice 
information sponsored by the Office of Justice Programs agencies  and the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy. The NCJRS da tabase  can  be accessed  via the World 
\Vide Web at http://vwvw.ncirs.orq. 

Please feel free to make all the copies of this packet  that you need.  You have our 
permission. 
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G R A D U A T E D  S A N C T I O N S  

Articles, Studies and Reports 

General Information 

Graduated Sanctions for Serious, Violent, and Chronic Juvenile Offenders 
Krisberg, B., Currie, E., Onek, D. and Wiebush, R.G., From Sourcebook olz Serious, Violent, and 
Chronic Juvenile Offenders, JC. Howell, B Krisberg, et. al., eds., Sage Publications, Thousand 
Oaks, CA, (1995). 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) has assessed the state of the art in 
graduated sanctions and risk assessment for serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders. The 
analysis reveals that a model graduated sanctions system should combine reasonable, fair, humane, 
and appropriate sanctions v,'ith treatment and rehabilitation. It should be based on a continuum of 
care consisting of a variety of diverse programs that include immediate sanctions in the comnmnity 
for first-time, nonviolent offenders; intermediate sanctions in the community for more serious 
offenders; and secure care programs for the most violent offenders. Youth should move between 
different levels of the continuum through a well-structured system of phases. Programs at all levels 
of the continuum need to be small enough to ensure that youth-receive individualized attention. 
Finally, a model graduated sanctions system should address risk and protective factors. 

Developing and Administering Accountability-Based Sanctions for Juveniles 
Griffin, P., U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
(1997). 

An accountability-based juvenile justice system embraces the community, system and individual 
accountability. It is a system in which sanctions are (1) surely, swiftly and consistently attached to 
wrong doing; (2) imposed with the goal of repairing harm to individual victims and the community 
to the greatest extent possible and (3) perceived to proceed wherever possible from the community 
in which the juvenile offender lives; (4) flexible and diverse enough to fit a variety ofsituations and 
types ofoffenders; (5) sufficiently graduated to respond appropriately to each offense committed by 
a juvenile offender; and (6) effective in reducing recidivism among juvenile offenders. This paper 
reviews the key elements of an accountability-based program and identifies successful examples. 

Corrections in the Community 
Latessa, E.J. and Allen, H.E. Anderson Publishing, Cincinnati, OH 45202, (1997). 

This overview of community corrections focuses on the criminal justice system, sentencing, 
probation and parole, case management and service delivery strategies, intermediate sanctions, and 
community residential corrections programs. Two chapters on sentencing are concerned with 
sentencing decisions and options, determinate and indeterminate sentences, changes in sentencing 



practices, sentencing reform, pre-sentence investigations, and intermediate controls. Chapters on 
probation and parole look at the historical development of  probation and parole in the United States, 
juvenile probation, probation conditions, restitution, community service, probation revocation, the 
parole selection process, shock parole, factors influencing parole decisions, recidivism, parole 
revocation, and responsibilities of probation and parole officers. Final chapters discuss caseload 
assignment models, casework supervision versus brokerage supervision, case management 
classification systems, service delivery strategies, intermediate sanctions (intensive supervision, 
electronic monitoring, and house arrest), community residential corrections programs, the 
effectiveness of community corrections, and the future of  community corrections. 

Intermediate Sanctions: Sentencing in the 1990s 
Smykla, J.O. and Se!ke , W.L., Anderson Publishing Company, (1995). 

This overview of existing intermediate punishment pro~ams and their success potential focuses on 
electronic monitoring, boot camp, and intensive supervision. Three chapters on electronic 
monitoring focus on recent issues that have been raised regarding its effectiveness. These chapters 
describe actual monitoring programs and present analyses that begin to clarify the essential 
operational elements in electronic monitoring pro~amming. Data are provided to permit judgments 
as to the effects, both positive and negative, of  such programs. Two chapters address the 
effectiveness of and trends in the programming for boot camps. A muhi-State evaluation of  boot 
camps notes that there is no clear evidence that boot camps impact recidivism while graduates are 
under supervision following program completion. Evaluation lih~itations for this study are noted, 
however. The other chapter in this section reports on a trend in boot-camp pro~amming based on 
a survey. It shows that boot camps are moving more toward rehabilitative programming and away 
from the military regimen of the first pro~ammatic stage. Three chapters pertain to intensive 
supervision pro~ams. The chapters focus on the nature, operation and evaluation of intensive 
probation supen, ision programs. The pro~ams discussed provide examples of how intensive 
probation supervision pro~ams have evolved in recent years and the contributions they make to the 
overall system of criminal sanctions. The concluding section of this book contains two chapters on 
what are considered "critical issues" related to intermediate sanctions: community corrections in 
rural areas and the impact of pro~amming and race on recidivism for offenders who have 
participated in residential probation centers. 

Intermediate Sanctions and Communit)" Treatment for Serious and Violent Juvenile Offenders 
Altschuler, D.M., From Serious and Violent Juvenile Offenders." Risk Fctctors and Successful 
hlteta.'entions, R. Loeber, D. P. Farrington, eds. pp. 367-85, (1998). 

Intermediate sanctions are used with juvenile offenders as alternatives to institutionalization, routine 
probation and routine parole or aftercare. They include electronic monitoring, house arrest, home 
detention, commtmity tracking, boot camps, community service and restitution. Juvenile repeat 
offenders who have committed serious and even violent offenses as well as those at risk of 
committing such offenses are represented to various degrees among those who receive intermediate 
sanctions. Juveniles on probation, incarcerated, and on parole display wide variation in terms ofthe 



extent and nature of both their criminal record and their risk of recidivism. This chapter attempts to 
clarify how and in what ways intermediate sanctions can be used with SVJ offenders in each of the 
three populations, who should be included, and what are some of the major issues from the 
standpoint of program design, management, cost, implementation, and evaluation. 

Community Based Alternative: Intermediate Treatment for Young Offenders 
Robertson, A. and McClintock, D., From Children and Young People in Conflict with the Law, 
Stewart Asquith, ed., pp. 131-54, (1996). 

This chapter discusses Intem~ediate Treatment (IT) as an approach to dealing with young people in 
trouble with the lax,,'. The tem~ intermediate treatment implies interventions that are somewhere 
between traditional one-to-one supervision and full-time residential care requiring removal from the 
home. The concept draws on ideas of constructive activity and participation in the community. 
Research has shown that intermediate treatment can greatly facilitate the diversion of youngsters 
from more severe penal measures. In addition, IT veorkers are able to combine welfare and judicial 
objectives in their work. However, IT has been shown to be no more, and possibly slightly less, 
effective in preventing further offending than supervision, custody or residential care. Findings 
suggest that children referred to IT are looking for a more controlled and perhaps more emotionally 
secure environment in which the limits of  tolerable behavior are clearly defined, aggression kept 
under control and the involvement of children in running the program kept to a minimum. The 

. . . . .  effectiveness of IT might be enhanced if attendance requirements were increased and structure, 
clarity and support more specifically integrated into the methods and philosophies Of indi,,,idual IT 
centers. 

Risk Assessment and Classification for Serious, Violent, and Chronic  Juvenile Offenders 
Wiebush, R.G., Baird, C., K_risberg, B. and Onek, D.,From Sourcebook on Serious, Violent, and 
Chronic Juvenile Offenders, JC. Howell, B K_risberg, et. al., eds., Sage Publications,~Thousand 
Oaks, CA, (1995). 

Well-designed assessment procedures improve the ability to accurately and consistently identify 
youths who are or may become serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders. Carefully crafted 
classification systems ensure that the system's response is equitable and graduated. They also directly 
link the offender's need for control and services with the most appropriate intervention. Particularly 
promising approaches include communitywide risk assessment and prevention strategies such as 
those developed by Hawkins and Catalano, empirically based risk assessment tools developed for 
child welfare and juvenile probation/parole that are able .to identify youth and families with 
dramatically different levels of risk, and well-structured placement and custody decisionmaking 
instruments that reduce inappropriate placements and link risks with program options. 
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Offender Classification: TWO Decades of Progress 
Clements, C.B., Criminal Justice and Behavior. 23( 1 ): pp. 121 -143, (1996). 

The concept of  offender classification is quite broad and evolving, and the literature reveals 
promising methodological developments in the directions of  improved prediction, responsive 
treatment assignment, effective institutional and community-based supervision, and better long-range 
planning. The legal system and developing professional standards in the field of  corrections have 
energized the development of  offender classification systems. Recent developments in offender 
classification have also been driven by risk assessment techniques,treatment planning strategies, and 
needs assessment protocols, with the goals being to improve correctional resource management and 
to develop more objective offender classification approaches. Risk assessment has focused primarily 
on release decisions in the parole context, and this focus parallels the growing preoccupation with 
dangerousness and ciinical/mental health release decisions in terms of both methodology and legal 
implications. A major priority of correctional administrators is to establish a custodial or security 
profile for offenders on which to base assignments to different institutional types or to assign 
offenders to community alternatives. In this context, the rationale for both risk assessment and needs 
assessment is the identification of salient offender factors that warrant a particular type or level of 
intervention. Studies that attempt to integrate ideas across risk assessment, needs assessment, 
personality profiling factors, multiple purposes ofoffender classification, and differential treatment 
issues are noted. 

Boot Camps 

Juvenile Boot Camps: Lessons Learned 
Peterson, E., U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and DelinquencyPrevention. (No 
Date). 

In response to a significant increase in juvenile arrests and repeat offenses over the past decade, 
several States and many localities have established juvenile boot camps. The first juvenile boot camp 
pro~ams, modeled after boot camps for adult offenders, emphasized military-style discipline and 
physical conditioning. OJJDP has supported the development of three juvenile boot camp 
demonstration sites. This Fact Sheet describes those demonstration projects, their evaluations, and 
lessons learned that will benefit future boot camp programs. 

Implementation Evaluation of the First Incarceration Shock Treatment Program: A Boot 
Camp for Youthful Offenders in Kentucky, Final Report  
Bourque, B.B., Felker, D.B., Han, M., White, R.N., U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute 
of Justice, (1996). 

Goals of the FIST program are to help young first offenders change their attitudes toward crime so 
the), can become productive citizens upon release; to ease prison crowding and make additional beds 
available in secure facilities for violent offenders; to offer more individual and group counseling, 
individualized educational programming, :~nd substance abuse counseling than are offered to the 



general prison population; and to improve health and physical stamina through a demanding 
schedule. The capacity of the FIST program is 50 inmates, 40 men and 10 women. Inmates are 
admitted in 25-person platoons at 2- month inten'als, thereby accommodating about 150 inmates per 
year. The FIST program is a 127-day program offered to offenders v.,ho have at least 4 months 
remaining to parole eligibility and who have a maximum sentence of 10 years. The rigorous daily 
schedule includes physical training, individualized academic programs, a 120-day substance abuse 
program, a living skills program that emphasizes employability skills, work details, community 
meetings, and military drill and ceremony. The cost of the program is estimated at $40.67 per day 
per bed, based on a 45-average daily bed census, or S36.60 per day per bed, based on a 50-average 
dailybed census. The average dailyper bed rate for an adult medium-security institution in Kentucky 
is comparable, falling between these two estimates at S34.39. An evaluation of FIST indicates the 
program is an effective intermediate sanctions intervention that targets male and female offenders 
between 17 and 29 years of age. The selection process for boot camp participants is detailed, and 
aftercare for FIST graduates is discussed. Appendixes contain the FIST program questionnaire, a 
physical fitness test, program exit and parole questionnaires, orientation and mental health screening 
forms, a mental health screening clinical intelwiew outline, and a program eligibility review form. 

Tracking Investigation To Determine Boot Camp Success and Offender Risk Assessment for 
CRIPP Participants 
Anderson, J.F. and Dyson, L., Journal of  Crime and Justice 19( 1 ): pp. 179-190, (1996). 

Offenders who ,,,,'ere released from the Court Regimented Intensive Probation Program (CRIPP) 
shock incarceration program in Texas were studied b v means of a tracking analysis to determine the 
program's effectiveness and the risk of recidivism. CRIPP '`'`as established in May 1991 to 
accommodate both male and female offenders in separate areas. CRIPP houses 450-500 participants 
at any given time. Each participant is assigned to a Harris County probation officer, who provides 
counseling until the participant finishes the program. Security, measures and general supela, ision are 
also part of the CRIPP program. The analysis considered data from all 1,225 male boot camp 
graduates released at the end of 1992. The followup data Were collected over a 2-year period. Results 
revealed that the recidivism rate was 22 percent, compared to 28.53 percent for regular probationers 
and 28.6 percent for regular parolees in Texas. The analysis also indicated the typologies of 
offenders most likely to recidivate and pose a serious threat to an already' drained criminal justice 
system. The strongest indicator of recidivism was a prior felony. Findings indicated that CRIPP is 
a viable intermediate sanction in Harris County and potentially for other local jurisdictions. 

Boot Camps for Juvenile Offenders: An Implementation Evaluation of Three Demonstration 
Programs 
Bourque, B.B., Cronin R.C., Pearson, F.R., Felker, D.B., Han, M., Hill, S.M., US Department of 
Justice, National Institute of Justice, (1996). 

This study, evaluates the implementation and short-term impact of three demonstration juvenile boot 
camp programs initiated by the Federal Office of Ju'`'enile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The 
core of the assessment was a management information system that collected administrative data as 



offenders progressed through the demonstration program. Researchers also made an average of  five 
site visits to each of the three programs, in which they spoke with participants and interviewed 
pro~am staffand representatives ofthe agencies that constituted each program. One chapter of this 
evaluation report describes the basic pro~am design and provides an overview of each program. 
Another chapter presents each site's selection process, i.e., the procedures each pro~am used to 
select candidates for participation in the program; the characteristics of  program participants; and 
the characteristics of those who failed to complete the program. Detailed descriptions of  the 
programs' boot camp phase are presented in one chapter, followed by a chapter on the aftercare 
programs of the three sties. Another chapter analyzes observable changes in boot camp participants 
during the pro~am period and the program completion and attrition rates. The evaluation concludes 
that the pro~ams were successful in implementing their various phases and that short-term effects 
were achieved in ec!ucational improvernent and positive changes in attitudes and behavior. The 
aftercare period, however, did not sustain the improvements observed during the program. The report 
recommends that boot camp pro~ams clarify the cause-and-effect rationales they. are using to 
explain expectations for changing participant behavior. Further boot camp programs should define 
and select target populations in the context of goals for rehabilitation, recidivism, cost containment, 
punishment, and other significant areas. Because aftercare was the period during which most attrition 
occurred, this phase of the pro~am needs to be improved and perhaps restructured. 

Correctional Boot Camps: A Tough Intermediate Sanction 
btacKenzie, D.L. and Hebert, _E.E:, US Department 0f Justice, National Institute of Justice, (1996) 

The idea ofmilitar3,-style punishment as an alternative to extended incarceration is attractive because 
it promises financial savings through shortened sentences, it has an uncompromising image of 
rigorous discipline for offenders, and it frees up scarce correctional bedspace. Since the first prison 
boot camp programs began in Oklahoma and Georgia, the National Institute of Justice has pioneered 
the research and evaluation of this alternative sanction. Various approaches to boot camps 
nationv,,ide are described, including the evolution of  the first programs in Georgia, boot camps 
operated by the California Youth Authority, and the highly structured approach to shock 
incarceration in New York. Book chapters focus on Federal, State, and local boot camp pro~ams 
and on those for both adults and juveniles. Other chapters report on boot camp pro~ams for special 
populations such as women, disruptive inmates, and offenders with mental health problems. 
Different program models are discussed, and prom-am design and planning guidelines are presented. 
Factors affecting the future ~owth of boot camps are noted, including political and popular interest, 
success in achieving program goals, and legal issues associated with the selection of  prom'am 
participants. 



Electronic Monitoring, 

Five Years of Electronic Monitoring of Adults and Juveniles in Lake County,  Indiana: A 
Comparative Study on Factors Related to Failure 
Roy, S., Journal of  Crime and Justice. Volume 20, Issue 1, pp. 141-60, (1997). 

Court-ordered home detention and the use of electronic devices to monitor offender compliance has  
grown significantly over recent years. This study examined 233 adults and 560juveniles sentenced 
to the Lake County, IN. program from the beginning of 1990 to the end of 1994. The program sought 
to detemaine whether the two groups differed in temas of failure to complete their home detention 
sentences and to identify the factors related to failure witlain each group. Findings disclosed that: (1) 
among adults, failurerates (22 percent) were the same for first-time and repeat offenders; (2) for 
juveniles, failure rates were 7 percent for first-time offenders and 63 percent among repeat offenders; 
(3) participants' attitude and perception about their current sentence varied between the two groups 
and between first-time and repeat offenders within each group; (4) as the sentence length exceeded 
180 days the probability of adult failure increased 2.5 times; and (5) current offense, substance abuse 
history, prior offense history and most recent prior offense were predictors of juvenile program 
failure. 

Juvenile Electronic Monitoring Program in Lake County, Indiana: An Evaluation 
Roy, S. and Brown, M.P., From Intermediate Sanctions: Sentencing in the 1990s, John Ortiz Smykla 
and William L Selke, eds., Anderson Publishing Company 2035 Reading Road, 
Cincinnati, OH 45202, pp. 21-35, (1995). 

The program was begun in February 1990. An experimental design was used to focus on the 
program's impact on the participating offenders. Two types of home detention are used with 
juveniles in Lake County: electronic monitoring and "in- house" or manual. In this study electronic 
monitoring was used as an experimental group and in-house/manual was used as a comparison 
group. The program's impact was measured in terms of offender compliance with home detention 
requirements and offender recidivism subsequent to successful exit from home detention. The 
dissimilarities between the two groups resulted in differences between them in terms of offenders 
successfully completing home detention and offenders recidivating during the follow-up period, after 
their successful release from home detention. The experimental group had a higher percentage of 
program completion (90.3 percent) than the comparison group (75 percent). Also, the experimental 
group had a lower recidivism rate (16.9 percent) than the comparison group (25.9 percent) during 
the follow-up period. Although the electronic monitoring program has curbed overcrowding at the 
detention center, its use has widened the net for intensive supervision of juvenile detention in the 
county. Because electronic monitoring is a more efficient form of tracking juveniles than manual 
home detention, noncompliance is more readily documented, and the activities of participants are 
more closely super~'ised. Reducing offender recidivism after release is a reasonable program goal. 
It is now time to involve more high-risk offenders in this supervision and then evaluate the program's 
impact on a varied range of offenders, from low- risk to high-risk. 
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Varied Uses of Electronic iMonitoring: The Los Angeles Count), Experience 
Zhang, S.X., Polakow, R., and Nidorf, B.J., From hltermediate Sanctions: Sentencing in the 1990s, 
John Ortiz Smykla and William L Selke, eds. Anderson Publishing Company 2035 Reading Road, 
Cincinnati, OH 45202, pp. 3-20, (1995). 

This paper describes how EM is used in Los Angeles County. In describing the various contexts in 
which EM is used in Los Angeles County, the authors focus on intensive probation supervision; the 
Supervised Release Program, which releases felons from jail to EM supervision; the work furlough 
EM home detention program; the Community Detention Program, which targets the juvenile 
probation population; the use of EM with gang members involved in drug-related violence; EM for 
drug offenders with an order for narcotic testing as a condition of probation; and the EM/Home 
Detention Program. Other topics discussed are EM equipment selection and criteria establishment, 
addressing bureauci-atic barriers in the implementation of  EM programs, and EM costs. The paper 
concludes with a listing of key aspects of a successful EM program. They are the inclusion of all 
affected personnel and agencies in prior planning; specific and attainable goals with quantifiable 
measurement that allows evaluation; the definition and study of affected offender populations; and 
direct contact between the monitoring staffand the supe~,ising deputy officers when monitoring is 
done by private vendors. 

Electronic Monitoring: Overview of an Alternative to Incarcerat ion for Juvenile Offenders 
Montgomery. ]., Journal for Juvenile Justice and Detention SeJa,'ices, Volume 10, Issue I pp. 26-28, 
(1995) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , _ _ 

Electronic monitoring tracks and monitors offender movement using a central computer and devices 
attached to the offender's leg or wrist and may be used at various points in the juvenile justice 
system. For example, electronic monitoring may initially be imposed to monitor the movement of 
juveniles on home detention or it may be applied as an intermediate sanction for juveniles who have 
committed an infraction while in an intensive probation program. Electronic monitoring equipment 
varies considerably in sophistication but relies on the use of telephone lines, a central computer, and 
tracing devices. Electronic monitoring program costs vary by type of equipment, number of staff, 
and caseload size. Costs for equipment are estimated to range from $3.17 to $411 per day; annual 
program operation costs vary between $46,317 and $77,000. These costs are low in comparison to 
secure detention and institutions where costs range from $42 to $500 per day and from $98,420 to 
S113,400 per year. Criteria for selecting offenders to participate in electronic monitoring programs 
are examined. Benefits ofelectronicmonitoring are noted, implementation issues are discussed, and 
factors to consider before implementing an electronic monitoring program are listed. 
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Metropolitan Day Report ing Center: An Evaluation 
McDevitt, J., Domino, M., and Baum, K., Northeastern University College of Criminal Justice: 

Boston. (1997). 

The Metropolitan Day Reporting Center (MDRC) in Boston was evaluated to assess characteristics 
of clients participating in the program and to identify clients most likely to successfully complete the 
program. The sample included all MDRC clients between April 1992 and December 1994. Data 
indicated clients who participated in the MDRC were twice as likely to remain crime free after their 
release from the program, compared to clients released directly without participation in the program. 
Only 1.3 percent of 466 clients for whom records were available committed a new crime while in 
the program. Clients who successfully completed the program were the least likely to recidivate of 
all groups reviewed. Notably, 8 of 10 clients were working or were involved in a job search as part 
of their program participation. In temas of  demographics, 80 percent of clients were 25 years of age 
or older. Most clients self-reported having a serious drug or alcohol abuse problem, and the most 
common drug of choice appeared to be cocaine. About 12 percent of clients had 3 or more previous 
incarcerations, while 54.8 percent had no prior offense records. Prior criminal records primarily 
involved property crimes and drug-related offenses. As clients aged, the likelihood of recidivism 
decreased. In addition, clients living with a spouse or children had very low recidivism rates, while 
Clientsliving with parents and siblings had sig-nifi-cantly higher rates. About 60 percent-of clients 
with 3 or more prior incarcerations did not recidivate. 

Evaluation of the Fairfax Day Report ing Center (FDRC), Final Report to the Governor  and 
the General Assembly of Virginia 
Orchowsky, S., Lucas, J., and Bogle, T., US Department of Justice, National Institute of  Justice, 

(1995). 

The Fairfax Day Reporting Center (FDRC) began accepting offenders in August 1993. While the 
FDRC program was originally conceptualized to target the population of probationers and parolees 
who technically violated community supe~ision pro~ams, the scope of the FDRC progam was 
expanded to include offenders directly sentenced to the pro~am by Fairfax County circuit court 
judges and inmates released directly to the pro~am by the Virginia Parole Board. The FDRC is 
operated by Virginia Department of Corrections staff who supervise and monitor offenders and 
provide educational, drug treatment, and life skills assistance. The FDRC pro~am incorporates three 
levels of treatment and super~'ision, with each level providing less stringent supervision requirements 
than the preceding one. In addition, offenders are sanctioned to discourage negative behaviors. 
Results of an evaluation of the FDRC suggest the program is achieving its goals of ensuring public 
safety and providing individualized treatment and rehabilitation services to many clients. Five 
recommendations are offered to improve pro~am effectiveness even further: (1) develop 
empirically-based criteria for progam admission to identify offenders who will most benefit from 
the program; (2) ensure appropriate sanctions are applied to unsuccessful program participants; (3) 
expand resources for substance abuse se~'ices; (4) increase emphasis on employment and 



educational needs of offenders; and (5) address potential benefits received by unsuccessful 
participants and conduct additional research to examine outcomes for offenders who complete the 
program, are terminated from the program, or. do not participate in the program. 

Day Reporting Centers as an Intermediate Sanction: Evaluation of Programs Operated by the 
ATTIC Correctional Services 

Craddock, A. and Graham, L.A., US Department of Justice, National Institute of  Justice, (1996) 

This report presents the methodology and findings of a process and outcome evaluation of three 
Wisconsin day reporting centers (DRC's) operated by the ATTIC Correctional Sen'ices. Two of the 
DRC's have similar schedules and content. They consist of three 4-week phases in decreasing levels 
ofintensity, followed by 3 months of aftercare. All clients have a case manager who monitors client 
progress, provides individual counseling, and coordinates client activities with the Division of 
Probation and Parole and other agencies. Programming is provided in three major areas: alcohol and 
other drug abuse, criminality issues, and independent living skills. The third DRC is one of a 
statewide goup of pro~ams modeled on the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime approach. 
ATTIC provides case rnanagement for male clients and conducts a Corrective Thinking group. Case 
management includes assessment, referral to appropriate sen'ices, urinalyses, and periodic meetings 
regarding progress and plans. The pro~arn is designed to last 6 months. The evaluation used a quasi- 
experimental design and compared ATTIC clients to probationers overall in their respective counties 
and to ATTIC-eligible probationers (substance-abusing probationers). The process evaluation 

. . . . .  focusedon DRC differences by type of loca-tion, implement-at~on issuesl types of offenders served, 
and factors associated with the successful completion o fDRC pro~ams. The evaluation of client 
outcomes addressed factors associated with the re-arrest of DRC clients and the arrests of DRC 
clients compared to other probationers. Overall, the evaluation shows that DRC's provide a viable 
correctional treatment option for the highest risk offenders supervised in the community; however, 
because the evaluation did not use an experimental design, it cannot conclude that program 
participation, or the lack thereof, is the primary factor that influenced recidivism. Recommendations 
are offered for improving program operations and evaluation research. 

Day reporting centers as an alternative for drug using offenders 
McBride, D. and VanderWaal, C., Journal of Drug Issues, 27(2): pp.379-397, (1997). 

It is the purpose of this paper to examine the development, implementation, and effectiveness of a 
day reporting center (DRC) for drug- using offenders in Cook County, Illinois. At the time of the 
evaluation, the pro~am primarily offered services to African Americans with limited education and 
job experience and extensive histories of opiate and cocaine use. The analysis showed that while in 
the program, participants reduced their drug use, significantly improved the rate oftheir appearance 
for court dates, and had a very low rate of arrests on new charges. It was also found that the program 
had difficulties in integrating its services with other community services after participants left the 
program. Conclusions support the use of day reporting pro~ams for drug-using offenders as an 
effective means to reduce drug use. It was also concluded that it was crucial to inte~ate this type of 
pre-trial sen'ice with other needed community services. 
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~Restorative Justice 

Balanced and Restorative Justice Project (BAR J) 
Bilchik, S., U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
(1996). 

The venerable concept of restorative justicel holds that when a crime is committed the offender 
incurs an obligation to restore the victim--and by extension the community--to the state ofwell-being 
that existed before the offense. The principle of balance in connection with restorative justice derives 
from the balanced approach concept,2 which suggests that the juvenile justice system should give 
equal weight to (1) ensuring community safety,(2) holding offenders accountable to victims, and(3) 
providing competency development for offenders in the system so they can pursue legitimate 
endeavors after release. 

Restorative Justice and Earned Redemption: Communities, Victims, 
Reintegration 
Bazemore, G., The American Behavioral Scientist 41 (6): pp. 768-813, (1998). 

and Offender 

The author provides a comprehensive discussion ofthe roots ofthe new reinte~ative and restorative 
justice theories as well as the success of current, preliminary applications of these theories. Arguing 
that the traditional and opposingtheories of the retributive paradigm an_d th_e treatment model offer 
only a simplistic choice between helping or hurting offenders, the author contends that these systems 
fail to address adequately the needs of communities and victims. In place of these two paradigms, 
he suggests a new model that he terms reintegrative or restorative justice. This nev.' theory, based on 
specific cultural approaches to crime found in New Zealand Japan, and elsewhere, seeks to address 
the needs of communities and victims through apology and reparation, a process that hopefully leads 
to the reinte~ation of offenders into society. 

Assesing the Citizens Role in Community Sanctioning: Restorative and Community Justice 
Dimensions 
Bazemore, G., U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
in press. 

