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~ Use ot secure detention h:~s 
serious conseQuences for: ~ 

~ - ~  The youth who are detaine " ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ - ~ ' ~ ' ~  
i : '~176 

i Consequences o~: ~nnecessa~ 
secure r ~(D7 de~ai~e~ 
VouCh: 

�9 Substantially restricts liberty, primarily o! 
youth in pretrial status 

2 .  Increases dangers to mental and physical 
well-being 

. Reduces onnortunityforfamilycontact 
Interleres with education... 

�9 Interleres with other positive 
activities/relationships in the community 

�9 Reduces ability to help prepare legal case 
Reduces ability to make changes that will 
ensure future success in the community 

�9 Increases li~e]ihood of taking on negative 
self-image 



Characteristics of Youth in 

~ �9 Most are held lor I]rooerty crimes (39%) - 
Only 27% for personal crimes 

~ �9 P, surnrising number are held on public disorder 
offenses (e.g. drinking in nublic) 

~. ;~ �9 Ethnic or racial minorities are more likely to be 
detained, even controlling Ior type ol olfense 

~ , ~  ~ 32% ol detained Youth are 14 years or Younger 

~ Detention administrators have also reported 
~ that a wzde range ol Problems are common 
:'~+.~1 among detained juveniles, including: 

~ , , ~  Family Problems-74,~ Suicidal/Sen-violent- 20% 
; ~  Drug/Alcoh ol Abuse - 58~,~ PredatorYSex- 18!~ 
~ Peer Problems-56% Disruptive Behavior-31% 
~;~..~ Depresslon-55:~ Thought Disorders - 20% 
~J.~ ParentalJ~buse-49% Rape VlctJm- 15',~ 
; ~ , ~  Learning Problems-43% ProsUtuLIon-15~ 
~1~]'. Gang Involvement-41% Mental Retardation - 10~o 
~ Violence- 39=,'~ 

I ~..r~ Consequences of unnecessary secure 
.~+:.~ detention for juvenile justice system: 

~ �9 The niosi.ex~eiisi~u supervision 
$100,000 - $150,000 to build each bed 

~.~  36,000 average annual operating cost for 
~ .~  eachhed 
~ �9 Over-reliance diveMs resources front other 
~ needed services 
~ �9 Physical setting with emphasis on security 
~.~ and control, is not al]propriate for 

rehabilitative services t~j~J~ 
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~.~ Conse[luences of unnecessary secure ~+ detention for juvenile justice system: 

�9 Offends our most basic beliefs about 
~ liberty and due process 
~ �9 Unnecessarily subjects youth to the 
~ .  negative effects of detention 
~ Reduces the effectiveness of intervention 
~ �9 Nay result in further acts of delinquency ot 

i ~  ~ other damage to youth and the community 

Core Purposes o~ Secure 
gettofltJo~: 

1. To confine minors who are likelyto commit 
a new offense pending adjudication 

2. To confine minors at risk of flight pending 
adjudication 

Unnecessary Detention - secure 
confinement lot other reasons, or for a 
period longer than is needed to meet a 
core purpose. 

~ ~JflnOCessa~ De~en~non BflcBHdss: 

i ~  �9 abusediiJeyiecied ei~iidre~ 
status offenders 
youth on INS holds 
lightweight offenders because ol"b~d" home 

I ~  situaUons 
because parents are angry or don't want the 
child athome 
lightweight offenders with serious mental 
health problems... ,., ~I-SJJ~ 



Contlnus(L.. 

�9 using as a sentencing option (like jail for adults) 
�9 using as a routine sanction for probation 

violations 
�9 using as an automatic response for bench 

warrants 
, after disposition ordering nonsecure placement 
�9 pending commitmentto another Institution 
�9 for the purpose o! assessment 

I ~ t  ~o~e ~o~in~ O~oup Dnc~u~es: 

~ .  chlefluvenilecourtludge �9 ilarentgroups 
I ~ Iocallaw enlorcement �9 state youth agency 
J ~ i~J Jm.,enlle court admlnlslzator 
] ~ prosecutor and public delender 
] ~ cltizenleadershlp.prlvate sector 
I ~  communl~ service providers, Inc. laitY-based 
] ~  YOUth serving agencies (mental health, clllld 
[ ~  wellare, educaLIon) 

~~ Ageflda or Coco Wo~ing G~ou[~: 
~ �9 Understand the Impact olsecure confinement in 

the jurisdiction 
�9 Develop and analYze]uvenile justice date 
�9 Dellne the purpose of detention for the jurisdiction 
�9 Develop a risk assessment instxument 
�9 Develop a continuum oldetentlon 

set,  cos/interventions 
�9 Develop strategy for sustaining Core Group 
�9 Monitor outcomes, respond to new issues, make 

needed adjustments 



J ve  ile Dete tiorn aa Proceaa 
�9 . . .  - , . . . -  . . .  . �9 . , . . . .  

ar d > ace 
s ' .  - . �9 - . . . .  , 

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

Introduct ion 

Juvenile detention is an often overlooked, 
often maligned, and o~en 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- 
tify and highlight many of the shortcomings 
and negative aspects of detention with little 
regard for the origins of these problems or for 
constructive solutions (Frazier, 1989). One 
shortcoming is the lack of consensus abput the 
definition of juvenile detention. 

National practitioner groups, such as the 
National Council of Juvenile and Fanqily Court 
Judges (NCJFCJ), the American Correctional 
Association (ACA) and the National Juvenile 
Detention Association (NJDA), hzve 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 

juvenile detention into the process, producing 
definition statements that are grounded in de- 
tention practice even though they may reflect a 

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

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

Definition of Juveni le  Detention 

There are numerous definitions of juvenile 
detention, but until recently no single defini- 
tion had achieved priority. Without such a 
definition, juvenile detention had become all 
things to all segments of the juvenile justice 
system (Hammergren, 1984). On October 31, 
1 C ~ 0 ~  g ~ l l  . . . .  : ~  ,~1..._^~ t l l ~  , ~ o ~ ,  xu ,~uwa , ,~5  u n c ~  y e a r s  o f - w o r k  o n  , t _  

subject, the board of directors of NJDA unani- 
mously adopted the following definition of 
juvenile detention: 
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J u v e n i l e  D e t e n t t o n  as l~rocess and  P lace  

Juvenile detention is the temporary and 
safe custody of juveniles who are ac- 
cused of conduct subject to thejurisdic- 

t i0n 0fthe court who require a restricted 
envi ronment  f o r  their  own or the 

�9 community's �9 while pending 
legal action. 

Further, juvenile detention provides a 
wide range of helpful services that sup- 
port thejuveni le '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 
Committee (Smith, Roush & Kelley, 1990). 
These themes are defined as follows: 

Temporary Custody: Of  all the methods of 
incarceration within the criminal justice sys- 
tem, only 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 juvei,iles for the purpose of 
preventing further serious and/or violent delin- 
quent behavior. 

Pending Legal Action: This theme in- 
cludes the time spent awaiting a hearing, pend- 
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ing disposition, awaiting a placement, or pend- 
ing a return to a previous placement. 

Helpful Services: Programs are available 
to detaihed juvenileS that will help resolve a 
host of  problems commonly facing de t a ined  

. . . . .  juveniles.. Beeause 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 Reuterrnan 
(1982) explain the paradox in their second 
national survey of juvenile detention. They 
note that juvenile detention is a very important 
part of the juvenile justice system. Yet, their 
survey responses simultaneously indicate that 
~ , L ~ t L t t W i t  I~ W . t t C l l  l ~ l t w l e u ,  t , . ; l l t lClLl~( , . l  aa-,d u ~ -  

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." 

IIistory o f  Confusion 

The confusion of function has a long his- 
tory in juvenile detention. Contradictory deft- 
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Earl L. Dunlap .  et al. 

nitions generate ambivalence and confusion, 
and detention is at the whim of the individual(s) 
or agency that exercises control over it. Cohen 
(1946) maintained thata"good" detentionpro- 
gram cannot be established if detention is 
viewed.as a catchall...Without .a clear.re, i~;sion. 
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 n t 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 
,.,,, ,,,,~,c m ~,,~ ~u~H~ ofgume~mes 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 ofc lear ly  
defined standards for detention services per- 
mits :the use  :of stibjective reasons fo? iricar- 
ceration which range from.punishment to pro- 
�9 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 
(Galias, 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. (1994). 

W h a t  A r e  fl~e F u n c t i o n s  o f  D e t e n t i o n ?  

Two themes make up the conflicting parts 
ofjuvenile 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. Martit O. Second, detention is also 
one of the services associated with the juvenile 
court. When detention services include help- 
ful programs for the diagnosis, reined,at,on, or 
restoration of the juvenile offender, this func- 
tion is called therapeutic detention. 

~s..~, . . . .  '~ Reuteimoa~ ( I"  . . . . . . .  xxubiL~,~ r YOU, IY~Z,) a d -  

d r e s s e d  this issue in a national survey of deten- 
tion administrators. Starting from the assump- 
tion that a definition ofjuvenile 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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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place 

whereas appr0ximately37% indicated that cus- 
tody is the single and exclusive function of 
detention. Some detention administrators ex- 
clude'the therapeuticdetention C0ricept as a 
legitimate function of detention. 

. . . -  , . .  �9 . .  , ; "  

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. The preventive 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 
that prevents certain things from happening in 
order that some other forms of protection or 
safe keeping can occur. 

What are the goals preventive detention.'? 
There are differences &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 hearingsand other legal mat- 
ters (detention p r e v e n t s  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, 
1980). 

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

6 Juvenile and Family Court Journal I Spring 1 

T h e r a p e u t i c  D e t e n t i o n  

The word "therapeutic" is sometimes mis- 
leading: Whi le  preventive detention may stop 
or disrupt certain behaviors or actions, the 
nature of therapeutic detention is to Start or  
cause ~:ertam events to t~ke place. Therefore, 
therapeutic detention could also be called "edu- 
cative detention," "helpful  detention," or 
"proactive detention." This function examines 
those things that detention can do to help the 
juvenile achieve the preventive detention goals 
of protecting the offender, family, community, 
and to prevent re-offending. 

While the ultimate goal of therapeutic de- 
tention is not the complete rehabilitation of the 
juvenile offender, detention should be seen as 
the place where the process begins (Brown, 
1983; Previte, 1994). The term "therapeutic" 
is associated with the programs and services 
provided juvenile court. The range of services 
may include youth services bureau involve- 
ment, restitution programs, informal proba- 
tion, electronic surveillance, foster care, pro- 
bation, home detention, or institutional place- 
ment, and all of these may include 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, 1946; Lenz, 
1942; National Conference, 1947; Norman & 
Norman, 1946; Norman, 1946, 1949, 1951, 
1957, 1961). The diagnosis and observation 
themes are so common that most juvenile codes 
include them as a rationale for detention. It 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.-TornHughes 
and Nick Reuterman. Even though all ~:hera- 
pe.utic.concepts .within ju3fenile detention haye 
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,  and 
Armstrong (1985) suggesjt that all the particu- 
lar circumstances of the delinquent act 0he 
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 fonvard, 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 . V e r s u s  P r o c e s s  A r g u m e n t  

Us ing  ihe preventiveand therapeutic func- 
t.ion.s as t.t~e gg.als of detention, another c9ntro- 
versy arises regarding the objectives of  deten- 
tion or theway in which it goes about meeting 
orachieving  these goals." There are-twodiffer- . �9 

: ent ways of  representing the objectives 0f 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'll  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. I f  given the choice, you would not 
choose this particular arrangement for golf. 
'1  l r  1 lvmcn of me" - p~acc' . . . . .  versus process controversy 
in juvenile detention is similar to this analogy. 
Juvenile detention is being forced to play the 
game undei- 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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Juveni le  Detention as Process and l)lace 

of juvenile detention facilities cal! attention to Whet3 the demands increase for greater US e o f  
the definition and mission of juvenile deten- detention, the detention as place argument fo- 
tion. While overcrowding is a function of cuses on the increase in secure beds or the 
several variables,Dunlap (1993) u s e s t h e p l a c e  increase:incapacity.. The operation o fa  deten- 
versus process controversy as the focal point tion facility becomes the primary concern of 
for evaluating...successful versus unsuccessful .. t.he court, and detention is the place from which 
resp0nsesto overcrowdingl Dunlap linl~S:over-., a l l  Other opiions fory0utfi evolvel Detenii0nas - 
crowding (and system-wide failures to reduce 
its negative effects) to an Organization that 
defines juvenile detention as a place. The 
systems that have successfully addressed the 
increases in juvenile delinquency without over- 
crowding juvenile detention are systems that 
view detention as a process. As the pressures 
on juvenile justice and juvenile detention con- 
tinue to increase, detention as process offers 
more alternatives and greater flexibility. 

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

D e t e n t i o n  as P l a c e  

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 charac.teristics 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 m e.,-e 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 action. 

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 t en t i on  as  P r o c e s 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 ofcare . . . . . . .  

The standards movement by ACA is a criti- 
cally important component of the "what" fac- 
tor. However,  thestandards haveno t  been 
instructive regarding how.to implement.suc- 
cessful detention (Roush; 1989). .This. imbal- 
ance has been documented by the OJJDP Con- 
ditions of Confinement Study (Parent, et al., 
1944) that indicates little correspondence be- 
tween conformance with nationally acceptable 
standards and improved conditions of confine- 
ment. 

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

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

The OJJDP plan (Wilson & Howell, 1993) 
identifies three levels of graduated sanctions: 
immediate sanctions, intermediate sanctions, 
and incarceration. I m m e d i a t e  s a n c t i o n s  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�9 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),  
l t l M ' I I L U I I I I ~  l, j l  U ~ l ( ~ l L l l l ~ ,  r I O . l l l l l y  ~ l~ ,~ , . .~ l  Y I ~ t I U l l  

programs. 

I n t e r m e d i a t e  s a n c t i o n s  are for those of- 
fenders who are inappropriate for immediate 
sanctions or who have failed to respond to an 
immediate sanctions program. These include: 
regular drug testing, weekend detention, inten- 
sive supervision probation, alcohol and other 
drug abuse treatment (inpatient), outdoor chal- 
lenge programs, community-based residential 
programs (group electronic monitoring, boot 

.camps (see Taylor, 19.92), and .staff: secure. 
detention. I n c a r c e r a t i o n  includes secure de- 
tention, specialized residential treatment, train- 
ing schools, youth rancheS, residentialplace- 
ment institutions, and transfer to adult court 

�9 j u r i s d i c t i o n . . .  . , . . . . . -  .: .. .: ..--. 

C o n t i n u u m  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 just ice practitioners 
schooled in this train of thought welcome the 
OJJDP plan because graduated sanctions are 
another way of defining a continuum of care. 
Those states and local jurisdictions that have 
exemplary programs and services for juvenile 
offenders incorporate a continuum of care as a 
significant portion of the intervention strategy 
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990). 

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy at 
the University of Michigan concludes that  the 
existence of a continuum of  services provides 
community protection and public safety in a 
cost-efficient manner. Massachusetts was the 
pioneer in creating community-based alterna- 
tives for delinquents. Since its transition to a 
community-based continuum of services, the 
number of juvenile offenders going into the 
adult correctional system has dropped from 
35% to 15%. Similar positive results have been 
experienced through the development of a con- 
tinuum of community-based services in Utah 
(Armbruster, Abbey ,~: Schwartz, ! 990). 

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 Serwices staff 
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conducted a risk assessment and placed..the 
juvenile in the appropriate program in accor- 
dance with the policy and placement guide- 
lines collaboratively established by the court 
and the county. 

. . . .  The ability to manage, resident movement 
within the continuum of services resultedin 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 
fora  metropolitan detention center with a his- 
tow of overcrowding (Kihm, 1981). This pro- 
gram concept is still used as a model for other 
-.local juven i l e  just ice systems; it earned 
"Jeffei~s6tl Countythe.st~/tus 0f"a National-Re'- 

.. source Center by the ACA; and OJJDP techni- 
cal assistance projects continue to include ref- 
erences to the Jefferson County model. 

TaMe 1 

Sample Continuum of Care 
Low Big Brothers/Big Sisters 

After School Programs 
After School Employment 
Drop-In 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 Services (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 

Medium Family Preservation Programs 
Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment (Out-patient) 
Nonresidential Boot Camps 
Intensive Probation 
Tracking Probation 
Tracking Probation Plus (Staff-secure detention bed available) 
Home Detention 
Electronic Monitoring 
Intensive Day Treatment 
Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment (Inpatient) 
Nonsecure Detention 
Periodic Detention 
Weekend Detention (Detained Fridaythrough Sunday Evening) 

�9 Post-Dispositional Electronic Monitoring 
Short-term, High Intensity Residential Boot Camps 
Specialized Residential Treatment 
Training School 
Secure Detention 
Training School: Maxinmm Security Unit 
Adult Detention (Jail) 

High 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 vat 3, in intensity from one jurisdiction to another. 
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3tentor Programs. Mentors o r  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 resi.dential ' co mP0n.en.td~stirt- 
guishes these programs from Iypical mentoring 
programs, such as Big Broth/~rs/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 feweryouths 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 
assignment. 

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

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

Spring 
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.. 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 9ommunity..agenci.es (health;,edu, .... 
cation,mental health, and emergency services) 
which provide services to the facility on an 
ongoing, or as needed, basis. 

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

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

Intensive Probation. Intensive probation 
provides increased daily contact with youths, 
usually at least two to three daily contacts. 
.~noc ' . in l lv  t r n l n o c l  n rnhn tmnn  n'mlr ' tare I,,'nn . . . . . .  h 

youth's schedule &activities and whereabouts 
at all times. Youths are required to "check in" 
personal ly (normal ly 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 wi.th the tracking proba- 
tion..officer..(tracker),, and ..mo~e.than one .of... 
�9 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- 

Department of S oc:ial 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 progr..am and. 
those in traditional incarceration nor between.. 
those who were given a sentence ofpr6bation 
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 statTto act like"drill sergeants" (yell- 
ing orders, berating youths as a form of motiva- 
tion, and physical intimidation) may set the 
stage for an abuse of power by encouraging 
aggressive behaviors by both staff" and juvenile 
offenders (Morash & Rucker, 1990). Some 
juvenile justice experts believe that adults in a 
boot camp program model the wrong types of  
problem-solving behaviors for delinquent 
youths. 

Non-Residential Boot Camp. Mel Brown 
(1994) devised a creative alternative to the 
traditional boot camp concept that combines 
the services of the local juvenile court and the 
public schools. Juvenile offenders assigned to 
the program live at home and attend the local 
public school. Parents must make a commit- 
ment to get the youths to the program and to 
participate in family counseling activities. Juve- 
niles report to the school at 5:30 a.m., partici- 
pate in calisthenics, shower, and eat breakfast, 
while under the supervision 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- 

mended the following program components: ports the youths home. An Aftercare Worker 
___,___: . . . . . .  :A__, .̂~ . . . . .  : . . . . .  t. . . . . . .  mnnitnr.~ the ycmths by telephone between 8:30 
~ L ; O . L I E : I l I I C  mad VUL;i::I,I. I U I I ( ; I I  E ; L I U L ; C 1 L I U l l ,  b u o a t a l l ~ . ~ E ;  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

abuse treatment, experiential education, social p.m. and midnight to make sure that they are at 
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 
based in Florida; Camp Roulston based in 
Richmond, Ohio and operated by the North 
American Family Institute, Inc.; and the Green 
River Boys' Camp operated by the Kentucky 

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- 

12 J u v e n i l e  and Famil.v Court  J o u r n a l  I Spring 1995 



Ear l  L. L)unlap , et al. 