The term community justice is used to describe a preference for neighborhood-based, more 
accessible, and less formal justice services. The term restorative justice refers to a different way of 
thinking about crime. Restorative justice also acknowledges the harm caused by offending to 
individuals, communities and relationships. The purpose ofthis paper is to explore the meaning and 
implications of these new approaches. Specifically, it will explore the dimensions of  variation which 
distinguish different approaches and which may allow evaluators to assess the integrity of 
community justice intervention. 
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Reconsidering Restorative Justice: The Corruption of Benevolence Revisited 
Levrant, S., Cullen, F.T., Fulton, B. and Wozniak, F.J. Crime and Delinquency 45(1): pp. 3-97, 
(1998). ' - 

Restorative justice has emerged as an increasingly popular correctional paradigm that is drawing 
support not only from conservatives but also from liberals. Although this approach has value, its 
ready embrace as a progressive re fonr~ is potentially problematic in two respects. First, the risk exists 
that restorative justice pro~ams will be corrupted to serve nonprogressive goals and thus do more 
harm than good. Second, there is little reason to anticipate that restorative justice pro~ams will have 
a meaningful effect on offender recidivism. Thus, restorative justice should be viewed and 
implemented with caution. 

Victim-Offender Reconciliation Programs: Pro and Con 
Kamaen, A. and Lindner, C., Perspectives, Volume 20(1): pp. 11-17, (1996). 

Restorative justice is practiced in Victim-Offender Reconciliation Programs (VORP's); with the help 
ofmediators, victims who are willing to confront offenders are able to engage in direct negotiations 
which may lead to restitution arrangements. The VORP approach to resolving criminal incidents 
clearly represents a sharp break in the conventional way cases are processed in juvenile and adult 
courts. Restorati`"ejustice experiments involving the alternative dispute resolution model and offered 
at neighborhood justice centers have been encouraged by the Lax,,, Enforcement Administration, the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the American BarAssociation, the Institute 
for Mediation and Conflict Resolution, the National Institute for Dispute Resolution, and many other 
government and private agencies. When successfully implemented, restorative justice holds peat  
promise for probation departments seeking to promote offender rehabilitation, reduce community 
tensions, and assist victims. Because restorative justice challenges basic tenets of the criminal justice 
system, the applicability of the restorative justice approach to various criminal situations is 
discussed. Certain criticisms of  the VORP approach are noted that focus on the inequitable treatment 
of offenders, the release of dangerous offenders back into society, and whether VORP's work to the 
advantage of both victims and offenders. Difficult policy questions associated with the VORP 
approach are considered, as `',.'ell as the need for more experimentation with mediation, restitution, 
and reconciliation. 

Communities, Victims, Offenders, and Relationships: Toward a Restorative Approach to 
Rehabilitation in Juvenile Justice 
Bazemore, G., CommuniO: Corrections Report on Law and Corrections Practice 6(1): pp. 1-14, 
(1998). 

Juvenile rehabilitation under the concepts of  restorative justice requires that communities, victims, 
and offenders interact with one another within structures that enable each to provide input and 
engage in actions that enhance the lives of the others. Crime harnls victims, offenders, and their 
families, and in essence damages the social fabric and pc.ace of communities. Citizens, crime 
victims, and offenders are caught up in a cycle in which crime is both a cause and a result of 
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breakdowns in interpersonal and community relationships. One of the most basic themes in 
restorati`',ejustice is the need to strengthen or rebuild connections and community. At the individual 
level, if crime is viewed as the result of weak bonds, a restorative approach to rehabilitation must 
focus on strengthening the offender's bonds to conventional adults and peers, enhancing youth-adult 
relationships, and changing the offender's view of la`'v-abiding citizens and the community. At the 
community level, inter`"ention to strengthen bonds must focus on changing citizens' views of 
offenders and on increasing the willingness and capacity of community groups to take responsibility 
for the integration and reintegration of at-risk and delinquent youth, as ,,','ell as for participating in 
informal sanctioning, dispute resolution, and social control. Because juvenile justice interventions 
have seldom been infonaaed by meaningful citizen input, most ignore the myriad justice needs of 
communities that have little or nothing to do with whether and how offenders are punished or 
treated. This article discusses the connecting of  justice needs and functions; ofprimanj' stakeholders 
in the response to youth crime; and of  young offenders, adults, and socializing institutions. 

Balanced and Restorative Justice: Implementing the Philosophy 
Torbet, P. and Thomas, D., Pennsylvania Progress, 4(3), (1997). 

This paper describes Pennsylvania's progress in implementing the Balanced and Restorati`"e Justice 
(BARJ) philosophy state`'vide and across the full spectrum ofju`"enile justice system intera, entions 
and the victims and communities impacted by juvenile crime. The balanced approach consolidates 
community protection, accountability, competency development, and individualized assessment into 
the core elements of effective ju`"enite court and probation practices. Retributive justice responds 
to crime as an act against the government, with offender accountability defined in puniti,.'e.terms; 
restorative justice gives priority to repairing the haml done to victims and communities, `'vith 
offender accountability defined in terms of assuming responsibility and taking action to repair that 
harm. The balanced approach mandates contained in Pennsylvania's Juvenile Act, as amended by 
Act 33, pro`"ided the framework for restorative justice to occur within the State's ju,.'enile justice 
system. Although the implementation of BARJ in Pennsylvania is still only in its initial stages, much 
has already been achieved. The collaboration of powerful juvenile justice policy committees 
representing many interests across the State and representation of  local jurisdictions has already been 
a significant achie`"ement. The effort to implement BARJ has seen the establishment of a core goup 
of influential practitioners eager to implement BARJ in their communities; the implementation of 
BARJ in several counties willing to demonstrate the efficacv of  this approach; the increased 
collaboration among statewide juvenile justice and victim seraices policy organizations; and the 
development of training and technical assistance materials as `'yell as the distribution of these 
materials. 

Implementing a Balanced and Restorative Justice Approach in Juvenile Detention 
Moeser, J., Journal for Juvenile Justice and Detention Selwices 12(2): pp. 47-52, (1997). 

The majority of the literature on the balanced and restorative justice model focuses on working with 
offenders in the community. However, its principles can be useful in directing the future ofjuvenile 
detention practices as well. This model rejects the traditional paradigm of punishment versus 

13 



treatment and replaces it with a new way of thinking about juvenile justice. Its basic principles 
include (1) a balance among community protection, accountability, and competency; (2) equal 
involvement by the community, victims, offenders, and professionals in the process and system; (3) 
greater emphasis on the restoration of  relationships damaged by crime; (4) significant changes in 
professional roles; (5) greater emphasis on offenders' strengths and abilities than on their deficits. 
Juvenile detention can use these principles to focus its practices on balancing community protection, 
competency development, and accountability in its policies, procedures, and pro~ams. Implementing 
changes may be difficult. However, this offers exciting new opportunities for juvenile detention to 
go beyond the rhetoric of the past, resolve the conflicts ofthe past, and create new ways io interact 
with youth that provide signifcant opportunities for change within a safe and secure setting. 

Guide for Implementing the Balanced and Restorative Justice Model 
Pranis, K., US Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (1998). 

The Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) model, developed by the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, is an effective tool for achieving youth accountability and enhancing 
community safety. BARJ goals are to provide training and technical assistance and to develop a 
variety of written materials that inform policy and practice. The emphasis is on accountability, 
competency development, and community safety. The BARJ model focuses attention on enabling 
offenders to make amends to victims and communities, increasing offender competencies, and 
protecting the public. In addition, the BARJ model responds to many issues raised by the victims 

. . . . . .  m-ovemeflt, inc-ludingconcems that victims have little input inio the resolution of their own cases. 
The balanced approach embodied in BARJ is based on an understanding of crime as an act against 
the victim and the community. The BARJ implementation guide is part of a series of policy and 
practice monographs and training materials for the field. The guide contains sections on balanced 
and restorative justice policies and practices and practice and includes case studies that demonstrate 
change toward a balanced and restorative justice model. Additional information on the BARJ model 
is provided in three appendixes. 

Intensive Supervision/Probation/Pretrial Services 

Focus on Accountability: Best Practices for the Juvenile Court  and Probation 
Kurlychek, M., Torbet, P. and Bozynski, M., US Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, in press. 

Juvenile courts and probation departments play, a central role in the administration ofjuvenilejustice 
in the United States. Thus, the policies and programs advanced by these entities greatly define the 
nation's response to juvenile crime. The extensive and critical roles played by the probation 
department clearly reflect the importance of ensuring that accountability is a cental factor in court 
and probation case processing, decision-making, program planning and delivery. This paper details 
the roles of the juvenile court and probation systems in the administration ofjuvenilejustice, identify 
key . . . .  elements of successful pro~ams, and describe effective accountability-based community 
initiative. 
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Juvenile Intensive Supervision: Planning Guide, Program Summary  
Krisberg, B., Neuenfeidt, D.,Wiebush, R., and Rodriguez, O., US Department of Justice, Office of  
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (1994). 

Responding to the need to provide community-based intensive supervision programs (ISPs)to 
serious juvenile offenders, the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of  Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), funded Post-adjudication Nonresidential Intensive Supervision 
Programs. Project goals included identifying and assessing operational or effective intensive 
supervision programs, providing the capability to selected localities to implement effective programs 
for serious offenders, and disseminating program designs for the supervision of serious juvenile 
offenders. This manual outlines the elements of a good ISP and is organized around five key 
elements. The first, program context, encompasses philosophy arid a theoretical framework for the 
program. Client identification involves identifying the target population and outlining selection 
procedures and criteria. Phases of the intensive strategy, the third key element, include residential 
or institutional placement, day treatment, outreach and tracking, regular supervision, and discharge 
and follow-up. Contextual and implementation issues relate to the external environment, program 
linkages, and internal linkages. The final element, goals and evaluations, consists of  demonstration 
goals, a management information system, and process and outcome evaluation. 

. . . .  Evaluation of the Reasoning and Rehabilitation Cognitive Skills Deve!opme_nt Program as 
A Implemented in Juvenile ISP (Intensive Supervision Probation) in Colorado 
w Pullen, S., US Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice, (1996) 

This report presents the methodology and findings from the Colorado Division of Criminal Justice's 
evaluation of the Reasoning and Rehabilitation (R and R) cogniti,,'e skills de`.,elopment program, as 
it is delivered to juveniles placed on Juvenile Intensive Supervision Probation (JISP) in Colorado. 
The R and R program is a mandatory program component of JISP. The program is a copyrighted 
education program that focuses on teaching the following cognitive skills to offenders: problem- 
sol`.,ing, consequential thinking, means-end reasoning, social perspective-taking, critical reasoning, 
abstract reasoning, creative thinking, and ,.'alues. The evaluation research focused on whether the 
program is delivered appropriately, whether the program integrity is achieved and sustained, whether 
the program works to change attitudes and behaviors, whether the program has an impact on post- 
tennination rates of recidivism, and the types of offenders for `.vhich the progTam v¢orks best. The 
study was undertaken in three phases. In the first phase, gToup sessions were videotaped and 
reviewed by one of the original developers of the program. In the second phase, pretest/post-test 
questionnaires were administered to JISP clients, and data were also collected by interviewing youth 
before and after the program Re-arrest data ,,','ere collected on each individual in the sample to 
examine recidivism. In the third phase, relevant offender subgroups were identified during the 
analysis portion of the study. Findings show that the program barely met the standard of  R and R 
program developers. Although the content of the program was delivered, the process of imparting 
knov,'ledge and skills to the offenders barely occurred. Some shortcomings identified were lack of  
lesson preparation, inability to explain concepts or explaining concepts incorrectly, inappropriate 
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combination ofprogram sessions, and failure to make the program relevant to adolescents. Findings 
from the process evaluation show that JISP officers did not sufficiently prepare for program delivery. 
Results from the outcome evaluation provide limited evidence that offenders in JISP who 
participated in the program improved pro-social attitudes or increased cognitive skill levels. There 
is no evidence to suggest that offenders who received the R and R program were less likely to 
recidivate after ternfinating from JISP 

Who Gets Revoked? A Comparison of Intensive Supervision Successes and Failures in 
Vermont 

Ryan, J.E., Crime and Delinq,tencv, 43( 1 ): pp. 104-119, (1997). 

Little research exists on differences between intensive community supervision successes and failures. 
One of the reasons for this scarcity of information is that a narrow range of criteria is often used to 
select candidates for such programs, hence differences among those who succeed and those who fail 
are difficult to discern. This research examined differences between successes and failures using a 
more heterogeneous population offenders placed on furlough in preparation for release from 
incarceration in Vern~ont. The main finding was that the offender most likely to fail was the same 
offender likely to be selected for intensive community supervision. 

The Implementation of an Intensive Aftercare Program for Serious Juvenile Offenders: A 
Case Stud)" 

G_oodstein, L. and Sontheimer, H., Criminal Justiceand Be];avioJ-, 24(3): pp. 332-359, (1998)_ - - 

This article presents the results of a study ofthe implementation of an intensive aftercare probation 
(lAP) program developed in Philadelphia. In addition to presenting program desig-n and standards, 
the article discusses issues involved in effecting a successful innovation. These include (a) the 
transition from the old to the new model of supervision, (b) evolution of the lAP's mission and 
philosophy, (c) applications of the evolved model, (d) unanticipated conditions affecting program 
operations, and (e) client responses to the lAP program. The program experienced difficulties in 
several areas. A critical period occurred in which there was a breakdown in service delivery, officers 
apparently had difficulty understanding and adjusting to the new organizational norms implicit in 
the program's mission, and program goals and philosophy were not articulated clearly by program 
planners. Nevertheless, over the course of the implementation period, a successful model 
incorporating social control and rehabilitative elements was developed and stabilized. 

Juvenile Probation: The Workhorse of the Juvenile Justice System 
Torbet, P., US Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (1996). 

Juvenile probation is discussed with respect to the work of juvenile probation officers and probation 
departments, the characteristics of youth on probation, and challenges to probation. In 1993, 56 
percent of all cases adjudicated for a delinquency offense received probation as the most severe 
disposition, compared with 28 percent that were placed in some kind of residential facility, 12 
percent that ,,,,'ere given some other disposition, and 4 percent that were dismissed with no further 
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" is. Juvenile probation officers are generally college-educated white males ages 30-49, who 
average caseload of 41 juveniles. Typical problems include a lack ofresources, insufficient 

staff, and too many cases. Although they chose this work to help youth, their greatest sources of 
frustration are an inability to influence youths' lives, the attitudes of probationers and their families, 
and difficuhies in identifying successes. Fifty-four percent of the cases placed on formal probation 
in 1993 involved property offenses, 21 percent involve person offenses, 18 percent involved public 
order offenses, and 7 percent involved drug law violations. 

Intensive Probat ion:  An Alternat ive  to P lacement  
Clouser, M., Pemzsvh,ania Progress 3( 1 ), (1996). 

This  paper describes the experience of  Pennsylvania's Erie County in implementing its intensive 
juvenile probation program model, profiles the collaborative efforts of the Pennsylvania Commission 
on Crime and Delinquency (PCCD) and the Pennsylvania Juvenile Court Judges' Commission 
{PJC.IC) in expanding the availability of this program across the State, and reviews the results of 
program evaluations. 

Evaluation of  the Utah Second  District Juvenile Court  Intensive Supervision Probat ion 

Program 
Nom~an, M.D., US Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Assistance, (1995). 

This study used an experimental-research design that involved 45 randomly selected contro-l-~oup 
youths and 88 experimental-group youths to test the effectiveness of the Utah Juvenile Court's 
intensive juvenile probation program. The principal elements of the Intensive Superwision Program 
(ISP) were increased amounts of  contact with youth, required participation in a home confinement 
program, random testing for substance use, required compliance with prescribed treatment programs, 
and participation in an electronic monitoring program for selected youths. The dependent variables 
measured were the length of probation supervision, the cost of probation supervision, and recidivism. 
The 1SP achieved a significant reduction in the length of probation supervision, was cost- effective, 
and produced a modest reduction (58 to 48 percent) in the percentage ofyouths rearrested for known 
felony and misdemeanor offenses compared to the control group on regular probation. The report 
recommends that the ISP become a more "balanced" blend of sulweillance and treatment 
programming. Specifically, more alcohol and drug treatment should be offered, along with parenting 
skills training and parent/child communication. It further recommends that the probation staff 
develop and implement both risk- and needs-assessment instruments to better identify treatment 
needs, as ,,,,'ell as which youths belong in the ISP. 

Intensive Juveni l e  Aftercare  as a Publ ic  Safety A p p r o a c h  
Altschuler, D.M. and Armstrong, T.L., Corrections Today 60(4): pp. 118-123, (1998). 

The experiences of the States in the third year of a demonstration project sponsored by the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to test the feasibility and impact of  the Intensive 
Aftercare Program (IAP) model have revealed issues and challenges involved in establishing such 
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programs. The lAP model aims to address high juvenile recidivism rates, facility crowding, and 
escalating costs of confinement. The model emphasizes: (1) preparatory institutional services that 

• directly lend themselves to application and reinforcement in the community, (2) a highly structured 
transitional experience that bridges the institution and community, and (3) the delivery of intensive 
supervision and follow-up services in the community. The experiences in Colorado, New Jersey, 
Nevada, and Virginia have already produced understanding of  the issues and challenges involved. 
Challenges include the allocation of sufficient numbers of  qualified staff and the development of 
organizational capacity to facilitate consistency and compatibility in service deliver),. Other issues 
include the need to heighten surveillance in a way that promotes participation in treatment and the 
finding that high levels of supervision for lower-risk offenders is counterproductive. Each 
demonstration programs applies it lAP to correspond to the local situation while meeting the 
requirement for overarching case management. Implementation challenges include resistance from 
institutional corrections, insufficient funding and staffing for intensive supervision and enhanced 
service delivery, the need for formal assessment procedures, and the importance of specific 
guidelines about the nature and purpose of  increased contact between youth and staff. Nevertheless, 
developing a workable model of reintegratively oriented incarceration is possible, although much 
remains to be accomplished. 

Risk Assessment for Juveniles on Probation: A focus on Gen der Criminal Justice and Behavior 
Funk, S.J., Criminal Justice and Behavior 26(1): pp. 44-69, (1999). 

This article describes a study that examines the utility of separate risk assessment instruments for 
classifying male and female delinquents on probation. It addresses these questions: (a) Do separate 
instruments classify juveniles' risks for re-offending better than a combined instrument? and (b) Do 
risk factors differ for female and male re-offenders? These issues are explored using data gathered 
from a large metropolitan juvenile court. The findings indicate that separate risk assessment 
instruments improve classifications of risk for re-offending, especially among females. Furthermore. 
female risk factors differ substantially from those of their male counterparts. Implications are 
discussed for applied and theoretical research. 

Recommending  Juvenile Offenders for Pretrial Release 
Metchik, E., Juvenile and Family Court Journal 43(1): pp. 39-50, (1992). 

Court histories of 501 juvenile offenders prosecuted in adult court in New York City were followed 
as part of an effort to develop a point-scale recommendation system for a large pretrial services 
agency. The youths had all been arrested during the latter half of 1982 and completed 
comprehensive interviews that gathered information on residence, school, and employment histories. 
Data from this interview were related to the main outcome measure, failure to appear for a scheduled 
court adjournrnent. Results revealed that the vast majority of the juveniles prosecuted in adult court 
will return reliably for each court appearance and will not recidivate during the prosecution period. 
In addition, more than 90 percent of those who stayed in the adult court were convicted, and more 
than half of this group received prison terms. Results alsorevealed that the point scale and two 
variations used criteria that predicted failure to appear more accurately than when other traditional 
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:riteria used for adults were applied to this population. Thus, a separate recommendation system for 
uvenile offenders is both feasible and highly preferable to using the standard adult scale for this 

population. 

Reducing Juvenile Recidivism Through Pre-Trial Diversion 
lnvoh, ement 
Panzer, C., Journal of  Juvenile Law 18(1): pp. 186-207, (1997) 

Programs: A Community 's  

Statutory and conmmnity pretrial diversionary programs forjuveniles benefit not only the juveniles 
but also the comnmnity by reducing recidivism. These programs clear the juvenile justice system 
of offenders of minor offenses, holding the juveniles accountable for their actions while leaving the 
fonnal system freer to concentrate its resources on serious offenders. The programs reflect 
recognition that the blend of a rehabilitative approach with a punitive one appears to reduce juvenile 
recidivism more than any singular approach, whether it is the traditional rehabilitative or the punitive 
approach. Pretrial diversionary programs allow the juvenile offender to avoid the stigma associated 
with the formal juvenile court system. These pro~ams bridge the gap between parental sanctions 
that may be too lenient and juvenile sanctions that may be too harsh for first-time offenders. 
However, statutory pretrial diversionary pro~ams may be adversely affected by reduced funding. 
Community-sponsored programs, which do not require State or Federal funding and are staffed by 
community volunteers, therefore have an extremely important function in reducing juvenile 
recidivism and the need for more prisons. 

iFederal Juvenile Corrections in South Dakota 
US Probation/Pretrial Services Office, District of South Dakota, Federal Probation 61 Issue(l ): pp. 
38-46, (1997). 

This article describes how juvenile offenders are investigated and supervised by the U.S. 
probation/pretrial services office for the District of South Dakota. This description follows a 
"typical" juvenile offender profile with a "typical" offense profile through the pretrial, pre-sentence, 
and post-adjudication supervision processes. In the course of  this description, the authors interject 
commentary about various related issues in order to explain the unique tasks and issues confronted 
by pretrial services and probation officers who work with juvenile offenders. The tasks ofthe pretrial 
services officer include the pretrial interview with the juvenile, a pretrial investigation, and the 
development of a treatment plan. In the case profiled, the juvenile admits the allegations against him. 
The court accepts the admission, finds the juvenile to be delinquent, and orders a pre-sentence 
investigation. A probation officer conducts the pre-sentence investigation. In this investigation, the 
officer nmst determine the reasons for the juvenile's delinquent behavior and develop a treatment 
plan that addresses these reasons. At the dispositional hearing, the court imposes the legal 
consequences of the juvenile's antisocial behavior; he is to be on probation until he is 21 years old. 
During this period of supervision and treatment, as the juvenile begins to progress in treatment and 
mature in his behavior, supervisory intern'entions by the probation officer diminish. The portrait of 
the probationary processing of the "typical" juvenile offender ends with him at home and involved 
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variety of  positive, self-improvement activities and preparing to take his GED when he 
his 18th birthday. 

JAIBG Training and Technical Assistance Grantees 

Florida Atlantic University 's  (FAU) Community Justice Institute is building national, state, and 
local capacity to develop practitioner skills and enhance consistency in local and state efforts to 
implement the Balanced and Restorative Justice (BAR J) approach. This "balanced approach" to the 
problem of delinquency is based on the premise that a crime is committed against both a victim and 
a community. Communities which adopt this model involve the individual victim and the wider 
community in promoting offender accountability, strengthening offender competencies, and 
enhancing comnaunity safety. FAU, located in Ft. Lauderdale, FL, has addressed the mandates of  
JAIBG appropriations by updating the current BARJ curriculuna. They will be offering this 
curriculum in two 10-day comprehensive train-the-trainer sessions. Each BARJ training is a 68-hour 
event that includes (1) 20 hours of training and facilitation skill instruction; (2) 12 hours of review 
of BARJ resource materials; (3) 8 hours of practical instruction on circle sentencing and 
conferencing techniques; and (4) 28 hours ofteaching practice. FAU's  Guide forhnplementine the 
Balanced and Restorative Justice Model (Report # NCJ 167887) can be obtained through NCJRS 
at (800) 638-8736 or on-line at www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org. 

__ The NationalCenter for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ) provides technical assistance tojuvenite courts 
,~l~d probation departments through four specific tasks: (1) Conduct of a survey of juvenile probation 
~ p a r t m e n t s  to identif) programs, interventions, and services needed to hold juveniles accountable. 

(2) Identifying protocols and mechanisms for information sharing and ascertaining technical 
assistance needs. (3) Developing 10 to 15 information packets on the topics identified in the sur~,ey. 
(4) Preparing and disseminating two bulletins -- one on the judge's rote in establishing balanced and 
restorative justice initiatives and another on strategies for meeting information sharing needs. NCJJ, 
located in Pittsburgh, PA, is the research division of the National Council of Juvenile and Family 
Courts Judges. Their -Web address is www.ncjj.org. 

Other Related Organizations/Resources 

American Community Corrections Institute (ACCI) 
http://www.accili feskills.com 

American Correctional Association 
http:/A~vw.corrections.com/aca 

Center for Restorative Justice and Mediation 
http://ssw.che.umn.edu/ctr4rjn~ 

Corrections Connection Network 
~://www.corrections.com 
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Lesson Plan Cover Sheet 
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MODULE TITLE 07 Step-Down Strategies 
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AUTHOR Carl Sanniti 
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Allow three hours, but session 
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discussion allowed. 
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Group discussion, and trainer evaluation. 



METHODS/TECHNIQUES I 
Lecture and discussion 

I n s t r u c t o r  M a t e r i a l s  
Burrell, S., DeMuro, P., Dunlap, E.L., Sanniti, C., & Warboys, L. (1998, Dec.). Crowding in juvenile 
detention centers; A problem solving manual. Richmond, KY: National Juvenile Detention Association. 
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Center. 
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L e s s o n  P l a n  - 0 7  

STEP-DOWN STRATEGIES 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

Step-Down strategies are an important method for moving youth out 
of secure detention into a lesser restrictive placement. The concept is 
driven by the fact that nearly all juvenile detention facilities detain 
youth who do not need a secure setting to achieve the goals of 
protecting public safety, preventing absconding, and preventing re- 
offending before the youth goes to trial. 

Ask participants the following questions: 

° "Does the juvenile detention facility in your jurisdiction ever 
detain youth who do not need a secure setting?" 

• "What proportion of youth in your jurisdiction could be safely 
detained in less secure settings? 

• Do you know of youth who, after a few days in detention, 
could be safely detained at home? 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INTUT 

A .  Definition . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Step-Down is a systematic decision-making process that: 

. 

2. 

. 

Evaluates the youth's risks, needs, and strengths; 

Identifies a placement or detention alternative that fits these 
evaluations while simultaneously safeguarding the three goals 
of detention (protecting public safety, ensuring the youth's 
presence at court, and preventing re-offending); and 

Moves youth into a more appropriate, less restrictive setting, 
when possible. 

Step-Down is an attractive option because movement to a less 
restrictive placement normally does not require a hearing. 

B. Purpose: 

The following topics of discussion will provide knowledge for 
implementing step-down strategies. It should be pointed out that 
although the strategies and tasks are laid out here, it takes leadership 
to implement the strategies. 

1. Case Tracking and Identification: 

• Use of facility's behavior modification program. 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

® 
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STEP-DOWN STRATEGIES NOTES TO T R A I N E R  

. 

Use of risk instrument. 

Use of alternative detention placements. 

Use of the Detention Review Process 

A good example of the Detention Review Process would be the 
Lucas County Juvenile Court in Toledo, Ohio. Every week, the 
Court administrator convenes a meeting over lunch in the 
detention center. Present are the Chief Probation Officer, the 
Placement Coordinator, the Detention Superintendent, the 
Attorney Referee, and the judges. Starting with those detainees 
with the highest number of day care, the group conducts the tasks 
listed below, assigning new deadlines for action or new action 
strategies at the meeting. The Court Administrator takes notes for 
follow-up at subsequent meetings. 

Identify case status and alternative placement options. 

Identify post-dispositional options. 

• Identify step-down alternative placements. 

3. AlternativePlacements _ __ 

• Identification of appropriate youth. 

• Secure and non-secure placement options. 

• Examples of existing programs. 

4. Youth Waiting Criminal Court Trial 

• Placement within the juvenile institution. 

• Alternative placement. 

• Accelerated case processing. 

5. Secure "Off-Site" Facilities 

• Role of alternative secure placements. 

Jurisdiction - management of alternative secure 
placements. 

• Identification of youth for off site placement. 

• Managing off-site populations. 

6. Step - Down Strategies for Post-Dispositional Youth 

• Placement options. 

Display 7-T-4 

_ _ _ Display_ 7-_T-_5 

Display 7-T-6 
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STEP-DOWN STRATEGIES 

Selection assessment for non-secure placement. 

I I I .  SUMMARY 

When circumstances warrant, it should be possible to move youth 
within the continuum of care to a more appropriate place. Usually 
the consideration is for increased security. Having step-down 
strategies in place prepares the system to also respond to positive 
actions of youth. 
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Step-Down Strategies 

| 
Definit ! o n o f  Step-Down Strategy 

~ A  systematic decision-making that: Process 
1. Evaluates the youth's risks, needs, and strengths 

~ 2 .  identities a or detention altemaUve that ~lacement 
fits these evaluations while simultaneously 
safeguarding the three goals of detention 
[protecting public safety, ensuring the YOUth's 
Presence at court, and Preventing re-offending) 

~ 3 .  Moves youth into a more appropriate, less restrictive 
se~ng, when POSSible. 

7 , T . Z  

J 
J 

LCaseTracldng and Identification: 

• Use el facility's behavior modification 

program. 

• Use of risk instrument. 

• Use ol alternative de tent ion  p lacements .  

[IqTl~ 

, > 
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Step-Down Strategies 

P • 
netentionRevie wProcess: _ , 

) 

P 
P 
P 
P 

• Identify case status and alternative 

placem ent options. 

• Identify post-dispositional options. 

• Identify step-down alternative placements. 

iAIternative Placements 
i ~  • Identification of appropriate YoUth. 
I ~  i • Secure and non-secure placement options. 
r i • Examples olexisUng programs. 

iYouth Waiting Criminal Court 
e ~  Trial: 
K Placement within the Juvenile institution. 

• Alternative placemenL 
• Accelerated c!!e processing. 

m 
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Isec.m "o, s,e" F.cmt,es: 
, . ~ . _ ] -  Role of alternative secure placements. 
~Lmz~ • Jurisdiction - management of altern; itiv 
~ i  plaeement~ 
~ J- Identification of Youlh for oH-site Pl~ ceJ 

I Step-Down Strategies for Post- 
I J ~ i  nispositional Youth: 
"~a I" Placement options. 

l ~S ~gt, ~ 

7.t,S 

Jurisdiction - management of alternalJves secure 

Identification ol Youth Ior oH-site Placement. 

• Selection assessments for non-secure placemenL 

Step-Down Strategies 
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9. U s i n g  D e t e n t i o n  R e v i e w s  a n d  E x p e d i t e r s  

Ideally, the expediter works with- 
in the secure detention center but 
is knowledgeable about the court 
process and community resources. 
He or she works through forntal 
processes and informal networks 
to ens,tre that cases move through 
the detention process as efficient- 
ly as possible. 

One of the most effective methods of reducing crowding 
and unnecessary placement in detention centers is often over- 
looked: expediting the cases of the youth in secure detention. 
Reducing the average length of  stay for youth in detention has a 
significant impact on the population level of the secure detention 
center. The use of "expediters" has been one of the most effective 
strategies for reform in the Annie E. Casey Foundation's J-DAI. I08 
The jurisdiction may accomplish the expediting process through 
either the use of an individual expediter or regular group reviews of 
the detention population. 

A study of one detention center concluded that the creation 
of an expediter position had a significant impact on reducing the 
center's population. Having an expediter resulted in closer adher- 
ence to stated intake policies (so that, for example, abused and neg- 
lected children were not detained) and acceleration of processing 
and placement among detained youth.- This, in tum, decreased 
length of stay, and greatly reduced the number of  post-disposition 
youth awaiting placement.109 

Ideally, the expediter works within the secure detention cen- 
ter but is knowledgeable about the court process and community 
resources. He or she works through formal processes and informal 
networks to ensure that cases move through the detention process 
as efficiently as possible. The expediter ensures that a youth's test- 
ing appointments are scheduled and held in a timely fashion; that 
attorneys and parents receive notice of all hearings; and that youth 
are not "lost" because of errors in communication. The expediter 
reviews the detention population at least daily to determine if any 
youth is appropriate for release to a "step-down" staff-secure place-  
ment or other program. This can be useful if, for example, a 
responsible relative or a shelter bed has now been located. Finally, 
the expediter works to move committed youth out of  detention as 
quickly as possible after the court has decided on a placement. 

Another means of providing ongoing detention review is 
through the use of a detention review group that meets frequently. 
A number of jurisdictions in the Assessment of  Solutions to 
Overcrowding survey have successfully implemented weekly inter- 
agency reviews of youth in the detention facility, with representa- 
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tion from probation, the juvenile court, detention center staff, and 
in some jurisdictions, mental health, the schools and private 
providers. The advantages of group review are that a variety of 
agency and provider representation may be helpful in tailoring 
alternatives to the particular youth, and that agencies or groups that 
might otherwise feel bypassed are at the table. 

Jurisdictions may wish to use both an individual expediter, 
who can quickly react to day-to-day needs, and group detention 
review to examine cases that are less quickly addressed or that 
involve systemic inadequacies or barriers. The success of both 
individual expediters and detention review groups requires access 
to comprehensive individual data on detained youth. 

Jurisdictions may wish to use 
both an individual expediter, who 
can quickly react to day-to-day 
needs, and group detention re- 
view to examine cases that are 
less quickly addressed or that in- 
volve systemic inadequacies or 
barriers. 

10. Expanding Front End Resources Through Social 
Worker Programs 

Some jurisdictions accomplish the expediter function or 
supplement their expediter services through the use of social work- 

. . . . .  Some jurisdictions accomplish 
ers. I~O The social worker program may be located in ajuvenilejus- the expediterfimction or supple- 
tice agency such as the public defender or probation, or may oper- 
ate as an independent entity. As part of these programs, social 
workers screen youth at the initial detention stage and review the 
cases of already detained youth for possible modifications or 
changes in detention orders. They research the availability of 
appropriate community-based services or programs and make per- 
sonal contact with service providers, agencies, or individuals who 
will be responsible for the youth. They are often able to provide 
more complete background information on the youth and factors 
relating to the detention decision than would otherwise be available 
from initial probation or attorney interviews. Program staff in 
some jurisdictions actually appear in court to advocate for deten- 
tion alternatives. 

merit their expediter services 
through the use o f  social work- 
ers. They research the availabil- 
ity o f  appropriate community- 
based services or programs and 
make personal contact with serv- 
ice providers, agencies, or bzdi- 
viduals who will be responsible 

for  the youth. 

11. Streamlining Intake Procedures 

In some jurisdictions, children spend unnecessary time in 
detention even though they are eligible for release, because there is 
no one to process their case at certain times of the day or night. In 
others, intake staff have no follow-up resources to notify families 
of their child's detention or court hearings, if  the family fails to 
answer the telephone. 
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Detention admissions and length 
of stay can be substantially re- 
duced through improved efficien- 
cy in the intake and admission 
process. 

procedures for handling 
of the categories of youth 

awaiting post-disposition place- 
ment or transfer should be re- 
viewed for ways to expedite the 
process. 

Detention admissions and length of stay can be substantial- 
ly reduced through improved efficiency in the intake and admission 
process. For some facilities, this may mean assuring the availabil- 
ity of round-the-clock intake screening. For others, it may mean 
allocating additional staff to intake to help with investigation, noti- 
fying parents, and setting up alternative programs or placements. 
For still others, it may mean simply assuring that implementation 
of written policies and procedures setting forth the detention crite- 
ria, use of the risk assessment instrument, and employment of alter- 
natives to secure detention actually occur. 

The need for this strategy is readily apparent, for example, 
in jurisdictions where a large proportion of youth are released at the 
initial detention hearing. 11~ In such jurisdictions, improved intake 
procedures may reduce the unnecessary use of short-term secure 
detention. 

12. A c c e l e r a t i n g  Transfer  o f  Pos t -D i spos i t i on  Youth 

In many jurisdictions youth languish in detention centers 
for weeks or even months after a dispositional order has been 
entered in their case. In some jurisdictions, the process of finding 
placements for "difficult to place" youth takes a long time - -  even 
though many of these youth will ultimately go to staff-secure place- 
ments. In others, delays occur because crowded training schools 
refuse to accept new admissions until beds are available. 
Accelerated transfer is a strategy aimed at assuring expeditious 
movement of youth to placements or commitment programs after 
the disposition hearing. 

Each of these problems can and should be resolved. The 
procedures for handling each of the categories of  youth awaiting 
post-disposition placement or transfer should be reviewed for ways 
to expedite the process. For example, delays may routinely occur 
because efforts to locate placements do not begin until the disposi- 
tion hearing. Since, with regard to most detained youth, probation 
staffhave a fairly good idea what level of disposition will be forth- 
coming if the allegations are sustained, placement investigation can 
begin from the time of detention. This enables placement to follow 
quickly on the heels of the dispositional order. 
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Delays in moving committed youth to the state training 
schools may necessitate interagency meetings with state officials. 
Where delays are caused by crowding at state facilities, detention 
administrators should encourage systemic efforts to "free up" train- 
ing school beds and, if those efforts fail, consider bringing legal 
challenges to effectuate the transfer of committed youth. Court 
orders and settlement agreements in a number of cases have placed 
time limits on post-disposition detention pending transfer to other 
facilities. 112 Failing those efforts, it may be feasible in some 
jurisdictions to work for the enactment of regulations or statutes 
that set time lir/iits for the transfer of committed youth to state facil- 
ities. 

On a more mundane level, attention should be given to case 
processing procedures. In many instances, delays may be reduced 
simply by improving communication and paper-,vork needed for 
transfer. For instance, one Assessment of Solutions to 
Overcrowding site was able to accelerate the transfer of committed 
youth to the training school simply by working with the judges to 

. . . .  develop expedited court order procedures. 

It may be useful to set up appearance court reviews of 
placement progress at specified intervals, if this does not already 
occur. This will enable the juvenile justice system to monitor prob- 
lem areas and increase accountability for assuring that youth are 
moved expeditiously out of the detention center. The use of an 
expediter or detention review group may also be useful. Some of 

• . - ~ : ~ : ;  ..~{~.f;. .:>,~" / '_  ,~,: . ,~.-  

• 
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the jurisdictions responding to the Assessment of Solutions to 
Overcrowding survey reported that regular monitoring conferences 
improved post-disposition movement of youth. One response stat- 
ed bluntly, that daily planning conferences with probation officers 
assure that "they can no longer detain and let them sit forever." 

I3. Developing Mechanisms for Making Release 
Decisions 

Some jurisdictions have developed 
systems for  prioritizing the release 
o f  detahwd juveniles in the event o f  
population crises . . . .  For example, 
one jurisdiction agreed to convene a 
panel that includes representatives 
from the juvenile court, the prosecu- 
tor's office and the juvenile deten- 
tion facility to review the files o f  the 
lowest-risk youth for  consideration 

- .of release to a less restrictive set- 

Some jurisdictions have developed systems for prioritizing 
the release of detained juveniles in the event of population 
crises. 113 In some, release is by court order, while in others it is 
through the decision of a designated agency or committee. 
Although a number of jurisdictions have instituted early release in 
response to litigation, 114 others have simply added it to their menu 
of population reduction strategies. 

More than half the jurisdictions responding to the 
Assessment of Solutions to Overcrowdingsurvey have used release . . . . . . .  
mechanisms, and all of them consider this to be at least somewhat 
effective as a strategy to reduce crowding. This strategy is more apt 
than others to raise political eyebrows because it suggests that chil- 
dren who would otherwise be detained are "getting off easy." In 
one of the survey sites, the practice was discontinued when a 
change in the judiciary occurred, and the new judge disapproved. 

Nonetheless, until facilities detain only the youth who are 
truly dangerous or are truly unlikely to appear in court, most juris- 
dictions will continue to detain at least some juveniles who merit 
release because they should not have been detained at the outset. 
Moreover, jurisdictions using release mechanisms typically select 
carefully the youth that qualify. For example, one jurisdiction 
agreed to convene a panel that includes representatives from the 
juvenile court, the prosecutor's office and the juvenile detention 
facility to review the files of the lowest-risk youth for consideration 
of release to a less restrictive setting. J15 In addition, the term 
"release" is misleading, because many youth may be transferred to 
staff-secure settings or other out-of-home placements, and others 
may be placed in intensive home detention programs. 
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14. hnproving Advocacy on Behalf of Youth Facing 
Detention 

Youth facing juvenile court proceedings are constitutional- 
ly entitled to the assistance of appointed counsel at all critical 
stages of the proceedings.l~6 Nonetheless, a surprising number of 
youth appear without counsel at the time the detention decision is 
made. Others literally meet their lawyer in the courtroom.~7 Still 
others are represented by lawyers who are completely unprepared 
for the initial hearing. The absence of counsel (or representation by 
inadequately prepared counsel) at the initial hearing has a dramatic 
effect on the detention decision and length of confinement. The 
failure of systems to provide effective assistance of counsel at the 
detention stage also opens the door to constitutional and statutory 
legal challenges. 118 

• ~ ~ . . . . .  ~ . - .  ~ k ~  

When we first visited one of the project sites, youth 
detained there commonly spent close to three weeks in custody 
before meeting their lawyers. The absence of counsel at the initial 
hearing meant that the detention decision was based on whatever 
information the probation officer was able to muster during the 
intake process. There was no opportunity for youth to dispute inac- 
curacies in that information or to present additional options to the 
court. Most youth admitted the charges and were released at the 
first moment a lawyer appeared for them. The detention center 
superintendent calculated that, over a six-month period, an addi- 



5,1 CROWDING IN  JUVENILE DETENTION CENTERS 

tional 10 days of detention bed space was being used for each youth 
who admitted the charges at the "pretrial" hearing. Had counsel 
been available at the detention or arraignment hearings (within a 
week of detention), the population in this detention center would 
have been dramatically reduced.119 

The assistance o f  counsel at ini- 
tial hearings is essential in pro- 
tecting youth against unneces- 
sary detention. In some cases, 
counsel may be able to demon- 
strate that there is no probable 
cause to believe the youth com- 
mitted an offense and, thus, that 
the proceedings should be dis- 
missed at the initial hearing. 
Similarly, counsel may be able to 
correct false or incomplete blfor- 
mation that otherwise might tip 
the balance toward detention. 

- -  _ . . I n  many cases, counsel may  
court in identifying 

services, or additional 
supervision that would enable 
the youth to remain safely in the 
community. 

The assistance of counsel at initial hearings is essential in 
protecting youth against unnecessary detention. In some cases, 
counsel may be able to demonstrate that there is no probable cause 
to believe the youth committed an offense and, thus, that the pro- 
ceedings should be dismissed at the initial hearing. Similarly, 
counsel may be able to correct false or incomplete information that 
otherwise might tip the balance toward detention. In other cases, 
the court may have legitimate concerns about sending the youth 
home to an inadequate parent, but a few phone calls by counsel 
may locate a responsible relative to care for the youth pending the 
outcome of  the case. In many cases, counsel may assist the court 
in identifying programs, services, or additional supervision that 
would enable the youth to remain safely in the community.lZ0 In 
jurisdictions where juveniles are entitled to bail, counsel may be 
able to argue persuasively for a reduction that would enable the 
child to be released. 

The presence of  counsel at the earliest stages increases the 
likelihood that the case will be appropriately investigated and pre- 
pared. When counsel is involved from the beginning, there is more 
of an opportunity to prepare motions, work with experts, procure 
records, perform legal research on evidentiary issues, or do the 
background work needed to convince the prosecutor that the 
charges should be reduced. Such early involvement of  counsel 
reduces the chances that the youth will be subjected to inappropri- 
ate findings of"guilt" and resulting long-term detention. 

It is important that Counsel be appointed with sufficient 
time to provide meaningful assistance at the detention hearing. 
Court procedures should be examined and streamlined to assure 
that lawyers receive filing papers at the earliest possible moment to 
facilitate pre-hearing investigation on the need for detention. 
Meaningful assistance also demands that attorneys representing 
detained youth be well-acquainted with community resources 
(shelters, home detention, case management programs) and servic- 
es available through other agencies (for example, special education 
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programs, parenting classes) that may obviate the need for secure 
detention. Finally, defender systems should assure that attorneys 
have appropriate caseloads to enable them to provide meaningful 
assistance and reduce the number of  continuances and other delays 
in processing cases of detained youth. 

The provision of counsel at initial hearings is of major 
importance for jurisdictions seeking to reduce unnecessary deten- 
tion. Court systems that do not currently provide counsel at the 
detention hearing may face additional costs in appointing lawyers, 
but those costs will be offset by reduction in the substantial costs 
associated with unnecessary detention, or legal challenges for fail- 
ure to provide counsel. 

15. Reducing the Use o f  Detention as a Post- 
Disposition Sanction 

One of the most troubling developments in recent times is 
increased use of detention facilities for post-disposition sentencing. 
Some detention professionals have acquiesced in this practice 
because, given a local shortage of  more appropriate services and 
programs, it seems better than either "doing nothing" or commit- 
ting the youth to a more restrictive long-term facility. However, 
most agree that detention centers are not designed for, should not 
be used as a post-disposition option. The strength of  this sentiment 
is reflected in a recent American Correctional Association standard 
demanding that detention centers be used only for pretrial holding, 
and not for post-trial treatment,121 and in a National Juvenile 
Detention Association position statement supporting a prohibition 
on the use of  detention as a dispositional option.122 Nonetheless, 
some states now specifically allow post-disposition confinement by 
state law, and others pernait it as a matter of case law or judicial 
policy. The Conditions of Confinement study reported that fully 
11% of youth in detention centers are there for post-disposition 
commitment. 123 

Courts in some jurisdictions persist in the belief that a 
healthy dose of incarceration will frighten or other,vise convince 
the child that he or she does not wish to return. Other courts sim- 
ply ignore the rehabilitative mission of  the juvenile justice system 
and impose detention as punishment for the child's misbehavior, 
much as they would for an adult defendant. In still other jurisdic- 
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Detention facilities are unsuit- 
able for post-disposition confine- 
ment. They are designed for  
short-term stays and are often 
ill-equipped to provide the long- 
term programming, counseling, 
education programs, and reha- 
bilitative services needed for  
children in the post-disposition 
phase. 

tions, the increase in post-disposition confinement has closely cor- 
responded with a decrease in disposition resources. When local 
camps, ranches, or community-based programs are closed for fiscal 
reasons, judges, otherwise faced with a choice between probation 
or sending the youth to the state training school, opt for detention 
center confinement as a makeshift mid-level disposition. 

Such use of detention raises serious legal issues. Subjecting 
children to a more restrictive level of confinement than they need, 
simply because of inadequate resources, may violate due process 
protections under the Fourteenth Amendment. 124 Such detention 
may also violate state statutory provisions calling for confinement 
in the least restrictive appropriate setting.125 

Beyond the legal issues, detention facilities are unsuitable 
for post-disposition confinement. They are designed for short-term 
stays and are often ill-equipped to provide the long-term program- 
ming, counseling, education programs, and rehabilitative services 
needed for children in the post-disposition phase. The regimented 
daily schedule in most detention centers leaves little Opportunity 
for youth to learn to exercise the judgment skills, initiative, and per- 
sonal responsibility needed for success in the community - -  they 
are told when to eat, sleep, and even when to go to the bathroom. 
Accountability can be achieved more effectively in less restrictive 
settings, where children are better able to make connections with 
community programs and work opportunities. Moreover, the 
severe limitations detention centers place on movement and per- 
sonal autonomy are difficult enough for short-term confinement; 
they are unhealthy, and sometimes dangerous for youth subjected to 
longer-term confinement.. ~ 26 

Sentencing of post-disposition youth to detention centers 
also has a serious impact on institutional population. Some facili- 
ties experience significant crowding on weekends because of  court- 
ordered dispositional confinement. Others have great difficulties 
implementing an appropriate classification system. For example, 
the offenses committed by many youth sentenced to a detention 
center are much less serious than those of a majority of the youth 
being detained at the facility while awaiting a court hearing. In 
fact, it is often the case that the sentenced youth would not even 
have qualified for secure detention under the jurisdiction's agreed- 
upon risk assessment process. Several jurisdictions responding to 
the Assessment of Solutions to Overcrowding survey expressed 
serious concern over the use of their facilities for sentenced youth. 
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To reduce the use of  detention centers for post-disposition 
commitment, jurisdictions must develop and use a continuum of 
programs. For youth who are at the verge of state training school 
commitment, this may mean assuring the availability of long-term 

• secure camps or ranches. For youth who need less stringent inter- 
vention, this means assuring the availability of community-based 
programs, intensive probation supervision, or non-secure place- 
ments. For example, the use of home-based family preservation 
services (with ongoing in-home visits and family counseling in 
conjunction with mental health/substance abuse/educational servic- 
es) may significantly reduce the need for post-disposition deten- 
tion.127 

16. Reducing the Use of Secure Detention for 
Probation Violations and Bench Warrants 

In some jurisdictions, youth who violate probation or are 
brought in on bench warrants are routinely placed in secure deten- 
tion. While this may be appropriate for those who have committed 
a serious violation Or a new-offense, it represents a misuse ofdetenS - 
tion when employed for minor violations. Thus, for youth missing 
school, failing to make a scheduled call to their probation officer, 
or disobeying a curfew, detention may be used for "attitude adjust- 
ment." It is difficult to support the argument that such youth are a 
danger to the community or will fail to appear in court. 

• . . IF]or youth missing school, 
fa i lhlg  to make a scheduled call 
to their probation officer, or dis- 
obeybzg a curfew, detention may 
be sometimes used f o r  "attitude 
adjustment. "' It is difficult to 
support the argument that such 
youth are a danger to the com- 
munity or will fa i l  to appear in 
court . . . .  As irritating as failures 
to appear and probation viola- 
tions might be, many can be 
addressed without using valu- 
able detention bedspace. 

While many youth may be justifiably detained on bench 
warrants, there may be situations in which miscommunication or 
factors outside their control resulted in a failure to appear. The 
jurisdiction should assure that children's explanations are investi- 
gated, and that preheating detention is minimized. In addition, 
courts should refrain from using detention as a sanction for children 
who are late to court, and should develop other ways to demand 
accountability. In one of the Annie E. Casey JDAI sites, there are 
administrative sanctions and at least six levels of non-secure alter- 
native programs to be used before secure detention is considered 
for probation violations. These include use of community outreach 
supervision, home confinement, evening reporting centers, super- 
vised work programs, electronic monitoring, and staff-secure shel- 
ters. 128 
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As irritating as failures to appear and probation violations 
might be, many can be addressed without using valuable detention 
bedspace. Courts and probation officers should first look into the 
reasons for the violation and, where appropriate, consider adjust- 
ments to probation conditions, programs using community supervi- 
sion, staff-secure programs, or increased probation officer contact 
in lieu of  secure confinement. 

Attention should also be given to preventing bench warrants 
and probation violations. It may be, for example, that court pro- 
ceedings move so quickly that youth are actually confused about 
what is expected of them. Thus, one Assessment of Solutions to 
Overcrowding survey site has instituted a program to reduce the 
number of youth detained for bench warrants by personal contact 
and phone calls prior to and after hearings. Similarly, one of the 
Annie E. Casey JDAI sites provides written notice and telephone 

i reminders to all juveniles before each court hearing. Iz9 
Jurisdictions may also find that formal reminder systems to help 

~ youth remember the terms of their probation assists in reducing the 
number of technical probation violations. 

~ 17. Reducing the Time for Completion of Court 
Proceedings 

Although detention review committees and expediters can 
do much to reduce unnecessary detention and reduce length of stay 
in the facility, the juvenile court, court administrator, probation 
department, prosecutor, and public defender also need to make a 
continuing commitment to process cases as efficiently as possible. 

Many jurisdictions give special priority to detention cases, 
which helps to move them more quickly through the court process. 
Nonetheless, in some jurisdictions, paperwork needed to process 
cases is late or delivered at the last minute, causing delays and 
unwanted continuances. In other jurisdictions, delays in physical- 
ly bringing detained children to court cause unnecessary detention. 
In still others, defense lawyers are appointed long after detention 
occurs, delaying resolution of the vast majority of  cases that result 
in admission of the charges. Long-existing practices should be 
reviewed to determine whether there are systemic problems that 
could reduce delays and continuances. 13° One jurisdiction in the 
survey reported that docketing changes had been an effective strat- 
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egy in reducing the detention population. In another, cases were 
handled much more quickly with two additional juvenile court 
judges. 

Some jurisdictions have actually changed the period within 
which juvenile cases must be brought to court. One response to the 
survey indicated that before time limits `'`"ere imposed, some chil- 
dren had spent months in custody before their cases ,,,,'ere heard. 
Time limits may be changed through local policy or through court 
rules, regulations, or statutes. They may also be imposed by appel- 
late courts as a~ matter of constitutional or statutory interpretation. 
Thus, the United States Supreme Court has imposed a 48-hour time 
limit for adults to receive probable cause hearings; jurisdictions 
that allow a longer time for juvenile cases may wish to address this 
issue through legislation or legal challenges•131 

Scheduling a realistic number of court hearings for a partic- 
ular day may reduce the number of cases that need to be continued 
to another day, thus affecting detention and length of stay. Also, 

. . . . . . .  working for a "court culture" that discourages continuances-by- - 
attorneys, probation staff, or the court may have an impact on the 
length of time youth spend in detention.132 Tightening up the 
expectations for timely delivery of needed documents such as dis- 
position reports or discovery materials may significantly help to 
reduce continuances, as well. 

• . . [W]orkingfor a "court cul- 
ture" that discourages continu- 
ances by attorneys, probation 
s taf f  or the court may have an 
impact on the length o f  time 
youth spend in detention. 
Tightening up the expectations 

fo r  timely deliver), o f  needed 
documents such as disposition 
reports or discovery materials 
may significantly help to reduce 
conth~uances, as well 

"Early resolution" programs may also reduce the time for 
case processing• Under these programs, the probation department 
prepares expedited disposition plans for detained youth, and the 
prosecutor and defense counsel quickly review the cases to facili- 
tate discussion of plea agreements. In the early resolution program 
at one of the Annie E. Casey JDAI sites, cases are resolved within 
five days of detention, j33 These front end efforts enable many 
children to admit the charges much earlier in the proceedings, sav- 
ing them from serving additional weeks or even months in deten- 
tion. Early resolution programs may have an additional long-term 
effect on the use of detention, as well. By providing quicker 
accountability and entry into services for youth, such programs 
may reduce delinquent behavior and the associated need for secure 
confinement. However, early resolution programs need to be care- 
fully developed in a way that respects children's constitutional 
rights, with active involvement of defense attorneys in the drafting 
of program guidelines. 

"Early resolution" programs 
may also reduce the time for  case 
processing. Under these pro- 
grams, the probation department 
prepares expedited disposition 
plans for  detained youth, and the 
prosecutor and defense counsel 
quickly review the cases to facil- 
itate discussion o f  plea agree- 
ments. 
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18. M a k i n g  Cour t  P r o c e s s i n g  M o r e  E f f i c i e n t  

Unnecessary detention could be 
reduced in some jurisdictions 
simply by making court process- 
ing more efficient. In a gieat 
many jurisdictions, simply in- 
stalling computers and photo- 
copying machines could vastly 
improve efficiency in a way that 
affects detention . . . .  Allocation 
o f  staff resources may also have 
an impact on detention. 

Unnecessary detention could be reduced in some jurisdic- 
tions simply by making court processing more efficient. In a great 
many jurisdictions, installing computers and photocopying 
machines could vastly improve efficiency in a wa3, that affects 
detention. Information on ways to contact the youth's family, other 
pertinent background data, and availability of non-secure program 
slots can be entered into the system. This information can then be 
accessed even when the person who obtained it is not available, 
thus speeding up the investigation process and providing more 
complete information for the detention decision. 

Allocation of staff resources may also have an impact on 
detention. In our site work, project staffheard repeated complaints 
from probation officers, who often spend many hours simply wait- 
ing for their court cases to be called. This prevented them from 
performing the kind of investigation and follow-up work we have 

_ discussed as essential to reducing unnecessary detention. This inef- 
ficiency contributes to detention in a long-term sense, as well, 
because it decreases the extent to which the probation department 
can provide direct services and non-custodial programs that may 
reduce recidivism (and attendant detention). 

Thus, one of the most useful things a jurisdiction can do is 
to analyze the court process to determine where greater efficiency 
is possible and develop ways to make better use of staff resources. 
Inefficiencies that cross over agency lines may be a good subject 
for the core working group to address. In one of the sites, proba- 
tion staffplanned to do a time-study of how time was actually spent 
over a period of several weeks, in order to identify the areas where 
staff time could be better allocated. This analysis was to track the 
time spent in all kinds of tasks, ranging from face-to-face inter- 
views, going to court hearings, report writing, and field supervi- 
sion, to mundane activities such as data entry, photocopying, and 
travel time. When the study was completed, staff planned to 
explore ways to reduce duplication, waiting time, and other misal- 
location of resources. 

In addressing inefficiencies, it bears repeating that the juve- 
nile court judges play an important role. As one Assessment of 
Solutions to Overcrowding survey respondent indicated, "The most 
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critical mechanism in the successful reduction of facility crowding 
was the commitment by the Chief Judge to solve the problem. This 
commitment drove the implementation or utilization of other mech- 
anisms. Other court divisions took notice and responded to the new 
direction of the court." 

19. L o c a t i n g  Secure Beds  in Other  Faci l i t ies  

Some jurisdictions have stopped short of building, but have 
increased detention capacity by arranging for bedspace in other 
jurisdictions or facilities. One jurisdiction responding to the 
Assessment of Solutions to Crowding survey indicated that it sends 
the number of children that exceed its population cap to a state 
regional detention center. A second jurisdiction has an agreement 
for purchase of bedspace in another county. Another jurisdiction 
opened a satellite detention center in the newly built adult jail. 

These kinds of arrangements may be useful for emergency 
situations, but they leave much to be desired as an ongoing solu- 
tion. Finding a nearby facility withsuitabte extra space is-often-dif- 
ficult or impossible. As one survey response stated, even i f a n  
agreement is developed with another facility, bedspace may not 
always be available when needed because of crowding in that facil- 
ity. Additionally, the other facility may decide to end the agree- 
ment at any time, making long-term planning very difficult. If 
space in another facility is found, there are added costs for renting 
bed space and for transportation and personnel. 