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. 

�9 - . . . . . . . .  , . , . .  i . ,  ' . - - . .  �9 . �9 . . . .  . . .  , . . . . . .  

"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 
does not require a due process hearing. 

Periodic Detention. Eskridge and Newbold 
(1993) describe a variation on the home deten- 
tion and weekend detention strategies. Peri- 
odic detention (PD) was pioneered in New 
Zealand and 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 community 
sentences. PD began in 1963 as a form of 
weekend confinement for juveniles. It has 
since been extended to adults, and its residen- 
tial component has been dropped in an attempt 
to cut cost. Today, the sentence allows for a 
periodic detainee to be kept in custody 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 

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  cO1- 
1 laboration have,been identified(Roush, 1993)): 

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

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

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

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

o Do isolated incidents of  crisis man- 
agement drive policy or does an en- 
gaged  communi ty  shape  publ ic  

~ I :  ^ . . 0  f ful i t~y �9 

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

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

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

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

-Whether-this is called a."rethinking,.': a trans-.. 
formation, a '~recreating," or a new paradigm 
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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The Core Grou# and Be#fling the Oelenlion Process- Dunlap 

Characteristics of Youth in 
i ~  Secure Detention: 

r ~  ~ o i~ost are held for property crimes (39%) - 
[ ~  ~ Only 2/% lot personal crimes 
I~. ~ ~ Asurprisingnumherareheldonpublicdisorder 
Jj~ " offenses [e.g. drinking in public) 
[ ~  ~ ~ ELhnicorracialminoritiesaremorelikelYtobo 
I ~  " detained, even controlling lot type of offense 
/ 'a~J[  ~,,, 

yo uth.,~e.~4,, y~r=~o~,y~u~g er 

Consequences of unnocessavy secure 
detention for juvenile justice system: 

o The most exnenslve supenllslo~i S100,000 - 

$150,000 to build each bed $36,000 average 
annual operating cost ior each bed 

o Over-reliance diverts resources from other 
needed services 

o PhYsical setting wltll emphasis on security 
and control, Is not appropriate for 
rehabilitative services 

• Conse[luences of unnecessar~ secure 
~ - I  detention for juvenile jusUce system: 

o Offends our most basic beliefs about 
liberty and due process 

. .  ~ o Unnecessarily subjects youth to the 
negative effects ol detention 

o Reduces the ellectiveness ol intervention 

~ o i~ay result in further acts of delinquency or 
other damage to youth and the community 



Tb8 Coye Gron# a/z# Oeli/zi/zg the Octen/io/7 P~oce~s - OUlZl~p 

Purposes Secure Core O| 
Detention: 

~ ~. I"o confine minors who are likely to commit 
a new olfense pending adjudication 

2. ~'o confine minors at risk of flight pending 
adjudication 

[ ~  Unnecessary Detention - secure 
" ~  confinement for other reasons, or for a 
~_.~ period longer than is needed to meet a 
~ , ~  core purpose. 

' ~  l]]e~ining ~]e~en~io~ 

. ~  o ~L~CE: The  ~ is t~e  C e n t e r p i e c e  

o 

~" ~ten~i(D~ . ~sPROCESS 

. .:~o I ne acuon taken ny ~ e  court to cause three 
Idnds ol behavior to cease. 

o Re-offending - thus protecting public safety 

�9 Absconding - ensuring the youth's presence at 

court.and 

o Self-harm - prevenUn9 the Individual from harming 
self. 

,. N[P~ 

2 



The ~orc ~mu# and O~I/Nng the O~cn~ion Process- Dunlap 

pore.r io.  - a P cE _ 

~'he pl~ysical environment wi~ yawing 

levels o~ security, construction, hardware, 

.~ and technology that produce the ca~o and 

custody otyonth. 

Safety 
o Engages the Family 
o Supports ~isUng Communi~ Resources or 

~o Identifies Gags 
Cost-Benefit Ratio 

• 
~is~on/~lJss;e~ 

=~ 1. Where Is one going? 

2. A Systemic Approach 
3. A"Balanced ApProach 

I 4. A Partncrshlp 

"Mlhcre there is no vis/on. /he pcoole ocris//. " 

Bool[ olProverbs 



Th~ Core Woo# a n d  D~i/17ing tl i~ D#tent /on PTOC~SS - Oun/~17 

~, Creating interagency Gvou~: 
Fundsmentat Principles 

~ ~. Co,,ahora~o. 
2. ~ey Stakeholders 

~r~ 3. co.se.sus 
5. Se l fAssessment  

6. Wi l l  and Capacit~ 

~ Composi~Uo~: 

~ ' ~  �9 J~enile Court Administration 
�9 public Delender/Pxosecutor 

~,~ j , . ]  �9 Law Enforcement 
~ !.~.~ �9 Yo~h-serVing agencies ( Le. education, medical.mental heeltiL and 
" ~ .  ~ '~  child wellare] 

: $Cloalnene Augnei~CYO ro anizszio n' I i.e- a ~oe a eY, P are nt Dr o UP s) 

~ J ~ . ~  �9 C o mmunil"y Pfivat e Pr ov~ de rs 
W~'.':f . Cit izen Leadershin lPr ivate Secto,  

~ ~es'~ Group ~[je~d~ 
- U,~'~l~al,dh]g the ~eed lot Detention end/or ~e Impecl el Crowding 

....~_ ~..~-~ (ovetcrowdino].lr~cluding the impact of disproporlJonare mlnodl~ 
connnemeo| 

y : ; j  - Oe,,ele,lng e,,d/o, ~ , ~  Re,ov~, J~eni,o ~,uoo D~e 

~'1~ - ~el~.gtheJ,,,t.dictio~'eC,,.eot~o,Jey/P, ecUoo 

~ ; ~  - Devolopinge Definition/Purpose of Detention 

~ / ~  - Developing aRiskAssessmentlnstnlment 

- Developing a ContJnuunl el Detention Services li'derventJons 

, ~  - DeveloplngStep DownSZrategles 

- Developing o Stlate~ let SuztalnabllJt'Y el core worldng group 

- Developing Monitoring Straleg]es 
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Juven ille D e t e n t i o n  as Process  and Pl{ace 

by  Earl L. D u n l a p  and Da~,qd 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 irnportant component of 
variousreform 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- 
tify and highlight many of the shortcomings 

1 negative aspects of detention with little 
ard for the origins of these problems or for 
tstructive solutions (Frazier, 1989). One 

shortcoming is the lackofconsensus 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 histoo' of detention nor assem- 
bling acatalogue of effective practices. There- 
fore, the general inability to describe or under- 
stand good detention practice can be blamed, 
in large part, on this profession's failures in 
publication and dissemination. Second, the 
profession has not entered the debate with 
constructive nor creative arguments about ju- 
venile detention. This a~icle represents one 
attempt to organize professional detention 
knowledge around the important topic of the 
definition of juvenile detention and to chal- 
lengethejuvenilejust ice communiD' to look at 
juvenile detention from a different perspec- 
tive. 

D e f i n i t i o n  of  J u v e n i l e  D e t e n t i o n  

There are numerous definitions of  juvenile 
detention, but unti l  recently no single defini- 
tion had achieved priorit T. \Vithout such a 
definition, juvenile detention had become all 
things to a!l scgments of  the juvenile  justice 
system (Hammergren, 1984). On October 31, 
1989, following three years o f  work on the 
subject, the board of directors o f  NJDA unani- 
mously adopted the following definition of 
juvenile detention: 

\ .  

"-" rl L. Dunlap is the Exceutlvc D~reetor of thc Natlon21 Juvenile D.ctention Asso.cistlon, Ioc*:r ,~t E~stcrn Kentucky University 
c also serves 8s director of  Juvenile Detention Programs. I-Ie was superintendent of the .lcffcrson Co. C<Y-) You th Center ~,nd 
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D*..vid W. Roush, Ph.D., is the project director o f  the NJDAJOJJDP Juvenile Justice Personnel Improvement Projc..ct. t-It served 
ns superintendent of the Cslhoun Co. (MI) Juvenile Home from 1975-1992 and is a past-president of NJDA. He is the 1994 recipient 
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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 
envi ronment  for their own or the 
community's protection while pending 
legal action�9 

Further, juvenile detention provides a 
wide range of  helpful services that sup- 
port thejuvenile 's  physical, emotional, 
and social development�9 

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- 

�9 "entitled by' the ACA Juvenile Detention 
ittee (Smith, Roush & Kelley, 1990). 

.,nese 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- 
rarynature. Detention should be as short as 
possible. 

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

Restricted ~Fnvironment: 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�9 

Community ~'rotection: In addition to the 
factors listed above, the court has a legitimate 

detain juveniles for the purpose of 
ing further serious and/or violent delin- 

.luent behavior�9 

_Pettding Legal  Act ion:  This theme in- 
cludes the time spent awaiting a hearing, pen& 
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ing disposition, awaiting a placement, or pend- 
ing a return to a previous placement. 

Help fu l  Xervlces: 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 AssessJvtent: 
Most juvenile codes specifically refer to this 
theme as a purpose for detention. The con- 
trolled environment of juvenile detention is 
often a t ime  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 N J D A  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 diff icult to define. Hughes and Reuterman 
(]982) explain the paradox in their second 
national survey o f  juvenile detention. They 
note that juvenile detention is a very important 
pact of the juvenile  justice system. Yet, their 
survey responses simultaneously indicate that 
detention is often ignored, criticized and de- 
prived of the support and assistance available 
to other juvenile justice agencies. These find- 
ings echo the earlier comments of Rosemary 

Sarri  (1973) that detention is both "significant 
and ignored." 

His to ry  o f  C o t l f u s i o n  

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 the whim ofthe individual(s) 

}or agency that exercises control over it. Cohen 
(1946) maintained that a"good" detention pro- 
gram cannot be established i f  detention is 
viewed as a catchall. Without a clear mission 
and goals, Hammergren (1984) warned that 
detention wilt become all things to all seg- 
mentsof the juven i le jus t i cesys tem.  In some 
jurisdictions, secure detention is a convenient 
alternative to the court-v.,ide 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 difficultjob in the juvenile justice system. 
The reason for this difficul b' stems from "the 
framework of contradictions" within which 
detention must operate. 

W h i l e K i h m  lists several kinds of problems 
,,.associated ,,vith 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 ofcrov,'ding, 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- 

ns is to open detention to those youths who 
y need secure, temporary custody. 

Despite these straightforv,,ard 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 byPappenfort arid Young 
(1980) and Hughes and Reuterman (1982); 
Hughes, Reuterman & McGibany  (1982); 
Reuterman & Hughes, (1984); Reuterman, 
Hughes & Love, (1971)), and currently by 
Parent, et al. (1994). 

',",'hat A r e  the  F u n c t i o n s  of  D e t e n t i o n ?  

Two themes make up the conflicting parts 
ofjuvenile detention paradox. First, detention 
restrains and inhibits a youth's freedom or 
]ibert2,, through placement in a locked institu- 
tion or a physically restricting environment or 
other levels of custody and supeFvision. This 
function is called preventive detention (cf., 
Schall ~: 2v~'artin). 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 anational 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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Juvenile Detent ion  as Process and Place 

approximately 37% indicated that cus- 
the single and exclusive function of  
n. 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- 
ventivedetention. The preventive function is 
the easier to understand because it is consistent 
with the meaning of theword "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 isaform of custody 
that prevents certain things from happening in 

:r that some other forms of protection or 
keeping can occur. 

What are the goals preventive detention.'? 
There are differences of opinion regarding hay,, 
many' goals are included in the preventive de- 
tention function. Hov,'ever, 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). 

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

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

there is little doubt that protection of 
and protection of the community (or 

public safety) are universal goals expressed in 
the detention literature, is preventive detention 
the exclusive function of juvenile detention? 
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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 detent ion,"  "helpful de tent ion , ' ;  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 o f  the 
juvenile offender, detention should be seen as 
the place where the process begins (Brown, 
1983;Previte, 1994). The term "therapeut ic"  
is associated with tile programs and services 
provided juvenile court. The range of  set-vices 
may include youth services bureau involve- 
ment, restitution programs, informal proba- 
tion, electronic surweillance, 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 ' t istsclini-  
cal obsen'ation as an important reason for 
de;ention. The court needs information re- 
garding the juvenile, the home environment,  
and peers in order to make an informed deci- 
sion about tile future of the juvenile. Short- 
term detention has been used as an opportunity 
to accomplish this task (Cohen, 1946; Lenz, 
1942; National Conference, 1947; Norman  & 
Norman, 1946; Norman, 1946, 1949, 1951, 
1957, 1961). The diagnosis and observation 
themes are so common thatmostjuvenile 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 o f  funct ion 
(goals) began to appear in the detention litera- 
ture over 50 years ago. Like many o f  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. Hov,'ever, 
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 w a s  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 betv,'een 
them in daily practice. 

The critical areas of practice addressed in 
the NJDA definition of juveni le  detention 
moves the profession towards the goal of adopt- 
ing a more "balanced approach" to detention 
services. Such an approach ac!.-no,.vledges the 
value of including, to some degree, an entire 
set of principles for community pro~ec~ion,' ' 
accountability, competency development and/ 
or treatment, and individualized assessment 
and Classification. In describing the balanced 
approach concept ,  Maloney,  Romig ,  and 
Armstrong (1985) suggest that all the particu- 
lar circumstances of  the delinquent act (the 
defender's culpability and other social/psycho- 
logical factors of  the youth) will play a deter- 
mining role in exactly how the system responds. 
Apol icy decision to consider the possible rel- 
evance of  each principle in each case is a 
;ignificant step forward, and it avoids the rather. 
,'xtreme remedies that characterized both ends 

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

P l a c e  Versus  P r o c e 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 
narrowln its focus, lheother is quite broad and 
flexible. 

Let's use the game ofgol fas  an example. If 
your goal is to shoot a low score and i fyourgolf  
skills are as good as they, ,,,,'ill ever be (meaning 
we'll hold your ability as a constant), there are 
a range ofvariables that will affect your score. 
These variables include: course selection (you 
want to choose a course that fits your golf 
skills), weather (v,,ind, rain and cold weather 
make golf more diflYcult), club selection (golf- 
ers are allov,,ed 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 apositive 
mental attitude)�9 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 ve D, 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 galle D ' ofy,'our 
severest critics with yourjob on the line.'? By 
narrowing the alternatives available to you, the 
task is made significantly more difficult; you 
must v,'ork significantly harder to achieve the 
same results; and the increased stress and pres- 
sure ",,viii probably,' reduce 5,'our ability to per- 
r,-,,-,-,-, xr gi;'cn the choice, y, ou v,,ould not 
choose this particular arrangement for golf. 
Much of the place ,,'ersus 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 ?'ears 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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nile detention facilities call attention to 
5nition 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 
responses to overcrowding. Dunlap links over- 
crowding (and system-wide failures to reduce 
its negative effects) to an organization that 
defines juvenile detention as a place. The 
systems that have successfully addressed the 
increases in juvenile delinquencywithout over- 
crowding juvenile  detention are systems that 
view detention as a process. As the pressures 
on juvenile justice and juvenile detention con- 
tinue to increase, detention as process offers 
more alternatives and greater flexibility. 

From the perspective ofhowdetent ion sys- 
tems are organized, the place versus process 
controversy is particularly relevant. If  the sys- 
tem defines detention usa place, then the physi- 
cal plant becomes the focus of detention ser- 

and incarceration is the primary inter- 
,n strategy for the system. Whiledeten-  
requently serves as the focal point for 

juvenile justice interventions through an em- 
phasis on the brokering of  secvices, incarcera- 
tion is avery expensive alternative. In light of 
public pressures for increased incarceration, 
operational costs may become overwhelming. 
As an example, one county' in New Jersey 
eliminated juveni le  detention because of the 
excessive cost of  its operation. 

D e t e n t i o n  as P l a c e  

References to juvenile detention as a place 
emphasize the _t,,. - ,,i ~'H,:'tention pliySlC~, st'-uctare . . . . . . .  

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 '%vhat" of juve- 
nile detention, and it includes the development 
of administrative and operational rules and 

:gulations expressed in policy and procedure. 
etention 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 action. 

g J u v e n i l e  o n d  Family Court  J o u r n a l  1 Spring 

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 for youth evolve. Detention as 
place is best captured by the aphorism: " I f a  
hammer is the only tool in your tool box, soon 
all ?'our problems will start to look like nails." 

D e t e n t i o n  as P r o c e s 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 sea, ices, quality of care, quality of 
staff" and their relationships v-ith youths and 
families, and philosophyofdetention.  From an 
organizational perspective, process moves ju- 
venile detention beyond a single building or 
entity' and suggests a v-ida range of see'ices 
under the "umbrella of detention." Detention 
as process is associated with references to 
graduated sanctions, a continuum of care, and 
the Ieast intrusive but most appropriate option. 

Detention as process is an active concept. 
Detention refers to the act of providing care, 
custody, and restrictive supeFvision. This cus- 
tody can occur in a wide range of fashions so 
that there i samatch  between the custody needs 
of the individual youth and tile ability' of juve- 
nile detention to achieve its goals (insuring the 
youth's presence at trial; providing protection 
to the ?'outh, 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 tile . . . .  ' :"  �9 k . ; l  ~ r  I - 

it3' of the leadership and by clear policy direc- 
tion within the juvenile justice system, 

When a wide range of custody alternatives 
exists, detention becom'es a question of match- 
ing the level of restrictiveness wittl the deten- 
tion needs of  tile offender. This concept is 
called a continuum of services or continuum of 
care. Detention becomes a series of  alterna- 
tives available v.,ithin the continuum instead of 
being the single focus or departure point for all 
iuvenile justice services. Detention as process 
includes detention as place as one component 
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of  the cont inuum 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 o f  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. Practi t ioners understand that pro- 
cess issues are more influential in affecting 
safety and security within a juvenile detention 
setting than are pol ic iesand procedures. A 
balanced approach includes both. 

G r a d u a t e d  S a n c t i o n s  

The OJJDP plan (Wilson & Howell, 1993) 
:ntifies three levels of graduated sanctions: 
mediate sanctions, intermediate sanctions, 

and incarceration. I m m e d i a t e  sat tc l iot ts  are 
nonresidential community-based programs lo- 
cated in or near the ju,,,enile'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 b'pe 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 DroP_ram%. ~ .... alcohol ~,,~" 
other d r u g - a b u s e  treatment (outpatient) ,  
mentoring programs, and family preservation 
programs. 

I n t e r m e d i a t e  sanctiot~s are for those of- 
fenders who are inappropriate for immediate 
sanctions or who have failed to respond to an 
immediate sanctions program. These include: 

flar drug testing, weekend detention, inten- 
supervision probation, alcohol and other 

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

Earl L. Dunlop, el ol. 

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

C o n t i n u u m  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 jus t ice  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 StudyofYouth Policy at 
the University of Michigan concludes that the 
existence of  a continuum of ser-,,,ices pro;,ides 
communiD' protection and public safety, in a 
cost-efficient manner. Massachusetts was the 
pioneer in creating community-based alterna- 
tives for delinquents. Since its transition ton 
community-based continuum of  services, the 
number of juveni le  offenders going into the 
adult correctional system has dropped from 
35%to 15%. Similarposi t iveresultshavebeen 
experienced througl~ the deveiopment 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 
(Kentuck3,) Juvenile Services Division, an ex- 
ecutive branch of  county government, devel- 
oped byEarl 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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inducted a risk assessment and placed the 
venile in the appropriate program in accor- 
race 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 CountyYouth Center(JCYC). JCYC 
was regularly below its rated capacity (fie- 

quently at 50% capacity), a rare phenomenon  
for a metropolitan detention center  with a his- 
tory of overcrowding CKihm, 1981). This  pro:- 
gram concept is still used as a model  for  other 
local juven i l e  jus t ice  systems;  it earned 
Jefferson County the status of  a 'National R.e- 
source Center bythe  ACA; and OJJDP techni- 
cal assistance projects continue to include ref- 
erences to the Jefferson County model.  

Tab le  1 

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

Low Big Brothers/Big Sisters 
Af te r  School Programs 
After School Employment 
Drop-In 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 Services (Health, pregnant',  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 

bledium Family Preservation Programs 
Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment (Out-patient) 
Nonresidential Boot Camps 
Intensive Probation 
Tracking Probation 
Tracking Probation Plus (Staff-secure detention bed available) 
Home Detention 
Electronic Monitoring 
intensive Day Treatment 
n,t.u,uL and utn~r 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) 

~igh o Adult Corrections (Prison) ,.. 

]] Note: The or&r of appearance of programs and sJvices represents a general estimate o f l h e  level of 
[[ intervention or restrictiveness. Individual programs may vao'in intensity from onejurisdicdon to another.  
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3Sentor Programs. Mentors or proctor- 
advocate programs allow individual youth to 
live in the homes of professional s taff  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 3Sodel. In addition 
to the traditional parent model for group homes 
where house parents or foster parents provide 
sen, ices to six or fewer youths who attend 
community schools, two additional variations 
are worth consideration. 

Group Homes: Staff-Secure Diagnostic. 
Using24-hour supervision by professional staff, 
12orfeweryouthsresideinsuchhomes.  Youths 
are placed in these homeswhile.a more perma- 
nent placement is being developed. Along 
with assessing youths for treatment placement 
needs, youths are also oriented and their atti- 
tudes are prepared for the treatment placement 
assignment. 

Group Homes: 5"taff-Secure Detentiotr 
Using 24-hour supervision by professionally 
trained staff, 12 or fev,,er youths live in such 
homes. Youths may attend community schools, 
but usually, education is provided on the pre- 
mises, given the security risks. 

Communib,-based , staff-secure detention 
accounts for about half of the annual detention 
admissions in the State o fNew 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. Dc~e to its nonsccure 
nature, some community-based detention pro- 
grams mix the two populations. 

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

bedesigned to admit legally eligible youths 
do not require a higher level of  restrictive 

care. Frequent mistakes in this area will doom 
the program. 

Spring 

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

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

lntetzsil,e Family Preservation Progratns. 
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 ofhighlyinten- 
sire 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. 

]tztensh,e _Probation. Intensive probation 
provides ;,-,creased ,4~:,.. . . . . .  ,,s contact with youths, 
usually at least tv,'o 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 i s one"face-to-face" 
contact daily) or by telephone and to reviev,, 
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 Probatiora Tracking probation 
iation of  intensive probation. Instead of  
three daily contacts, youths assigned to 
g 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 Probatiolz ]Plus. Tracking Pro- 
bation Plus is avariation on tracking probation 
that includes a staff supervised short-term bed 
f o r  youths who lose control while on regular 
tracking probation. The availability of  s u c h a  

-~ eliminate the need for temporary de- 
or other secure placement. Youths 

generally return to the regular tracking proba- 
tion v.'ithin one to three days. 

Boot Camps. Milita�9 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 o f  exer- 
cise, structure, and discipline (Taylor, 1992). 
Some promising examples of these principles 
are: the Eckerd Family Youth Alternatives 

in Florida; Camp Roulston based in 
rand, 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 s taf f  to act like "drill sergeants" (yell- 
ing orders, berating youths as a form of motiva- 
tion, and physical intimidation) may, set the 
stage for an abuse of power by encouraging 
aggressive behaviors by both staffandjuvenile 
offenders (Morash & Rucker, 1990). Some 
juvenile justice expects believe that adults in a 
boot camp program model the wrong types of 
problem-solv ing  behaviors for delinquent 
youths, 

?v'oe~-Residentlal Boot CaT~zp. Mel Brown 
(1994) devised a creative alternative to the 
traditional boot camp concept that combines 
the services oi" 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 acommit-  
ment to get the youths to the program and to 
participate in fa_mily counseling activities. Juve- 
niles report t o  the school at 5 3 0  a.m., parti.ci- 
pate in calisthenics, shower, and eat breakfast, 
while under the supe~'ision of court staff. They 
attend the regular school day and report backto 
the program 'when school is over. Aprogram of 
calisthenics, tutoring, supper, and counseling 
runs through 8-0Cl p m .,,,'h . . . . . .  ,., ~,~a-" . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  , , , ~  , ~ . . w ~ t l  t # t C l .  l . l  t l , : : I l l ~ -  

ports the youths home. An Aftercare Workei- 
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. 

Special&ed}gesidentiat 5Crea lrtzenk Thera- 
peutic or specialized residential treatment pro- 
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grams address homogeneous  populat ions,  such 
~ co,., offenders,  teen prostitutes, and sub- 

tbusers. These programs can take the 
professional ,  staff-secure group homes 

or small (up to 12 beds) or self-contained 
residential programs within larger institutions. 

"Drink, D o w , ~ "  1Programs. Behavior  man- 
agement "d raw down" programs operate in 
secure detent ion 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 o f  a youth in the 
appropriate al ternative is an administrat ive 
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 m o r e  cost-efficient use of resources. 
The " d o w n "  component  is one-v,'ay because 
movement down from greater to lesser security 
does not require a due process hearing. 

P , , d o d i c D e t e n t i o e r  Eskridge and Ne,.:.bold 
describe avar ia t ion  on the home deten- 

[~on and weekend  detention strategies. Peri- 
odic detention (PD) w a s  pioneered in New 
Zealand and is the oldest and probably~he most 
successful o f  the count�9 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 conf inement  for juveniles.  ]t 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 ,,,.,'arden, the)' go out in 
gangs of about 10 tov,'ork, unpaid, on commu- 
nity projects such as cutting scrub, picking up 
trash, and c leaning government buildings. 

S u m m a r y  

/'he chal lenges  to the future of  juveni le  
justice include the building of  coalitions, the 
increase in discretion,  and the dissemination o f  

effect ive practices to overcome years of  mis- 
managemen t  (Fabelo, 1992). In almost every 
ins tance o f  projecting the future of  juvenile 
just ice,  coal i t ions are seen as vital to its long- 
term effectiveness; and several models of  col- 
laborat ion 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  o f  Fabelo's  triad that needs addi- 
tional a t tent ion is the increase in discretion. 
Detent ion  as process increases discretion by 
increasing the number of  choices available to 
the court. 

Detent ion  as process can be criticized as a 
"net w iden ing"  strategy, and this is a valid 
criticism. Of  course, it applies to all pre- 
detention programs and services. However, in 
those jur isdic t ions  where detention as process 
was used " " ,.,,,J,n~n a continuurn of  services as a 
probl era-sol vi ng approach to overcrowding and 
dangerous condit ions of confinement,  "net- 
widen ing"  did not arise as an issue. Over- 
crowding,  end deteriorating conditions of con- 
f inement  are sufficient concerns, and they are 
indicative of  other problems far more ominous 
than "ne t -widening ."  

',V hen the leadership injuveni le just ice  uses 
detention as process to shape a positive and 
proactive response to contemporary problems, 
several critical questions must be answered: 

o Js there a vision, philosophy, policy, 
and mission that drives the juvenile 
jus t ice  system? 

o Do isolated incidents of  crisis man- 
agement  drive policy.or does an en- 
g a g e d  c o m m u n i t y  shape  publ ic  
pol icy? 

o Does the juvenile just ice system pro- 
mote a child-centered, family-focused 
neighborhood and community-based 
approach? 

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

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

~" The future o f  juvenile justice may depend 
on the ability of  its leaders to g~/nerate 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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Transparency Notetaking Guide 

Steps Before 

~ 1. Develop consensus on dangers of running a over- 
crowded facilitY. 

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

~ 4. Develop a consensus on proceduresfor 
administering the risk assessment instrumenL 

5. Develop capacitY to collect and analyze accurate 
intake data. 

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

Eleiile.ts Of |.sti'ument 

~ . . ~  1. Seriousness ol current charge. 
2. Prior adjudications for delinquent acts. 

, ~  3. Current legal status (e.g. active probation case) 
4. Prior courL detention/placement histo~ 

, ~  (failure to appear for court hearings). 
5. Other jurisdictional-specific factors. 
6. Over-ride: Concrete explanation olwhyscoring 

of risk assessment instrument was not 
followed. Be wary of automatic o v e r - , i ~ : ~  



Transparency Notetaking Guide 

R|sh ~ssessnlent |flStrumefl~ 

Should: 
JL 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 rtetenUon. 

Should not: 
C. InadvertenUy promote racial disparity 

[ ~ ~ h  who were detained in 
 oo,,ro,o,o,,,oo. 

I ~  appl|ed to a two !o three 
I ~ mo.th sample el new i.takes 
] ~ - ~ J ~ i ~ e a s e d  to an alternative 
I ~ s  nthadbennfo,,owedP 

J " ~ ~ o r  placement in secure 

Non|tot|rig lenp~ementatio 

become more con I t nl~ 
~ 2 .  Has the poPulation of secure detention been reduced; ) 
"~+  ,~ 3. Ate low fish youth released or ere they placed in alternaLJ~e 

_~.' ~ broprams~ 
4. Are youth who would not have been Placed belore the 

"~#;~ ~] ImplementaUon el risk assessment being placed In alternaLJve 
programs~ Is there wlden]ng of the HeL ~ 

~ ~ . . .  5. How are over-tides being used; 3 HoW many over-fldes~ For what 
.~ . ' .  ] reasonsP 

~ , . ~ "  6. Have pre-adjud]cetion re-arrest rates and/or lailure to appear rates 
changedP 

~ . ;  ,| 7. Ilnecessary, modlfyinstrumenlbasedonresultsolmenlterlng. 



SANTA CRUZ COUNTY JLWEN][LE H_A.!LL 
SUGGESTED BOOKING CRITERIA 

TO ALL LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL: 

The Juvenile Hall will accept all bookings that are l a ~ l  and have custdd?' time a~tached. This document is a guideline 
to help officers make a decision in the field to cite or not. If the decision is to book the minor in r Juvenile Hall please 
ensme thatthe '~ritten Statement of Probable Cattse for takSng a minor into temporary custodY r"quired by Section 626.5 
of the Welfareand Institutions Code is provided to the probation officer upon delivery of the ~ -. Minors without this 
documentation cannot be admitted to Juvenile Hall. 

~, The following criteria are recommended for booldng: 

1. Felony offenses involving one or more of the following: 
A . . a m y  707(b) offense 
B. Crimes of,dolenee (e.g., manslaughter, grossly negligent discharge of firearm, etc.) 
C. High speed chases (driver only') 
D. Sexual offenses 
E. Burglar-:, first degree 
F. Auto theft 
G. Robbery 
H. Possession for sale/Sale 

2. 

. 

4. 

/ 'disdemeanor or felon'," offenders who present a serious threat of significant physical harm to themselves or 
�9 others (e.g., possession of a fn-earrn, serious resisting, false imprisonment, serious brandishing, possession of 
explosives, ~iolations of 647.6 - child armo)'ance, and.dfi~4ng under the influence). 

Escapees or absconders f f o m a  commitment program, probation supen'ision, home super,Asion, furlough, 
electronic monitoring or the minor is the subject of a warrant for Failure to Appear. 

Misdemeanor or felon)' offenders who cannot be identified in the field 1~" *he arresting officer, or if  there is no 
responsible adult to wl-om minor can be released pursuant to )'our Law Enforcement AgencT's policies. 

. The minor is charged ,Mth burglar)' s~ond degree, grand theft, v.andalism with damage exceeding $1000, any 
offense involving felon)" drug possession, 

~d 
one of the followi,ng must be present 

A. Minor has a record of failure to appe~ at Court hearings after being properly-notified; 
or 

B. Minor has a record of law violadons committed while pending Court; 
o r  

C. Minor is currently pending other unrelated charges. 

NOTE: Please feel free to call the folloi~qng numbers for additional information or to ask an)' questions in regard to 
juvenile cases ):ou are dealing vdth: 

408/454-3835 (weekdays) 
o r  

408/454-3812 (after hours) 

(deter,.Sc, a a~-mis~ic,n =iteria.~lxVmmq225~7 ) 



SACRAMENTO COUNTY JUVENILE HALL 
PRETRIAl, 

DETENTION AD, MI$$,I,O,N CRI~TERI~ 

TO AL~, LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL; 

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

Ensure that the written Statement of Probable Cause for taking a minor into temporary custody required by, 
Section 626.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code in conjunction with J,uvenile Court Local Rule 101 is 
provided to the Probation officer upon delivery of the minor. I~i,nors wi thout this documentation cannot be 
admitted to Juvenile Hall. 

4. Felony 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 

offenses involving one or more of the fol:low~ng 
Any 707(b) o f fens~ 
Crimes of violence (e.g. manslaughter, grossly negligent discharge of firearm, etc.) 
High speed chases (driver only) 
Series of 3 or more separate offenses (e.g., 3 burglaries second degree, 3 victims, etc.) 
Sexual offenses 
Burglary first degree 
Auto Theft 
Robbery 
Possession f, or sa, le/Sale 

. Misdemeanor or felony oh!.enders who presen~ a serious threat of signif icant physical harm to 
themselves or others (e.g., possession of a 5rearm, serious resisting, false imprisonment, serious 
brandishing, possession of e• and violations of 647.6-ch.ild a.nnoya.nce.) 

. Escapees or absconders from a commitment program, Probation Supervision, Home Supervision, 
Furlough, Electronic Monitoring of the minor is the subject of a Warrant for Failure to Appear. 

, Misdemeanor or felony offender~ who cannot be identified in the field by the arresting officer, or ii ~ 
there is no responsible adult to whom minor can be released pursuant to your Law Enforcement 
Agency's policies. 

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

and 
one of the following must be present 

A, 

B. 

C. 

I~inor has z record of failur~ to appear at Cour~ headng~ after being proper~y notified; 
or 

I~inor has a record of law violations commit'ted whilQ pending Court; 
or 

Minor is curt'entry pending other unrelated chargeg. 

NOTE: If you have any quest ions about these criteria or you feel there are compell ing circumstances that justify 
custody of a minor who does not meet these criteria, please call Juvenile Hall Intake at (946) 875-51,87. 

(Revised: 6/27/94) 
(Updated ~/28/97) 



ATTACHMENT 1 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY JUVENILE DETENTION 
SCREENING RISK ASSESSMENT 

M~nor's N a m e  

N a m e  of  Ra te r :  
A s s i g n e d  P O :  

O F F E N S E S :  

S e x  R a c e  C a s e # :  
A g e  B o o k # :  
Dob :  Da te :  

S S N :  r i m 3 :  
- - - M  , , i  ~ n 

A R E A 1 .  

AREA 2. 

A R E A 3 .  

AREA 4. 

AREA 5. 

AREA 6. 

AREA 7. 

AREA 8. 

MOST SERIOUS INSTANT O F F E N S E (  A t tes t  warrants ~.re scored as the offense ) SCORE 
a Any 707(b) offense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "~0 
b Loaded Firearm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
c. Felony crimes of violence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
d Felony sexual offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
e Felony high speed chase (Driver only)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
f. Sale of drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ? 
g Other felony offenses except drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
h. Possession drug for sale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
i Possesmon of drugs . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
j. Mi ' *demeanors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
k. Probat ion violations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

WARRANTS Surrendered (0.3) 

L E G A L  S T A T U S  
13 

b 
C, 

d. 
e 

f 
g 

RISK OF FTA AND REOFFENSE 

A p p r e h e n d e d  (0.5) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Pending Court (petition has been fi led) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
W a r d .  last sustained offense within 3 months  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . .  4 

�9 last sustained ore:nee 3 months/1 year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
�9 I&s~ sustained offense > 1: y e a r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " . . . . . .  2 

654/725 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Trar~s/er In.custody lot  dlspo (score for su~:alned o,'lense) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . .  
None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 _ 

a. Previous 871 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 po,nts each . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
b Prewous FTAs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0-3 po in ts  each (mover t o o x c e e d 3 p o i n t s )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
c Pending referrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0-3 po ln ts  each (never to e x c e e d 3 p o m t s )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

RISK OF NEW OFFENSE 
a Previously sustained new offense ',vhlle pending court 3 points . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

MIT IGATING FACTORS (CAn dec rease  by I to 3 po ln ts .  Gpecify) 
a Stable & supportive farfiily or ca re take r - : -  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
b Stabil i ty In school and/or emp loymen t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
c. F~rst offense at 16 or older . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
d No a;rest3 within the last yez., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
e. Other (please specify below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

A G G R A V A T I N G  FACTORS (Can increase by 1 to 3 points - specify) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
a. W~tness mbmidation 
b. Runaway behavior from home 
c Vict im threats 
d. Poor or no at lendance at school 
e. Mult iple offense8 
I OIher (please spec,fy below) 

M A N D A T O R Y  DETENTION CASES ( C u r r e n t  Case) 
THESE CASES ARE TO BE A U T O M A T I C A L L Y  DETAINED 
a Escapee fro,, county' insti tubons . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  b. Abscond from p l a c e m e n t  
c. Home Supervision ArfestJ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  d. Placemenl  f~ilore 

Fresh arrest while on H. S.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  e. Pickup & Detain 

DETENTION DECISION (Check) 
Release wcthout restriction (0-5 points) 
Release without restriction or Home Supsrv i s ion  release (5-9 points) 
r'Detain (10 or more points) 

TOTAL S C O R E  

- ( _ _  

OVERRIDE:  (STATE REASONS) 

J ~ . . 4  S 105 ;C  7 , ~  I 



~acramento Coun ty  

P R E - T R I A L  J U V E N I L E  D E T E N T I O N  R I S K  A S S E S S M E N T  

N~me of Mlno~ 

X-Reference Number: 

Statute: 

Date of  Birth: 

Screened By: 

Screening Dat~: 

InstrucUons: C~fnp~ete P,e e,nbre assessn'~'x .'~ atl n'wr, o~..r~uding manCat.~-~ 3eta,nees ,S.,-_~?e for ea.c~ ~ c ~  below and enter 

[ FACTOR .,. j SCORE ] 