In addition, housing youth far away from families and attor- 
neys may interfere with constitutionally protected interests.134 It 
necessarily results in a loss of control over how the youth are treat- 
ed, thus increasing the chances that they will be subjected to harm. 
When youth are sent to facilities not designed for children, other 
laws may be violated, as well. For example, opening juvenile 
detention beds at adult correctional facilities may violate state or 
federal laws on removal of juveniles from adult jails and the man- 
dates regarding separation of juvenile and adult offenders. 

Some jurisdictions have stopped 
short of  building, but have 
increased detention capacity by 
arranging for bedspace in other 
jurisdictions or facilities . . . .  
These kinds of arrangements 
may be usefid for emergency sit- 
uations, but they leave much to 
be desired as an ongoing solu- 
tion. 
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20. Moving Youth Facing Adult Trials to Other 
facilities 

The juvenile detention popula- 
tion reduction plan for  each 

jurisdiction needs to carefidly 
consider the merits o f  various 
options for dealing with trans- 

ferred youth, and to work with 
the adult criminal justice system 
for a solution that will not simply 
move the crowding problem to 
another facility 

An increasing problem for many secure detention centers is 
the growing number of juveniles who are being securely detained 
in juvenile facilities while their cases are being processed in the 
adult court system. In many centers, "transferred" or "waived" 
juvenile offenders spend nine months or longer in secure juvenile 
detention centers. This may have a significant long-term impact on 
the detained population and may thwart other efforts to reduce 
crowding. It may also affect institutional operation, since it may 
necessitate special classification and housing arrangements. 

Some detention centers deal with the influx of youth await- 
ing adult court proceedings by transferring them to adult jails as 
soon as they have been formally waived to adult court. This pro- 
cedure may reduce population in the juvenile detention center but, 
ironically, may cause population and classification problems in the 
adult facility to which youth are moved. In addition, conditions for 
youth in many adult jails are far from acceptable. Many jails lack 
education programs, and youth may not receive adequate recreation 
or needed mental health services. Jail staff generally lack the train- 
ing and experience needed to manage adolescent youth effectively. 
The jail diet, disciplinary system, and provisions for visiting and 
access to the courts are all geared to adults, rather than to the devel- 
opmental needs of adolescents.135 Moreover, if  they are mixed 
with adult inmates, youth may be subjected to physical or sexual 
assault or intimidation. Accordingly, the National Juvenile 
Detention Association has drafted a position statement calling for 
waived or transferred youth to be held in juvenile facilities pending 
criminal court proceedings, absent a judicial determination to the 
contrary. 136 

The juvenile detention population reduction plan for each 
jurisdiction needs to carefully consider the merits of  various 
options for dealing with transferred youth, and to work with the 
adult criminal justice system for a solution that will not simply 
move the crowding problem to another facility. Some of  the strate- 
gies that might be pursued with the support of both juvenile and 
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adult justice officials include: 

• Facilitating bail (and bail reduction) hearings in selected 
cases. 

Developing procedures allowing transfer to an adult facili- 
ty only in specific, limited circumstances (e.g., when the 
youth reaches a certain age or engages in certain behavior 
in the juvenile detention center). 

Creating _and implementing highly structured, alternative 
detention programs for selected cases (e.g., a combination 
of  house arrest, electronic monitoring, and day reporting). 

Working to ensure that state and county efforts to imple- 
ment speedy adult trials include youth held in secure deten- 
tion. 

%'.'¸ 
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Lesson Plan 
NOTES TO TRAINER THE ROLE OF THE EXPEDITER 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET Q 
Display 8-T- 1 

Definition: The Expediter may be the most important element in a 
successful strategy to reduce and control detention crowding. He or 
she works through formal processes and informal networks to ensure 
that cases move through the detention process as efficiently as possible. 
The expediter works to move committed youth out of detention as 
quickly as possible after the court has decided on a placement. 

Per formance  Objectives: Display 8-T-2 
This module is not intended to teach someone how to be an expediter or 
to provide the specific duties, particularly since the role will change 
depending on the needs of individual jurisdictions. 

Following this program, participants will 

1. Understand the role an Expediter can have in reducing 
crowding 

2. Be familiar with the specific duties and functions of the 
- - Expediter. - . . . .  

3. Be familiar with some of "Expediter" systems jurisdictions 
have used. 

Ask participants the following questions: 

• How many are familiar with the Expediter position? 

• Who has experience with an Expediter? 

• Was the experience positive? If so, please explain why. If 
not, explain why? 

Inform participants that the use of Expediters was one of the most 
effective strategies for reform in the Juvenile Detention Alternatives 
Initiative. 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT Q 

A. Role of the Expediter Display 8-T-3 

Youth in detention often "disappear." The3: are out-of-sight, out-of- 
mind to probation officers, school officials or families. Things may 
even be going more smoothly for everyone, so why rock the boat? 

The Expediter should rock the boat. Extending a detention stay for the 
convenience of others is wrong. In some cases, it is risky to the youth 
in detention, probably harmful, and possibly illegal. 
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the vast majority of cases, the court and the public accept the length- 
'-stay required to take a case through adjudication and disposition. 
gain, in times of crowding, the need arises to keep the legal process 
oving as quickly as possible to reduce the average length-of-stay and, 
bsequently, some of the pressure caused by crowding. The Expediter 
imarily does this by keeping the plight of detention before the court 
Ld by constantly contacting involved parties. 

le role of the expediter can be broken into these categories. 

1. Effectiveness in population management - not necessarily 
quicker justice. 

2. Efficiency - identification of needed improvements within the 
judicial system. 

ais should accomplish: 

3. Reduction in average length of stay, without an increase in 
length of stay within the alternative programs. 

._ Essential_Functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Essentially, the expediter does the following: 

1. Maintains frequent contact daily with the court, the judges, and 
intake referees. 

2. Maintains frequent contact daily with the detention center staff. 

3. Gathers information from probation officers, court services staff, 
etc. about targeted youth. 

4. Gathers information about placements, detention alternatives, 
step-down programs, etc. 

5. Brokers information and action between stakeholders to 
facilitate decision-making arid action. 

ne Expediter must be able to persist and persevere when the faint of 
:art would have given up; a combination of Mother Teresa and Attila 
e Hun. Ask participants to name personal and professional 
~aracteristics would make an expediter effective. 

• Specific areas of concern for the Expediter 

1. Data Collection- The expediter must be have access to and be 
familiar with the following type of information. 

• Howls detention used? 

• Client profile. 

• Timeline for case processing. 

4 

Display 8-T-3 

_Display 8-T-4 

Record responses on 
newsprint. 

Display 8-T-5 
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• Average-length-of-stay 
(Detention hearing to adjudication; adjudication to 
disposition; disposition to placement; requirements) 

System Review - The expediter should have an understanding 
of the information flow at and between all of the agencies 
affecting the detention population. This requires research and 
study by the expediter. It requires the various agencies to be 
open and available for questions and examination from 
outsiders. 

• System "Walk Through" - How do cases/paperwork flow 
through the system. 

• Identification of policies and procedures that contribute to 
crowding. 

• What "informal" practices contribute to crowding? 

3. Case Tracking - The Expediter will need to establish a system 
for him or herself with the cooperation of the rest of the 
jurisdiction. The Expediter reviews the detention population at 

_ _ least daily to determine if any_youth is appropriate for release to _ 
a "step-down" staff-secure placement or other program. The 
Expediter should insure that individual youth are not " lo s t "  
because of errors in communication. 

. Calendar Monitoring - The Expediter must become immersed in 
each youth's calendar, in the court calendar. He or she must try 
to ensure established timelines are met, or try to develop other 
reasonable, yet swift schedules. 

a. Some courts use written notice, telephone calls, or personal 
contact and phone calls prior to and/or after hearings to reduce 
the number of miscommunications that result in bench warrants 
and probation violations, both of which can contribute to 
detention crowding. 

b. The expediter can also ensure that attorneys and parents and 
juveniles receive notice of all hearings, particularly since lack 
of representation (or unprepared representation) is a 
contribution to delayed court processing. 

c. Scheduling a realistic number of court hearings for a 
particular day may reduce the number of cases that need to be 
continued to another day, thus affecting detention and length-of- 
stay. 

d. The Expediter can work for a "court culture" that 
discourages continuances by attorneys, probation staff, or the 

Display 8-T-6 

Display 8-T-7 

Display 8-T-8 

C,lq . . . .  
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cour t .  

e. And the Expediter can monitor the timely delivery of needed 
documents such as disposition reports, filing papers and 
discovery materials, to insure they are contributing to delays. 
Sometimes it is delays in transporting youth to court or to other 
placements that causes crowding. 

Xsk participants how key stakeholders would feel if they were told that 
heir department or their personal practice was slowing the system and 
hereby contributing to crowding. For example, ask representatives 
'rom law enforcement how they would react if their Expediter came to 
hem and said that their transportation delays were causing a problem. 
Nould they give excuses for why they could not improve the situation 
)r seek to work with the Expediter to improve timeliness? 

). Expediter Systems 

)epending upon the needs of the jurisdiction, the Expediter position 
:an be responsible for some or all the above. Or a single Expediter can 
tct as a monitor to others in these processes. 

1. 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Display 8-T-9 

Individual Full-time Expediter 
Ideally, the Expediter works within the secure detention center, 
but is knowledgeable about the court process and community 
resources, as well as respected by other agency stakeholders. As 
examples, the Expediter should be able to know if a shelter bed 
has opened up or to enlist other agencies in finding a responsible 
relative. Or the Expediter might be able to improve court 
processing by reducing delays in physically bringing detained 
children to court or in paperwork being delivered. 

2. The Detention Review Group 
Like individual Expediters, the detention review group ensures 
on-going detention review. Using representatives from 
probation, the juvenile court, detention center staff and in some 
jurisdictions, mental health, school and private provider staff, the 
group accomplishes the same duties and functions. The 
detention review group meets frequently, communicating 
problems and devising solutions together. 

• Advantages to group review are that agencies or groups 
otherwise bypassed are included, and that it may be more 
effective in addressing systemic inadequacies. 

• Disadvantages are that the group may be slower to react to 
day-to-day needs. For this reason, jurisdictions may want to 
incorporate both an individual Expediter and the review 

6 
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group. 

. Social Workers 
These are considered an expansion of "Front-End Resources". 
Usually, these "Expediters" screen youth at the initial detention 
stage and review the cases of already detained youth for possible 
modifications or changes in detention orders. They act as 
liaisons between various agencies and individual practitioners 
for the youth, matching individual youth to appropriate 
community-based services and programs. They also act as a 
central resource of information on the youth and factors relating 
to the detention decision; sometimes providing more complete 
background than would be available from initial probation or 
attorney interviews. 

As with other Expediter systems, the social worker program can 
be implemented in several ways. The social worker program 
may be located in a juvenile justice agency such as the public 
defender or probation, or may operate as an independent entity. 
Some programs actually have the social worker expediter 
appear in cou~ to advocate for detention a!tem_ atives . . . . . . . .  

I I I .  SUMMARY 

As a knowledgeable juvenile justice practitioner, the Expediter asks the 
right questions, persists in getting answers, provides information, and 
advocates for youth by keeping institutional populations below 
capacity. 

7 



Litigation as an Instrument for 
Change in Juvenile Detention: A Case Study 

Michael J. Dale 
Carl Sanniti 

Litigation is an expensive and contentious means to solve the twin problems of  over- 
crowding and dangerous conditions in juvenile detention centers. However, it is possible 

to use lawsuits as effective agents for change. Willingness to mediate settlement and 
develop a common approach to problems causes greater change than through trial and 
court-imposed injunction or consent decree. This alternative approach obligates liti- 
gants to engage a consortium to attack institutional conditions and develop a continuum 
of  alternatives. It also requires sensible population control resulting in decreased costs 
and a guarantee that children charged with serious and repeated offenses remain in 
secure detention. 

In February-1989, Florida's Attorney General, R0bert Butterworth, 
rose to his feet in a federal courtroom in Ft. Lauderdale to announce the 
settlement of a class action civil rights lawsuit challenging conditions in the 
Broward County Regional Juvenile Detention Center. ~ He described the 
settlement agreement as a model for correcting problems in detention centers 
throughout the state. His assessment was correct, albeit premature. Condi- 
tions in Florida's detention centers remain dismal and a number of them 
remain severely overcrowded (State of Florida Office of the Auditor General 
1991). The Broward County settlement agreement was a highly unusual, if 
not unique, effort to solve a problem that is endemic in this country (Schwartz 
1989). In 1989, detention centers in the United States housed 499,621 
children (Krisberg and Herrera 1991) under conditions that in many instances 
are clearly violative of constitutional rights as well as terribly harmful to 
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children (Soler et al. 1990). In some cases state agencies themselves or child 
advocates acting outside the system, have worked with some success to 
ameliorate the conditions. On the other hand, litigation has been and contin- 
ues to be a necessary force to effectuate change in many juvenile institutions 
(Soler 1988; Swanger 1988; Soler, Dale, and Flake 1980). 

The litigation in Ft. Lauderdale and the response of the parties to that 
lawsuit appear to be very different from the usual situation in which hard- 
nosed litigation results either in a trial and court order enjoining policies and 
procedures or a negotiated settlement with third party monitoring. As a result 
of the settlement approach described in this article, an institution that in 1987 
was severely overcrowded and in which children were subjected to extended 
periods of isolation, beatings, lack of mental health and educational services, 
recreation, and myriad other problems, is now a clean, generally healthy and 
safe facility with a smaller and manageable population. This article seeks to 
assess why this lawsuit succeeded as it did and draw conclusions of general 
application. 

After this introduction, the article describes the conditions in the facility 
- - - when the lawsuit was filed and analyzes the litigationprocess. It reviews the 

theories of the lawsuit, the initial discovery efforts, the antagonisms of the 
parties, and the mediated settlement process. Part 2 discusses implementation 
of the settlement agreement and the evolving nonadversarial approach to 
correcting the major problems of overcrowding and quality of life in the 
institution. Part 3 analyzes the lessons learned. It evaluates the litigation, 
settlement agreement, and implementation from the vantage point of those 
on the insidemthe agency and its employees, and those on the outside---the 
plaintiffs' counsel, the court, prosecutors, and public defenders. The article 
concludes with a discussion of why litigation should be employed, albeit 
sparingly, as a prescription for change, and how it can serve as a catalyst for 
developing consensus and combined action to correct conditions in juvenile 
detention centers. 

THE LITIGATION 

The Broward County Regional Juvenile Detention Center is a I09-bed 
locked facility operated by Florida's Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
Services (hereafter HRS or the Department) (State of Florida Office of the 
Auditor General 1991; Fla. Stat. § 959.022). Florida's Department of Health 
and Rehabilitative Services is a state agency with responsibilities for mental 
health, welfare, child welfare, and juvenile justice services (Fla. Stat. Ch. 
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409, 415, and 959). Florida is, therefore, different from other jurisdictions 
where such responsibilities are divided among several state agencies, or 
where the responsibility for the operation of a detention center rests on the 
county level (Schwartz 1989; Soler et al. 1990). 

In the spring of 1987, the average daily population in the Broward 
Detention Center was 157 (Table 1). The population had even risen to a 
single-day high of 207. Of the average of 157 children in the facility on any 
given day, 90.7% were incarcerated for property felonies, misdemeanor 
warrants, or probation violations (Figure 1). Children were sleeping on 
mattresses on the floor or on foldaway cots. Classrooms had been turned into 
dormitories. It was not uncommon for children to spend extended periods of 
time in isolation. Mental health counseling services were virtually nonexis- 
tent and both outdoor and indoor recreation were sporadic and inadequate. 

A class action civil rights lawsuit entitled In Re  G.C.v .  C o l e r  et al., w a s  

filed in the federal district court in Ft. Lauderdale on March 27, 1987. The 
named defendants were the then Secretary of HRS and the superintendent of 
the facility. Although the initial complaint included a claim for money 
damages, the complaint was amended on June 26,-1987, to withdraw the 
monetary claim and to add claims under the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act (20 U.S.C. § 1401 et seq.)  and § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 (29 U.S.C. §794 et seq.),  z 

The amended complaint sought injunctive and declaratory relief to correct 
what the complaint described as "cruel, abusive, inadequate, and inappropri- 
ate conditions of confinement that violate rights" guaranteed to children by 
the substantive due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the 
Constitution and federal law (Paragraph 2 of First Amended Complaint). The 
particular conditions that the plaintiffs sought to challenge included inade- 
quate physical and psychological safety, lack of meaningful access to treat- 
ment, recreation and education, restrictions on access to and communication 
with family and community, overcrowding, inappropriate placement, unsan- 
itary and dangerous physical conditions, and abusive punishment including 
the inappropriate use of isolation, and lack of security, medical and psycho- 
logical care, adequate staff, and appropriate education and programming 
including special education (Paragraph 2 of First Amended Complaint). 

In addition to the state agency defendants, the plaintiffs sued the Broward 
County School Board, claiming violations of the federal special education 
law. The school board filed a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim for 
relief. That motion was granted by the federal court in a written opinion on 
the basis that the plaintiffs were obligated to exhaust their administrative 
remedies before the school system as required by the special education statute 
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TABLE 1: Broward Regional Juvenile Detention Center Average Dally Population 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

January 161 172 131 115 
February 148 195 123 135 
March 146 163 126 124 
April 141 168 125 120 
May 162 148 133 111 
June 162 152 141 112 
July 158 148 126 101 
August 158 173 133 107 
September 156 140 137 106 
October 153 120 153 103 
November 155 111 147 92 
December 150 111 134 78 

80 
89 
89 
77 
54 
57 
61 
49 

Total 156.6 150 122.6 108.6 69.5 

before going to federal court. The plaintiffs chose not to appeal the ruling nor 
press their special education claim. They did so for two reasons. First, very 
early on the school board and HRS began negotiations to augment the 
educational program in the detention facility (Schepis and Schultz 1991). 
Second, because of the short period of time in which children remain in 
detention centers in Florida--a statutory maximum of 21 days preadjudica- 
tion and 15 days postdisposition (Fla. Stat. § 39.044(4)(b) and ( l l ) ) - -  
plaintiffs' counsel concluded that the special education services, even if  
provided, would be limited in nature. Initially, plaintiffs' counsel had been 
concerned because many children were spending much more than 21 days 
in secure detention. As population dropped, so did the average length of stay. 

In the early stages, the litigation progressed in typical fashion with the 
parties undertaking discovery including requests for production of docu- 
ments, interrogatories, and depositions. For approximately 1 year, both sides 
engaged in serious, protracted, and increasingly adversarial discovery. Then, 
in the summer of 1988, antagonisms reached a head. Because of discovery 
disputes and the failure of the Department to provide certain evidentiary 
information, the plaintiffs filed a series of motions to compel. The federal 
court responded by entering a preliminary injunction ordering defendants to 
make certain changes at the institution and issuing an order to show cause 
why the Secretary of the Department should not be held in contempt (Court 
Order dated August 17, 1988). These rulings broke the logjam that allowed 
the parties to begin the process of resolving the dispute. 
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Figure 1: Broward Regional Juvenile Detention Center: Population Comparison 
October 31, 1987 (Population = 147) and June 12, 1991 (Population =.67) 

The Mediation Process 

Concomitantly with the litigation process, the Center for the Study of 
Youth Policy (the Center) began a study of secure detention in Broward 
County funded by a grant from the Annie Casey Foundation (Schwartz, 
Barton, and Orlando 1991). The combination of the court's order and the 
willingness of the Center to fund settlement discussions and certain alterna- 
tive services, resulted in a highly unusual mediation effort between the parties 
(Anderson and Schwartz 1990). 

Neither court-ordered arbitration nor mediation is required in the federal 
court system. Indeed, mediation efforts are only being employed on a test 
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basis in a small number of predetermined federal district courts (28 U.S.C. 
§§ 651-658; Dale 1989). Thus, although the parties were not mandated to 
engage in arbitration or mediation, the Center's willingness to fund such an 
effort helped convince the parties to try the methodology as an altemative to 
continued litigation and more traditional negotiations (Schwartz et al. 1991). 
The mediation efforts took place over several months beginning in September 
1988 and culminated in a settlement agreement in late December of the same 
year. Significantly, the mediation process brought to the surface issues and  
concerns that otherwise may not have been discussed in the more traditional 
negotiations process engaged in by the two parties alone or in the course of 
litigation that would have resulted in a court order after trial. 

For example, it had been known that one of the problems directly relating 
to overcrowding in the Broward Detention Center, as in many jurisdictions, 
was the placement of children--status offenders and abused and neglected 
youngsters--in the institution who simply did not belong there (Schwartz 
1989). It was also known that in Florida, the court has substantial statutory 
authority over the placement of children in detention. The court has the ability 
to make orders initially placing children in detention and holding children 
after detention hearings (Fla. Stat. § 39.044). However, a preliminary study 
by the Center also found that the detention facility had no effective control 
over that part of the detention intake process that did not involve court orders 
(Schwartz et al. 1991). For example, it was found that at least 66% of the 
detention population was charged with nonviolent offenses, and at least 
10-15 children a night were placed in the detention facility because they 
lacked a suitable home (Schwartz et al. 1991). This knowledge expanded the 
settlement possibilities because the parties better understood each other's 
positions and problems. Thus, while mediation was going on, the parties were 
learning much more about the interstices of the problems than they would 
ordinarily have. Furthermore, they also began to discuss the possibility of 
working together to develop methods to alter who went into the facility and 
thus reduce population and correct the conditions inside the center. 

The Settlement Agreement 

By late December 1988, the parties had developed a settlement document 
in the form of a consent decree, which was then presented to the federal court 
in February 1989. In certain respects, the agreement was typical of decrees 
settling institutional conditions cases. For example, it set a cap on the facility 
at 109. It also established certain staffing patterns, increased mental health 
services, augmented recreational services, and corrected problems of access 
to family and counsel. 
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The agreement was unusual because it also established a working rela- 
tionship between the agency and plaintiffs' counsel that called on the parties 
to engage a series of third parties in efforts to make further changes in the 
facility. The agreement obligated the parties to contact the Office of the 
Public Defender, the State Attorney, and the Court to change the grounds for 
both initial and continued detention of children in the facility. The agreement 
also called for participation by these parties and the center in development 
of detention criteria and a risk assessment instrument. The parties anticipated 
that these efforts would ultimately result in population reduction below the 
cap and increase the quality of life for the children in the facility. However, 
they did not know how long it would take. Although they agreed on a 
continuation of court jurisdiction to supervise implementation of the decree, 
they also put language into the agreement that gave HRS time to reduce 
population and bring about quality-of-life changes. To protect the plaintiffs, 
the agreement also required continued jurisdiction for a period of time after 
the agency had achieved a reduced population and increased quality of life 
in the facility. As it turned out, it did take time to make the changes and court 
jurisdiction did not end until July 25, 1991, 21/2 years after the court signed 
the consent decree. 

Implementation of the Decree 

The parties continued interaction on both fronts--overcrowding and 
quality of life. To solve overcrowding, the parties spoke regularly with the 
Office of the Public Defender to convince it to challenge orders of the trial 
court, which resulted in illegal placement of children in the detention facility. 3 
The parties also sought to convince the Office of the State Attorney to support 
the detention of children on serious or repeated charges as opposed to holding 
children charged with minor offenses or status offenses, or neglected or 
abused youngsters. Finally, the parties urged the sitting juvenile court judges 
to help reduce the population by convincing them that certain children did 
not belong in the detention center and developing alternatives to secure 
detention so that the Court might have placements for those children it felt it 
could not return home without supervision. 

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy initially developed detention 
criteria and a risk assessment instrument in 1988 and 1989 for use at the 
Broward Center. The risk assessment instrument assigned points to each of 
the children screened based on the current charge, past history, circumstance 
of the offense, and other standards (Schwartz et al. 1991). 

To improve the quality of the nonsecure detention program, the Center 
provided enhanced training to the home detention staff and made available 
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electronic monitoring overlay services to fortify that program. Florida's 
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services developed a six-bed 
nonsecure detention center along with a day reporting center for children on 
home detention and/or shelter who are not in school. 

The parties also looked at conditions in the facility beyond those specif- 
ically spoken to in the consent decree. Thus a number of improvements were 
made to the physical plant and quality of life within the facility. Plaintiffs' 
counsel, acting as monitor, toured the facility regularly to point out problems. 
The building, inside and out, had been painted an institutional brown. The 
exterior was repainted in bright colors, and the staff chose soft pastel colors 
for the interior. More recently, with the aid of the Ft. Lauderdale Art Institute, 
the staff painted murals on interior walls. Children were taken ou t  of 
institutional clothing and given golf shirts. Cameras were placed in the 
holding cells to secure the safety of children while they were waiting entrance 
into the institution. The outside exercise area was expanded. An early 
morning recreation period was created together with an additional school 
recreation period. The two rooms that had been used as sleeping rooms due 
to high population were-turned into an educational assessment center and an 
enlarged medical services clinic. Carpeting was placed in the housing units. 4 
Mental health and counseling was made available twenty-four hours a day. 
A secure patio area was built providing a second outside space for the 
youngsters. The exterior was landscaped and plants were donated for the 
inside of the building. 

After a number of changes were made at the facility, the delinquency 
program administrator and the superintendent began a public relations cam- 
paign aimed at local judges, HRS administration, county officials, and, most 
important, the staff itself. The plan was to demonstrate that the detention 
facility was the best in Florida and probably the best in the South. Plaintiffs' 
counsel joined in. Although it could not be proven that the facility was the 
best in Florida if not in the South, the parties concluded that the staffneeded 
to believe in the institution and in its own skills. The HRS district adminis- 
tration, the court system, and the State Attorney had to see the detention 
center as something other than a lost cause. Thus the parties began a campaign 
to use the perception of success as a means to actually achieve success. 

Through the process of working together, the parties had become con- 
vinced that delinquency is a community problem and the community needed 
to be involved in the effort to resolve the population and conditions problems. 
The agency actively solicited volunteers to come into the facility to provide 
additional services for the children. Biweekly lunches were held with judges 
to involve them in the process of reducing population and increasing services 
in the institution. The administrators encouraged tours and publicly ex- 
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pressed how effective staff was at managing childrens' behavior, screening, 
and providing home detention alternatives. As a result, as the staff took 
people through the facility, the facility became cleaner and safer. Indeed, 
word spread to the extent that the local newspapers began commenting on 
the change in conditions in the facility. 

The population also began to drop. During the first 6 months of 1988 the 
average daily population was 166. By the first 6 months of 1991 the average 
daily population was 74. This was a 55.4% reduction (Table 1). The popula- 
tion reduction caused other changes. For example, overtime dropped during 
the same period from 3,556 hours in 1988 to 1,533 in 1991, a 56.9% 
reduction. Food costs were reduced from $87,745.00 in 1988 to $54,427.00 
in 1991, a 37.9% savings. The food cost reduction was realized even though 
the detention center upgraded the quality of meat from 70% lean, 30% fat to 
85% lean, 15% fat. At the same time, the Center expanded its provision of 
lunches to outside facilities also operated by HRS. Combined with a drop in 
population, the facility experienced a dramatic decrease in the number of 
disciplinary isolations from 461 and an average of 38 a month in 1989 to 100 
or an average of 8 a month in 1990. This was a 81% reduction (Figure 2). - 

A change in the Florida Juvenile Code occurred after the time the assess- 
ment criteria were developed for use in Broward County. The legislature 
revamped the delinquency provisions of the juvenile code to moderately 
restrict the use of secure detention (Fla. Stat. 39.044(2)) effective in the fall 
of 1990. Florida had gone through several changes in its approach to secure 
detention, employing it sparingly in the late 1970s, dramatically increasing 
detention criteria and producing increased numbers of children held securely 
in the early 1980s, and then tightening the detention standards slightly in 
1990 (Brummer and Levine 1986; Levine 1984; Dale 1992). It is difficult to 
determine what impact, if any, the most recent changes in the law have had 
on the population in Florida's detention centers. However, a preliminary 
study by HRS suggests there may have been some initial reduction in 
population statewide during the first 3 months under the new law (State of 
Florida Office of the Auditor General 1991). 

ANALYSIS 

The Broward County Regional Juvenile Detention Center currently oper- 
ates well below its architectural capacity. Its rate of use of room isolation is 
virtually zero (Figure 2). Students are in school, have access to outdoor 
recreation, mental health services, and healthy food, and reside in a generally 
safe and clean environment with staff who now interact with them and can 
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listen to their problems. The litigation process, subsequent mediation, and 
combined community-based efforts to reduce population and increase quality 
of life in the institution, suggest several lessons that may be replicated 
elsewhere. 