MOST SERIOUS INSTANT OFFENSE ISCORE OJ~ ARREST WARRANTS AS AN OFFENSE ONLY) 
[ ]  .A,j.~ 707(b) ORange 10 ~ C ~ r  ,%~,ny ofmn~es e.xoeo~ On~ $ 

FeW~'ly ~ c.~'erul.e~ 7 C] Pc=~tJO~ of d r ~  3 

2. WEAPONS ENHANCEMENT 

3. W ~ S  (OTHER THAN D.A. ARREST W A R ~ )  
0 Sur'r~,~e n:::cl 2 ,-I Apc~,~ r,,w~ r,cw~,c 

4. LEGAL STATUS (Check onhy one) 

5~ro~ mont~ ~ ='nor~ ~e~rr~i~ ~), ~ enfo~o~'r~ent 
0 Wan: - ~ ~ u ~  ~ 3 m,o~t~ ~ 0 P~one 0 

5, RISK OF FTA AND REOFFENSE 
0 Fh-~:;,viO~.~$ ~71 (2 po,r~ eacr~} 2*' ~ .t:h~-~o~s C.eu~ FT.~ s ' ~ 3 ~o,nLs) 1 - 3  

RISK OF NEW OFFENSE 

MITIGAT|NG FACTORS ICA,40ECREASE BY A TOTAL OF I TO 3 F'C,;~T5 - SPECIFY PCHNTS) 

[ ]  Su<::~::e..~,',.,4 zz:~r~;~L,o~ or ,%n,~.Rn .'w~o 

AGGRAVATING FACTORS (c.M,i INCREASE BY A TOTAL. OF 1 TO 3 P C ~ N T S  - SPECIFY F'C~NTS) 

[] ~<~ 0, ~ a~oan<o =~ ~*oc~ ~ C ~  ~:~K~y)' 

EJq~: 

MANDATORY DETEN'I3ON CASES (CHECk ONE BOX BELOW AJWO ADO " ~  .~,~.~G WITH TOTAL SCOREI 
0 E$,.~pe,e~'a~ure ~ count 7 i,nst.~,.,'t~ns 0 A b ~  fr~m p/~cement I-; P~Cc~'~I Pa~t~re 
0 EkK~on~c M,o,~onng arrest 0 ~ S u ~  aries; [] (21),.4 of co~.ty ~,,-at~nt 
0 X V s . a ~  'J~.e Of ~r in 0 F u ~ h  ~iluna 

.:~'nm~,~:~ of ~ o~[ens.e 

T O T A L  S C O R E  

~ ; 0 ' N  DECISION (ch(~"k): 
Detain ( 1 0 ~  more po*nts) 

("1 Release to n o n - s a c ~  det,:nb,~, (6 - 9 po=nts) 
_ _  Home Super,~s~,n Sheller ~ Other 

O Re~ease 'h~lhO~;~ -es~w:~n (0 - S points) 

OVERRIDE DECISION (epoch'y reason): 

Ur~b~e to reach p~renU~..'db~ 
0 Add boo~jr~g - mb",<~ ~re~:~"f ,3etalr, od 
[] C ~  ( ~ ) "  

V;c~tn ~rea~ ~ 'I~'~trn "9,.,w3os .n .hc~-~ 
r~ Courta=y ~ f~" 

C Safe~ of ,,"n...~nor 

Explzin Decision: 

Rc~o~>d 



Screen Date:  

Y O U T H  OFFICER: 

NOR R E S P O N D E N T :  

Jex:  M / F 

FACTOR 

1. 

COOK COUNTY JUVENILE PROBATION DEPARTMENT DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMENT 
/ 1999  Screen T ime:  : A . M . / P . M .  Screener:. J238  

Race: WHITE / B L A C K  / H I S P A N I C  / A S I A N  / O T H E R  

M O S T  SERIOUS I N S T A N T  OFFENSE: 
(Choose only one item indicating the most aeriou~ charge) 

Distr ict :  

DOB: Age 

u  

AutornQtic Tr~.nsfor Cages 
V lo~n t  Folmn~o -- (Murder, Armed Robbery with Hondg~Jn, Home Invasion, ACSA. UUW-Gun, 
Agg Bott - Bodily Harm, Agg Vehicul~ Invasion, Agg Discharge of a Firearm, Agg Battery with e firearm) 
Othe=r Forcible Felonleg - (Robbery, Kidnapping, Intimidation, CSA, Hate Crime, Ago Bet't, Vehicle Invasion) 

Other Offenses 
Felony Stde of Cannabis (Class 1 or 2 felony e.r'nount), Arson, DCS 
PCS w/]nt deliver, Residential 8~Jrglsry. UUW (not o gun), Possession Explosivoo 
Felony Possession of Narcotics/Drugs for Ss~e or Other Felonies 
I~isdemeanor Possession of Narcotics/Drugs or Other Weapons Possession 
Other M-Isdemeanors 

Not Picked up on New O ' f r o m  (WARRANT) 

16 
15 

10 

10 
7 
5 
3 
2 
0 

. PRIOR C O U R T  R E F E R R A L S  (Choose only one item) 
Prior IDOC con',-nitment 
Pnor court referrtd within the last 24 hour period 
Prior court referral within the last seven days 
Six or more to t~  court referr~s within the lost 12 months (~/ 
One to five court referrals within the lest 12 months (// 
No court referrals within the last 12 months 

. PAST F INDINGS OF DELINQUENCY - CLOSED PROCEEDINGS (Choos0 or~, o ~  item) 

Post Finding of Delinquency on a violent felony 
Post ~r'~ling of Delinquency on a felony 
Past Finding of Delinquency on o n'~sdemeenor (t  of findings x 1 up to o tot~J of 3 points) 

No Pest F3nding of Delinquency 

5 
4 
1 1 2  
0 

4. CURRENT CASE S T A T U S  (Choose only one item) 
IPS 
Probation (# ) Supervision (# ) MULTIPLE DISPOSITION DATES 
Probation (# ) Supervision (# ) SINGLE DISPOSITION DATE 
Not an active case 

. PETITIONS PENDING A D J U D I C A T I O N  (Choose on-) v one it~rn) 
3 -~ Pet=dons Pending ( # )  
2 Pet)lions Pending 
1 Petit ion Pending 
No Petitions Pending 

3 
2 
1 
O 

6 .  U N D E R  P R E - A D J U D I C A T O R Y  ORDER OF H O M E  C O N F I N E M E N T  4 

. 

i 

b. 

W A R R A N T  CASES 
Category 1: 
Category 2: 

(Choo~  o ~ y  one item} 

Mandatory Detention 
Non-M~ndatory Detenlion 

V I O L A T I O N  OF JUVENILE ELECTRONIC P~ONITORING 

15 
8 

DEC/S/ON SCALE 
Score 0-9 
Score 10.14 
Score 15 + 

15 

T O T A L  8CORE 

AUTHORIZE RELEASE (w4th notice of prlorltlzod date fo~ w  Co#tfor~nr 
COMPt.ETE NON--SECUF~E DETENTION OPTIONS FORM 
AUTHORIZE DETENTtO~ (for r r~o ,~  13 year~ of 8g, e ~nd olr 
(Co.mpl4te no~--~eouce ctAetody opt|o, no for minD.re under 13 years of ag~ before placo,n'~nt Into oocute r 

)MINISTRATIV~ OVERRIDE (Supervisory appfuv~l is fr~-quifod) 

r~ NO Q YES REASON: 

.]Ht4,L O~;!S!ON 

MR Bye 0 at: 

I~ve8 with: 
I ~ W j ~ I  0 2 . 0 2 .  E0 

O DETAIN E} RELEASE RELEASE WITH CONDITIONS �9 

Apt. ,.. C l ty :CHGO/ p ~ . _ . . .  Z]p:._.____......_.--- 

Relation; P'not~:31 2/630/708/773/847 



COOK COUNTY DETENTION S C R E E N I N G  INSTRUMENT 
NON-SECURE C U S T O D Y  OPTIONS 

Where  do we zend a minor whose screening score is ~4 or  ~ess and whose parent(s) or o ther  
responsible ndull  is not willing or available to sign an aff idavit  of non-secure cus.fody? 

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

YES oR [NO] :  

Ix the parent or ocher responsible adult at home, available 
and willing to superaqse the minor and sign an afjqdmqt? 

[~ the minor willing to go home? 

Did alleged behmqor inlwh'e ph)'x/cal Mr x~rual abuse to a minor in the houxehold? 

NO 

Ix there another hmsxehold iHth a rexpansible adult willing 
and able to xupetnqxe the minor and xlgn an q[fidmqt? 

V 4 . . 0 . ~ ,  ~ a . ~ , . ~ t  e / "  C - ~ ' r  ~ a " D e .  , , ,  t I t  II~" d ' l l Y l l l a  I �9 

HOME [ 

Da,~ the minor meet .~helter care criteria?* 

[ YES 
O T I I E R  R E S P O N S I B L E  

A D U L T ' S  H O M E  

OR 

I S ~ E L T E R  ~ 
C A R E  

NO 

~'lM~le only, ~g~ ~0-16, no known communicable dl,ce~ses, not in need or medic,q Ire~tment, not under the 
~nl'lvence ol'drugs or alcohol, not charged wilh crlminnl sexu~| ~busel~ssault or violent felony. I~inor~ 
scheduTed for ehlrty-Mz hoar non-secure custody hearing in i~nrkhnm (Ca176) must be dlverled to J T i ~ .  



......................... ................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................... : ............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

, #  

. #  

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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
S ign  o f  d rug  use  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

A n g e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  
Non  c o m p l i a n t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A g i t a t e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D e p r e s s e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D i so r i en ted  ( t ime, p lace,  pe rson )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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  

Ve rba l  th rea ts  to o thers  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A s s a u l t i v e  h is to ry  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
In ju red person ,  pet, an ima l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Des t ruc t i on  o f  p rope r t y  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  v i o len t  e p i s o d e s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  S c o r e  

3. H i s t o r y  Of:  

Arson.  l i fe, s tar t ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Su ic ide  at : tempts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
S e x u a l  ac I ing  (o f fense,  agg ress ion ,  p r o m i s c u i b / )  . . . . . . . . . . .  
P rope rb j  des t ruc t i on  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  f ight ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  ly ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  chea t i ng  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n l  s tea l ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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  

Desc r i bed  as a loner  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Has  no f r iends . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

F r iends  - n e g a t i v e  pee r  g roup  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Has  no bes t  f r iend . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  S c o r e  

5. D i s p o s i t i o n l s e l f  i m a g e  

M o o d  sw ings  - mi ld  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
M o o d  sw ings  - s e v e r e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Self" i m a g e  - l ow  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Se l l  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  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  S c o r e  

6. Iden t iFy  P r o b l e m s  

C o n f u s i o n  as to sexua l  ident i fy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Does  n o t ' l i t  in" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
No  d i r e c t i o n l g o a l s  in life . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Fa la l i s t i c  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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  

2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

Low Risk 0-2 p l s  
Med Risk 3 p t s  
High Risk 4-I0 pts_~ 

Low Risk 0-2 pts 
Med Risk 3 p:s _ _  
High Risk 4-11 p t s  

Lov,, Risk 0-2 pls . _ _  
bled Risk 3 pts _ _  
High Risk 4.12 p : s  

Low Risk 0-2 p~s _ - -  
Med Risk 3 p:s _ _ _  
High Risk 4-5 pts _ _ _  

Low Risk 0-I pIs 
Med Risk 2 pts 
High Risk 3-8 p t s  

Low Risk 0-I pts 
bled Risk 2 pts 
High Risk 3-5 p~s 

TJPC-t, IP-O 1-0S-95 



I11 FAMILY STATUS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

R e l a t i o n s h i p s  

Non support ive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Lack of stability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Disorganized/Chaot ic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Tota l  Sco re  

Paren ta l  Superv i s ion  

Poor parenting skills . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ineffect ive/ inadequate discipline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Inconsistent expectat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Contr ibuIe/encourage del inquency . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
No supervision/l imits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Tota l  Sco re  

Paren ta l /Fami l y  Prob lems 

Emotional  inslabilib/ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Psychiatric . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Criminali ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Subs lance abuse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Family violence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mari lal  discord . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Tota l  Score  

C I R C L E #  
A P P L I C A B L E  

2 
2 
3 

2 
2 
1 
4 
3 

2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 

CHECK 
APPL ICABLE 

Low Risk 
Med Risk 
High Risk 

N'A 
2 pls 

3-7 p[s 

Low Risk 0-I pts 
Med Risk 2 pls 
High Risk 3-II p l s  

Low Risk 0-2 p[s _ _  
Med Risk 3 p t s _ _  
High Risk 4 - 1 5 p t s  

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 validated or scien!i,~c test. It is a general  assessment meant to identi,~/problem areas and service needs. The 
evaluato,-'s (J.P.O.) experience in dealing with social/family problems plus common sense judgement  are crucial eLm=ms 
to be incorporated into the final assessment and recommendation. 

Children who score in 2 or 3 areas of high risk in Section I Mental Health Status; 2 or more in Secl ion II Educational Sr.a~us 
and one or more in Section III Family Status would  appear to ,,','arrant considerat ion of full psychological  testing. 

Children scoring in similar areas as medium risk or have fev,'er high risks scores deoendina on the sect ion may or ma'! no,'. 
be referred for testing. A judgement call by the evaluator is pad of the process. 

I 
ASSESSMENT:  

High Risk Med Risk Low Risk 

RECOMMFNDAT!ON:  

problems presented 
(Child) is recommended for full psychological testing v,,ith the speci~c 

(Child) is no[ recommended for psychological  testing. 

Juven i le  P roba t ion  Of f icer  Dale  

TJPC-t, IP-01-05-95 



S A C R  A ? , f l ~ h - T O  C O U ? U I Y  

P R E - T R I M ~  

D E I " E H ' I ] O N  R I S K  AS.SY_.SS3IEh 'T  

M~ of  X l n o r :  D O e :  

X - t e l :  ' : Scr~=r~ r :  

S t o t ~ J t e :  Date:  

IUET'MJCTIC:~;: S c o r e  t ~ | m r  f o r  eo<~ f ~ c t 0 r  I :>~t~  ~ (:riLe-," e ~ p ~ l a ~ e  ?r i n  t h e  r i s h t  Evm"~f o0f.uc:~. 
o r ~  * c o r e  l:>~r f a c t o r  �9 

1 .  

.3 . .  " 

~T SERIOUS I ~ T  O F ~  

8. 
b. 
c. 

h .  
I .  
L 

LI~ CO~L S T A ~  

o.  
b .  
c .  
d .  
e .  
f .  

707(b) o H e m c  10 
Fetc~y c r l ~ : ~  o f  Y~olen:~ 8 
Fetony ~ t  o / f e o ~  T 
Fet~ '~  h ish  opc-c~ c.h~e (0 r iv 'e r  c~ly) T 
Ser ies of t.hr~ or ~r~ t e ~ r a t e  /c lcro,  ,o~fc~r~e~ 7 
OLiver f e t o r t y  ot fc~ .~s  e_~c..-~at ~ 5 
S e r e  of  ds~, or  p < = ~ i c ; n  f o r  :-ate of  d.t '~s 5 
P o t s c ~ i c ~  o f  d r . , S .  25 
~ I : ~ : ~ o  r-~ 2 
p r'r.2~ t i on v l0 l~c loP~ 0 

~L- r r~ -~ red  (0-3)  &~e,~hc~dod (0 -5 )  

Cur ro -~ ty  m b o x  : . L p ~ w f ~ i m  
p ~ l r ~  Cou.- t 

- le*t  .~u.mcair'~".d offe,n.~e :3 ~onth~ to  I y ~ ] r  
-[~:~," sL~tair~- '~ o f f e ~ ; t  > 1 year 

Norm. 

g c  L o , : t  only  

4.  AiS~ OF ETA ~ ~s 

a. PC ~ i C-L~ g7| 
b. Prc~io~--~ E.O.Tt ~TA'= 

Z pt~; 
0 - 3  p : t  e--~.h ( r ~ , ~ r  to e , ( c ~  3. p t s )  

6. 

RIs~ OF RE~ GFFERSE 
e. pr-c-qc~.~(g s a . ~ : ~ i , " ~  r ~ a  o f f c r : s e  k . 'h i le  f:m'~itr~ r.gL~t 3 

HI [ ICATI M;3 FACT{~ S 

c.  f i r 3 t  o ~ . ~ c r = c  a: 1,6 cr o~c~:r 
d .  r ,o e r r e a ' . !  ~iLt)~n L~e le~:  yv~r 

- ( . _ _ )  

7 .  1,5~a.A'/X T 1R~ ,~ AC'i'OR S 
(C~n i , ' ~ c r e ~ e  by 1 to 3 p ~ i r , ~  - ~ r -~ .q fy )  

a .  I,g I tr-,.,-~ = In' ,  i n i d a :  i~,n 

c .  V ic t im  Lh r c-~ c c 
d .  Poor or r,o a: :c r .~aar~= s:  ~ 4 1 ~ [  
e. ~ar~ ~ r'~h ip  

8 .  

,.'~. Escap.':* from ca:~-lbf I , ~ , ' { ~ . ~ i o m  b. ~ f r~a ~tc-:c:, :n: c.  EtcvCec~lc I -~ml t0 r l r ' ~ . . l~ r~a t  
d. Xo~:. ~.-;~rv['~io~ Afro:so e. "Fv,rtc<r.2"l ( h i l u w )  

OE,*r.~TIC~ OECISiGR (r.~e<k) 

Retr u l t h o J :  r e , t r i c ~ l " m  (0-5 p a i n : J )  

~ e t r  : o  p c x ' - r ~  d . e ~ : f m  ( 6 - 9  pai,.-,:o,) 
�9 o 

~" ~.ga I. t cr 

O~her 

Oct=In (10 or ~:~c~ po[nt=) 

TEra.L S ~ E  

Re*  6,"2 7, 'J 4 



D E P A R T I M E N T  OF 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 ISK  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  

S e c t i o n  I. 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 :  

A K A  N a m e :  

B r o w a r d  D e t e n t i o n  

D a t e  o f  B i r t h :  

i~ c o: Sex." 

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 lStreet  

Ciby'lS tate~. lp Code Telephone 

Date Screened Time Screened Assigned Counselor Program Area 

E] [ ]  
School or Work Contacted "~'eS 1'7o Alleged Offenses 

F.S. 
ParentJGuardlan F.S. 

F.S. 
NumberlStroe~ F.S. 

F.S. 
CR//S~31e/ZIP 

Contacted: 
[ ]  [ ]  
Yes No 

Category 

Telephone .  Home  VVcrk Law Ent,ercement. Ageu,o/ Name and ID or Badge ,No. 

LrenUGuardian Inte r,,iev,,.e d 
[ ]  [ ]  1 Face  Io Face  

Js Ha [ ]  2. Telephone 
[ ]  3. Unable to Con[acl 

Time [ ]  4. t,l~ssage Le~ 
~,~i th whom: 

Mother 
Name Relationship 

You[.'l advised of r~ghl to legal counse l?  [] Yes 
Proteclive Ser,'ic.es record check,7 [] Yes 
Currem allega!ien at" Abuse /Neg[e~  Pend ins7  [~" Y e s  
;-'iisloQ of Confirmed or Indicated Abuse'Neglect? [ ]  - Yes 

Type: Physic.~l Abuse [ ]  Sexual Abuse [ ]  Neglect [ ]  
(1~ avgilabie pro.:LJe input on assigned counselor and sta~.us in Narrative.) 