The Role of Litigation 

There is no way to know with certainty, but it seems clear that without 
litigation, conditions in this detention center would not have changed. 
Litigation is an expensive, time-consuming, adversarial, and antagonistic 
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process. The G.C.v. Coler case began in just such a way as evidenced by the 
extended and expensive period of discovery that culminated in the federal 
court's threat to hold the Secretary of the Department in contempt. On the 
other hand, litigation is a catalyst for change. It is also a viable tool when 
other efforts such as legislative and community-based advocacy fail. 

Litigation may be used to the advantage of government agencies for 
several reasons. The power and authority of the federal court can be used by 
the plaintiffs to place constraints on the agency, and at the same time the 
agency can accept reasonable limitations on its operation, which will have a 
direct effect on third parties over whom the agency has no control (Dale 
1990). Thus when judges, prosecutors, police departments, or other parties 
wish to use detention beds for illegal or other inappropriate purposes, the 
existence of a federal court cap will preclude such activities. 5 

Litigation can also be used for a variety of political purposes. For example, 
blame can always be placed on plaintiffs' counsel or on the federal judge. 
But most important, the G.C.v. Coler case demonstrates that litigation can 
be used as a means to force parties with divergent interests to find common 
ground and discuss how to solve problems. 

The Development of  a Consortium and a Continuum of Services 

To establish control of a detention center's population and quality of fife, 
it is essential to set in place policy changes governing population and develop 
alternative detention programs to produce a continuum of pretrial services. 
Policy changes relate to who comes into the institution, how long they stay, 
when they leave, and what life is like once they are in the facility. A 
continuum of services provides for placement of children who do not need 
to be in the detention center in other pretrial locations that are protective of 
their interests and those of society. 

Alternative nonsecure detention programs range in their degree of restric- 
tiveness. They include home detention, home detention with electronic 
monitoring, day reporting centers for children on home detention and in 
shelter programs but who are not in school or who are suspended, and 
nonsecure and staff secure shelters. All are cost-effective and efficient 
alternatives to secure detention (Ball, Huff, and Lilly 1988). 

An important issue in this regard is whether the superintendent of the 
detention facility should have authority over these alternative programs. The 
authors believe that if the superintendent is held responsible for the total 
population in secure detention, he or she must have control over intake and 
alternative services other than secure detention. 
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A continuum of dispositional services is also necessary. In many jurisdic- 
tions, including Florida, state law allows children who have had adjudicatory 
and dispositional hearings to remain in the detention facility for varying 
periods of time until they are transferred to dispositional placement operated 
by the same or other agencies (Fla. Stat. §§ 39.044 and .055). The lack of a 
dispositional continuum creates problems in the secure detention center 
because a lack of appropriate placements causes postdispositional youngsters 
to back up in the detention center. However, a dispositional continuum is 
much more difficult to achieve because it requires statewide involvement. 

To effectuate necessary changes and produce a detention continuum, it is 
crucial that a consortium of individuals in the community be brought together 
to make the changes. It is crucial that there be a finn commitment from the 
administrative judge of the local court system and the chief administrator of 
the agency responsible for the operation of the detention center to reduce the 
secure detention population and to provide alternatives. Locking individuals 
up is simple, popular, and politically safe. Conversely, it is not popular for 
detention staff and local administrators to refuse to accept children into 
secure detention or insist on altemativeplacements:  Policeofficers, judges, 
prosecutors, and parents often feel that secure detention is the only acceptable 
placement for allegedly delinquent children. A consortium of leaders must 
develop and support alternatives. 

Population Controls 

There are several devices available to assist in the process of controlling 
population. First, on the basis of state statutes, regulations, or local policy, 
detention admissions standards and a risk assessment instrument must be 
developed. There must be written criteria that clearly outline what crimes 
and past behavior require detention services and a more detailed risk assess- 
ment instrument that places the child in the appropriate least restrictive 
detention setting (Schwartz et al. 1991). 

Second, to assure that detention admission standards and the risk assess- 
ment instrument are employed properly, the agency should establish the 
position of facility expediter. This person's responsibility is to see to it that 
the right youngsters are held and the wrong youngsters are not. There are two 
ways to control a detention center's population--reduction in admissions and 
reduction in average length of stay. Because reducing either will impact 
population, an expediter should be employed to effect both. Reduction in 
average length of stay is a simple process. It also costs little because there is 
no program start-up cost, no screening issues, and no need to train staff. 
Indeed, there is not even a philosophical argument about who should or 
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TABLE 2: State of Florida Detention Population Report 7/1/88 to 6/30/89 (Secure 
Detention) 

Average Average 
Resident Daily Length Beginning Transferred 

Facility Days Population of Stay Population Admissions In Total 

Leon 9,510 26.1 6.5 22 801 649 1,472 
Marion 18,505 50.7 19.3 40 799 122 961 

should not be held. The state statute and risk assessment instrument dictate 
who shall be held. Detention is not a treatment modality, and so speedy 
movement out of the institution is appropriate. Thus, to the extent that the 
agency can affect what goes on in the courtroom, good management dictates 
that the child be moved to disposition as soon as possible and be released or 
placed into an appropriate program. A good expediter assures such movement. 

An example of how significant a reduction in the average length of stay 
can be, is a comparison of statistics at two detention centers in Florida. In 
1988-1989, the Leon County Detention Center had 1,472 admissions. During 
the same period, the Marion County Detention Center had 961 admissions. 
Leon County had an average length of stay of 61/2 days and an average daily 
population of 26.1. Marion County had an average length of stay of 19.3 days 
and an average daily population of 50.7. The Marion facility provided almost 
9,000 more days of care than did Leon, even though it had 511 fewer 
admissions (Table 2). Had Marion County employed an expediter, it could 
have significantly reduced the average daily population and thus reduced its 
operating costs. Therefore, expediting population can be viewed as an 
economic decision as well as good management practice. In Broward County, 
the parties worked together to achieve this end. 

Cost Controls 

Over the course of the settlement of the G.C.v. Coler case, no evidence 
was produced that the operating costs of the facility were excessive or out of 
line with other detention centers in the state (Figure 3). From 1986 to 1990, 
the operating costs of detention centers in Florida increased by 37%. The 
Broward facility's operating costs increased by 42% (Table 3). Three deten- 
tion centers that were not sued had greater percentage increases (Table 3). 
All of the detention centers with the exception of Dade and Broward 
Counties, had an increase in population. The population in Dade County 
dropped by 2.6% and in Broward County by 14% (Table 3). Although 
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operating costs are sometimes difficult to measure, it does not appear that 
those in Broward County, insofar as they were effected by the litigation and 
changes in operating conditions and population, are out of line with those in 
other Florida detention centers. 

A second cost factor relating to detention population is the pressure to 
build. Thus, as recently as February 1990, the local HRS administration felt 
the need for a larger detention center. The detention facility was designed 
and built in the late 1970s as a 109-bed facility. Broward County experienced 
a population explosion in the 1980s growing by an estimated 300,000 people 
during that period (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990). In February of 1990, 1 
year after the consent decree was signed, the population continued to be over 
the cap, averaging about 130. This meant that the population was too high to 
terminate court jurisdiction. As a result, HRS held discussions about expand- 
ing the facility. The average cost per juvenile detention center bed in the 
United States is between $75,000 and $100,000. 6 If HRS had added a unit to 
the Broward facility for 40 children, at $75,000 per bed, the construction cost 
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would have been $3 million. The yearly cost to operate a bed at the detention 
center is approximately $31,000. Therefore, an additional 40 beds would 
have increased the operating budget by $1,240,000 a year. 

The opposing argument was that the money saved through reduction in 
population and not building could be reinvested in the Center to improve the 
quality of life in the facility as well as to develop alternative programs. The 
agency chose to continue to press for population reduction, which it achieved 
with significant cost savings. As a result, the agency most recently has 
discussed reducing the facility to 78 beds with a significant reduction in staff 
and operating budget, just the opposite plan from that discussed a year ago. 

Detaining Dangerous Children 

Children who are charged with serious offenses or repeated offenses are 
still held in secure detention. Those who need less secure supervision are 
placed in alternative programs (Figure 1). On October 31, 1987, there 
were 147 children in the 109-bed Broward facility. Of these children, 90.7% 
were there for nonviolent felony offenses, misdemeanor charges, failure to 
appea{, and probation and home detention violations. Less than 3 years later, 
on June 12, 1991, 67 children were housed in the facility, all for more serious 
offenses. On October 31, 1987, there were 8 children in the facility for life 
or first-degree felonies. In 1991, there were 13. In October 1987, there were 
3 children held for second-degree felonies. In June 1991, there were 20 
children held for second-degree felonies (Figure 2). 

The crucial difference in population is in the noninjury and property 
felony category (Figure 1). On October 31, 1987, 58% of the center's 
population or 85 children were held for third-degree felonies and in 1991, 
16% of the population was held for third-degree felonies. In October 1987, 
10 children were being held for misdemeanor charges. None was held in 
1991. In fact, if in 1987 the children charged with third-degree felonies and 
misdemeanors were held in alternative detention programs rather than in the 
detention center, the population of the Broward Detention Center would have 
been 62, less than the number of children held on June 12, 1991. 

Still other factors determine the kind of child who is detained. A long- 
standing federal lawsuit, Bobby M. v. Martinez, challenged conditions in the 
Florida state juvenile training schools. A consent decree reduced the popula- 
tion in the training schools, and also obligated HRS to dramatically increase 
alternative dispositional placements. Those alternative placements have not 
come on line in part because of funding problems. As a result, children 
committed to HRS back up in the detention centers. Others are released who 
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should go into commitment facilities and some commit additional crimes. 
The lack of proper commitment programs may also have an impact on the 
attitude of the prosecutor who may seek to hold children accountable in the 
adult system by waiver or direct file simply because of the lack of commit- 
ment beds in the juvenile system. 

CONCLUSION 

Neither a lawsuit nor a tragedy in a detention center should be the stimulus 
for change. As this article demonstrates, it does not take vast sums of money 
to clean up a facility. Nor does it take a national expert to convince adminis- 
trators not to strike a child or place him or her in isolation for hours without 
clothing. However, the public policy ingredients that coalesce to drive up 
population in juvenile detention centers and reduce quality of life are com- 
plicated and require thoughtful attention. Where population is unconsciona- 
bly high and conditions are unconstitutional, litigation is a viable tool to 
correctproblems. 

If litigation occurs, defendants and plaintiffs' counsel would do well to 
find common ground as early as possible and engage in a joint and concerted 
effort to correct conditions. They should do so by developing a consortium 
made up of the parties who affect the conditions in the institution. They 
should develop a continuum of services for children such that only those 
charged with serious and/or repeated offenses are placed in the secure 
detention center. They should develop assessment criteria in the form of 
statutes, regulations, or local policy guidelines that articulate specifically 
who should be placed in detention. They should do so in an effort to see to it 
that those charged with the most serious or repeated offenses remain in secure 
detention and that others are placed in reasonable alternatives. They should 
hire appropriate staff, including an expediter, to enforce the criteria. All of 
this can be done without great cost to the agency and at the same time with 
a reasonable assurance that the public will be protected. But the parties must 
work together. 

NOTES 

1. "This is the first time we have taken a case involving a jail or detention center and mediated 
it outside," said Attorney General Bob Butterworth. "It gives us a model that we will use with 
other jails and detention centers." "It was a landmark suit with all the right players and the right 
issues." (Petchel 1989). 
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2. Commonly known as Public Law 194-142, the special education statute was recently 
renamed the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. § 1400) (1990). 

3. The Office of the Public Defender subsequently litigated scores ofeases by writ of habeas 
corpus to Florida's intermediate appellate courts seeking relief for children illegally confined in 
the detention facility. (Dale 1992). 

4. Carpeting had been removed during periods of high population because the youngsters 
would plug up toilets and flood the facility resulting in wet carpets that were very difficult to 
dry. (Conversation with Superintendent Ron Fryer, July 25, 1991.) 

5. Should a state court judge attempt to hold a public official operating a detention center in 
contempt for failure to comply with an order to take a child into custody and, if there is a federal 
court order in existence, then pursuant to the Supremacy Clause to the federal Constitution, the 
state judge cannot hold the public official in contempt. Badgley v. Santacroce (1988). 

6. Michael McMillian, A.I.A., Community Research Associates, telephone conversation 
November 4, 1991. 
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Role of the Expediter 

j 1. Understand the role an Expediter can have 

in reducing crowding 

2. Be familiar with the specific duties and 

functions of the Expediter 

3. Be familiar with with some of "Expediter" 

systems jurisdictions have used. 

i Role of the Expediter: To Rock the Boat 
necessarily qulckerJustJce 

• Efficiency - Identification of needed Improvements 

within the Judlclai system 

• Reduction In average-length-of-stay In detention, 

without an Increase in length of stay within the 

alternative pro Drams. 

8-H-1 N°--A 



Role of the Expediter 

D 

• Maintains frequent contact with ALL 
agencies' staff 

• Gathers information from ALL staff about 
the youth, detention alternatives, etc... 

P • Brokers inlormation and action between 
stakeholders 

• Persists and perseveres 

J 

• 
~pediter Concerns , ...,,~.,,,~, , . , , ,~o, , ,o  ..... 

| • Data Collection 

• System Review 

| • Case Tracking 

• Calendar Monitoring 

J 

8-H-2 



Role of the Expediter 

Data Collection: 
How is dete.tio, used~ . 

• C l ien t  p ro l i l e  

• T ime l i ne  fo r  case p rocess ing  

• . Average- length-o f -s tay  

Deton'don hearing to adjudicaLion: 

Adjudication to dispos]tJon; 

Disposition to p]acement: and ReQuirements 

] ~  • system. 
i ~  ~ i c i e s  and procedures 
I ~  that contribute to crowding. 
i [ ~  • Wh~mai"practices contribute to 

t m r  ~ .... ~ 

8-H-3 



JD 
C a s e . T r a c k i n g  . 

J j" 

J 

Monitor individual cases to make sure 
they don't get "lost" and each are 
appropriately placed. 

&Tll  

Role of the Expediter 

~ Probation Violations 

: Xearing Schedule 
~ . ~ o ~  . . . . . . . . . . . .  _._ 
Fg~i" ~ Delivery ol Materials/Documents 
~ • TransportlngYouth 

8-H-4 



-b 
E x p e d i t e r  S y s t e m s  . . . . .  , . . . . .  

• Individual Full-Time Expediter 

• Detention Review Group or Committee 

jJ • Socia]Workers 

Role of the Expediter 

8-H-5 



T E R M S  and P R O C E D U R E S  

D e f i n i t i o n  o f  T e r m s  

Home Detention-The temporary custody of a youth while the youth is released to the 
custody of his/her parents, guardian, or custodian in a physically non-restrictive 
environment under the supervision of department staff pending adjudication, disposition, 
or placement 

Non-Secure Detention-The temporary custody of a youth while the youth is placed in a 
contracted residential home in the community in a physically nonrestrictive environment 
under the supervision of the department pending adjudication, disposition, or placement, 
Such a home may not have more than ten (1 O) youth on non-secure detention status 
assigned to it at any time 

Detention Review Specialist-The person who conducts daily reviews of youth placed in 
detention care to identify youth who may be inappropriately or illegally detained. The 
detention review specialist works with CYF case management counselors, case 
management supervisors, detention superintendents, juvenile judges, state attorneys, 
public defenders, and private counsel representing youth to seek the most appropriate 
placement pending a youth's appearance in court or release from detention 

Case Management Counselor-The person who receives custody of youth from law 
enforcement agencies, reviews the-facts in-the taw enforcement-report or probable cause . . . . .  
affidavit and makes such further inquiry as may be necessary to determine whether 
detention care is required 

Risk Assessment Instrument-A scoring instrument utilized by case management 
counselors to determine whether detention care is warranted, and if so, whether the youth 
should be placed into secure, non-secure, or home detention care 

Detention Reviews-The process of reviewing and assessing cases of detained youth for 
the purpose of identifying youth inappropriately or illegally detained and taking needed 
action to facilitate release or appropriate placement. The detention reviews will be 
conducted daily by the detention review specialist and weekly by the detention review 
team 

Detention Review Team 
• Review team should consist of, but not be limited to, the following core members: 
• Detention review specialist (chair) 
• The sub-district administrator or operations program administrator 
• The detention superintendent, or designee 
• Case management supervisor (detention screening unit) 
• Each case management supervisor 
• Child welfare supervisor (if applicable) 



Core membership should not be delegated to lower level staff and attendance should 
not be routinely delegated to lower level staff. Optional members suggested to 
attend these meeting may be the mental health liaisons, state attorneys, public 
defenders and facility medical staff, and commitment managers 

Procedure for Daily Detention Reviews 

The detention review specialist shall conduct daily reviews of all new admissions to 
secure detention, home detention and non-secure detention car to identify any youth 
inappropriately or illegally detained and to validate the detention decision. This review 
should be thoroughly documented detaining the appropriateness or inappropriateness of 
the detention decisions and completeness of the risk assessment instrument. 

The 

. @  

daily review should include a review of the following 
The Police Complaint Report (Probable Cause Affidavit) 
The Detention Risk Assessment Instrument (RAI) to validate the score and 
subsequent decision 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Screening Form (SAMH1) if available 
Suicide Risk Assessment 
Florida Protective Services Systems face sheet (Abuse/Neglect History) 
Client Information System Pace Sheet 
Judicial order to detain, i ra part of the case 

I-nthe-cases of youth who-have-been inappropriately, or illegally placed-in-detention status 
as a result of a case management screening error, the detention review specialist shall 
arrange a release from detention 

P r o c e d u r e s  f o r  W e e k l y  D e t e n t i o n  R e v i e w s  

1. The detention review specialist will chair the weekly detention review team. The 
purpose of the review team is to identify cases needing resolution and developing 
follow-up action. 

2. Prior to the meeting, the detention review specialist must have reviewed all of the 
documents in each detention file as identified in section 2b and be knowledgeable of 
the contents. 

3. The review team will initially review all cases that have been placed in secure 
detention, home detention, and non-secure detention since the last review 

4. The review team must review and update the status of all other youth in detention 
and determine if additional action is necessary. 

5. The case management supervisor and/or case management counselor must present 
the case to the review team, including any relevant information which may have 
been unavailable at the time of the initial screening. 



6. If there is disagreement or the case management supervisor fail to act in a timely 
manner, the detention review specialist shall seek assistance from the appropriate 
district CYF program administrator. 

7. Following the weekly review meeting, the detention review specialist will 
coordinate, with the case management supervisor, activities relating to the youth's 
continued detention, transfer to non-secure detention, transfer to home detention or 
release from the facility 

8. Formal documentation of the detention review meetingmust take place, including 
outcomes, assignments, and other pertinent information 

Section 4-Ongoing Responsibility: The detention specialist shall 

Review court orders and refer all questionable orders to district legal counsel as 
required in HRSR 30-1, Processing Questionable Court Orders 

Serve as a liaison between HRS, parents, juvenile court judges, state attorneys, 
public defenders, law enforcement, and other departmental staff to manage and 
coordinate situations when the decision to detain appears questionable or follow-up 
action is needed 

• Act as an advocate for youth in situations when it is determined that the youth 
should be released from detention care or placed in a less restrictive program. This 
advocacy may involve court appearances on behalf of youth 

-. . . . .  Meet-with the youth as-needed tokeep the yo(~th fnfoYmeddf ~he stattTs of hig/h-eY . . . . . . . .  
case and document the same 

Ensure that commitment packages of youth in detention care contain all appropriate 
documentation prior to the youth being transported to a program 

Coordinate with the case management counselors concerning their activities in 
acting as an advocate for the youth, especially when there are court appearances in 
order to present consensus to their court 



Home Detention and Non-Secure Detention 
Sample Weekly Review Form 

Number of home detention and non-secure detention direct admissions reviewed by the 
detention review specialist. (This is the total number of direct admissions since the last 
monthly report) 
_ _  Number of youth directly placed from intake screening into the home detention 

program 
_ _  Number of youth directly placed from intake screening into the non-secure detention 

program 

Number of youth detained in home detention and non-secure detention that did meet criteria 
in s.39.044 (2) 

_ _  Number of youth screened without judicial order 
_ _  Number of youth above screened with judicial order 

Number of youth detained in home detention and non-secure detention that did meet criteria 
in s.39.044 (2) 

Number that scored 12 or more on PAL 
Number that scored 7-11 on PAL 

- Number that-scored 0-6-on P A L  . . . . . . . . . . .  

_ _  Number of youth referred to District Legal Counsel per HRSR 30-1 

_ _  Number of responses by District Legal Counsel as required by HRSR 30-1 

_ _  Number of youth released as a result of the detention review specialist's activities. 

Total number of detention review staffings held during the month 

_ _  Total number of cases reviewed during the weekly review staffing. (All youth in home 
detention and non-secure detention status should be reviewed weekly.) 

_ _  Total number of cases reviewed during the weekly review staffing 

_ _  Number of contacts with State Attorney at intake screening to recommend release for a 
youth from home or non-secure detention 

Number of youth on home or non-secure detention beyond the 21 days without an 
adjudicatory hearing without proper court ordered ordinance 

_ _  Number of home or non-secure detention youth who 15 days after an order of adjudication 
did not have a disposition hearing, or the hearing was continued beyond 15 days 

Number of RALs correctly completed on home or non-secure detention youth 

Number of PALs incorrectly completedon home or non-secure detention youth 

Date Detention Review Specialist Facility 



Secure Detention 
Sample Weekly Review Form 

_ _  Number  of  secure detention admissions reviews by the detention review specialist. 
(This is the total number of  new admissions since the last monthly report.) 

_ _  Number  of  youth detained in secure detention that did not meet criteria in s.39.044 
(2), F.S. 

_ _  Number  of  youth screened without judicial order 
_ _  Number  of  youth above screened with judicial order 

_ _  Number  of  youth detained in secure detention that did meet criteria in s. 39.044 (2) 
Number  that scored 12 or more on RAL 
Number  that scored 7-11 on RAL 
Number  that scored 0-6 on RAL 

_ _  Number  of  youth referred to District Legal Counsel per HRSR 30-1 

_ _  Number  of  responses by District Legal Counsel as required by HRSR 30-1 

_ _  Number  of  youth released or transferred to home detention or non-secure detention 
aTs a result o f  the distention revieW, specialist 's a~tNiiies . . . . .  • . . . . . .  

_ _  Number  of  youth initially places on non-secure or home detention by the case 
management counselor, but were ordered into secure detention by the judge at the 
detention hearing 

_ _  Total number of  detention review staffings held during the month 

_ _  Total number of  cases reviewed during the weekly review staffing 

_ _  Number  of  contacts with State Attorney at intake screening to recommend release or 
reduce the level of  secure detention 

_ _  Number  of  youth in secure detention beyond 21 days without an adjudicatory hearing 
without proper court ordered continuance 

_ _  Number  of  securely detained youth who 15 days after an order of adjudication did 
not have a disposition hearing, or the hearing was continued beyond 15 days 

Number  of  RALs correctly completed on home or non-secure detention youth 

Number  of  RALs incorrectly completed on home or non-secure detention youth 

Date Detention Review Specialist Facility 



Expeditor 
Sample Job Responsibilities and Performance Standards 

. Monitors and tracks the youths detained in RYDC(s) and produces corresponding tracking 
and status reports 

• Enters demographic, case and detention information on all detainees into a database and 
tracks their immediate status 

• Prepares and distributes caseload reports to supervisor on a weekly basis 
• Updates database with new case status information 
• Prepares status reports of youth that are released to non-secure alternative detention 

programs for case managers or court 
• Prepares reports on program failures from Housebound Detention, non-secure detention 

and other alternative programs to secure detention 
• Prepares weekly management reports containing the legal status of all detained youth 
• Prepares monthly statistical reports on the number and types of releases from detention 

2. Make alternative detention recommendations to the court for pre-adjudicated detainees 

Monitors the Juvenile Court hearing calendar on a daily basis for youth eligible for an 
alternative to detention pendingcourt hearing . . . . . . . . . . .  
Investigates and evaluates youth for possible release from secure detention to the home of 
the parent/guardian, the Housebound Detention program, the Intensive Supervision 
Program, shelter care or other alternative program 
Prepares orders for release and coordinates transfer of information with the alternative 
detention programs 

. Reduces the average length of detention time between the date of commitment to DJJ and the 
transfer of youth to placement programs 

• Consults with case managers and others to facilitate admission of youth to community 
placement programs 

• Identifies youth for release from secure detention to interim or temporary alternative 
programs awaiting long term placement 

• Insures that psychological evaluations, medical or other evaluations as necessary are 
obtained to facilitate the expeditious placement of youth in residential community-based 
programs 

• Assists case manager in arranging placements for youths as necessary 



. Monitors SB 440 youth and bind over cases in secure detention awaiting Superior Court 
proceedings to expedite the process 

• Tracks youth in secure detention awaiting Superior Court 
• Maintains contact with the District Attorney's Office to insure cases are handled 

expeditiously 
• Insures that youth bound over from Juvenile Court to Superior Court are processed by the 

DJJ Screening Committee within ten (10) working days from the date ofsentencing 
• Consults with court, district attorney and defense attorney as necessary 

. Provides administrative direction and support for the ongoing operation of placement 
alternatives to detention and other designated functions 

• Organizes and maintains a system of fiscal accountability for all alternatives to detention 
funds that are decentralized to the catchment areas 

• Prepares periodic budget summaries, registers and reports for the alternative to detention 
program and distributes to appropriate personnel according to established guidelines 

• Reviews and endorses expense documents for payment to vendors and service providers 

. Maintains working relationships and networks with law and youth serving agencies to keep 
current on juvenile issues and new services 

• Identifies team goals and ways to work with coworkers to accomplish those goals; works 
to deep group activities productive/focused on results 



COURSE TITLE 

National Juvenile Detention Association 
Lesson Plan Cover Sheet 

Jurisdictional Teams: Strategic Planning 

MODULE TITLE 09 Monitoring Strategies 

INSTRUCTOR(S) 

AUTHORS(S) Paul DeMuro 

TIME FRAME 

Allow three hours, but session time 
will vary depending on activities 
used and amount of discussion 
allowed. 

TARGET 
POPULATION 

NUMBER OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Community and Juvenile Justice 
Leaders, Law Enforcement, 
School Superintendents, Facility 
Directors-Juvenile Confinement 

20-30 

Enough to comfortably seat all 
participants in classroom seating 
and in small groups. 

PERFORMANCE OB3ECTIVE(S)-  - 

Following this session participants will: 

1. Be familiar with the concept of  setting goals 
for program evaluation 

2. Be familiar with two parts of  a 
comprehensive evaluation component 

3. Understand the importance of  complete and 
accurate data for monitoring 

4. Know a variety of  measurements to 
determine whether strategies to reduce 
crowding are effective. 

EVALUATION PRO(JEDuRES 

Group discussion. 



METHODS/TECHNIQUES 
Lecture, group discussion and independent study. 

Instructor Materials 
Howell, J. C. (Ed.). (1995, May). A guide to implementing the comprehensive strategy for serious, violent, and 

chronic juvenile offenders. Washington, D.C.: Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Slayton, J. Establishing and Maintaining Interagency Information Sharing. JAIBG Bulletin, (March 2000). 

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES NEEDED 

X FLIPCHART • STAND (# NEEDED) 1 
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Lesson Plan 
MONITORING STRATEGIES NOTES TO TRAINER 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

This session only covers issues related to the development and 
operation of alternative detention programs. It does not address 
monitoring issues regarding the operation of secure detention 
facilities or other system issues which affect crowding in secure 
detention, e.g., length of stay in secure detention, timeliness of 
court hearings, use of risk assessment, etc. 

Performance Objectives: Following this presentation, 
participants w!ll: 

1. Be familiar with two parts of a comprehensive evaluation 
component 

2. Be familiar with internal and external evaluations 

3. Be familiar with the concept of setting goals for program 
evaluation 

4. Understand the importance of complete and accurate data 
for monitoring 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

A. Monitoring = Accountability 

Without monitoring and the associated evaluation tools, 
administrators cannot know if the strategies are having the 
intended effects. Just as it is important to hold youths placed in 
detention alternatives accountable by monitoring their daily 
activities, the system needs to ensure that it monitors the operation 
of its alternative programs. 

B. Goals of Monitoring 

Activity: Divide participants to work in small groups. Half of the 
groups should be assigned to list on newsprint the ways their 
jurisdiction could use positive evaluation of the implementation of 
their strategy to reduce crowding. Possible responses include." To 
solicit increased public support of programs; To increase support 
of expanding strategies; To increase morale of various agenc)" 
staff... 