[ ]  Na 

~_J ;;3 
[ ]  ,'40 
[ ]  l','o 

Emotional 

S e c t i o n  I1. ADMISSION C R I T E R I A  

A. 

Yes O 

Youth has been delivered and the f.sl!o.,,,.ing crff.eria as outlined in s. 33.044(2), F.S., Ind;c.3~e :he youth's eligibility for 
detention care: 

/'lo [ ]  I. 

Yes [ ]  No [~] 2. 

Yes [ ]  t,,'o [ ]  3. 

Yes [] No [ ]  4 

The youth  is ;~lleged to be an escapee  or~',n absconder  from e c o m m i b q l e n t p r o g r a m  a c o m m u n i ~  
cont,'ol program, furlough, or aP.erc.are super'.,ision, or is a,'leged to have esc.~ped white being lav&ully 
transported to or from such pr'-...'jram or super,,ision, or the ohild is v,'an~d in another jurisdiction for 
an offense which i! torero,tied by an adu[L .xou'.d be a felony: 

The you(h is charged  with a delingu~nt a ~  or violation of I;~w and reques t s  in ,,,.~tlng th rough  legal 
counsel to be detained for pro[ection from an irnm[neni physical threat to his per~onat safety; (Attach 
documen:a:ion) 

The youth is charged w;th commit,rig an offense of domestic',,in[enoe against [he child's parenL 
sibling, spouse, or offspring and is d,',lalned as provided in s.3g.o42(2)(b)3. F.S.. In aocordanc..e with s. 39.042. 
F.S.. a youth may be held in secure de/enrich for up to 48 hours ff a respite home or similar zuthorized reslder, tial 
facility is net ~vailable. 

The youth Is charged with a capk, al telony, a life felony, a felony of the 5rot d_,zgree, a felony of the second degree 
tha,t does not involve a viola[ran ~ Chapter 893. F.S.. or a felony el the third degree the{ is also a crime of 
violence,  mcluding any such  offense invol'.'L~g the use  or p o s s e s s i o n  of a firearm. 

[ ]  

ac lor  ;/5 requ i res  an a f t , /ma i t re  ans'.ver to al I_as, one of the qual;fiers before a yes answer  can be r e c o r d e d  (s. 39.04-4(2)(d) F .S) .  

oJJ 2049. 2/98 Page 1 of 4 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

3. I fe lony adjudication or adjudication v.'ithheld or m;sdemeanor adjudica~.ions or :adjudic.2dons withh~[d 

Legal Status 
I. Commit ted or detenbon 

2. Act ive community control cases with last adjudication or adjudication w;thheld within 90 days 

3. AcLive communi ly  control cases w~th last adjudication or adjudication withheld more than g0 days ago 

Aggravat ing or  Mit igaling Circumstances 
1. Aggravat ing feelers (add to score) 

2, Mi l igat ing faders  (sublracl from score) 

The juveni le probation officer must fully docume,"~t the reason l'or scoring eggravatlng or mitigating points. 

Deta in/Release Decision 
O - 6 points : ,'elea.~e 
7 - I I polnts : non-secure or home detention 

12 or mot-,- points = secure detention 

I-3 

I-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 l 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 )  

1. If the Juvenile probation officer believes lhat a yeu~h ,,,.'he is eligible/or delenlion based upon the resu[Ls at'the risk assessment 
instrument should be released, thestate a~orr, ey must be contacted to approve release (s. 39.044(1)(c). thesta te  aXomeyaLso 
may approve home or non-secure detention for a youth who scores eligible for secure detenlion. The juvenile p:-obatlon otfic.~r must 
document  the reasons /or lhe recommendation in the narrative sedion. 

2 (a) S ta teA~orne  7 contacted? Yes [ ]  No E] 

Name 

(b) State  A,"torne 7 decision 

S e c t i o n V .  S c r e e n i n g  D e c i s i o n  
Detention: Yes [ ]  No 

Placement [ ]  Secure [ ]  

Criminal Background Check done? 

Release to: Name 

Address 

Detain [ ]  Release [ ]  

[ ]  1'lo.'.Sr.alion of Hoadng: Hearing Data: Time: 

Home [ ]  Ncn-secu,'e [ ]  Stat'f-,Secure ~ Resphe [ ]  Release 

Results 

Telephone Time 

S e c t i o n V l .  N a r r a t i v e  

[ 

Juvenile Probation OlSicer Oa!o Revie',,,,ed b't Date 

Detendon Review Specialist Date 

OJJ 2049. 2198 Page 3 ot 4 
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M U L T N O M A H  C O U N T Y  D E P A R T M E N T  OF J U V E N I L E  J U S T I C E  S E R V I C E S  

RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (RAI) III 

~ a p e r  f o r m  i s  t o  b e  u s e d  o n l y  w h e n  e l e c l r o n l c  R A I  i s  u n a v a i l a b l e .  I t  m u s t  b e  e n t e r e d  i n t o  t h e  e l e c t r o n i c  R A I  a s  s o o n  a s  i t  i s  a v a i l a b l e .  

Date/ t ime you th  b r o u g h t  to DELH/Admissions- Date/T ime of Intake Screening:  

YOUTH'S NAME Case // Ref.# 

~._ . DOB: 

(CIRCLE " D E T A I N "  FOR ALL APPLICABLE (:ATEGORIES) SPECIAL DETENTION CASES 

Escape f rom secure c u s t o d y  Detain 

Arrest war ran t  (Deta in w i t h  l imi ted except ion ,  see def in i t ions) Detain 

Type of Warrant :  Fail to appear [ ]  Judic ia l  Of f i cer  opposes release [ ]  

(Check all that  apply)  Unable to locate [ ~  Judic ia l  Of f i cer  opposes release [ ]  
Other ( s p e c i f y : _ _ )  [ ]  Judic ia l  Of f i cer  opposes release [ ]  

If Judicial  Of f icer  d o e s n ' t  oppose,  do no__~t treat as a special de ten t ion  case. Screen according to pol icy.  

In cus tody  youth  s u m m o n e d  for hearing Detain 

Detain Court ordered 
(Check all that  app/y l  Commun i t y  Detent ion  Vio lat ion [ ]  

Day Report ing V io la t ion 

K Electronic Mon i to r ing  Vio lat ion 
Law Vio la t ion  
Probat ion Vio la t ion 
Other (specify:  ) 

MOST:SERIOUS INSTA.N'I:...OFFENSE " (CIRCLE HIGHEST APPLICABLE SCORE) 

~tentional homic ide  (aggrava ted  murder, murder) 17 

A t tempted  Murder  or Class A Felonies invo lv ing v io lence or use or t h rea tened  use of a w e a p o n  
( including Rape I, Sodomy I, and Un lawfu l  Sexual  Penetrat ion I invo lv ing  forc ib le  compuls ion)  1 2 

Class B Felonies i nvo l v ing  v io lence or use or threatened use of a w e a p o n  8 

Rape I, S o d o m y  I, Sexua l  Penetrat ion I not invo lv ing forcible compu ls ion  7 

Class C Felony invo lv ing  v io lence or use or threatened use of a w e a p o n  6 

All other Class A and B Felonies 5 

All other Class C Felonies 3 

M isdemeanor  invo lv ing  v io lence,  or possession,  use or threatened use of a v, 'eapon 3 

All other  M isdemeanors  1 

Probat ion/Parole V io la t i nn  i 

Other, e.g., s tatus o f f e n s e  (MIP, runaway ,  cur few,  etc.) 0 
t 

I . . . . .  7 .  , -. 
0 -  17 SCORE: �9 ( . " -  . . .  

�9 . : (IF APPLICABLE, CIRCLE HIGI IEST SCORE) 

. . . . .  nn . . . . . .  n - - - .  . .. * 

AdiSi ibb ,Y." .dki :EN+S"i:FE,SeS 

SCORE RANGE 

..~. ~ .... 

Two  or more unre la ted  add i t i ona l  current Felonies I 3 

2 

SCORE 

One unrelated add i t iona l  current  Felony 

SCORE RANGE 0 - 3 

R A I  
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- , J  - 

I MIT-IGATING FACTO S _ (CIRCLE ALL T H A T  APPLY) 

, ~ [  Regular schoo l  a t tendance  or employed -1 

~ Responsib le adu l t  to assure supervision and return to court -1 

No Law V io la t i on  referrals wi th in past year [applies only to youth wi th  a pr ior  h is tory  o f  l aw  vio/at ions) -1 

First Law V io la t i on  referral at age 16 or older -1 

First Law V io la t i on  referral (instant offense) -1 

Not on p roba t ion ,  first UTL warrant and unaware of warrant.  -2 

No FTA war ran t  h is tory  [youth must have had a del inquency cour t  appearance history) -2 

SCORE RANGE -9 to 0 SCORE TOTAL 

AGGRAVATING FACTORS (CIRCLE' ALL " IHAT APPLY)-i  

No ver i f iable local commun i t y  ties _3 

Possession of a f i rearm du.ring instant offense w i thou t  use or th rea tened use 2 

Reported h is tory  of runaways from home wi th in past six (6) months 12 or morel OR 1 run away f rom 
home and 1 run f rom placement 1 

Reported h is tory  of runav.,ays from out-of-home placement w i th in  past six (6) months  (2 or more) 2 

Mult ip le v ic t ims in instant offense 1 

Documented  threats to vict im/wi tness (instant offense) 1 

SCORE RANGE 0 10 SCORE 

TOTAL 

TOTAL RISK 

SCORE 
..: ,.::....~,. ".,.... ,..,. n r .~, , . . . .  ~ .... ,,.. ..~. : . . . . . . . . . . .  ...:. 

.... DECISION b L~'CA-E/DECISlON ' : -  :"":: " :. " " :  -:-.:;'JJ'"':;~'L'II:"~-. _ u v ~ r t H u t :  "" 

Special De ten t ion  Cases [ ]  

1 2 - Over Detain [ ]  

7 - 1 1 Condi t iona l  Release [ ]  

O - 6 Uncond i t iona l  Release [ ~  

SUMMONS 

Y N 

Prel iminary Hear ing Summons [ ]  [ ]  
(Summons to prel im if score over 6 or you th  is being 
released on a war ran t ,  on a charge involving a 

v;eapon, on a UU,'.IV charge, domest ic  violence, or 

is being placed in a shel ter  care p lacement  tha~ 
requ~res a prehm.] 

Y hJ 

Shelter P lacement  [ ~  [ ]  

Detain [ ]  

Condi t ional  Release [~] 

Uncondi t ional  Release [ ]  
Approved by: 

Reason: 

-,. : . , . . . .  �9 ,.. .  

..: , . . . - - : . . . . ; "  . 

Does youth meet  s ta tu to ry  criteria for detent ion 

Y N 

[] [] (If no, youth  MUST be released.} 

R A I  
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DETENTION P~KXJEC-q": 
l~k--~qS~D RISK A S S : E ~  INIW~Z I ~  

Youth' s Nern~ 

D.O.B. __.__/._.____/.~ Sex: _ _ _ H a l e  .___Ferne.le 

Race: ___~ i t0  Black _____Hispanic __Native ____Asian 
Other Specify: 

Cbunty of JLrisdlctlon 

I~t~ntion FaciI i ty 

Youth 's  L i v i ng  Arrangement: 
(at in take)  

C~ Horrm P r i v a t e  Treatment Agency 

Other S~Ify: 

A1 1 eged Of fer~e:  
(~,0sl serl0us charse.) 

" ~  i i  ~m  = w  

Ad-n|sston: Date . . _ _ _ _ / . ~ _ _  Time :.__ a . m . p . m .  

I ~ J ~ . . . .  = " In  h ~ . . . . .  j . . . .  : - -  ?i T = " , n n 

Detention Authorized by: __.Probat ion Court 
___Other Specify: 

Ourrent Pick-up Order at Tim~ o f  Detention? 

Intake staff DYS 

Yes _____No D o n ' t  K n c ~  

Pending Consent Decree at Time of Detention? Yes ~ o  Don't Know 

# 

# 



REYISED RISK ASSESS~QZIC[ II~TAI<E I t ~ S ' ~  

Publ Ic  $~fe tw 

Host  Ser |ous O J r r e n t  Chars~ (Range 0 t o  10) 

C lass  A Fe lony  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Cla_~s B Fe lony  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
V i o l e n t  C lass  C Fe lony  . . . . . . . .  5 
Other  C lass  C Fe lony  . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Class A Misdemeanors . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Other M l s d ~ s  ............ 2 

Non-Cr Imlna ] Violations ....... 2 
Status Offenses ............... 0 

A d j u d i c a t i o n s  in  Pas t  2 Years (Range 0 t o  7) 

0 o . , , ~ 1 7 6 1 7 6  0 

1 o r ' 2  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
3 o r  4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
5 oc Hoce . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

A d j u d i c a t i o n s  in  Past  2 Years f o r  Cla~s A Fe lony 
~ )  , . . . 0 . . . . . i . e e , , ,  0 . . o , . , , , . .  0 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

Ag~ of  Onset ( F i r s t  A d j u d i c a t i o n )  
lk%d ~r 13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
13 o r  Old~c . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Prev ious  P l a c ~ t s  
Any Pricx ~ OLrt-of-Fkzrrm Placern~xqt 

Resul t i rv9 f rom A d J u d | c a t i o ~  
~o . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 

Drug Use Re la ted  t o  Cu r ren t  CrFfense (Ren<je 0 to  2) 
Ho Drug Use Noted . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
A l coho ] ,  M a r i j u a n a ,  I n h a l a n t  . . . .  1 
Cocaine, O p i a t e ,  ~nphotemtne . . . .  2 

( k ~  Invo lvement  w i t h  Cur ren t  Charge 
o.o,oQ, o , , ~  I,i., O 

Yes ............................ I 

Possession.. o f  F!r~_.~m.. e t  Ti.me_ o f  A r r e s t  
Ho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

C 

(Add A th rough  H) P t ~ l C  S~=ETY RISX SODF~ - 



ALAE;~I~ DETEI~TIO~ P~J1~CT: 
REVISED RISK ASSESS~tfT II~TAKE I~'rR'uPEtfT 

F6ilure boAooee? 

I f  youth failed to appear for prior court he~rlng(s), select 
the most s ~ r i ~ s  cha rge  ever ~ n v o l v e d  in  those h e a r i n g s :  

Cl~ss A Felony 
Cla~s B Felony 
Violent Ola~s O Felony 
Other Cla~s C Felony 
C l a s s  A Mtsdemoa~ors 
Other H I sden~nors 
Non-Crimlnal Violations 
Status Offenses 

10 
10 
10 

5 
5 
4 
4 
3 

T o t a l  f a i l u res  to  appear d u r i n g  past y e a r  
( i . e . ,  separate hearings) J 

( M u l t i p l y  I m~d J)  FAILURE.TO AP?EAR SO0~ = 

SgDRE-BA..CEI) OJTCOME: I f  PLE~IC SAFETY or" FAILUR'E TO APPEAR 8co res  a r e :  

O r e 5 =  strcx~gly c<xTsider rele&~o or a l te rna t i ve  sup>~rvlsion. 

G t o 9 =  s t a f f  for  reloa_~e to a l te rna t i ve  supervision or contlnu0 in 
se<~re d~te~ntion ( In  the event that youth remains in secure 
detention, ct>s~me~nt the reasons - -  see O v e r - r i ~  section 
b e l o w ) .  

10 o r  more : strong c o n d t d a t e  for s e c u r e  d*s~entlon. 

OVER-R I DES : In the event that a d~clslc~n is n~ade to dotaln a youth ~,~r~ 
soo res  0 t o  5 p o i n t s  on t h e  PtY3LIC SAFETY o r  FAILURE TO APPE/LR 
risk scores, ~ n t  the decision to detain ~ fully 
p o s s i b l e .  In a d d i t i o n ,  t r a  d e c i s i o n  i s  trade t o  d~ta~n a 
youth ~ho scores G to 9 points, record the reasons for that 
d~clslon. 



SECURE CUSTODY 
NEEDS ASSESSHENT FORM 

Name of Juvenile: Arresting 0fficeri 

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. Host 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 0 
7. ~;on-criminal probation violations 0 

II. Number of Prior Arrests (last 12 months) 
6 or more 5 
4 to 5 4 
2 to 3 3 
1 2 

Ill- 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 
~[o 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 uuurt-ordered placement, or has not 
abided by the conditions of a home detention 
program, i0 

DETAIN/RELEASE DECISION: 0 - 7 
8 - 9 

TOTAL SCORE 
RELEASE 
HOME DETENTION 

OR OTHER STRUCTURED 
HO.~LE SUPERVISION 

i0+ DETAI~ 
*SEE OTHER SIDE FOR SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 



i ; ' / 
"l 

I. 

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  ~ s l s  A s s e s s m e n t "  

Admission Criteria (If each of the fo l lowing  4 items are a n s w e r e d  no the y o u th  m u s t  be  released.  I f a n y o f  
the i tems are answered yes, comple te  the risk assessment) 

Yes No _ _  

Y e s  N o  

1. Youth is alleged to be an e s c a p e e / a b s c o n d e r  from a c o m m i t m e n t  p rogram,  communi ty  
control program, furlough or aftercare; or y o u t h  is wanted  in o ther  jurisdiction for felony 
level offense. 

2. Youth charged with del inquent  a c t / l a w  violat ion and requests de ten t ion  for protection 
from imminent  physical threat to his , /her  personal  safety: 

3. Youth charged with capital, life, first degree  or second degree felony or an)" violent felony. 

Youth charged with burglary, grand theft auto,  an,," offense involving  use of firearm, or 
any second or third degree felony d rug  charge  and: 

Y e s _ _  N o _ _  youth  has record of failure to appea r  at court  hearings;  or 
Y e s _ _  N o _ _  youth  has record of law violat ions prior  to court  hearings; or 
Y e s _ _  N o _ _  youth  has a l ready been de ta ined  or has been released and is awaiting 

final case disposit ion; or 
Yes _ _  No _ _  youth  has a record of violent  conduc t  resulting in physical  injury. 

Yes No _ _  

Y e s _ _  N o  4. 

II. Risk Assessment  

A. Most  Ser ious  Current  Offense 

1. 
2. 

All capital, life and first degree felony PBL ................................................................................. 15 
All other  first degree felonies, vehicular  homicide, violent  second degree  

felonies, or youth  wanted by other jurisdiction for felon)" offense ...................................... 12 
3. Second degree felony drug charge, escape /abscond,  any  third degree  felon)' 

involving use of firearm, burglar) '  of occupied residence ..................................................... l0 
4. Violent third degree felon)'. .............................................................................................................. 9 
5. All o ther  second degree felonies (except dealing stolen p roper ty )  ............................................ 8 
6. Dealing stolen property;  third degree felonies that qual i fy  for de ten t ion  ................................ 7 
7. Reckless display; unlawful discharge of firearm ........................................................................... 4 

O the r  Current  Offenses  and Pend ing  Charges (separate inc idents )  

1. Each felony .......................................................................................................................................... 2 
2. Each misdemeanor  ............................................................................................................................ 1 
3. Prior felony arrest within last 7 days .............................................................................................. 6 

Offense  His tory  
1. Three felon)" adjudications or wi thheld  adjudications last 12 m o n th s  ...................................... 4 
2. Two felony adjudications or wi thheld  adjudications last 12 months  ......................................... 2 
3. One  felony adjudication or wi thheld  adjudication or m i s d e m e a n o r  adjudicat ion or  

witt~held adjudication ................................................................................................................... I 

B. 