The other groups should list the ways their jurisdiction could use 
negative evaluation of implementation of their strategies. Possible 
responses inchtde: To solicit funding from various sources - 
taxpayers, government and private grants, To discover specific 
areas for improvement; To spur creativity or action by the group; 

Display 9-T-1 

Display 9-T-2 

Display 9-T-3 

( minutes) 

Divide participants into 
groups of 5-7. Provide each 
group with I-2 sheets of 
newsprint. Post use of 
evaluation results on walls. 
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MONITORING STRATEGIES NOTES TO TRAINER 
To discover a need for outside expertise or further research; To 

need for 

"eas o f  redundancy; To identify a population needing 
programs," To convince a reluctant stakeholder o f  the 

their cooperation. 

The reasons for and goals of monitoring and evaluating are many. 
Each jurisdiction may place emphasis on different areas, but some 
consistent reasons are: 

1. To 

2. To 

3. To 

4. To 

5. To 

provide a rationale for program implementation 

increase the program's effectiveness 

improve accountability to diverse groups 

increase the program's credibility 

advocate for change in the system 

C. Comprehensive Evaluation 

There are several ways to develop monitoring strategies. OJJDP's 
Guide for Implementing a Comprehensive Strategy suggests 
including two parts. 

1. Process Evaluation - to assess the degree to which the 
_ __ model was implemented as planned. [twill describe and 

analyze how the strategy was implemented and is currently 
being executed. 

2. Outcome Evaluation - to analyze how successfully the 
strategy is working. This is best handled by an 
independent research group with experimental designs 
used, including random sampling of tile data for detention 
center residents and alternative placement youth. 
However, with effort jurisdictions can also monitor 
strategies if outside evaluation is not possible and should 
establish some method of on-going monitoring strategy. 

Technical assistance can be sought for insuring that jurisdictions 
process for analyzing data is effective. Again, outside or 
temporary consults can assist in establishing a system. Analysis of 
data should consider several measures of effectiveness. 

D. Data Sources 

To monitor the crowding reduction strategies, records must 
be kept on the characteristics of youth coming in contact 
with the juvenile justice system and the results of their 
contact including: 

• age, sex, prior police and court record, current 
charge, placement history, etc. 

The records must be complete and accurate for any 

Display 9-T-4 
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MONITORING STRATEGIES NOTES TO TRAINER 
analysis to be meaningful. Because of this, stakeholders 
might consider monitoring and spot checking accuracy of 
records or instituting training on record-keeping methods. 
If a determination cannot be made based on available 
information, then more data may need to be generated. 

Participants should already be familiar with some of the reasons 
for keeping records on youth through the Jurisdictional Team 
Training. As a review, ask participants what other purpose data 
collection is used for in the juvenile justice system. 

C. Measures of Effectiveness 
The effectiveness of strategies to reduce crowding can be analyzed 
by looking at data through the following categories. Compare the 
information with data gathered before implementation. 

1. Secure Detention 
Is the program handling the youth for whom it was 
designed? Is there a reduction in the population in secure 
care? Are youth for whom alternative programs designed 
still being placed in secure detention. Has there been an 
effect o11 the average-length-of-stay (ALOS)? Are step- 
down strategies being implemented? 

-2_ Alternative Programs . . . . . . . .  

Does the detention alternative fulfill the basic functions of 
court ordered detention? Are youth in the alternative 
program remaining arrest free and attending their court 
hearings? Are only those youth who would have been 
placed in secure detention before the creation of the 
alternative being placed in the alternatives created for them 
or has the net been widened? Has there been a change in 
the ALOS in alternative programs that existed before? 
(Note: ALOS in alternative program should be 20-40 days) 

3. Safety 

Are youth being placed appropriately? Are there any 
changes in inappropriate behavior in either secure 
detention, alternatives? Does the public report any change 
in community safety? 

Comparisons should be made between youths placed in alternative 
programs and youths placed in secure detention. Ask participants 
if they can think of any other measures of effectiveness? 

III. SUMMARY 
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Monitoring Strategies 

~ 1. Be familiar with the concept of setting goals for 

program evaluation 

~2,  Be familiar with two parts of a comprehensive 

evaluation component 

D 

3. Understand the Importance of complete and 

accurate data for monitoring 

N(i~[] 

m 
U Monitoring = Accountability 

J 
Just like youthmust be held accountable 

for their actions, the justice system 

needs to ensure it is monitoring itself. 

9-H-1 



Monitoring Strategies 

i ~ 1. To provide a rationale for program 
J ~  implementation 

i i ~  2. To increase the program's effectiveness 
i T  3. To improve accountabilityto diverse 

/ i ~  4. To increase the program s credibility 

I ~  5. To advocate lor change in the system 

D 
_ 

Process Evaluation -to assess the degree to 

D 
D 

D 

which the model was implemented as 
planned 

Outcome Evaluation - to analyze how 
successfully the strategy is working 

9-H-2 
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Monitoring Strategies 

J 

j • Must be accurate input 

• Must be complete - all information, for all 

youth, from all sources 

• Must be careful storage of records 

• Consider training staff in data collection 

Measures of Effectiveness '"uu~ur+~ u' ~uz;uvu"us s ................ .,.,,,, 

Secure Detention- 
Is the program handling the youth for whom 

~ itwas designedP Is~ere a reducUon in the 
population in secure care? Are youth for 
whom alternative programs designed still 
being placed in secure detentionP Has 
there been an enect on the average-length- 
of-stay IALOS)P Are step-down strategies 
being implementedP 

9-H-3 ~ J ~  MH 
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b 
Measures of Effectiveness ~ r u ; ~  u, ,'!,uuuvuncss , ,  

Alternative Programs- 
' Does the detention altemaUve fulnll the basic 
luncUons of court ordered detentionP Are youth in 
the alternative program remaining arrest free and 
attending their court hearings? Are only those 
youth who would have been in placed secure 
detention before the creation of the alternative 
being placed in the alternatives created for themP 
Or has the net been widened.~ Has there been a 
change in the ALOS in alternative programs that 
existed before? 

Monitoring Strategies 

J 

p Safety- 

J 

Are youth being placed appropriatelyP Are 
there any changes in inappropriate 
behavior in either secure detention, 
a]ternativesP Does the public report any 
change in community safetyP 

9-H-4 



Dperates in a dynamic and flexibl~ manner. Items 
and report formats can be added, changed, or 
deleted without a major programming effort. 

Routinely provides aggregate information to man- 
agement .  (Management use of this information 
should, in turn, be conveyed to line staff.) 

Provides timely and useful information to all levels 
of the organization and is integrally tied to other 
management  functions. 

Includes routine editing procedures (manual and/  
or automated) toprotect the integrity of the data. 

~, comprehensive MIS is crucial in the management 
and evaluation of the Comprehensive Strategy. Recent 
technology has made it relatively easy for all commu- 
nities implementing the Comprehensive Strategy to 
operate such a system. 

Evaluating the  Comprehens ive  

_ _Strategy . . . . . .  

The Comprehensive Strategy must incorporate a com- 
prehensive evaluation component consisting of two 
parts: a process evaluation and an outcome evalua- 
tion. The process evaluation will assess the degree to 
which the model was implemented as planned. The 
outcome evaluation will analyze how successfully it 
reduced youth crime and recidivism. 

The process evaluation will describe how the Com- 
prehensive Strategy actually operates. It will describe 
and analyze the planning and implementation of the 
model. The evaluation will discuss the forces that 
influenced the model's implementation. 

Ideally, the evaluation should be conducted by an 
outside organization that is independent of the 
agency operating the Comprehensive Strategy. If the 
evaluation is not conducted by an outside organiza- 
tion, its design should describe how the organization 
will maintain neutrality and objectivity and how con- 
flicts between the needs of the model and the needs of 
the evaluation will be avoided. 

The process evaluation should include at a minimum 
an analysis of the following program elements: con- 
text, client identification, program interventions, and 

program linkages. Contextual issues include system 
philosophy, local juvenile justice conditions, and key 
decisionmakers involved in the development and 
implementat ion of the model. Client identification 
refers to the degree to which planned client selection 
procedures  were implemented and selected youth 
reflect the planned target population. The element of 
program interventions includes information on all 
programs in the continuum of graduated sanctions. 
Types of information include number  of YoUth served 
and youth and staff attitudes towards each program. 
Program linkages refer to a description and assess- 
ment  of the formal and informal conditions and rela- 
tionships that may hinder or support  program 
operations. The attitudes of agency staff and staff 
from other juvenile justice agencies should be ana- 
lyzed, as should the degree of cooperation between 
the agency and other service-providing agencies. 

An independent  research group should conduct the 
outcome evaluation. When possible, experimental 
designs should be used to test the efficacy of program 
interventions.  This me_ans that youth in_varigus com- 
ponents of the model system should be compared to a 
randomly  selected control group. The outcome evalu- 
ation should examine recidivism, positive social 
adjustments, and costs. 

Several recidivism outcome measures should be 
included in the evaluation. These include the number  
and seriousness of rearrests, number  and seriousness 
of readjudications, number of incarcerations, and 
self-report delinquency measures. The design should 
specify how the analysis will treat technical violations 
that do not involve a new offense. 

Youth's "positive adjustment" refers to their partici- 
pation in educational, vocational, family, and commu- 
nity activities that research has shown can reduce 
delinquency. Measures for the "positive adjustment" 
portion of the evaluation could include attendance at 
educational programs, completion of educational 
programs, and improvements in educational scores; 
employment  measures such as hours worked per 
week and income earned; and attitudinal and motiva- 
tional measures such as satisfaction with family and 
law-abiding friends, self-esteem, and perceived con- 

trol over life. 
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Lesson Plan 
THE M A N A G E M E N T  INFORMATION SYSTEM NOTES TO TRAINER 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

A management information system (MIS) can be thought of as an 
on-going, established set of procedures and methods for sharing 
information. This discussion will focus on developing a 
management information system between several agencies in 
contact with youth, especially those staff making decisions on the 
processing and handling of youth in the juvenile justice system. 

Performance Objectives: 

Participants will: 

1. Be familiar with key factors to successful information 
sharing 

2. Be familiar with the general process for developing a 
management information system 

3. Be familiar with the general legal issues that need to be 
researched regarding the collection, use, maintenance of 

- information . . . . . . .  

4. Be aware of barriers to successful information sharing. 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

A. Success Factors 

Five key factors that affect the success of local collaborative 
efforts to establish effective interagency information sharing 
systems have been identified. 

1. Climate in which the initiative begins, 

2. Processes used to develop trust and handle conflict, 

3. People involved, 

4. Policies that support or inhibit their efforts, 

5. Availability of resources to enable their effects to 
continue, 

6. Having and knowing relevant laws. 

B. Identify Appropriate Partners 

Probably all Jurisdictional Team members are logical choices, but 
other agencies that would benefit from developing an information 
sharing program or that could contribute should be considered, as 
well. These would include police, probation, education, social 
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THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

rvlces, prosecution, judicial and corrections agencies. 
fferences in legal, ethical and financial issues would need to be 

considered for private agencies or civilian individuals. 

Jurisdictions might want to consider developing an Interagency 
Agreement. 

C. Goals of Developing a MIS 

The groups must establish what goals they want to accomplish 
through the interagency collaboration. Goals will determine the 
level of information to be shared (i.e. case-level, 
department/agency-level, community-level) and thus the correct 
staff to incorporate into developing a system. As demonstrated 
with the vision and mission activities, time will need to be spent to 
ensure everyone in the group has compatible goals for developing 
an interagency information sharing system. 

It is suggested that goals focus ondelinquency prevention and 
intervention, community safety, efficiency, and coordination. The 
following are examples. 

- • Impro~eprograms and services to juveniles currently . . . .  
involved in the juvenile justice (or social service), (or 
education) system. 

• Provide appropriate programs and services to deter at-risk 
juveniles from delinquent behavior 

• Increase the safety and security of the community 

• Eliminate duplication of services 

• Leverage or conserve resources and training programs 
through coordination 

• Improve case- and management-level decision-making. 

D. Research the Legal Issues 

1. Policies 

There are laws, policies and procedures that address the 
collection, maintenance, use and release of information. In 
most cases however, it is policies, or lack thereof, that are 
the barriers to sharing information; not laws. A successful 
program requires political and monetary support. 

State Laws 

Jurisdictions need to research laws particular to their 
geographic area, including state laws. Lexis/Nexis and 
Westlaw are comprehensive online legal databases that 
provide access to State and Federal legislation, case law and 

. 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Refer to Model Interagency 
Agreement in JAIBG 
Bulletin. 
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THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM NOTES TO TRAINER 

also other law-related documents. 

3. Federal Laws 

• Privacy Act of 1974 

• Correction of Youthful Offenders of 1984 

• Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) of 
1974 

• Computer Matching and Privacy Protection Act of 1988 

• Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 
Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation Act of 1970 
and the Drug Abuse and Treatment Act of 1972 

• Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment and Adoption 
Reform Act of 1977 

E. Activity: Information Sharing Ethics 

Divide participants into very small groups (3-4). Provide each 
with a scenario. Ask them to discuss think about the feasibility of 
interagency sharing of information. Encourage brainstorming of 
all possible repercussions both positive and negative from 
information sharing in that situation. Ask them to consider if the 
information could alter a decision affecting a youth. 

After giving them 5-10 minutes, bring groups back together and 
have them summarize their discussions. Allow for additional input 
from the larger group. Does the group think it should be shared? 
Ask participants from agencies that would be the receiver of the 
information if they would want that information shared with them. 
Do they think their front line staff would act on that information? 

F. Form a MIS Development Team 

Representatives should be chosen based on their access to the 
appropriate information and authority to make decisions regarding 
development of information sharing systems. Consideration 
should be taken to include technical staff if sharing information via 
computer is being considered. The Development Team will handle 
details of available information, opportunities and methods for 
sharing information. 

G. Steps for Developing MIS 

A system can be as simple as encouraging staffto phone the other 
agency when they have questions or as complicated sharing an 
internet database. Along with initial goals for the MIS, finances, 
staffing, technological development of partner agencies are some 

Display 10-T-7 

Divide participants into small 
groups. Distribute one 
scenario to each group. 

Refer participants to 10-H-4 
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THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM NOTES TO TRAINER 

factors that will determine how evolved the final product 
[be. 

H. Barriers to Success 

Display 10-T-9 

• Lack of Trust 

• Burden of gathering and reporting information 

• Lack of adequate funding resources 

• Difficulty in working with schools and other youth - 
serving systems 

• Failure to conduct and evaluation. 

• Technical incompatibilities 

I I I .  SUMMARY 

Although developing a management information system can be 
time-consuming and complicated, the benefits can be sizable and 
long-lasting. Information sharing is an tool that can be taken 
advantage of by agencies that deal with at-risk and delinquent 
youth. Sharing information can facilitate services and treatment, 
improve decisi6hC-rriaking arid feedb/~ck concerning juvenilesand . . . . .  
bnsure that children do not fall through the gaps. 

6 
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Lesson Plan 
MONITORING STRATEGIES NOTES TO TRAINER 

I. ANTICIPATORY SET 

This session only covers issues related to the development and 
operation of alternative detention programs. It does not address 
monitoring issues regarding the operation of secure detention 
facilities or other system issues which affect crowding in secure 
detention, e.g., length of stay in secure detention, timeliness of 
court hearings, use of risk assessment, etc. 

Performance Objectives: 
participants wil!: 

Following this presentation, 

1. Be familiar with two parts of a comprehensive evaluation 
component 

2. Be familiar with internal and external evaluations 

3. Be familiar with the concept of setting goals for program 
evaluation 

4. Understand the importance of complete and accurate data 
for monitoring 

I I .  INSTRUCTIONAL INPUT 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ' _  . . . . .  

A. Monitoring = Accountability 

Without monitoring and the associated evaluation tools, 
administrators cannot know if the strategies are having the 
intended effects. Just as it is important to hold youths placed in 
detention alternatives accountable by monitoring their daily 
activities, the system needs to ensure that it monitors the operation 
of its alternative programs. 

Display 9-T- 1 

Display 9-T-2 

B. Goals of Monitoring 

Activity: Divide participants to work in small groups. Half of  the 
groups should be assigned to list on newsprint the ways their 
jurisdiction could use positive evaluation of the implementation of 
their strategy to reduce crowding. Possible responses include: To 
solicit increased public support of programs; To increase support 
of  expanding strategies; To increase morale of various agency 
staff... 

The other groups should list the ways their jurisdiction could use 
negative evaluation of implementation of their strategies. Possible 
responses include: To solicit fimdingfrom various sources - 
taxpayers, government and private grants; To discover specific 
areas for improvement; To spur creativity or action by the group; 

Display 9-T-3 

( minutes) 

Divide participants into 
groups of 5-7. Provide each 
group with 1-2 sheets of 
newsprint. Post use of 
evaluation results on walls. 

3 



MONITORING STRATEGIES NOTES TO TRAINER 

To discover a need for outside expertise or further research; To 
~lSCover areas of redundancy," identify a population needing To 

ternative programs; To convince a reluctant stakeholder of the 
need for their cooperation. 

The reasons for and goals of monitoring and evaluating are many. 
Each jurisdiction may place emphasis on different areas, but some 
consistent reasons are: 

1. To provide a rationale for program implementation 

21 To increase the program's effectiveness 

3. To improve accountability to diverse groups 

4. To increase the program's credibility 

5. To advocate for change in the system 

Display 9-T-4 

C. Comprehensive Evaluation Display 9-T-5 

There are several ways to develop monitoring strategies. OJJDP's 
Guide for Implementing a Comprehensive Strategy suggests 
including two parts. 

1. Process Evaluation - to assess the degree to which the 
-- - model was-implemented as. planned. It will describe and . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D analyze how the strategy was implemented and is currently 

being executed. 

2. Outcome Evaluation - to analyze how successfully the 
strategy is working. This is best handled by an 
independent research group with experimental designs 
used, including random sampling of the data for detention 
center residents and alternative placement youth. 
However, with effort jurisdictions can also monitor 
strategies if outside evaluation is not possible and should 
establish some method of on-going monitoring strategy. 

Display 9-T-6 

Technical assistance can be sought for insuring that jurisdictions 
process for analyzing data is effective. Again, outside or 
temporary consults can assist in establishing a system. Analysis of 
data should consider several measures of effectiveness. 

D. Data Sources 

To monitor the crowding reduction strategies, records must 
be kept on the characteristics of youth coming in contact 
with the juvenile justice system and the results of their 
contact including: 

• age, sex, prior police and court record, current 
charge, placement history, etc. 

The records must be complete and accurate for any 



MONITORING STRATEGIES 

analysis to be meaningful. Because of this, stakeholders 
might consider monitoring and spot checking accuracy of 
records or instituting training on record-keeping methods. 
If a determination cannot be made based on available 
information, then more data may need to be generated. 

Participants should already be familiar with some of the reasons 
for keeping records on youth through the Jurisdictional Team 
Training. As a review, ask participants what other purpose data 
collection is used for in the juvenile justice system. 

C. Measures of Effectiveness 
The effectiveness of strategies to reduce crowding can be analyzed 
by looking at data through the following categories. Compare the 
information with data gathered before implementation. 

1. Secure Detention 
Is the program handling the youth for whom it was 
designed? Is there a reduction in the population in secure 
care? Are youth for whom alternative programs designed 
still being placed in secure detention. Has there been an 
effect on the average-length-of-stay (ALOS)? Are step- 
down strategies being implemented? 

2. Alternative Programs 

Does the detention alternative fulfill the basic functions of 
court ordered detention? Are youth in the alternative 
program remaining arrest free and attending their court 
hearings? Are only those youth who would have been 
placed in secure detention before the creation of the 
alternative being placed in the alternatives created for them 
or has the net been widened? Has there been a change in 
the ALOS in alternative programs that existed before? 
(Note: ALOS in alternative program should be 20-40 days) 

3. Safety 

Are youth being placed appropriately? Are there any 
changes in inappropriate behavior in either secure 
detention, alternatives? Does the public report any change 
in community safety? 

Comparisons should be made between youths placed in alternative 
programs and youths placed in secure detention. Ask participants 
if they can think of any other measures of effectiveness? 

I I I .  SUMMARY 

NOTES TO TRAINER 

Display 9-T-7 

Display 9-T-8 

Display 9-T-9 
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Management Information Systems 

Performance Objectives 
ParUcipants will: 
1. be familiar with key factors to successful 

Information sharing 
2. Be familiar with the general Process for 

p developing a management InformaUon system 
3. Be familiar with the general legal issues that 

need to be researched regarding the conecUon, 
use, maintenance of information 

4. Be aware barriers to successful information of 
sharing. , .... 

uccess F"ct°rs . . . . .  

1. Climate in which the initiative begins 
2. Processes used to develop trust and 

handle conflict 
3. People involved 
4. Policies that support or inhibit their effo~s 
5. Availability of resources to enable their 

effects to continue. 
| p  6. Having and knowing laws. 

IO-H-1 



Management Information Systems 

J 
| Identify APpropriate Partners 

• Benefit from information sharing 

~ - Contribute to information base 

~ - eed to consider legal issues for some 

team members. 

J 
J 

1 
| Goals of Developing a MIS 

Should locus on delinquency prevention and Intervention, 
communitysolety, efficiency, and coordinat]on.) 

Examples: 

• increase the safety and securitY of the community 

• Eliminate duplication of services 

• Leverage or conserve resources and h'aining 
programs through coordinaUon 

• Improve case- and management-level decision- 
making 

10-H-2 



Management Information Systems 

D 
Research Legal Issues .. . . . .  

• Pol ic ies 

• State Laws 

• Federal  Laws 

J 

• PrivacyAct oi1974 
• Correction of Youlhful Offenders of 1984 
• Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) of 

1974 
• Computer Matching and Privacy ProteclJon Act of 1988 
• Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 

PrevenlJon Treatment and RehabilitalJou Act of 1970 
and Ule Drug Abuse and TreatmentAct of 1972 

• ChildAbuse Prevention and Treatment and Adoption 
ReformAct oflgT/ 

10,1-7 
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Management Information Systems 

Sample Plan for Designing a 

Management Information System 

A. Interview Key Users 

1. Determine Data and Information Needs 

2. Determine Data Elements Collected and Methodology 

3. Identify Shared Information Needs Among Agencies 

4. Analyze Reports Currently Generated 

Form Data User Group 

Develop Reporting Format 

B °  

C. 

° 

___  2 .  . _ 

3. 

Standardized Reports 

Ad-Hoc Report_Capability 

On-line Database Sharing 

Develop Collection Methodolo~, 

1. Develop Data Collection Forms 

2. Set Up Data Forms on Computer for Input 

3. Conduct Training on Data Input 

4. Conduct Training with Multiple Agencies 

Monitor Data Input And Reporting 

1. Review Data Collection and Reporting with User Group 

2. Change Procedures/Reports as Needed 

3. Monitor Data Reports and Update as Required 

D. 

E. 

10-H-4 



Management Information Systems 

M,S 

• Access to/User of Information 

• Authority to make decisions 

J • Technical Knowledge 

J 

b 
Barriers to SUccess 

I • Lack o!Trust 
• Burden of gathering and reporting 

information 
• Lack of adequate funding resources 
• Diflicu]ty in working with schools and other 

youth-serving systems 
• Failure to conduct and evaluation 
• Technical incompatibilities 

10-H-5 
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Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
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Juveni le A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  Incent ive  
B l o c k  Gran ts  P r o g r a m  

@ 
. .  ~ . _  

March  2 0 0 0  

From the 
Fldm /n i~tra tor 

Communities across the Nation 
are working in a collaborative 
and comprehensive way to ad- 
dress juvenile crime. To provide 
appropriate interventions, how- 
ever, they need information 
about the youth in their com- 
munities, their f arnilies,and the 
problems they face. Multi- 
disciplinary collaboration and 
information sharing are crucial 
elements of success in helping 
at-risk and delinquent juveniles. 

This Bulletin, one of OJJDP's 
JAIBG Best Pract!ces series: " 
describes key elements of e f f e c -  

tive information sharing, pro- " 
vides a mode ! interag6ncy.i.i .,: . 

• agreement, and highlights ex- , :" 
,amp]es of best practices, f6r,i! .(::.-'~ ~ 
::'partners working'to i6f4gk;ite ~ .  

:djluven!le lustlce .serv!c.es and...':~ :;'~" 
~:;idegei6p in f6 r m6d~ ~ pis'r~Sp~-ia~.e'LG! 

d e c i s i o n s  regai'din~':Yduth:¢.h~: 2",!: 

~ t~on and sett,ngparameters ,fOr',-..:. 
,;', inro/;mat~on" sh'arin~'is i:h al16%g-"~ 
,,"lng, but success In.tnese'areas:.;.::;] 
~.~canLne~p'ensure mat jUvenHes_G-~'.~ 
:. recewe the support hey.need...:~,.-~., 

Establishing and Maintaining 
interagency information 
Sharing 

J u l i e _  S I o y t o n  _ - 

This Bulletin is part of OJJDP's Juvenile 
Accountability Incentive Block Grants 
(]AIBG) Best Practices Series. The basic 
premise underlying the JAIBG program, 
initially funded in fiscal year 1998, is that 
young people who violate the law need to be 
held accountable for their offenses if society is 
to improve the quality of life in the Nation's 
conzmunities. Holding a juvenile offender 
"accountable" in the juvenile justice system 
means that once the juvenile is determined 
to have committed law-violating behavior, 
by admission or adjztdication, he or she is 
held responsible for the act through conse- 
quences or sanctions, imposed pursuant to 
labs, that are proportionate to the offense. 
Consequences or sancth~ns that are applied 
swiftly, sureh d, and consistently, and are 
graduated to provide appropriate and effec- 
tive responses to varying levels of offense 
seriousness and offender chronicity, work 
best in preventing, controlling, and reducing 

further law violations. 

In an effort to help States and units of local 
government develop programs in the 12 pur- 
pose areas established for ]AIBG funding, 
Bulletins in this series are designed to present 
the most up-to-date knowledge to juvenile 
justice policymakers, researchers, and practi- 
tioners about programs and approaches that 

hold juvenile offenders accountable.f,~r their 
behavior. An indepth description qf the 
]AIBG program and a list of the 12 ~rogrm:z 
purpose areas appear in the overvie',:: Bulleti.z 
for this series. 

Since the beginning of the 1990% public 
bodies, professional organizations, and 
business groups have been calliP, g for 
greater interagency coordination to achieve 
a more comprehensive approach to provid- 
ing services for children and families at 
risk (Soler, Shotton, and Bell, 1993)• Central 
to interagency coordination efforts is the 
establishment of interagency information- 
sharing networks or programs. More spe- 
cifically, collaboration and information 
sharing may provide for multidisciplinar), 
multiagency approaches to comprehen- 
sively address problems posed by juveniles 
who are at risk of or have already commit- 
ted serious del inquent  or criminal acts. 
Information-sharing programs also present 
a way to fur ther  partnerships between 
agencies that are currently engaged with 
each other to serve these same juveniles, 
their siblings, or their families. These part- 
nerships, therefore, work to preser~'e the 
family unit by addressing the needs of the 
juvenile, the sibling, and/or  the entire fam- 
ily as the need arises. 



Information-sharing programs make 
it possible to coordinate juvenile 
justice services that foster more in- 
formed, appropriate decisions regard- 
ing juveniles. An information-sharing 
program would, for example, provide 
a teacher who believes a student may 
be at risk of becoming involved in 
gang or drug activity with a method 
for notifying the appropriate service 
providers who could intervene before 
the student engages in such activities. 
Similarly, such a program might re- 
quire probation officers to furnish in- 
formation to teachers about the condi- 
tions of a juvenile's probation so that 
they could monitor the student's be- 
havior and be aware of any risks the 
student might present to others in the 
classroom. Sharing information will 
allow sen'ice providers to more effi- 
ciently determine the level and type 
of services juveniles need by avoiding 
redundancy of service and conflict in 
treatment approach. A central data- 
base of information regarding delin- 
quent, at-risk, and dependent  juve- 
niles would eliminate the need for 
multiple agencies serving a single ju- 
venile to collect the same information 
and might also eliminate the need for 
each of these agencies to obtain a re- 
lease to gather the information needed 
to serve that juvenile. 

Additionally, sharing information 
can facilitate services and treatment, 
improve decisionmaking and feed- 
back concerning juveniles, and en- 
sure that children do not fall through 
the gaps in civil society into the 
world of drugs, gangs, and juvenile 
delinquency. For example, such a 
program would allow the formation 
of a treatment team to address the 
needs of a juvenile who has been ad- 
judicated delinquent for threatening 
a public official. Each member of the 
team--probation, mental health, and 
juvenile just ice--would provide the 
appropriate services to that juvenile 
based on shared information. Simi- 
larly, information sharing can 

improve a system participant's ability 
to make case- or management-level 
decisions, which ultimately may sig- 
nificantly improve the treatment of 
juveniles and decrease or eliminate 
offending behaviors. For example, 
educators--people  who frequently 
see the first warning signs of delin- 
quency a n d / o r  have critical informa- 
tion about youth involved in the juve- 
nile justice s y s t e m - c a n  help justice 
and other youth-serving agencies de- 
velop effective intervention strategies 
by sharing information (Medaris, 
Campbell, and James, 1997). 

Information sharing is an effective 
tool for those who deal with at-risk 
and del inquent  juveniles. Agencies 
can use a great many methods  for 
sharing information. As Soler and col- 
leagues (1993, p. 47) suggest: "Written 
releases, interagency agreements,  
court  orders, memoranda  of under-  
standing, statutory authorizations for 
information sharing, as vcell as desig- 
nations of information-not considered - - 
confidential, all present agencies with 
abundant  opportunities to work to- 
gether to provide better services for 
children and families." 

This Bulletin offers an overview of 
what is necessary to establish and 
maintain an interagency information- 
sharing program. It presents strategies 
and sources for the development of 
information-sharing programs, details 
the functional requirements for an ef- 
fective and efficient program, and 
identifies policy concerns and key is- 
sues in the implementation and main- 
tenance of information-sharing pro- 
grams. Agencies building collaborative 
information-sharing programs must 
consider several key issues, including 
possible legal restrictions in Federal 
and State laws, the need for an evalua- 
tion system to determine the effective- 
ness of the information-sharing pro- 
gram, and potential barriers to 
successful programs. 

Key Elements of an 
Effective I nformation- 
Sharing Program 
Strategies and Sources for 
Development 
Interagency partnerships should, 
where possible, begin by building 
on existing methods of information 
sharing. Communit ies  should strive 
to develop a comprehensive and 
systemwide information-sharing 
program that maintains financial 
accountability, contains cumulative 
data for reporting purposes, and can 
be evaluated to determine whether it 
meets the goals of the system's part- 
ners (Etten and Petrone, 1994). The 
partnership must also establish high 
levels of security to prevent the inap- 
propriate release of information and 
should give extensive consideration 
to training staff in the technical as- 
pects of the information system, in- 
c_luding a llsecurit): m_easures (Soler, _ _ _  
Shotton, and Bell, 1993). 

In addition to determining the appro- 
priate strategy for sharing information 
in a given community or jurisdiction, 
it is important to identify available 
sources of information within each 
participating agency. Sources used to 
create a common pool of information 
for program participants will have to 
be determined by the partners in the 
program. A partial list of agencies and 
organizations to consider as potential 
sources of information would include 
the following: police, probation, 
education, social services, prosecu 7 
tion, judicial, and corrections (Bellmio, 
1995). The information gathered from 
these sources may range from statis- 
tics regarding rates of crime or victim- 
ization among juveniles in a given 
community to probation information, 
including conditions of community 
control and predisposition reports; 
disposition of juvenile court cases; 
parole information for youth to be re- 
leased from juvenile institutions; data 
on juvenile crimes and arrests from 



neighboring jurisdictions; human 
service information related to abuse, 
neglect, or exploita tion of juveniles; 
accounts of gang involvement or sub- 
stance abuse by youth; and school 
records (Bellmio, 1995). The specific 
sources used by each information- 
sharing partnership should come 
from the community context and the 
expectations of the partners. Thus, 
the participating agencies need to de- 
termine which sources of information 
will most efficiently provide the infor- 
mation needed for success in dealing 
with juveniles in the partners' service 
area. Partners will have to look beyond 
the usual information and determine 
the specific needs of their community. 
Finally, they will have to develop poli- 
cies and procedures that will formalize 
the gathering and sharing of informa- 
tion in a secure manner (Bellmio, 1995). 

F u n c t i o n a l  R e q u i r e m e n t s  

A variety of factors must be in place 
for effective interagency information 
sharing. Melaville and Blank (1991) 
identify five key factors that affect the 
success of local collaborative efforts: 

[] The climate in which the initiative 
begins. 

[] The processes used to develop 
trust and handle conflict. 

[] The people involved. 

[] The policies that support or inhibit 
their efforts. 

[] The availability of resources to 
enable their effects to continue. 

In addition, the success of an 
information-sharing program can 
depend on the completion of several 
other functional requirements: iden- 
tifying appropriate partners, estab- 
lishing program goals, focusing on 
intervention and prevention, devel- 
oping a common framework, know- 
ing the law, communicating frequent- 
ly, providing technical assistance, 
and developing a computerized 
information-sharing system. 

I d e n t i f y  Appropr ia te  Par tners  

It is of primary importance that the 
right "players" from agencies serving 
specific juvenile populations are 
brought to the table to facilitate col- 
laborative cross-system planning and 
delivery (Isaacs, 1992; Melaville and 
Blank, 1991). To identify appropriate 
partners, it might be useful for 
multidisciplinary teams to conduct a 
community self-assessment to learn 
more about the nature of juvenile 
problems in the community and to 
build a commitment to change. The 
assessment can help identify commu- 
nity and interagency partners outside 
the juvenile justice system and locate 
untapped community resources. 

Es tab l i sh  Program Goals  

Once agency partners have been 
identified, an interagency task force 
should be established to create the 
framework within which the program 
will operate and to set forth the goals 
of the information-sharing partner- 
ship. The task force must be com- 
posed of agency representatives with 
the power to make decisions. The 
goals must be clearly laid out and 
shared by all the agencies participat- 
ing in the information-sharing pro- 
gram (Wagner et al., 1997). The goals 
will determine the level of informa- 
tion to be shared (i.e., case-level, de- 
partment/agency-level, community- 
level) and the individuals within each 
agency who should have access to the 
information. Medaris, Campbell, and 
James (1997) suggest that these goals 
focus on delinquency prevention and 
intervention, community safety, effi- 
ciency, and coordination. The goals of 
the partnership also may include the 
following: 

[] Providing appropriate programs 
and services to intervene with ju- 
veniles currently involved in the 
juvenile justice system. 

• i Providing appropriate programs 
and services to deter at-risk juve- 
niles from delinquent behavior. 

[] Increasing the safety and security 
of the community and its children 
by reducing juvenile crime. 

[] Eliminating duplication of 
services. 

[] Leveraging resources and training 
programs through coordination. 

[] Improving case- and management- 
level decisionmaking. 

Focus on  I n t e r v e n t i o n  and 
Prevent ion  
In order to establish an interagency 
information-sharing partnership that 
provides information geared toward 
both intervention and prevention, the 
system must help service providers to 
be both proactive and reactive. James 
(1994) defines a reactive program as 
one in which the partners wait until 
incidents of criminal activity occur, 
identify the violators, and then mete 
out appropriate sanctions. He defines 
a proactive program as one in which 
the partners scan the horizon for 
signs of trouble and devise plans to 
respond to symptoms that arise prior 
to the outbreak of undesired behav- 
ior. A partnership is reactive if the 
partners provide each other with in- 
formation about juveniles who have 
already committed serious violent or 
criminal acts and proactive if they 
also share information identifying 
at-risk juveniles. 

Deve lop  a C o m m o n  F r a m e w o r k  
Other imperatives for a successful 
information-sharing plan are devel- 
oping a common definition of youth 
who are "at risk" and identifying the 
juvenile population(s) that will be the 
focus of the information-sharing part- 
nership. It is important that partici- 
pating agencies share the same crite- 
ria for defining youth at risk of 
delinquency, delinquent youth who 
are at risk of becoming serious ha- 
bitual juvenile offenders, and youth 
already considered serious habitual 

continued on page 6 
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Model In teragencg Rgreement  

Medaris, Campbell, and James (I 997) outlined goals of a model inter'agency agreement for partners of an information- 
sharing program that includes representatives from juvenile court, probation, social services, education, law enforcement, 
and prosecution.The following model agreement is adapted from that document. 

S. 

6. 

Each of the parties agrees to: 

I. Promote a coordinated effort among agencies and 
staff to achieve maximum public safety with the goal 
of reducing juvenile crime. 

2. Participate in interagency planning meetings, as 
appropriate. 

3. Assign staff, as apl~ropriate, to participate in a consoli- 
dated case management system, to facilitate reentry 
into school of children returning from detention or 
commitment programs, and other information-sharing 
activities to assess and develop plans for at-risk youth 
and those involved in the juvenile justice system. 

4. If applicable, participate in the planning and imple- 
mentation of a juvenile assessment, receiving, and tru- 
ancy center to the extent feasible for each party. 

Jointly plan and/or provide information and access to 
training opportunities, when feasible. __ _ 

Develop internal policies and cooperative procedures, 
as needed, to implement this agreement to the maxi- 
mum extent possible. 

7. Comply with relevant State and Federal law 
and other applicable local rules that relate to 
records use, security, dissemination, and retention/ 
destruction. 

The juven i le  cour t  a g r e e s  to: 

I. Notify the superintendent, or designee, of the name 
and address of any student adjudicated delinquent or 
who has had his or her adjudication withheld follow- 
ing determination of responsibility. Notification shall 
be within 48 hours and shall include the specific adju- 
dicated or  withheld delinquent act or specific crime 
for which the student was convicted if prosecuted in 
the criminal justice system. 

2. Identify sanctions for youth who are in violation of a 
court order requiring school attendance. 

3. Upon request by the school district, share disposi- 
tional information with the superintendent or a des- 
ignee regarding juveniles who are students within the 
educational system for purposes of assessment, place- 
ment, or  security of persons and property. 

4. Consider the issuance of court  orders necessary to 
promote the goals of this agreement, particularly in- 
formation sharing between the agencies involved. 

5. Develop, in cooperation with school, law enforce- 
ment, and local service providers, a wri t ten plan to 
determine the procedures to follow when a child is 
identified as being truant from school. 

6. Develop appropriate internal written policies to ensure 
that confidential education record information is dis- 
seminated only to appropriate and authorized personnel. 

The Department of Probation agrees to: 
I. Notify the sheriff and superintendent of schools or 

designees, immediately upon learning of the move or 
other relocation of a juvenile offender into, out of, 
or within the jurisdiction, who has been adjudicated 
delinquent or had an adjudication withheld for a vio- 
lent misdemeanor or felony-level offense. 

2. Share dispositional, placement, and case management 
informal.ion with other agencies as appropriate for 
purposes of assessment, placement, and enhanced su- 
pervision of juveniles. 

3. Develop, in cooperation with school, law enforce- 
ment, and local service providers, a wri t ten plan to 
determine the procedures to take when a child is 
identified as being truant from school. 

4. Develop appropriate internal written policies to ensure 
that confidential education record information is dis- 
seminated only to appropriate authorized personnel. 

The D e p a r t m e n t  of Heal th  [or Soc ia l  S e r v i c e s  or  

s im i la r  a g e n c y )  ag rees  to: 

I. Provide notice to the superintendent of schools or a 
designee, immediately upon the initiation of planning 
efforts with private nonprofit entities or  governmen- 
tal entities, including agencies that are part of this 
agreement, which could result in the creation, reloca- 
tion, or expansion of youth services programs and 
which may impact the school district. 

2. Develop, in cooperation with school, law enforce- 
ment, and local service providers, a wri t ten plan to 
determine the procedures to take when a child is 
identified as being truant from school. 

H 
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3. Develop appropriate internal written policies to 
ensure that confidential education record informa- 
tion is disseminated only to appropriate autho- 
rized personnel. 

The schoo l  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  a g r e e s  to: 

I. Notify, within 24 hours, the school principal of a 
juvenile arrested for a criminal act upon receipt of 
such information from law enforcement, the court 
system, or probation department.The principal, 
within 24 hours of such notice, shall provide such 
information to student service personnel, the 
school resource officer, the student assistance co- 
ordinator, and the student's immediate teachers. 

2. Designate the contact person to be responsible for 
receiving juvenile arrest information and inform all 
parties as to the superintendent's designee. 

3. Request criminal history information only for the 
purposes of assessment, placement, or security of 
persons and property. 

4. Designate the contact person(s) to be responsible 
for receiving confidential offender history informa- 
tion and inform all parties as to the names of 

-those individuals: . . . . . . . . .  

Develop appropriate internal written policies to 
ensure that confidential offender history informa- 
tion is disseminated only to appropriate and au- 
thorized school personnel. 

6. Share information on student achievement and be- 
havioral and attendance history on juvenile offend- 
ers and juveniles at risk of delinquency with the 
parties to this agreement for the purpose of as- 
sessment and treatment. 

7. Develop, in cooperation with school, law enforce- 
ment, and local service providers, a written plan to 
determine the procedures to take when a child is 
identified as being truant from school. 

8. Notify the appropriate law enforcement agency 
when an adult or  a student commits any of the fol- 
lowing offenses on school property, on school- 
sponsored transportation, or at school-sponsored 
activities: homicide; sexual battery; armed robbery; 
aggravated battery on a teacher or  other school 
personnel; kidnaping or abduction; arson; posses- 
sion, use, or sale of any firearm; possession, use, or 
sale of any controlled substance; or any act that 

5. 

compromises school or community safety. Addi- 
tionally, if the offense involves a victim, school offi- 
cials shall notify the victim and the victim's parents 
of the offense and the victim's right to sign a crimi- 
nal complaint against the offender. School person- 
nel shall cooperate in any investigation or  other 
proceedings leading to the victim's exercise of this 
right as provided by law. 

Each l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t  ch ie f  [or sher i f f ]  ag rees  to: 

I. Notify, the superintendent, or  designee, of the 
name and address of any student arrested for a 
criminal act. Notification shall be within 24 hours 
and shall include the specific act that led to the 
arrest. 

2. Upon request by the school district, share sum- 
mary offender history information with the super- 
intendent or  a designee regarding juveniles who 
are students within the educational system for 
purposes of assessment, placement, or security of 
persons and property. 

3. Develop appropriate internal wr i t ten policies to 
ensure that confidential education record informa- 
tion_is disseminatedonly~to_appropriate and au- __ _ _ 
thorized personnel. 

4. Develop, in cooperation with school, law enforce- 
ment, and local service providers, a wri t ten plan to 
determine the procedures to take when a child is 
identified as being truant from school. 

5. Notify the superintendent or  designee of the name 
and address of any employee of the school district 
who is charged wi th a felony or  w i th  a misde- 
meanor involving the abuse of a minor child or the 
sale or  possession of a controlled substance. Noti- 
fication shall be within 24 hours and shall include 
the specific act that led to the arrest. 

The S ta te  a t to rney  [or d is t r ic t  a t to rney ]  ag rees  to: 

I. Notify the superintendent or  designee in a timely 
manner when a student is formally charged with a 
criminal offense or  a delinquent act that would be 
a felony if committed by an adult. 

2. Provide copies in a timely manner to the superin- 
tendent or designee of all petitions, other charging 
documents, or  no file decisions regarding students 
charged with criminal misdemeanors and felonies 
or delinquent acts that would be felonies if commit- 
ted by an adult. 
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c o n t i n u e d  f r o m  p a g e  3 

juvenile offenders (Bellmio, 1995). 
A common framework can improve 
communication between participat- 
ing agencies. Thus, after defining the 
juvenile population(s) to be served, 
the task force should determine the 
specific information that will be 
shared and develop interagency 
agreements for sharing that informa- 
tion (Soler, Shotton, and Bell, 1993). 
The partnership should also consider 
mechanisms to protect the interests 
of clients, including notifying them 
of the scope and purposes of the in- 
formation system, determining the 
information that will be provided by 
agency workers, and deciding on the 
form of any written releases (Soler, 
Shotton, and Bell, 1993). 

Know the Law and Communicate  
Frequently 
Melaville and Blank (1991) list two 
other factors necessary for the suc- 
cessful development and implemen- 

participants will need technical assis- 
tance for general project development 
and implementation. They will need 
access to a common information base 
and implementation resources. Tech- 
nical assistance, including informa- 
tion on materials and procedures, 
should be provided through staff 
training. As part of its mandate, the 
task force should develop staff train- 
ing policies and procedures (Soler, 
Shotton, and Bell, 1993). Similarly, 
technical assistance in developing 
and implementing supervisory pro- 
cedures is also helpful. Finally tech- 
nical assistance may be necessary 
for developing and implementing 
sound procedures for evaluating the 
information-sharing system. Project 
evaluation should determine if or 
how well the system is accomplish- 
ing the goals outlined by the part- 
ners and identify specific changes 
that might be necessary to ensure 
the program meets its goals. 

tation of aninteragency information . . . . .  
sharing program: 

[] Having law(s) in place that will 
allow interagency information 
sharing to take place. 

[] Knowing the laws and the way 
they provide for interagency infor- 
mation sharing. 

Wasik, Lain, and Kane (1994) add to 
these factors the need for partners in 
an interagency information-sharing 
network to communicate frequently 
and share information in a timely 
manner. Mechanisms for sharing in- 
formation vary from information re- 
quests and responses via telephone 
or written reports to online access to 
a set of core data from a multiagency 
information database. Failure to share 
information in a timely manner can 
undermine the effectiveness of a 
coordinated effort. 

Provide Technical Assistance 
Further, for an interagency partner- 
ship to be developed successfully, the 

Develop a Computer ized  
Informat ion-Shar ing  Sys tem 
When considering whether to develop 
a computerized central information- 
sharing system, a number of prelimi- 
nary issues should be explored. For 
example, how quickly would the 
partners like to begin sharing infor- 
mation. The development of a com- 
puterized central information-sharing 
system may be expensive and can 
be extremely time consuming. It 
may take months or years to de- 
velop the appropriate software to 
link different partners to the system. 
Inputting information into the sys- 
tem may also be time consuming 
and may require a great deal of co- 
Ordination between members. On 
the other hand, despite these poten- 
tial difficulties, there are also good 
reasons for implementing a central 
computerized information-sharing 
system. These include both the ease 
of access to information and the con- 
sistency of the information available 
to all partners at the same time. 

Other issues need to be considered 
prior to developing a computerized 
and central information-sharing sys- 
tem (Etten and Petrone, 1994; Soler, 
Shotton, and Bell, 1993), including: 

[] Overall policies and procedures 
covering the purposes of the 
information system. 

[] The importance of limiting 
information. 

[] Methods of interagency coopera- 
tion and information sharing. 

[] Notices to clients and other protec- 
tions of clients' interests. 

[] System security measures. 

[] The type of data contained in the 
computerized files. 

[] The individuals and agencies 
authorized to receive data. 

[] The purposes for which data will 
be used. 

The relationshipbetween the 
system and the clients/juveniles 
whose records are in the data bank. 

[] Confidentiality protections. 

Similarly, system developers should 
address how information will be re- 
corded and entered and what will 
happen when inaccurate information 
is entered into the system (Etten and 
Petrone, 1994). Etten and Petrone also 
strongly suggest that any computer- 
ized system have an electronic secu- 
rity system that allows access only by 
authorized personnel. As part of its 
mandate, the task force should de- 
velop these policies and procedures, 
which should be approved by all 
agencies involved in the partnership 
(Soler, Shotton, and Bell, 1993). 

-Ill- 

Policy Issues 
A variety of policy issues need to be 
considered when attempting to es- 
tablish or maintain an interagency 
information-sharing program. A 
successful program requires political 
and monetary support from policy-  
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makers. In some instances, policy- 
makers will need to sponsor legislation 
allowing interagency collaboration. In 
other instances, legislation will not be 
necessary but political support will be. 

State-level efforts, legislative or other- 
wise, to create information-sharing 
networks must require or encourage 
a diverse group of youth-serving 
agencies (such as child welfare, men- 
tal health, juvenile justice, law en- 
forcement, substance abuse, and 
health) to take the lead in forming 
interagency partnerships that meet 
the needs of each community. This 
State-level political support may be 
necessary to convince different agen- 
cies to begin to collaborate or to gar- 
ner public support for such a system. 

Policymakers can help ensure that 
the necessary financial resources are 
available to establish and maintain 
the interagency information-sharing 
program and that the policies and ap- 
proaches chosen to support the sys- 
tem are having their intended effecL 
Finally, a policy issue that should be 
considered by those at both the State 
and local levels who are interested in 
information sharing is how agencies 
can use the system to prevent and re- 
duce juvenile delinquency. Demon- 
strating the system's potential or ac- 
tual effectiveness in dealing with 
at-risk and offending juveniles will 
help to earn the support of commu- 
nity members and potential agency 
participants in the program. 

Twenty Steps to Successful Information Sharing 
Etten and Petrone (19£4) developed a 20-point prescription for: comprehen- 
sive system development: 

. . . .  

I. Appoint an Information Management Committee composed of repre- 
sentatives from every agency in the juvenile justice system and funding 
agency officials,legislative staff, management information system experts, 
community representatives, child welfare agents, and parents. 

2. Determine the information collected and maintained by all the agencies. 

3. Evaluate information needs. 

4. Evaluate agency goals and identify those that are overlapping. 

5. Determine the mission (overall goals) of the juvenile justice system. 

6. Clarify reasons to share information. 

7. Identify what specific information is to be shared and who needs access 
to each item of information. 

8. Determine statutory record requirements about information collection 
and dissemination mandated by Federal, State, and local governments. 

9. Determine exceptions to statutory requirements. 

10. Draft an interagency agreement. 

t I_ Fund the system: . . . . . . . .  

12. Designate information management liaisons in each agency. 

13. Build the system. 

14. Prepare and/or revise policies and procedures. 

15. Train staff. 

16. Supervise confidentiality needs. 

17. Review policies regularly. 

18. Review needs regularly. 

19. Revise system as necessary based on audits and system needs. 

20. Repeat steps 14 through 19. 
Legal Issues 

1 A,,~ ~ - , o ~  ~ o ~  ,~ ~ A successful information-sharing program can be formulated by focusing on 

t l ~ o ~ c ~ r t  orders, a n ' ~ }  think might interfere with their abil- consent or a court, o r ~  r,..,,,.',, 
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" 7  ~ , , n a ~ .  e of i n ( o r m a t i o n J  !heir ability to share information be- a s s o ~ e s e  laws, or the lack 
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it is imperative that all parties to the barriers will limit the sharing of cer- cies. Many of the legal or ethical con- 
partnership reveal anything that they tain types of information without cerns associated with the informal 



information sharing that is already 
taking place in many  communities 
also can be overcome through the 
development of a simple consent pro- 
cedure or a discussion with clients of 
the need to sometimes share limited 
amounts of confidential information 
(Soler, Shotton, and Bell, 1993). 

The Federal and State statutes dis- 
cussed below should be considered as 
information-sharing partnerships are 
being developed. However,  it must  be 
emphasized that all of these laws al- 
low programs to share information. 
There are ways  to appropriately share 
vital information within the legal limi- 
tations that exist, and policies can be 
changed to encourage interagency in- 
formation sharing. 

Federa l  Laws 
Privacy Act of  1974. ~ This Act applies 
to all records regarding individuals 

the par tnership or where none of the 
above-ment ioned exceptions exist, a 
court order will allow for the sharing 
of this information. Thus, this Act 
need not present  a major imped iment  
to appropr ia te  information sharing. 

{} Correction of Youthful Offenders  
(1984). 2 This Act requires that records 
of juvenile delinquency proceedings in 
Federal district courts be safeguarded 
from disclosure to unauthorized per- 
sons except under  a variety of circum- 
stances that fit directly into the needs 
of an information-sharing program. 
These include inquiries from another 
court of law, agencies preparing pre- 
sentence reports, investigative law 
enforcement agencies, treatment agen- 
cies assigned by a court, or a victim 
regarding disposition of his or her 
case. Thus, it is unlikely that this law 
will pose a barrier to the appropriate  
sharing of information. 

that are collected by Federal agencies. ~ Family Educational  Rights and 
It prohibits any Federal agency f r o m  
disclosing, without consent, individu- 
ally identifiable records maintained 
in a records system that can be re- 
trieved by a person's name or identi- 
fication number. Although the law 
does allow for disclosure of records 
without consent under  limited cir- 
cumstances, it does not authorize the 
parent or guardian of a minor to con- 
sent to disclosure of a minor ' s  medi- 
cal records. However ,  the minor can 
give consent to release records, and 
disclosure without  consent is allowed 
to other g o v e r n m e n t  agencies for 
civil or cr iminal  law enforcement  
purposes,  in instances where  the 
health or safety of the person is en- 
dangered, or by court order. Because 
information-sharing partnerships are 
intended to address  civil or criminal 
law enforcement purposes  and cir- 
curnstances where  the health and 
safety of the juvenile is endangered,  
information can be shared between 
government  agencies. Where non- 
government agencies are part  of 

5 U.S.C. § 522 (a); 1 CFR § 423.1 et seq. 

Privacy Act of 19747 The Family Edu- 
cational Rights and Privacy Act 
(FERPA), also known as the "Buckley 
Amendment ,"  applies to "educational 
agencies and institutions" that receive 
f~mds under  any program adminis- 
tered by the U.S. Secreta D' of Educa- 
tion. This includes virtually every pub- 
lic elementary and secondary school 
and school district and also most  
postsecondary institutions in the 
United States. FERPA protects parents '  
and students'  privacy interests in "edu- 
cation records" maintained by the 
agency or institution. 4 Parents or eli- 
gible students (those who are 18 years 
of age or attending postsecondary 
institutions) must provide a signed and 
dated written consent before an educa- 
tional agency or institution may release 
personally identifiable information 

18 U.S.C. §5038. 

3 20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99. 

Education records are defined as any  information 
recorded in any  way- - inc lud ing  handwri : ing,  print, 
computer  media,  video or audio tape, microfilm, and 
microfiche-- that  is directly related to a s tudent  and 
maintained by an educational agency or instltut~on or by 
a party acting for the agency or institution. 

from a student 's  education records, ex- 
cept in conditions specified by statute. 

There are several specific exceptions 
to the prior written consent rule under  
FERPA that may  permit educational 
agencies and institutions to share infor- 
mation from the education records of 
at-risk or delinquent juveniles as part  
of a properly constructed information- 
sharing neb.vork. The most pertinent 
of these, the Juvenile Justice System 
Exception, permits nonconsensual dis- 
closure to State and local officials or 
authorities to whom the information is 
specifically allowed to be reported or 
disclosed pursuant  to a State statute if 
the reporting or disclosure concerns the 
juvenile justice system and its ability to 
effectively serve the student whose 
records are released. 

Educational agencies and institutions 
may also release without  consent per- 
sonally identifiable information that 
has been designated as "directory in- 
formation" in accordance with FERPA 
requirements. Director)' information 
includes the s tudent ' s  name, address, 
date of birth, dates of attendance 
("from and to" dates of enrollment), 
and other general information that is 
not considered an invasion of privacy 
if disclosed. However ,  directory infor- 
mation does not include a s tudent ' s  
Social Security or other identification 
number. Also, parents  and students 
have the right to refuse to allow agen- 
cies and institutions to disclose direc- 
tory information without  consent. 

FERPA contains other exceptions for 
nonconsensual disclosure that may be 
of value in establishing an information- 
sharing program,  including disclo- 
sures in connection with a health and 
safety emergency and in compliance 
with a judicial order or lawfully issued 
subpoena. Also, records of the law 
enforcement unit of an educational 
agency or institution that were cre- 
ated and mainta ined for the purpose  
of enforcing any Federal, State, or lo- 
cal laws are excluded from FERPA's 
definition of educat ion records and, 



Juvenile Justice System Exception to FEFIPR 
Under the Juvenile Justice System Exception, State legislators may authorize the sharing of student information 
between educational institutions and other youth-serving agencies wi thout  parental consent o r  the consent of an 
eligible student if four conditions are met: 

[] The disclosure or  reporting of the records must be to a State or local juvenile justice system agency (to be defined 
by the State legislation). 

[] The disclosure must be based on a State statute authorizing the disclosure. 

[] The State law was passed after November 19, 1974, and the allowed reporting or disclosure concerns the juvenile 
justice system's ability to effectively serve, prior to adjudication, the student whose records are released. 

[] The State or local officials and authorities to whom such information is disclosed must certify in writ ing t0 the edu- 
cational agency or institution that the information will not be disclosed to any other party except as provided under 
State law without the prior wri t ten consent of the parent of the student. 

Once a State has authorized information sharing, FERPA requires that: 

[] Schools maintain a record, kept with the education records of each student, that will indicate all individuals, agencies, 
or organizations that have requested or  obtained access to a student's education records maintained by such educa- 
tional agency or  institution and that will indicate specifically the legitimate interest that each such person, agency, or 
organization has in obtaining this information. 

[] Any agency that violates the disclosure limitations shall be prohibited from obtaining access to information from 
education records for a period of not less than 5 years. 

-therefore, from theAct ' spro tec t ions  - 
against nonconsensual disclosure. 