C. 

D. Legal Status 
1. C o n u n i t t e d  or detent ion ................................................................................................................... 8 

2. Ac t i ve  c o m m u n i t y  contro l  case and last ad jud ica t ion  ,.vithLn 90 days ...................................... 6 

3. Ac t i ve  c o m m u n i t y  contro l  case and last ad jud ica t ion  more than 90 days ago ......................... 2 

E. Aggravatin~jMitigating Factors 
1. Aggrava t ing  Factors (acid 1-3 points to score; d o c u m e n t  reasons fully) 
2. Mit igat ing Factors (subtract 1-3 points; documen t  reasons full)') 

Total Score (add A t h r o u g h  E) 

Detain/Release Decision: 
0-6 = Release 7-11 = Nonsecure or home detent ion 12+ = Secure detent ion 

�9 Contains slight modifications to format and language. 
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INTRODUCTION 

It is broadly recognized that the over-representation of minority youth in juvenile 

institutions is caused by many factors, which exist in multiple domains: the Juvenile Justice 

System, soeio-economic factors; the educational system and the family. In recognition of the 

complexity created by the multi-systemic aspect of the problem, it is generally recommended 

that many stakeholders be engaged in a broad-based effort to address the issue. In Santa Cruz 

County, the work done by the Probation Department to reduce Disproportionate Minority 

Confinement (DMC) was, in fact, initiated within the context of a Task Force which was co- 

convened by' Chief Probation Officer, Jotm Rhoads and the County's Latino Strategic Planning 

Collaborative and Latino Affairs Commission. The Task Force recognized that multiple systems 

impact detention rates of minority youth, and, therefore, a system by system review was 

conducted, and recommendations made. However, among the Justice agencies participating in 

the Task Force; the Probation Department elected to engage in a departmental effort to address 

Disproportionate Minority Confinement with remarkable results. This is an account of the work 

being done by Santa Cruz Probation Department and is offered as a resource fox other Probation 

Departments wishing to engage in similar efforts. 

BACKGROUND 

Santa Cruz County, California is located on the Monterey Bay, 85 miles south of San 

x a a t l w l ~ k , u .  . t l l~,  k . . , u u t i t J  iS  u u t u c l c k a  u ) '  l v l u t l t c l e j  k . , u u l l t j  t u  t l l u  S o l . l t l l ,  ,3Hllki:i  % l a r a  k . . , o u n [ y  

(Silicon Valley) to the east, San Mateo County to the north and the Pacific Ocean to the west. 

With a population of approximately 250,000, Santa Cruz is considered a mid-sized county in 

California. The county has a substantial Latino population, with 33% of the youth, ages 10 

through 17, being Latino. In the past decade youth referred to the Juvenile Justice System have 

suffered from a high rate of gang involvement and heroin use as compared to youth from other 

California communities of similar size. 



Although Latino youth comprise 33% of the population, ages 10 through 17, Latino youth 

represented nearly 64% of the youth detained in the county's secure juvenile detention facility 

(juvenile hall) on any given day. 

PRIOR TO TAKING ACTION 

The Probation Department's willingness to take a close look at itself was not a state that was 

arrived at easily. The people who are the Santa Cruz County Probation Department were not 

unlike justice practitioners all over the United States. We knew about Disproportionate Minority 

Confinement. We could see the racial disparity in our detention facility,. We had gathered and 

read research on the topic. We had even studied the problem a bit, but that's where we stopped. 

Our "study" basically' supported what v/e already knew--that the minority youth who were 

brought to the department by local law enforcement, and detained by the court were in the 

Juvenile Hall because they had n-tore serious offense histories and presenting offenses than their 

cohorts. In other words, there were justifiable reasons why they, were detained. We were also 

able to document that minority youth suffered fiom more risk factors than others did and, 

therefore, we concluded that the problem could only be solved by improving economic and 

social conditions. We, of course, had very, little control over these aspects of their lives. The 

conclusions drawn from our studies were not entirely inaccurate; however, they' presented only a 

narrow view, and prevented us from taking in the entire landscape of the issue. We found 

ourselves in a defensive bunker. However, at some point along the way, we simply stepped out 

of our foxhole and had a look around. We realized that by examining our policies, procedures, 

practices and programs we could identify, things over which we did have control. When we 

looked for clients who experienced barriers to service or lack of access, we found them. When 

we looked for points of subjective rather than objective decision making, we found them. When 

we looked for examples of cultural insensitivity, we found them. When we looked for 

unnecessary delays, which contributed to longer lengths of stay in detention, we found them. 

The examination has now become an on-going effort directed towards continuous 

improvement, rather than a defense of the status quo. While it remains true that there are societal 

issues, which make minority youth vulnerable to the risk factors for delinquency, our work has 

taught us (and research supports this) that individual justice agencies can exacerbate the disparity 

at each decision point. A close examination of the data and practices at each decision point can 

create a positive effect. 



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

addressed DMC at the departmental level. 

TAKING IT STEP BY STEP 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE EMPHASIS, SUPPORT AND LEADERSHIP 

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

the reduction of DMC as a key organizational objective. Accordingly, departmental resources; 

personnel practices (recruitment, hiring and training); outcome indicators; and service and 

program strategies must all support the effort. The agency administrator, him/herself, must play 

a leadership role in the development and direction of the work. A cultural competency plan for 

the agency should be developed and a cultural competency coordinator should be appointed to 

oversee progress. (See attachnlent 1, Cultural Competence). Placing a general emphasis on 

cultural competency creates a foundation for  the working group, which is responsible for 

developing and overseeing a work plan to address DMC. (See attachment 2, Work Plan 

Checklist). 

In Santa Cruz, we were able to benefit from the expertise and experience of others. James 

Be[1, staff attorney at the Youth Law Center in San Francisco and Dr. Juan Sanchez. Executive 

Director. the Southeast Key Program, Inc. gave us a valuable perspective regarding the work 

being done nationally, as well as raising our level of cultural awareness. Mr. Bell is engaged in 

ground breaking work on DMC and was, therefore, able to present not only historical 

information, but inspire a direction and pathway for our work. 

Many of the steps we took are closely related to the Juvenile Detention Alternatives 

Initiative which is supported by the Aimie E. Casey Foundation and is described in the 

Foundation's publication, "Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform, Building a Better Juvenile 

Detention System." We are grateful to Bart Lubow of the Foundation for his support. 

We also benefited from the support of Sue Bunell (along with James Bell), staff attorneys 

from the Youth Law Center, San Francisco, for their technical expertise and support of our work 

on detention reform and overcrowding which is sponsored by The Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). We also found OJJDP's material on DMC helpful and 

informative. 



All of the above mentioned individuals and organizations provided an opportunity for us to 

view the entire landscape and created a context and foundation for the work. An administrator 

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

H. DECISION POINT MAPPING AND DATA REVIEW 

The second step in the departmental effort to address DMC is to map the key decision points 

effecting decisions to arrest, book, detain, release and place. (See attachment 3, Map of  Decision 

Points). There must then be a determination regarding the availability of data, by ethnicity, for 

each decision point: If data by ethnicity is not available, a data development agenda must be 

created. As data becomes available a trend-line nmst be kept for each decision point and 

reviewed regularly to either mark progress or identify problem areas. 

Additionally, creating and tracking outcome indicators for detention alternatives and 

dispositional programs is an effective way to monitor issues of equal access and program 

effectiveness. 

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

ethnicity, quarterly. 

III .  OBJECTIVE CRITERIA FOR DECISION MAKING 

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

at each point must be developed and monitored. For example, the decision that an intake officer 

at Probation makes to hold a minor in the Juvenile Hall pending a detention hearing should be 

based on a quantifiable set of risk factors. This instrument must be fiee of criteria that may 

create an unintended racial bias. lf, for instance, extra risk points are added for gang 

involvement oi lack of employment the scale may cause a higher number of xninority youth to be 

detained for the same offenses for which other youth are released. The development of the 

objective criteria for decision making shouid involve all the stakeholders. 

It is also important to base the assignment to intensive supervision caseloads and removal 

from these caseloads on clearly stated risk-based criteria. For example, a Latino youth who is 

assigned to an intensive gang caseload based on the label of "gang member" rather than his/her 

offense history will be subjected to a level of scrutiny that could result in longer periods of 

incarceration. Several studies have demonstrated that intensive services have minimal impact on 

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



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

intensity service plans. 

IV. THE STAFF 

The goal of insuring that staff in key positions are culturally competent and have bilingual 

capacity is essential. It is necessary to establish guidelines that ensure that staff have the skills 

and abilities to provide services to a diverse client population. An inventory of caseloads and 

clients should be conducted to determine cultural and language profiles. Staff assigm-nents 

should place bilingual personnel in key positions. All staff should receive on-going training in 

cultural sensitivity, cultural competency and understanding the dynamics of DMC. (In Santa 

Cruz, our client base on the juvenile caseloads is 46% Latino and therefore 44% of the juvenile 

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

V. ELIMINATE BARRIERS TO FAMILY INVOLVEMENT 

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

involvement exist. For example, if parents do not understand the role of the intake officer and 

the importance of their ability to supervise their child; they may appear to be less than 

cooperative, thus increasing detention rates for i-ninority youth. This dynamic can be particularly 

acute when ethnic, cultural, socio economic and language differences create comiTmnication 

challenges. Programs and services may exclude families or nmy not address their needs, thus 

resulting in high failure rates. Ensuring that barriers to family involvement and court or program 

access are eliminated can have a positive impact on reducing DMC. Family conferencing and 

parental involvement at all levels can reduce these barriers. 

VI. DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES TO FORMAL HANDLING, AND INCARCERATION 

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

can result in iimreases in DMC. Going hand in hand with risk-based detention criteria, 

jurisdictions must create two or three tiers of community-based alternatives to detention. 

Involving community-based organizations and parents in these supervision prograrns can help 

ensure cultural competency and parental support. Programs that provide crisis response, 

strength-based work and wrap around services, in addition to tracking and supervision, are 

particularly successful._ Establishing and tracking the outcomes of these alternatives can help 

ensure that only those youth who do not pose a public safety risk are released. If youth make 
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their court appearances, and do not re-offend while in the community, the Court and District 

Attorney can confidently utilize these alternatives without compromising public safety. 

Utilization of these programs should be tracked by ethnicity. Additionally, more than one level 

of supervision should exist so that the court has an escalation option as a response to technical 

violations short of return to confinement. For post-dispostional youth, stakeholders should agree 

on a continuum of court approved administrative sanctions that could be imposed by the 

Probation Officer prior to arrest for probation violations. Since beginning this work in Santa 

Cruz, we were able to more than double the number of youth diverted by adding four new 

diversion programs. We also improved and modified our detention alternatives to include 

electronic monitoring with a wraparound service component. 

VII. DEVELOP A FULL CONTINUUM OF TREATMENT, SUPERVISION AND PLACEMENT 

OPTIONS 

A lack of post dispositional options, and particularly culturally sensitive programs, can 

result in an over-reliance on secure detention by the courts. Stakeholders must carefully define 

and develop the local continuum of services and ensure that minority youth have equal access at 

each level. Once again, it is important to review each program for cultural competency. The 

attached Standards of Accessibilio, can be used as assessment instrument. (See attachment 4). 

As docmnented by' research, best practices must be utilized at each step in the continuum. (See 

attachment 5, Elel~2ents of  Succes.~d Programs). 

The ability of the system to quickly move youth out of secure detention to detention 

alternatives and/or placements and programs will reduce juvenile hall bed days. Calculation of 

length of stay data by ethnicity can illustrate the need fox the development of additional 

placement and/or supervision programs, or indicate that the programs that are in place are not 

effective in preventing recidivism. In Santa Cruz the addition of a family preservation prograrn, 

school-based day treatment and a culturally competent residential drug treatment program has 

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



CONCLUSION 

The results of the work in Santa Cruz have been astounding. As was stated previously, the 

Latino population in the Juvenile Hall on any given day in 1997 and 1998 was 64% as compared 

to 33% in the general population. In the calendar year 1999 that percentage dropped to 53% and 

for the first half of 2000, the percentage went to 46%, a reduction of 18%. The Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) developed a standard equation for 

assessing the relationship between the proportion of minorities in the juvenile justice system and 

in the overall juvenile population. The index is calculated by dividing the percentage of minority; 

juveniles detained (or involved in the system at which ever point is being measured) by the 

number of minority juveniles in the overall juvenile population. An index value of more than 

one indicates over-representation and one represents proportional representation. Expressing the 

Santa Cruz results in the OJJDP index, prior to beginning the work on DMC the Santa Cruz 

index value for Latino youth in detention was 1.9 (similar to the national figures on DMC). The 

index is CUtTently 1.4. 

The work of reducing DMC is an on-going process, which is never entirely complete. It is 

recognized that the work of one agency, or even the efforts of the entire juvenile justice system 

may not eliminate DMC, however, we have demonstrated that one agency can make a difference. 

This is particularly true of Probation Departments, which are responsible for many of the key 

decisions points in the Juvenile Justice continuum. 

Permission is given to copy and distribute this material as long as the materials are maintained 
unchanged and no fee is charged to the recipient. Judy Cox can be contacted at Santa Cruz CounO; 
Probation, P.O. Box 1812, Santa Cruz, CA 95061-1812; email. judv.co.v@co.sonta-crttz.ca, tts. 



Juvenile Detention Reform in Santa Cruz County 

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

After an arrest for an alleged offense, a youth may be placed in the juvenile hall pending due 

process through juvenile court. The law requires that reasonable efforts be made to keep a 

juvenile at home and in their community unless public and personal safety issues rise to the level 

where a release home is not feasible or there is a strong likelihood that the juvenile will not make 

his court appearances. The purpose of detention, prior to the court determining that an offense 

was committed, is to ensure that due process is carried out without jeopardizing safety. The 

ultimate goal of the juvenile court is to rehabilitate. Probation workers and judges use discretion 

to apply legal standards in determining whether a juvenile should be released or detained. This 

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

Since 1997, the Santa Cruz County Probation Department in conjunction with the County 

Administrator's office, the Board of Supervisors, and the Juvenile Court have been working on 

the issue of crowding in their juvenile hall. This has been a collaborative on-going effort 

utilizing detention reform as outlined in the Annie E. Casey Foundation Juvenile Detention 

Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) Pathways documents. After working with five different sites 

around the country JDAI found that there were some basic strategies that could be applied to 

help address this difficult problem. These strategies v/ere collaborative planning, objective 

admissions practices, case processing innovations, data driven decision making, and alternative 

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



o To reach consensus anaong all juvenile justice agencies about the purpose of  

secure detention and to eliminate it's inappropriate of  unnecessary use. 

o To reduce the number of  alleged delinquents who fail to appear in court or 

commit  a new offense. 

o To use limited juvenile justice resources in a more efficient manner by developing 

responsible alternatives to secure confinement rather that adding new detention 

beds. 

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

In January 1997, Santa Cruz County experienced its highest monthly average daily count (61) in 

the juvenile hall. The Santa Cruz juvenile hall has a capacity of  42 beds. That means that every 

time the population went beyond 42 youth, the facility was in a crowded condition. Years of  

research and court cases have concluded that overcrowding produces unsafe, unhealthy 

conditions for both detainees and staff. An article published by the National Juvenile Detention 

Association and the Youth Law Center summarizes crowding's  impact: "Crowding affects 

every aspect of  institutional life, from the provision of  basic services such as food and bathroom 

access to programming, recreation, and education. It stretches existing medical and mental 

health resources and, at the same time produces more mental health and medical crises. 

t..zwvumg pzac~s UUU~t~VnUt stress vn tzzc physical plant and makes it more difficult to maintain 

cleaning, laundry, and meal preparation. When staffing ratios fail to keep pace with population, 

the incidence of  violence and suicidal behavior rises. In crowded facilities, staff invariably 

resorts to increased control measures such as lockdowns and mechanical restraints." There is 

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



increase in costs beyond what is budgeted for the use of on-call staff and overtime to meet 

mandated staffing requirements. In such conditions, one might ask if rehabilitative goals are 

being met or if, on the other hand, the crowded institution has the unintended negative effect of  

exacerbating problems that promote delinquency. 

The crowding experienced in 1997 in Santa Cruz County had been building over a number  of 

years. Each year the average daily population was a few more than the previous year. The costs 

of crowding were building for the county to the point that decisions had to be made regarding 

where the allocated dollars should best be spent. It was decided to bring the Juvenile Detention 

Alternative Initiative ideas to Santa Cruz and to work on developing a good risk system at the 

flont gate of  detention and to develop sound alternatives that would be directed by the 

determined risk. The research shows that low risk cases can be released at intake, as 

incarceration is not necessary. Medium risk cases need some form of alternative supervision for 

youth to be maintained successfully in their community. 

The most commonly used alternative for these cases is home supervision. A juveni le  is actually 

detained but released home under very close supervision with daily' visits from probation staff. 

When supervision is combined with electronic monitoring it provides an alternative that the 

Court is willing to order in those cases that before would have otherwise remained in custody. 

PF'I_ Hc success rate -~'"-- - " u, mesc programs is excellent, in Santa Cruz w'e have experienced a 95% 

success rate with home supervision and a 98% rate with electronic monitoring. Success is 

defined as the attendance at all court hearings without reoffending during the court process. In 

temps of cost, both of  these alternatives are relatively inexpensive when compared to the cost of  

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



Santa Cruz added a community provider service component to the program. Healthy activities, 

such as counseling, twelve step meetings and supervised outings are provided by a non-profit 

community agency in partnership with probation staff. Additionally, parent advocacy and 

assistance through the court process is provided. This component added to the success operation 

of the detention alternatives. 

Detention reform is a two-part issue. As we have discussed, there is work that must be done at 

the front gate to the system. The next step is just as important because it is about how cases are 

processed through the system. In addition to controlling the number of cases that gain entrance 

to the institution, the length of stay of must be controlled as well. Unnecessary delays in the 

court process must be recognized and addressed. Essentially, crowding in an institution is based 

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

The average length of stay in Juvenile Halls in California according to the latest figures from the 

Board of Corrections is 27 days. The length of stay in the Santa Cruz County Juvenile Hall 

varies between 9 and 10 days. We do that by monitoring all of our decision points on an on 

going basis. We have streamlined our court process and cases are moved to wherever the court 

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

Many crowded juvenile halls in California have children who have appeared in court and been 

ordered into out of home placement and are waiting to be delivered. In Sanla Cruz a youth who 

is receives a court order for residential care is moved to placement in less than two weeks on the 

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



securing residential care. In addition, we have developed a number of alternatives to placement 

and have a strong emphasis on keeping children with their families and in their communities as 

much as possible. We have done this by developing strength-based, wraparound services 

delivered in the community and at day treatment sites. This has been done in partnership with 

our County Mental Health Department and community-based providers. The result of this is that 

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

Since 1989 Santa Cruz County Probation has been a key partner, with Santa Cruz Children's 

Mental Health, in the California System of Care established by tile Children's Mental Health 

Services Act to create a service delivery system that is community-based, comprehensive and 

distinguished by full integration of interagency partners. Services are to children and their 

families who are at-risk of court ordered out-of-home-placement. The essential values of System 

of Care are as follows: (a) family preservation: children should remain in their homes with their 

families whenever possible; (b) least-restrictive setting appropriate to their needs when out-of- 

home placement is necessary; (c) natural setting: children benefit most from mental health 

services in their natural environ.ments, where they live and learn; (d) interagency collaboration 

and coordinated service delivery system; (e) family involvement: family participation is an 

integral part of assessment, intervention, and evaluation; (f) cultural competence: service 

effectiveness is dependent upon both culturally relevant and competent service deliver},. 

One of our ongoing efforts is to monitor all of our decision points having to do with detention. 

We do this with a committee made up from all the stakeholders in the system. This 

overcrowding committee reviews all the data including data on gender and race issues. Our 

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



confinement. At one point our detention center was averaging a population of  61 with 

approximately 64% of those cases being Latino. The demographics for Latinos in Santa Cruz 

County for children 10-17 are 33%. We looked at this issue systematically, after controlling for 

offense factors, by analyzing our decisions and looking at how we may have exacerbated the 

situation. When we found barriers we attempted to overcome them. We develop new services 

when we determine a need or gap in the system. The outcome is that we have dropped 

disproportionality by about 18%. Detention Reform and work on disproportionate minority 

confinement work go hand in hand. They both must be considered in developing strategies to 

solve crowding. 

We have been able to lower our average daily population in our Juvenile Hall so that our facility' 

has not been crowded for the past 19 straight months. This has led to a 40-50% drop in our 

detained population. As a result we have had fewer incidents in our facility, and the children 

who nmst stay there are receiving the kind of programs from which both they and the community 

benefit. From the County's perspective, this effort has led to considerable savings for the 

County,, which for the most part has been redirected towards more front-end services. It has also 

helped reduce liability issues. 

Detention Reform is a much better answer than trying to build our way out of  crowding. It is 

cost effective. It does not create undue public safety risk. It provides intensive supervision of 

medium risk cases in their homes as they are pending court and reduces inefficiencies in the 

court system. Those youth who pose a particularly serious risk to public safety are continuing to 

stay in custody. Hopefully they will not have to stay in crowded juvenile facilities, nor will they, 

have to stay any longer than necessary. In Santa Cruz we measure accountability in terms of the 
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extent to which youthful offenders repair harm to their victims and the community, as well as 

their engagement in competency building activities, not by how long they sit in an institution 

pending court or pending services. We believe that our detention reform effort is integral to 

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

detention facilities. 

Note- For more information about the Pathways series contact: 

The Annie E. Case), Foundation 

701 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, Md. 21202 

(410) 547-6600 

(410) 547-6624 fax 

w~v.aecf.org 
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Circuit  Cour t  of Cook County 

J uvenile 

D etention 
A lternatives 

1[ nitiative 

C 0 0 ~  C O U H T Y  DA'Ir'& 

17 5.5 MILLION D 350 

E] 12,000-15,000 [:I 35-45 

D 8,000 D 498 

B 9 0 -  120 D 848 

B 14 

COOK COUNTY DETENTION ISSUES 
I D E N T I F Y I N G  TIlE N E E D FOR S} 'STEM R E F O R M  

I1 Chronic Overcrowding in the Detendcm 
Facility. 

FI Proposed Construction of New/Expanded 
Facility. 

FI Limited Relationships Among Juvenile Justice 
Agencies and the Community. 

B No Policy-Driven Detention Screening 
Criteria Applied At Intake. 



Managing Risks Notetaking Guide - Sifferrnan 

DETENTION ISSUES (Cont'd) 

I1 High Detention Rates For Status Oftienders, 
IVlisdemeanors & Property Cases. 

[1 High Detention Rates for FTA's and Technical 
Probation Violations. 

D Limited Management Information Regarding 
Detention Population and Length ofStav. 

tt No Community-Based Alternatives To Secure 
Detention�9 

E S T A B L I S H  A C O L L A B O R A T I V E  

THE HORRIBLE 

C O O N  CGUN'U 'Y  J .D.A.O.  
E X E C U T I V E  C O M M g T T E E  

B CHIEF JUDGE 

D COUNTY BOARD 

PRESIDENT 

ll PRESIDING JUDGE 

n STATES ATTORNEY 

D PUBLIC DEFENDER 

g PROBATION 

o POI.TCE 

n DETENTION 

n MENTAL HEALTH 

D EDUCATION 

n FAITH COMMUN. 

I1 NOT-FOR-PROFITS 
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J.D.A.m. 
P R I M A R Y  Ol3,,J FCTl iVES 

I REVISE DETENTION SCREENING PROCESS 

I PROVIDE PRETRIAL SUPERVISION TO AT-RISK MINORS 

11 ESTABLISH COMMUNITY BASED DETENTION 

ALTERNATIVES 

n MINIMIZE JAW'S & CASE PROCESSING DELAYS 

I] INCREASE ATTENDANCE @ COURT HEARINGS 

I] REDUCE LENGTHS OF STAYS IN DETENTION 

11 ADDRESS CULTURAL COMPETENCY 

11 IMPROVE ]TDC CONDITIONS, SERVICES & PROGRAMS 

J LIVII!N I LII! DETEHTIC~IN 
3Y O F F E N S E  CATIEGORIE$  

VIOLENT 
TECHNICAL OFFENSES 
V I O L A T I O N ' S ~  29% 

PROPERTY, 
DRUGS 

37% 

DEVELOP NEW STRATEGIES 

~C, AR THE HORRIBLE 
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DETENTION CENTER USE 

I] POLICE DETENTION g PRE-PLACENENT 

I1 WARRANTS • RUR STAGING 

[] PRE-TRIAL D IDOCSTAGING 

n PRE-DISPOSIT IONAL I] TRANSFER HEARINGS 

g DISPOSITIONAL g AUTOMATIC 

0 VIOLATIONS OF TRANSFERS 

PROBATION 0 TRANSFER APPEALS 

ADMISSIONS TO DETENTION 

P O L I C E  A D M I S S I O N S  

D E T E N T I O N  S C R E E N I N G  

I N S T R U M E N T  

�9 :. J U D I C I A L  A D M I S S I O N S  

D E T E N T I O N  ALTERNATOVES 
C O N T I N U U M  

DE'B'EN'F~ON CENTER USE 

g POLICE DETENTION 

O WARRANTS 

D PRE-TRIAL 

D PRE-DISPOSITIONAL 

D DISPOSITIONAL 

I] VIOLATIONS OF 

PROBATION 

-~ PRE-PLACEMENT 

RUR STAGING 

0 IDOCSTAGING 

0 TRANSFER HEARINGS 

n AUTOMATIC 

TRANSFERS 

0 TRANSFER APPEALS 

4 
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F O R M E R  I N T A K E  P R O C E S S  
. . - -  - , , %  

I] POLICE INITIATED -IX TO ]TDC 

JAWs & VIOLENT FELONIES 

B MISDEHEANENTS W/OUT PARENTS 

[] REFERRALS WAITED 8 WEEKS 

DON'T WAIT TOO LONG 
TO ASK FOR HELP! 

. ~ , ~ , . ~ . ,  . . . . . .  �9 . . , , , : r *  ~ 

~tmE,0R~lB~ : ~ ~ .  

- - ~  

N E C E S S A R Y  STEPS B E F O R E  

D E V E L O P I N G  R,A.I.  

F1 Develop consensus on purposes of secure 
detention 

D Establish cleat admissions criteria 

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

| Develop capacity to to collect and analyze 
accurate intake data 
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ESTABLISH CLEAR CONCENSUS 

H~?.,,AR THE HORmBLs 

.,-d_-:~~/_Z~.-,..;>... % - ,,,-~.~--.. ,~ 

I ~ ~ ~ i /  7 ~ - ~ ~ J  

DE'ff'EE~TIO~ SCRIEEE~I]~G 
R I S ~  [F~C'ff'ORS 

D INSTANT OFFENSE 

H PRESENT STATUS 

D COURT HISTORY 

I] EXISTING COURT ORDERS 

N HOME SUPERVISION 

R E \ q S E D  SCREENING PROCESS 

g PROBATION h,~n-,HOR!ZAT!O,~! P, EQUIRED 

n POLICE INITIATED TX CONFERENCE 

D R.A.I. APPLIED BY PROBATION OFFICER 

n NON-SECURE CUSTODY STATUS 

[I EXPEDITED REFERRAL DATE IN 21 DAYS 

6 
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DETENTION SCREENING 
RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 

. �9 . ' "  " z ,  " - . . : , .  . , . .  

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE 0 - 1S PTS. 

P R I O R  COURT REFERRALS 0 - 7 PTS. 

PAST FNDGS. OF DELINO.  0 - 7 FTS. 

CURRENT STATUS 0 - 6 PTS. 

CASES P E N D I N G  A D J U D I C A T I O N  0 - 3 PTS. 

CASES P E N D I N G  WARRANTS 8 or iS PTS. 

HOME C O N F I N E M E N T  4 PTS. 

ELECTRONIC M O N I T O R I N G  15 FTS. 

TOTALSCORE 

RgS~ ASSESSN1EN'~ 
0NSTRLOMEN3" SCORgNG 

DISC. ISION SCAI.E 

SCORE 0-9 

SCORE 10-14 

SCORE 15 ~ 

AD,MINISTRATIVE OVERRIDE 

( ) N O  ( )YES I,tEASON: 

FLeA L I)ECIS ION 

( ) D E T A I N  ( } REI.E/,.SE 

AUTIIORIZE RELEASE 

COMPLETE NON-SECURE 
DETENTION OPTIONS FORM 

AUTIIORIZE DETENTION 
FOR ,M INORS 13 & OLDER 
(COMPLETE NON-SECt'R E 
OVTIONS FOR <13 YR, OLDS) 

( ) RELEASE W/CONDIT IONS 

INITIAL RESULTS 

200% 

[1 75% OF CASES SCREENED - DETAINED 

I] 70% OF DETAINED, RELEASED BY COURT 

7 
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INCORPOR~%TE DATA INTO DECISIONS 

- :~ -:~ / '., ~ . .  ~ / /  .,~, 

M O D I F Y I N G  T H E  R . A . I .  

rl ANALYZE DATA 
B ESTABLISH WORKGROUP 
I1 ADJUST WEIGHTS & THRESHOLDS 
I] SIHULATE IHPACT ON PRIOR CASES 

11 PRESENT RESULTS TO EXEC. COM. 

I1 INITIATE DRY RUN & PILOT RUN 

I] DATA DRIVEN CONCENSUS 

D E T E N T n O N  S C R E E N I I N G  
D E C R S g O N S  ( L A S Y  1 2  N O S . )  

B RELEASE 
W / C O N D ,  - ~  

19% 

8% 

o RELEASE 
29% 

DETAIN 
44~/u 
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C O O K  COUNTY  J U V E N IL E  T E M P O R A R Y  DETENTION CENTER 
A'VERAGE 51ONTIILY POPULATION 

1996,1999 & 2000 

8t~J I /h~0"-~776 

61~ I + ~ - - -  ~ 9  . . . . .  

41~ '  k t l 2 -  

JA?~ ]FEB M,'~R APR ,MAY JU,'~ JUL AUG SEP OCT ,~,OV DEC 



aurisdictionaB. T e a m  T r a i n i n g  
Tippecanoe County, Indiana 

July 17-18, 2001 

CONTE'qUUM OF CARE OPTIONS AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

Paul DeMuro 
82 Essex Avenue 

Montclair, NJ 07042 
T: 973-746-9525 

E: PDeMuro@aol.com 

Note-Taltdng Gufide & Handouts 

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

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



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

i ,~ ,~0n~,, , t0, ' .a~, . .0s:  
I ~ s . ~  co.s=der.prJor 
J ~ l ~ n U ~  alternauves: 
] ~ ; ~ l ~  detention programs in 
j ~  th8 continuum: 
[ " ~  4 ~  for the r]evelopment o! 

detention alternatives in th eir jurisdiction. 

6-H-1 



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

• R s a s o n s  

@ "~, TO ~ed[JCe Crowding ___ * 

2. To lncrease P, ccountability 

3.1"o Keep Costs Down 

g 
J 

The explicit purnose of a detention 

alternative is to provide appropriate 

supervision to youth who would have 

been detained in secure detention so 

thatwhile remaining In the community, 

they remain arrest free and mare their 

court hearings, 

/ J 

6-H-2 



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

I ~ _ ~ ~ c q u a t e  supervision to 

7 CrRical Principles 

~ .~ 1. Culturallyre]evantand accessible 
~ 2. teastrestrietJve, butprovidclorl]ublicsafety 

~.' ~ 3./~nO-netwidenlng 
" 4. Providelorcontinuumolsupervisionbasedonriske. 

~ ~ clear measures of success 6. Have 
~ ~ 7. Data driven and routinely monitored based on clear 

outcomes. 

6-H-3 



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

@ i ,ooeorcoo~uo,t~no!oo,,o. 
o Day and [vening Reporting Centers 

~ ol ,esidentia, ntternatives 

L++ i.o+.ooo+,,o+,o,o.,o 

• necis|on-Ma~ng Process 

On-Going Operation and Nanagement 

6-H-4 



Identifying & Implementing a Continuum of Detention Alternatives 

I I ~  2 ~  held In secure detention. 
I ~ e  better served elsewhere. 
I ~ g  and vlat]le alternatives. 
I I ~  4 ~ d m l t t e d  to alternates. 
I ~ ~ P  screening Instrument 
I ~ c e  community and pul]lic. 
I , ~ . , ~ ~ n  operalJ o n el program. 

_ . . . . . .  

8. ~onitor i]rogram's eflecUveness. 

6-H-5 
...... D - K  



West Virginia durisdictional Team Strategic Planning 
Charleston, West Virginia 

August 22-23, 2001 

CONTINUUM OF CARE/ALTERNATIVES 

Al Lick 
Division of Juvenile Services 

3303 E Main Ave 
Bismarck, ND 58502-1898 

Ph: 701.328.6194 
F: 701.328.6651 

E: alick@state.nd.us 

Note-Takdng Guide & Handouts 

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

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



COOK COUNTY JUVENILE PROBATION DEPARTMENT DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMEN~ 
Screen Data :  

rH  OFF ICER:  

)R R E S P O N D E N T :  

Jex:  M / F 

FA C TQR 

1. 

I 1999 Screen T ime:  : A . M . / P . M .  Screener:. J238 

Dist r ic t :  

DaB:  Aoe 

Race: WHITE / B L A C K  / H I S P A N I C  / A S I A N  / O T H E R  

M O S T  SERIOUS I N S T A N T  OFFENSE: 
(Choose only one i tem indicating the most sefiou6 charge) 

YD: 

Automat i c  Tt~q~fer Case0 
V lo~n t  Fo]cm~= -- (Murder, Armed Robbery wi th Handg,Jn, Home l a y m e n ,  ACSA, UUW-Gun, 
Age B a t t -  Bodily Harm, Ago VahicuI~-r Invasion. Age Discharge of e F~rearm, Age Battery with a firearm) 
Other Forcible Felonies -- (Robbery, Kidnapping, Intimidation, CSA, Here Crime, Agg Beta, Vehicle Invasion) 

Other Offenses 
Felony S~a of Cannabis (Class ] or 2. felony amount), Arson, DCS 
PCS w/~nt deliver, ResidentialBurglary, UUV,f (not a gun), Possession Explor, Jve~ 
Felony Possession of Narcotics/Drugs for S~o or Other Felohies 
,=~isdemoanor Possession of Narcotics/Drugs or Other Weapons Possession 
Other F,~sdo.ma anor s 

Not Picked up of} Now Offon4~ (WARRANT} 

15 
15 

10 

10 
7 
5 
3 
2 
O 

. P R I O R  C O U R T  R E F E R R A L S  (Choose o ~ y  one item} 
Prior IDOC corr, mi tment  
Prior court  refarr~N within the last 24 hour period 
Prior court  referr~, with4n the last seven days 
Six or more totaJ court referr~.Is within the last 12 months (# 
One to f~ve court referrals within the last 1 2 monlhs (# 
P4o court  referrals w i l ~n  the last 12 months 

. PAST F I N D I N G S  OF DELINQUENCY - -  CLOSED PROCEEDINGS (Chooss or4y or~ item) 
Pest Fin<:ling of Delinquency on a ~olent  felony 
Pest F'3r~ing of Delinquency on a felony 

Past Firming of Delinquency on a r ~ l e m e a n o r  ( l  of fir,dings x 1 up Io a tota~ of 3 points) 
No Past Finding of Oelinq.~,r 

5 
4 
1 1 2 1 3  
0 

4. CURRENT C A S E  S T A T U S  (Choose only one item) 
IPS 
Probat ion (# } Super',45ion (# } MULTIPLE DISPOSITION DATES 
Probat ion (# ) Super','i~ion (# } SINGLE DISPOSITION DATE 
P4ot an active case 

5. PE--I-ITIONS PENDING A D J U D I C A T I O N  (Choose only one item) 
3 -~ Petit ions Pending (# } 
2 Peti l ions Pending 
I Peti t ion Pending 
No Peti t ions Pcndin, g 

6.  U N D E R  P R E - A D J U D I C A T O R Y  ORDER OF H O M E  C O N F I N E M E N T  

, 

a 

W A R R A N T  C A S E S  
Category  1: 
Category  2: 

(Choose or'Jy on~ ,',e,m} 

Mandatory Oatondon 
Non-Mandatoey Detention 

V I O L A T I O N  OF JUVENILE  ELECTRONIC IVtONITORING 

DECISION SCA L 
Score 0-9 
Score 10-14 
Score 1S + 

1 5  
8 

15 

TOTAL 8CORE 

AUTHORIZE RELEASE (with notice of prlodtized data for w  Co.nforonco) 
COMPLE--[E NON-SECURE DETENTION OPTIONS FORM 
AUTHORIZE DETENTION (for rr/no<'~ 13 yea~ of ~{~ ~'ld ~ l ~ r )  
(Complete no.n-Qe(:x.xo c-u=tody (>pHons for rr~no,'~ under 13 yomre of ago b(ifm'o ptacorr,0nt 1~1o eOCLVO d~tsntlc~) 

OVERRIDE (Supervisory ~ppfuv~l is r~.quitod} 

D NO E] YES REASON: 

.]H,4L OEqtsloN 

MR Hva~ at: 

P ~  {~veo w~th: 