Thus, FERPA allows for the sharing 
of information under  a variety of cir- 
c u m s t a n c e s - w i t h  parental or eligible 
student consent, by judicial order or 
subpoena, in accordance with a State 
statute that allows for sharing, or in 
a health and safety emergency- -and  
should not pose a problem for the 
sharing of information from schools 
to other agencies participating in an 
information-sharing program. Fur- 
thermore, FERPA does not impede, in 
any way, a school from receiving in- 
formation from any other participant 
in such a program2 

Computer Matching and Privacy Pro- 
tection Act of 1988. 6 This Act mandates 
that computer records can be disclosed 
only to a Federal agency in a computer- 
matching program except pursuant to 

30JJDP has published a guide to FERPA called Sharing 
Information: A Guide to the Family Educational Rights and 
PriPacy Act and Participation in Jui,enile Justice Programs 
(NCJ 163705). 

° 5 U.S.C, § 552a. 

a written agreement specifying the pur-- 
pose for collection of the information 
and procedures for ensuring its security. 
This includes any item, collection, or 
grouping of information--educational, 
financial, medical, criminal, or occupa- 
t ional- ident ifying an individual that 
is maintained by a Federal agency. 
Other communications are allowable, 
including those pursuant to a court 
order, those for a government agency 
for civil or criminal law enforcement 
activity, and those for a person show- 
ing compelling circumstances of a risk 
to health or safety (Soler, Shotton, and 
Bell, 1993). Thus, as with the other 
Federal laws described here, this Act 
does not present a significant barrier 
to sharing information in an inter- 
agency partnership. 

Comprehens ive  Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcohol i sm Prevention, Treatment  
and Rehabi l i ta t ion Act (1970) ~ and 
Drug  Abuse  and Treatment Act 
(1972)2 These Acts specifically apply  

742 U.S,C. §4MI etsrq. 

°42 U.S.C. §290dd-2; 42 CFR § 2.1 et seq. 

-to-the confidentiality of-patient 
records in alcohol or drug abuse pro- 
grams receiving Federal assistance. 
The programs and practitioners cov- 
ered by these Acts include but are not 
limited to treatment or rehabilitation 
programs, p rograms  within general 
hospitals, school-based programs, 
and private practitioners who hold 
themselves out as providing alcohol 
or drug abuse diagnosis, treatment, 
or referral for treatment (42 CFR 2.12, 
1998). These laws prohibit the release 
of patient record information, either 
verbally or in writing, except under 
limited circumstances. 

Generally speaking, a program or prac- 
titioner cannot release any information, 
directly or indirectly, that identifies a 
person in the program and cannot ac- 
knowledge the presence of an indi- 
vidual in the program.  But patient 
record information can be released 
under  the fol lowing exceptions: 

[] It will be used in internal commu- 
nications between or among those 
with a legitimate interest who need 
the information in connection with 



their duties that arise out  of the 
provision of diagnosis,  treatment, 
or referral for t reatment  of alcohol 
or drug abuse if the communica-  
tions are within the program or 
between a p rogram and an entity 
that has direct administrat ive con- 
trol over  the program.  

[] It relates to a medical  emergency 
requiring assistance. 

m It relates to research or an audit  of 
the program or service. 

It relates to a cr ime on the pre- 
mises involving drug use or a 
mental  condition• 

[] It relates to reports of suspected 
child abuse and neglect. 

A court order has been obtained. 

il It will be used by qualified organi- 
zations providing services to the 
program• 

m Proper consent, by way of a crimi- 
nal justice consent-form, has-been 
obtained from the individual in 
the program (in the case of a mi- 
nor, the consent must  be obtained 
from either the patient, the parents, 
or both). This consent must  be in 
writing and mus t  contain each of 
the following items: 

- The name and general descrip- 
tion of the program(s)  making 
the disclosure. 

The name of the individual or 
organization that will receive 
the disclosure. 

The name of the patient who is 
the subject of the disclosure. 

The purpose  or need for the 
disclosure. 

How much and what  kind of 
information will be disclosed. 

E A statement regarding revoca- 
tion of consent. 

U The date, event,  or condition 
upon which the consent  will 
expire. 

(3 The signature of the patient. 

O The date on which the consent 
is signed. 

The requirements  regarding consent 
for the sharing of information among  
t reatment  programs and criminal 
justice agencies are somewha t  un- 
usual and strict but must  be carefully 
followed. A general medical  release 
form, or any consent form that  does 
not contain all of the elements  listed 
above, is not acceptable. Whenever  
possible, it is best to have a proper  
criminal justice system consent form 
signed by the defendant  before he 
or she is referred to the treatment 
program.  All disclosures, and espe- 
cially those made  pur suan t  to a 
consent  form, must  be limited to 
informat ion that is necessary to ac- 
complish the purpose  for the disclo- 
sure (§2.13(a)). It would be improper  
to disclose everything in a defendant 's  

provide information-sharing pro- 
grams with the tools necessary to 
obtain the informat ion they need. 
Thus, these laws should not present 
a barrier to such a partnership. 

Child Abuse Prevent ion and Treat- 
ment and Adoption Reform Act 
(1977). 9 This Act protects the confi- 
dentiality of children's records listed 
in the child protective services files of 
agencies that want  to remain eligible 
for Federal funds. Under this Act, the 
right to confidentiality must be bal- 
anced with the need toensure the 
accuracy and currency of the infor- 
mation. States may draft legislation 
complying with this Act that provides 
records access by (Etten and Petrone, 
1994): 

[] Local child protective services. 

[] Law enforcement officers investi- 
gating reports of abuse or neglect. 

file if the recipient of the information [] Persons legally authorized to place 
needs only one piece of information.  _ _ children in protective cust0dy. 

It is important  to note that these two 
laws and regulations prohibit the use 
of information obtained from patient 
records to initiate or substantiate any 
criminal charges against a patient or 
to conduct any criminal investigation 
of a patient, regardless of the status of 
the person obtaining the information 
or of whether  the information was 
obtained in accordance with these 
regulations (42 CFR § 2.12, 1998). 
Finally, if a pat ient 's  alcohol or drug 
abuse diagnosis,  treatment, or refer- 
ral for t reatment  is not provided by 
a p rog ram that is federally con- 
ducted, regulated, or suppor ted ,  
that pat ient ' s  record is not covered 
by these regulations. It is, therefore, 
possible for an individual patient  to 
benefit  f rom Federal suppor t  yet not 
be covered by these confidentiality 
regulations, because the p rogram 
in which the patient is enrolled is 
not federal ly assisted. The above-  
ment ioned special exemptions for 
information under  these Acts (espe- 
cially the court  order) should 

m Physicians, parents, guardians, or 
supervisory agencies• 

m Courts, so long as the review is 
limited to an in camera inspection. 

[] Grand juries. 

Moreover, consent by the child 
would also allow the release of this 
information. 

In general, juvenile records relating to 
court dispositions, school informa- 
tion, child abuse, and drug/alcohol 
treatment can be released under spe- 
cific circumstances to interested par- 
ties. In fact, almost all of these laws 
permit the sharing of information by 
obtaining the consent of the indi- 
vidual to whom the information per- 
rains. Thus, Federal statutes provide 
sufficient flexibility to permit inter- 
agency information sharing in appro- 
priate circumstances while protecting 
the confidentiality of juveniles and 
their families. 

' 42 U.S.C. § 5106aCo)(4); 45 CFR § 1350.14(j). 
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Sta te  Laws 
In addition to Federal statutes that may 
impact the establishment and mainte- 
nance of interagency information- 
sharing networks, State statutes also 
must be considered. Each agency 
group'interested in establishing this 
type of network will need to identify 
State laws that govern the collection, 
use, and dissemination of juvenile 
records by juvenile justice and other 
juvenile-related agencies. Specifically, 
these laws will include but may not 
be limited to those governing law 
enforcement records, school records 
(a State-level codification of FERPA), 
juvenile court records (legal and 
social), child protective services and 
other youth-serving agency records, 
and mental health records. 

Some States treat juvenile court 
records as public information (see, 
for example, Washington Revised 
Code 12.50.050; 13.50.010). Other 
States permit access to court records 
Only by the juv~nile-an-dagencies d i :  
rectly involved in the juvenile justice 

" ~ -  system. Most States use a method of 
conditional disclosure of juvenile 
court records in which a judge issues 
a court order that permits access to 
agencies that are not part of the juve- 
nile justice system (see, for example, 
Pennsylvania Revised Code 6307; 
6308). Most State codes do not ad- 
dress procedures for verbal ex- 
changes of information and, for the 
most part, recognize the right of ser- 
vice providers to share confidential 
information verbally (Etten and 
Petrone, 1994). 

In the past several years, many State 
legislatures have  reconsidered their 
laws concerning juvenile records, 
making them more  flexible in order 
to allow youth-serving agencies to 
comprehensively address juveniles 
who have committed serious or vio- 
lent offenses. In fact, since 1992, 40 of 
the 50 State legislatures and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia have made substan- 
tive changes to their laws relating to 

the confidentiality of juvenile records 
or proceedings (Torbet et al., 1996). 
Relevant statutes can be identified in 
a number  of ways. The most efficient 
approach is to access either a Lexis/  
Nexis or Westlaw database ~° in order 
to identify relevant State statutes 
through a keyword search. Alterna- 
tively, each State's codes are available 
in any law library. It will likely be 
most effective to assign a representa- 
tive from the juvenile justice side of 
the partnership to determine which 
laws are relevant to the partnership. 

Finally, in addition to identifying the 
statutes that impose legitimate con- 
straints on establishing and maintain- 
ing interagency information-sharing 
programs, each group will need to 
identify policies that restrict or limit 
information sharing. Policies, while 
often based on laws, are much easier 
to change. After determining the 
applicable State laws in each of these 
areas, it is important to assess imple- 
mentation policies and practices re- 
lated to or derived from these laws to 
see if they inappropriately hinder the 
ability of agencies to share informa- 
tion with each other. In many in- 
stances, policy and practice, not laws, 
may impede the sharing of informa- 
tion. In either case, both law and 
policy may need to be changed to 
increase access to information. 

Evaluation Plans "SK~ 
A good evaluation mechanism is an- 
other element needed to establish 
a successful information-sharing net- 
work (Wagner et al., 1997). Without 
evaluation tools, program participants 
are unable to determine whether the 
program is serving the needs of its in- 
tended clients and cannot make ad- 
justments where necessary to do a 
better job. The lack of evaluation 
results can make it impossible to 

determine with any certainty whether  
information-sharing programs are 
effective in preventing or reducing 
juvenile delinquency (Isaacs, 1992). 

Moreover, Wagner et al. (1997) suggest 
that both internal and external evalua- 
tions are necessary.~kn internal evalu- 
ation provides the participants in the 
network with a firsthand look at the 
way the program operates and builds 
capacity within the collaborating orga- 
nizations for analyzing information 
and improving decisionmaking. An 
external evaluation provides for a 
degree of objectivity that an internal 
evaluation might not. Therefore, 
Wagner et al. (1997) set out six major 
goals that should be established when 
structuring a system evaluation 
process: 

[] Provide a rationale for the collabora- 
tion. This means making a commit- 
ment to a particular set of results 
that are meaningful for each mem- 
ber agency and the community at 
large. This commitment  ~qll pro- 
vide a stronger basis for partners 
to continue to work together. 

[] Increase the program's effectiveness. 
In other words, track the program's 
progress toward a specific result. 
This tracking makes it more likely 
that the program will actually make 
a difference because the partici- 
pants will know if they need to 
make changes to increase the 
program's effectiveness. 

[] Improve accountability to diverse 
grottps. The evaluation should pro- 
vide a detailed report of the results 
achieved or not  achieved to help 
the partners tailor future efforts. 

[] Increase the program's credibility. An 
evaluation will provide docu- 
mented results that will increase 
the program's  credibility with 
funders and constituents who 
want to knox,," that the money is 
being used efficiently and effec- 
tively. This may  be particularly 
important given that one of the 

zo Le.~is/Ne×is and Westlaw are comprehensive online 
legal databases that provide access to State and Fed- 
eral legislation and case law and also other law-related 
documents. 
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major impediments  to the contin- 
ued existence of many programs 
is the lack of ongoing and stable 
funding. 

[] Advocate for change in the system. 
Having ongoing documented 
knowledge of what  is and is not 
working in the current system can 
provide a credible rationale for 
making fundamental  changes in 
how the system works. 

[] Take into account the information needs 
of all concerned. Community partici- 
pation is required to help build 
support for collaborative efforts. 
When an interagency information- 
sharing program enlists all groups 
that are affected by juvenile delin- 
quency, every communi ty  resource 
can be used to its fullest potential. 
It is also important  to stay flexible 
to address new information needs 
that arise within the partnership. 

In addition to the goals set out for the 
. . . .  evaluation, Wagner et al. (1997) sug- 

gest that the evaluation must have 
specific strategies for reaching these 
goals. The evaluation must be clear 
about the outcome desired by the 
partnership--in this case, a decrease 
in the amount  of juvenile delin- 
quency. Wagner et al. (1997) also as- 
sert that the evaluation must choose 
adequate measurement tools to assess 
the success of partnership activities 
for which data are available. These 
measurement tools must demonstrate 
a link between the activities of the 
partnership and its stated goals. If 
this is accomplished, the evaluation 
will necessarily meet  the six goals 
outlined by Wagner et al. (1997) for 
the evaluation process. Thus, the 
evaluation should have at least two 
components~goals  and measures 
that will be used to assess whether 
the partnership is reaching the goals. 
To successfully create these compo- 
nents, it is crucial to identify at the 
outset the assumptions that the part- 
ners are making about what will and 
will not work in a given community 

(Wagner et al., 1997). Proposed activi- 
ties must be consistent with these as- 
sumptions. It is also important  to con- 
tinuously update the partnership 's  
goals to reflect revised activities and 
to create short-term, interim, and 
long-term indicators for the continu- 
ous evaluation process. 

Barriers to Success 
In addition to focusing on which aspects 
are most important in the develop- 
ment of a successful information- 
sharing partnership, it is also neces- 
sary to identify those obstacles that 
most frequently impede or under-  
mine the establishment, implemen-  
tation, or continued existence of an 
interagency information-sharing 
partnership, so that they can be 
avoided at the outset. 

Lack of trust. One of the most com- 
mon barriers to information sharing is 
the lack of trust between agencies that 
typically do not work together, which 

common client identifier for all cases, 
they may be unable to match a 
juvenile's name in the different agency 
computer systems. Agencies may use 
different coding procedures and have 
systems using incompatible computer 
programming languages. Similarl); 
agencies may define variables using 
different classification methods (Etten 
and Petrone, 1994). 

Lack of funding.  Isaacs (1992) asserts 
that long-term, stable funding fre- 
quently does not exist for interagency 
partnerships. Thus, programs are not 
able to hire necessary staff, operate 
for a significant durat ion or on a sig- 
nificant scale, or provide continuity 
of services. 

There also is always the risk that an 
agency may opt out of an interagency 
information-sharing partnership be- 
cause it is not the lead organization. 
Another risk of sharing information 
between a diverse group of service 
providers is that children may be pre- 

c-an lead to information territorialism- - m~iturely-labeled by mental health 
(Etten and Petrone, 1994). Differences 
in agency cultures, goals, vocabularies, 
and frames of reference also can inter- 
fere with appropriate information 
sharing. Similarl); it is difficult to 
transfer knowledge when there is a 
shortage of time and meeting places. 
Other major barriers that are cited 
as frequently affecting interagency 
information-sharing programs include 
(Isaacs, 1992; Wagner et al., 1997): 

[] The burden of gathering and 
reporting information. 

[] The lack of adequate funding and 
resources to enable successful pro- 
grams to continue. 

[] The difficulty in working effec- 
tively with the school system and 
other youth-serving agencies. 

[] The failure to conduct an evaluation. 

Technical incompatibilities. More- 
over, technological incompatibilities 
can impede information sharing. For 
example, if agencies do not use a 

insurers or other agencies. 

In some instances, because of narrow 
statutory interpretations, long-standing 
practices, a lack of understanding of 
other agencies' duties and policies, 
or a mistrust of other agencies, some 
agencies will continue to refuse to 
share their information with others 
in the system, despite evidence that 
sharing will contribute to achieving 
systemwide goals of rehabilitating 
juveniles and protecting the public 
(Etten and Petrone, 1994). Yet such 
problems should not discourage an 
agency or agency group from attempt- 
ing to establish an information-sharing 
program. In many cases, the barriers 
described above can be overcome 
with thoughtful planning and by 
working closely with potential part- 
ners. For example, differences in 
agency cultures can be resolved 
through discussion, teambuilding, 
job rotation, and other efforts to find 
common ground. Scheduling conflicts 
can be addressed by establishing 



flexible schedules and mutually con- 
venient places for knowledge trans- 
fer, including rotating the meeting 
place between the different agencies 
to encourage full participation and 
ownership of the activity. Finally, 
technological obstacles may be 
overcome by having different agen- 
cies adopt similar computer pro- 
gramming languages so that each 
agency's computer system can ac- 
cess the same data (Etten and 
Petrone, 1994). 

Promising Programs 
Interagency information sharing al- 
read), exists in some form in every 
community in the country. Many ju- 
venile justice and other youth-serving 
agencies already engage in informal 
information-sharing practices. Some 
agencies share information through 
hard-copy formats but are unable or 
unwilling to establish similar auto- 
mated arrangements. Many agencies 
share information informally over the 
phone, but never make such sharing 
routine or formalized (Soler, Shotton, 
and Bell, 1993). These informal ap- 
proaches usually take place in the con- 
text of long-term relationships between 
individuals at different agencies and 
are based on high levels of trust. 

Because sharing information among 
agencies is an easy and effective way 
to confront problems posed by at-risk 
juveniles and juvenile offenders, the 
goal for communities should be to 
establish a formalized information- 
sharing system. Throughout the 
country, an increasing number of 
agencies have developed formalized 

• information-sharing relationships. 
In some cases, agencies have imple- 
mented an automated system for en- 
tering core information into a data- 
base that all parties can access. This 
shared database eliminates the need 
to have each agency grant direct 
access to its information system. A 
number of jurisdictions have gone 
further and are developing fully inte- 
grated multiagency information 

systems. The examples below illus- 
trate three different strategies adopted 
to foster information sharing. 

Serious Hab i t ua l  O f f e n d e r  
C o m p r e h e n s i v e  A c t i o n  
Program 
Thirty-two counties in Florida and 
communities in Maryland, North 
Carolina, Texas, Virginia, and Wash- 
ington have implemented the Serious 
Habitual Offender Comprehensive 
Action Program (SHOCAP). This 
program establishes an interagency 
information-sharing process through 
agency collaboration. Communities 
adopt shared criteria for identifying 
serious habitual offenders and at-risk 
youth. These criteria allow the agen- 
cies to focus  o n  the same population 
of juveniles. Information resources 
are used to make better decisions 
regarding control, intervention, and 
prevention strategies. 

Florida's initiative is a statewide ef- 
fort that involves the Florida Depart- 
ment of Law Enforcement, the Florida 
Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), 
and the Florida Department of Edu- 
cation. The initiative grew out of re- 
form efforts begun in 1990 by the 
State legislature, which created a 
commission to monitor and review 
the implementation of long-range ju- 
venile justice reforms. However, from 
1990 through 1992, efforts were frus- 
trated by delays in funding and the 
inability of the human services um- 
brella agency responsible for juvenile 
justice programs at the time to rap- 
idly implement new programs and 
provide treatment slots for youth in 
need. Significant legislative reforms 
took place in 1993 regarding infor- 
mation sharing among public and 
private agencies that enhanced the 
penalties for the use and possession 
of weapons by minors and allocated 
funding ($50 million) to establish ad- 
ditional delinquency, drug, and men- 
tal health placement beds. In 1994, 
the legislature transferred responsi- 
bility for the delinquency programs 

from the human services agency to 
a new department-level authority, 
DJJ, devoted solely to juvenile justice. 
The reform bill also targeted violent 
and chronic juvenile offenders with 
measures that, among other things, 
relaxed confidentiality standards for 
juvenile records. In 1995, the legisla- 
ture appropriated funds to imple- 
ment the continuum of juvenile jus- 
rice services it had established in the 
1994 legislation. 

Hous ton ' s  Juveni le 
A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  C o u r t  P rogram 
In 1998, the Mayor's Office, the Hous- 
ton Police Department, and the U.S. 
Attorney's Office worked together to 
identify systemwide changes they felt 
were needed to enhance the operation 
and management of the juvenile and 
criminal justice systems, to support 
and link variot, s Federal initiatives 
(including JAIBG), and to promote 
prevention and earl)' intervention for 

-ju-,.~enile offenders in Houston. One 
outgrowth of this collaboration was 
the establishment of Houston's Youth- 
Focused Community Policing Initia- 
tive (YFCP). The goals of Houston's 
YFCP initiative are to: 

[] Improve interagency collaboration. 

[] Remove legal barriers to informa- 
tion sharing. 

I~ Eliminate service duplication. 

[] Enhance service coordination. 

[] Develop a formal structure and pro- 
cess for interagency collaboration. 

[] Identify processes and data sys- 
tems for resource collection and 
dissemination. 

In June 1999, the YFCP initiative 
implemented the Juvenile Account- 
ability Court Program (JACP) to iden- 
tify and intervene with juveniles who 
have committed minor criminal of- 
fenses before they commit more seri- 
ous ones. JACP places counselors, 
most of whom are social workers, in 
the Municipal and Justice of the Peace 

13 



courts. A juvenile who has committed 
a Class C misdemeanor is referred by 
municipal and peace court judges to 
a JACP counselor for a needs assess- 
ment. The assessment is conducted 
before or at the juvenile's hearing. 

• The counselor makes recommenda- 
tions to the judge, and they work to- 
gether to determine which services 
will be provided to the juvenile. The 
juvenile is then ordered by the court 
to attend these services. Several dif- 
ferent types and levels of support  are 
available. JACP provides both direct 
services and workshops to juveniles. 
The programs range from less to 
more intensive. They include pro- 
social behavior programs, gang inter- 
vention, drug and alcohol interven- 
tion, parenting classes, and anger 
management. In addition, JACP can 
refer a juvenile to outside nonpaid 
mental health programs. 

The JACP contracts with community- 
based nonprofit organizations to pro- 

_ _ _ _  vide services. In addition to thecon-  . 
tracted service providers, JACP has 
established relationships with other 
nonpaid service providers who do- 
nate their services. Each service 
provider is required to outline and 
implement a well-defined program. 
Moreover, each service provider is 
required to report information con- 
cerning the juvenile's participation 
and progress back to JACP. In addi- 
tion to the information JACP receives 
from service providers, it also has ac- 
cess to county and city arrest records, 
gang records, and juvenile probation 
records. Similarly, JACP has formed 
informal relationships with the Hous- 
ton Independent School District and 
Operation Weed and Seed to share 
information regarding juveniles in 
their programs. 

Over the first year of the program's 
operation, JACP counselors have 
faced a number of challenges. First, 
they found that the workshops they 
provided were too large. They not 
only needed to provide smaller work- 
shops, but they also needed to 

provide more monitoring. They also 
had to face the reality that a large per- 
centage of the juveniles they treat 
have drug and alcohol problems. Ad- 
ditionally, they discovered that many 
of the juveniles with whom they deal 
are under  the jurisdiction of multiple 
courts. And finally, an unexpectedly 
large number  of the juveniles for 
whom they provide services are in 
need of anger management  training. 

JACP began operation in June 1999. 
The counselors see approximately 100 
juveniles a week. Since its inception, 
the program has formally served 
more than 400 juveniles and has re- 
ferred many more who do not fall 
within the program guidelines to 
other service providers. 

Missouri Juvenile Justice 
Information System 
In 1995, the Missouri Legislature 
mandated that the Office of the State 
Courts Administrator (OSCA) and 
the Departments of SocialServices, - " - 
Mental Health, and Health coordinate 
their information systems "to allow 
for tracking of individual children 
by the juvenile court and the depart- 
ments of social services, mental 
health and health" (Mo. Star. Rev. 
§ 210.865). Consequently, a statewide 
effort was begun to implement an 
"information sharing network be- 
tween juvenile offices/courts and ex- 
ecutive branch youth service agen- 
cies" (Missouri Office of the State 
Courts Administrator, 1998b). The 
developers of the Missouri Juvenile 
Justice Information System (MOJJ1S) 
began their efforts by ident i fying 
existing system deficiencies. The 
problems they identified included 
(Missouri Office of the State Courts 
Administrator, 1998a): 

[] The lack of a uniform data collec- 
tion process pertaining to indi- 
vidual youth as they proceed 
through the juvenile justice system. 

[] The lack of a statewide database to 
track juvenile offenders or allow 

for the systemic reporting of of- 
fender dispositions. 

n The difficulty in determining the 
duration, effectiveness, or costs of 
youth programs across the State. 

[] The dependence on a system of 
juvenile/family self-reporting 
which leads to duplicate services 
among agencies. 

[] The absence of an immediate 
method through which the State 
can notify agencies about an 
offender's circumstances and 
family history. 

[] The lack of a means for law enforce- 
ment agencies, sheriffs, the Mis- 
souri Highway Patrol, schools, and 
social service agencies to request a 
record check in order to determine 
if a juvenile or family is known to 
the juvenile justice system. 

The MOJJIS developers established 
two primary goals: (1) allow juvenile 
offices to.have online access to perti-- 
nent juvenile data gathered from 
cooperating executive agencies and 
(2) establish a cooperative information- 
sharing system among juvenile justice 
agencies. Then, they took the following 
preliminary steps: 

[] A coordinated juvenile information- 
sharing workgroup representing 
OSCA; the Departments of Social 
Service, Elementary and Secondary 
Education, Mental Health, and 
Health; and the Missouri Juvenile 
Justice Association was formed. 

[] A draft of a cooperative information- 
sharing agreement was completed. 

[] Agency information needs and 
common data elements were 
identified. 

According to the MOJJIS grant ad- 
ministrator, the first jurisdictions 
came online in mid-1999. To date, 
juvenile justice agencies are able to 
communicate with each other online, 
sharing confidential information 
through a secured network. Other 
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participating agencies, including the 
40 school districts, the Division of 
Youth Services, the Department of 
Mental Health, and others, are able 
to share nonconfidential information 
with each other via e-mail. MOJJIS 
is supported by a $6 million grant 
from the U.S. Department of Justice's 
Office of Community Oriented Polic- 
ing Services and additional funding 
from the Missouri State Legislature. 
Efforts to procure additional funding 
are currently under way. 

Conclusion 
States and local entities must turn to 
multidisciplinary and multiagency 
approaches to combat and prevent 
delinquent acts by juveniles. This 
means creating partnerships among 
representatives from a variety of 
fields, including public health, mental 
health, juvenile justice, education, 
law, child welfare, child advocacy, 
and law enforcement. Members of 

_ _ _  the community, families,_and price, ate 
groups also should be included. Cen- 
tral to creating partnerships that will 
focus on serving this juvenile popula- 
tion is the ability to share information 
among all the agencies responsible 
for delivering services to children. 
Interagency collaboration for sharing 
information can be and is being done 
effectively. With time and patience, a 
community or jurisdiction can estab- 
lish a successful information-sharing 
partnership. 

For Further Information 
An interagency information-sharing 
resource package that contains ab- 
stracts and copies of all the articles 
cited in this Bulletin and additional 
papers, studies, and articles on in- 
formation sharing is available from 
Development Services Group, Inc., 
JAIBG Training and Technical Assis- 
tance grantee, 7315 Wisconsin Avenue, 
Suite 700E, Bethesda, MD 20814; 
877-GO-JAIBG (877-465-2424); 

www.dsgonline.com (Internet). The 
resource package also includes: infor- 
mation available on the Internet, rel- 
evant State Statutes on information 
sharing and confidentiality, sample 
interagency agreements and memo- 
randa of understanding, sample court 
orders, and model consent forms. 

Additional resources and assistance 
are available from OJJDP's Training 
and Technical Assistance Center, 
800 K Street, Washington, DC 20531; 
800--830--4031 (phone); 202-353-9095 
(fax); nttac@community-research.com 
(e-mail). 

For information about the Los Angeles 
information-sharing project, contact: 
Robert Sainz, Associate Executive Di- 
rector, Commission for Children, 
Youth, and Their Families, 333 S. 
Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA, 
90013; 213-485-3821 (phone). 

For information about the Houston Ju- 
venile Accountability Court Program, 
contact: Robin~Melrose, Program-Man-- - 
ager, Juvenile Accountability Court 
Program, City of Houston Mayor's 
Anti-Gang P.O. Box 1562, Houston, TX 
77251; 713-437-6511 (phone); 713-247- 
1340 (fax); rmelrose@myr.ci.houston.tx.us 
(e-mail). 

For information about Missouri's 
information-sharing project, contact: 
Ga D" Waint, Director, Division of 
Juvenile and Adult Court Programs, 
Office of State Courts Administrator, 
P.O. Box 104480, Jefferson City, 
MO, 65110; 573-751-4377 (phone); 
gary_waint@osca.state.mo.us 
(e-mail). 
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