C3 DETAIN E] RELEASE RELEASE WITH CONDITIONS �9 

Apl . .  Ci ty:  CHGO/ , ~ __.__. 7 1 p : ~  

R~lation: Pt, o~:3127~O/ '708/ '773/8  47 



. ,  " l  

xg~ t ~ o ~ n  

etnatlc Tramfer .  15+ yeu'~ Old) 
z.lo 
241 
242 
245 
234 
243 
256 
2,31 

D d  Cool Sub - School Ororn'~ 
D~I Corrt Sub - Public Hooting 
lrt rW. School Cs~o~-~s 
PCS v~'lra to Dlvr c~n School or CIIA Or r ~  
Aggravated Crimlnal Sexual A.l:tauh 
Xiurd.c'r 
Robbc~ - Armed wida Fm:armA/T 
Aggrav Vchicula., llija.cklng with F/A 

C I R C U I T  C O U R T  O F  C O O K  C O U N T Y  
/ u v ~ i l c  Di~i~.~ - Proh~tlon D e p a n n ~  

0f C'karge~ 

330 
334 
339 
341 
342 
343 
40g 
442 
444 
44O 
520 
534 
540 

Exploi'tafion ~fn Child 
~s:ra', 'at~ Hre.um 
A4Lgravated Batlery/C_ntal Bodily 1t a.rm 
Aggravated Vd'dcultr Inv'a.sio,n 
Aggravated Vth.lo.da.r Hijacking 
@v01d l~tlet)' with Fia-ca.rrn 
Attempt Murder 
t.n.rw-seho~ ~ (non A/T)  

t.rt;W-F"wc~rm 
~ 1  Sexual A.~xaml't 
Aggravated Crimlnad S.e:cu~ A . ~  
Invot,ara.~ M tmlaug~'~ 

552 
570 
571 
372 
573 
399 
556 
543 
54g 
777 
541 
539 

R ecklex.~ H ~  
A.rum - Ag~'avttcd 
Helnout B trtcry 
H or162 In','Lfion 
Robbery - ~ Fireurn 
A.rrr~ Vi,.'q eno: 

Mut d.,a" 
S<>tk~t~'~ o4" M u:rd.er 
| ~ ct-s:~ t cw  a.rra~-R 
~'.h,-mfau~-+~cr - Vc>tu~.-,~ 
Kic~cp~,g Aggrava~d 

JA03 - 10 POINI'.~ 
335 Vehicle I n v'a.sion 
338 Vehicle Itij acklng 
3~ t5  Vehlcul~. Erdan genr, e'~ 
423 Anem~ Aggravated 
427 .,krtc-mpt A.gg Cfim Sex Ax.tautt 
507 Aggravated B+a fiery 
33g K idrae pping 
550 Ag.g Crlmlrtal Sexual A~t~e 

411 Anen-~ A.rm.ed Rob&:ry 

2A~L:dgA~LhZ~ 
351 Urdtwful D~liv'try Carn'utb.h 

- Clx~ I & 2 Fel Am1 
347 Hue Crgr~ 
403 A.rtem~ Crkninal Sexu.J,.J ~uh 
503 A.rtc~ 
533 Cr'h'ninal Sexud A/xt~ 
574 Cor~otled Sut'~.Jmc~ - D, clivca~ Ea r 
580 Gtng Organh~ion R e c r u i ~  
535 Lr~ i.rr'd d.tt ion 
346 Stalki~ 
527 Fue.u'm - Urdawful Sole of 
3 4 . o  A g g r ~  ~ou,~ry 

,.IA05 - 7 
333 
319 

524 
585 
445 
564 

326 
3,37 
311 
324 

Po~ Cntl Sub w/L'~ to D.eli','ec 
Urd a~fuI I3r C~.,~tb~ 
- M isckrr~ea,',or 
E x ; ~ i w  r ' c ~  
R e'sid.c~i ~ l~.u" gl t.,'y. 
Weapo~,  Ltrdav,~l Sde of 
Lrrdawfut Lr~ of ' ~ , '~on  

C,:m'~l - Cord'by Thr ,..ai 
Agg P 'os.~mio.n Stolen x,'ehlclr 

Durglt.u, " ' to Amo 

.Lx07 -:ALQlb_.~ 
352 P ~ i o n  of Ctr='utbis - Fr Arr~ 

Bring Cora.t ab.~,',d into h'~ittrtiot~ 
Child Pcx'r, ogra~y. Sexual 
Ju vc-nile Pimping 
Art,-nv, t K i a = , . ~  

aO9 Artcrrr~ Cri~nlnal Sexual Ab,..tsr 
~i0 ~ ~ o~b~, 
,412 ~cn~ Ti~f c~ A~o 
414 ~ " l ~ f  over $300 
424 ,,~J't ~ 
4,32 A._rterr~ Agg~','~ted ~ l  Sex 

433 ~ Aggravated Sexual A.h.Lve 
434 A.tlcrr~ Aggra',~.~l Sex with Fa.mJly 
32g F~gc'O/ 
544 Cc~az~lled Sub.,a pcasc~ion -Felorry A.,r:<~rg 
554 Re~rni~ - trrtlawf~l 
558 T ~ f  ~Au~o 
560 "I~fl o',x-r $300 
566 Sexual Rel~iocm"dp v,%h Family 
577 Pr c>f Slolcn AOao 
422 A.~orr'~ R~icka"~ixl B~trglary 

~AO'8 - 3 POINTS 
312 
313 

32g 
348 

435 
350 
504 
446 

t h~ t.ah,.~ ,_z,..SS t c,o g .--,flY,,' r.. a6,.c 
Pos.tc~i.-~, cf C a.re'ubh 
- M i ~ . ' , , o c  
Poucsa Cc~,: Dang We %..-,,.',.o 
Mi.~L'~n~_-,.-,r Sale ~" Cz:-a"~bl 

A."t crr~ F c%'v'r7 
'TI"~ f of Ftrrarm 
~ u l ~ .  Ag.gr'a,,'~ ed 

Pc~ of ~ k"d 

,IA~- ;~ pOh"q5  
302 
3O3 
.",O5 
30g 
.~'9 
310 
311 
314 
31." 
316 
31.7 

31g 
32O 
321 
336 
401 
4O4 
.105 
413 
415 
416 
417 

431 
4'14, 

Ticket Scalping 
Er~ntc r ing  Li.fe/H~tth C'ffild 
Ccx~trlb,.rting Io Neglect o.CC'ffitd 
Poa~:~rl'bcft D~c~ion D c v ~  
Vand.alia~ 
Aiding a Fug~b.'c 
~ S e r v ~  ~ a Proct~ 
A.tlerall.on Id~'~ifg:~6.c~ o4" Vdakl.e 
CYo~ Serv i~  D.cfraud EJ.o: [k'v'ice 
t.lrdawful Sale o( Fi~'-e'vr 
Lt_avi~_ M ~  Vehicle 
Peddling Mer~umd~ witho~ Lieer~ 
Hkd~h~h~g 
thalawful t%.e o4" a C o t r ~  
I.z~ing 
A-,lmn:~. Crlm I~magc Io 

Arlem.~ Retell TI"~ ft 
Anerr~ Th~f theft $3OO 
Arterr,~ D,r Pra.ctk:4: 
Ancrn~ T1~fl from Perum 
Anerr~ Th<f L o ~ M h  
Anerr~ Sex within F~'fily 

Anerr~ Cdm Tterp~..s to 
An+rn.~ " l ' ~ f  ~'orn Amo 
Artcrr~ Th~ f from Coln OV M i~h,b,e 
A/lerr~ T}'~fl orCky Pr~y 
, ' ~cn '~  Pc~ o+" t~m'~ ~..  Too~ 

~ , ~  ~-.~-~ h I 

438 ~ 13.atlery 
4 9 ' 9  I , ~ I , . ~ 1 ~  
500 Abortion 
501 Ak ~ Cury. tD'ildulr~ 
502 A i:f ~ - t~lawfid Sale 
506 13~ry 
5.o8 B+,"o+. Acc<:~:~ 
509 ~ - off~ 

512 B u r g t ~  Tool - P ~  of 
13 Civil R i ~ ' ~ .  V tolat~ 

s l4.  c o ~ .  
51~ Cr~r~.~ Dm~=~ u~ ~ e r t y  
5 ! 7 Cr'imir~ Tre~pa.~ to Vd.ficl-e 
~19 t3ectr6o, g r ~  
521 ~ Ce.-i&~ 
522 Di.n.fib~e A b ~ i  f~ien:l 

525 Fa~.e Fn~ Alarm 
526 t~r~c~ I~mt~f~  M ~  
~ 9  O t m ~ i ~  
530 O L,'n~ia~ - K e c p ~  ~ of 

532 Olur Sn.ifI'mg 
536 t ~ o ~ t m  g C ~  - Sale of 
537 Is~ox~c~mg C ~  - l.t~c of 
~42 Mob Ar162 

54.6 Pro~ iP..~ i.<:,n - F~I k ldn g 

.547 
549 
551 
553 
557 
559 
$61 

563 
565 
568 
~ y  

575 
576 
57g 
579 
581 
5g2 
593 
594 
586 
587 
55g 
591 
592 
593 
594 
595 
.~96 

Pro~i'txrd.~ 
Public L"~,Se~mr 
Recklc. Cot~d~c~ 
Rcsi~'~.g or ~ Polk 
5o~ick~L-~ 
Th~n L~ $3OO 
~ - l~io~ ~ T1rext 
Thcf E0r Pc-nu~ 
Tiff - t.ueJk{~l-dd l:Vopo'ty 

Uoret~=~ Ckm 

D~'ra g~ t9 Su~ S~p P 

U'rd a'.,,~l 't.b.c o.l"Crrd~ Cm'~ 
t .~awful  p c m . e s s o ( ~ t ~ c  

T h c f  
Crlrnlral Trmpxxs to L.u-,d 
Por.sexs D,mg pa~rtph.crrudi~ 
Retail Thcfl 
T,.,Tverlng with VdaJr 

Ctl l  H at~tur~'~ 
Rcaldcr'~hl Then 
Theft of S a",6ce 
l[~a.~ WKnctJ hy Cocra'r~r 
Dxn~,gc to Coin (>p M ada;'r, 
Theft Cr, t r~ o4"C~ Op M," 
Crlm Tre',pt,-~ 1o R e:fid.en~'c 



COOK COUNTY DETENTION SCREENING INSTRUMENT 
NON-SECURE CUSTODY OPTIONS 

~Vhere do we send a minor whose screening score 13 14 or less and whose parent(s) or other 
responsible :adult Is not willing or available to sign an affidavit of non-secure cus.tody? 

l t a s  contact been made  with a paren t  or o ther  responsible adult art home? 

I # 

I YES oR [ NO 
h t h e p a r e n t  or o ther  responsible  adul t  at  home, available 
and wil l ing to superaqs.e the m i n o r  a n d  sign an affidavit? 

Is the  minor  wi l l ing to go home? 

xe_vual ahu.se  to o m i n o r  in the  h o u s e h o l d ?  Did alleged hehaHar  i . l ~ h , e  ph)'. ical or 

t N O  t 1 
Is there  a . ~ h e r  household with a respnn.ffble adul t  willing 
a n d  able to supem4_~e the minor  and s ign an af f ida Wt? 

Is there a shelter rare bed m~i laMe?  

H O M E  I [OTHER RESPONSIBLE 

I [ ADULT'S HOME 

q YES ,,~ 

D o ~  the  trdnor mee t  shelter care tr i te- in? ~ 

I [ S|{ELTERa 
CARE 

[ N � 9  

.gTDC 

=Male only, ages 10-16, no known communlcable diseases, not In need ol" medical treatment, not under the 
influence ol'drugs or alcohol, not char~cd with cHmlna! sexu=l abuselassa.lt or violent felony. Minom 
gcheduled for ~hlr-ty-slx hour non -secu re  r  h e ~ r l n o  i .  ~ .q , , , . -~ . l . ,  . , . , - ,  t t - ' . l " T t ~  . . . . .  t_ . . . . . . .  



 ;Trcu# Courl of C ok 
Wuve iIe 5usli,:e Divisio  

Yuven ; e De en i n C ntinuum 

Court Notification 

March 1995 

Written notice and 
telephoned re- 
minders to all minor 
hororor~ndent house- 

in adv,'mce of 
every court hearing 
during the pre-adju- 
dicafion stage at pro- 
ceedings. 

Avg. Daily Notices: 97 

Community Out- 
reach Supervi.~ion 

October 1994 

Court-ordered cam- 
munity based super- 
vision of pre- 
adjudicated mifiors 
in detention jeop- 
ardy for up to forty 
five days. 

Capacity: 30 

Present Enrollment: 17 

~erviced to Date: 2,030 

Average Daily 
Population: 12 

S,ece, sf, t 
Completion Rate: 94",~ 

I 
Home Confinement 

October 1994 

Court-ordered condi- 
tional release from 
secure detention. 
Evening and week- 
end supervision by 
probation officers for 
up to forty-five days. 

Capacity: 223 

Pre~ent Enrollment: 
Pre-adjudication: 142 
Port-ad~udlcation: 99  

Totak 241 

Serviced to Date: 
Pre-ad)udicatian: 10,627 
Port-adjudication: 
Totak 17,574 

Ayeeage Daily 
Population: 24S 

Succ~gful 
Completion Rate: 94.2% 

February 1, 2001 

Evening Reporting, 
Center 

Dccemher 1995 

Court-ordered com- 
munity based pro- 
gram combined with 
Home Confinement 
for prc-  or post- 
adjudicated wards 
facing consequences 
for VOP or JAW's 
for,up to twenty-one 
days. 

Capaeio,: 125 

Present Enrollment: 108 

Serviced to Date: 6.451 

Average Daily 
Population: 1 og 

S, cce.r.rf, d 
Completion Rate: 95.1% 

S.W.A.P. 

A ugu.vt 1995 

Court-ordered Sher- 
iff supervised work 
program in lieu of 
comparable disposi- 
tional term in the 
JTDC for up to thirty 
days 

Daily S#e Capacity: 50 

Program 
Enrollment: 114 

,~ervlced to Date: 4.443 

Average Daily 
Population: 

Weekdays..... 7 

IVeekends..... 17 

,~ttceeslfitl 
Completions: 2,639 

- -  l ~ ' ~ l i g l l l i ~  ff a[qli ,ql:aIl i i l~li : lI ; i l i ;r  lh ; ; ; i i[gl:: i i if i , i ; ; . :  " I ; : y  , i~qii , , ' !al~5,d, . , i  t; ,dlifi ' i ; ,IF;;;i;l/l~i;;i[;;[ ILl:l; ~,lltgidl'l  

Electronic 
Monitoring 

June 1996 

Court-identified mi- 
nors released from 
secure detcntion un- 
der special order of 
electronic monitor- 
ing. Probation offi- 
cers engage and su- 
pervise m collabora- 
tion with the Sher- 
iffs Department. Vi- 
olations resull in ex- 
pedited judicial re- 
view of custodial sta- 
tus; 5 to 21 day's. 

Capoci,3.: 110 

Present Enrollment: 54 
Serviced to Date: 2,041 

Average Daily 
Population: 60 

9uccessfitl 
Completion Rote: 96. 4% 

[ 
*v:I, 1'5;': ;d':;![}l;l: 'I,ilId:l~"; ]' ' i :;  ;,i :il, , ,; .il: F,l~g;ri;I'i]l~ll] J:;l, E 

Staff Secure 
Shelter 

October 1995 

Non-secure deten- 
tion alternative for 
minors who are 1) 
diverted from police 
or JTDC custody by 
detention screening 
officers because of 
parent/g?4..ardian tin- 
availabflitv; or 2) 
qualified JTDC mi- 
nors vdthin thirty 
days of being placed 
in'a long term non- 
secure setting as di- 
rected by the court. 

Capac~,: 20 Boys 
I5 Girls 

Present Enrollmenl: 
10 Boys 
7 Girls 

Serviced to Date: 5,343 

let verage Daft), 
l'opulatian: 11 Bo),~ 

6 Girls 

Youths A WOL: 184 

l"tolations: 81 

S.ccessf,,! 
�9 o ~  Completmn Rote." 96.3, o 

-lllq.l.:,;,rd:pnl'fll'o~i~:l',l.ll~,g;iht.'V~.r, Ir.~i4"~;i'dY"g~:~g% 

t Successfitl completion Indicates that the minor remained arrest free during the ome of the pro,wren. 1")~ tr,'s arc' calculated from January 1997for flame Confinement. 
. . . .  ~ . ~ , . . '  . . .  ' < . .  { 3 . ,  1. . , r t r  t ' ~ r  ~ t O ~ C l ' ~ ' t ' ' t r t  ' ~ l t ' ] l l ' r  



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 c o h o l  use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
S ign  o f  d rug  u s e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

A n g e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Non  c o m p l i a n t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A g i t a t e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D e p r e s s e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D i s o r i e n t e d  ( l ime ,  p lace ,  p e r s o n )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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 t he r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A s s a u l t i v e  h i s t o r y  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I n ju red  p e r s o n ,  pat.  a n i m a l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D e s t r u c t i o n  o f  p r o p e r t y  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  v i o l e n t  e p i s o d e s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  S c o r e  

3. H i s t o  0 ,  O k  

A rson .  iqre, s ta r t ing  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Su i c ide  a~ [empts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
S e x u a l  ac t ing  (o f fense .  agg ress i on ,  prorn iscui ,b / )  . . . . . . . . . . .  
Proper-b/ des ( ruc t i on  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F requen~  f ight ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F requen~  17rag . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  c h e a t i n g  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r e q u e n t  s l e a i i n g  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Has  no  k i e n d s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F r i e n d s  - n e g a t i v e  p e e r  g roup  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Has  no  bes t  f r iend  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  S c o r e  

5. D i s p o s i t i o n / s e l f  i m a g e  

M o o d  s w i n g s  - m i ld  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

M o o d  s w i n g s  - s e v e r e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

S e l f  i m a g e  - l o w  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

S e l ;  i m a g e  - v e r y  n e g a g v e / i n a p p r o p r i a t e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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 t u s i o n  as to s e x u a l  ident i ty  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D o e s  no t  "i'~t in" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
N o  d i r e c t i o n / g o a l s  in l ife . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Fa ta l i s t i c  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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  

2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
2 
3 
1 
3 

1 
3 
1 
3 

Low Risk 0.2 p's _ _  
Med Risk 3 p:s 
HighRisk 4-10p's 

Low Risk 0.2 p!s 
t~ied Risk 3 p:s 
l-ggh R;sk 4- I I  p l s . _ _  

Low IRis'.: 0-2 p:s 
t,;ed Risk 2, pts 
High Risk 4.12 p : s  

Low REsk 0-2 p~s 
t.led Risk 3 p:s 
I-ligh Risk 4.5 p:s 

Low Risk 0- I p's _ _ ~  
~,ied Risk 2 p(s _ _ ~  
High Risk 3-5 p . ' . s _ ~  

Low Risk 0-I p ~ s . ~  
Med Risk 2 p t s . ~  
High Risk 3-5 p:s 

TJPC.MP.Ol.OS.g5 



I11 F A M I L Y  S T A T U S  

1. 

2. 

3. 

Relationships 

Non suppor t i ve  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Lack  oi' s tabi l i ty  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D iso rgan ized /Chao t i c  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  S c o r e  

P a r e n t a l  S u p e r v i s i o n  

Poor  parent ing skil ls . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ine f fec t i ve / inadequate  discipl ine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Incons is ten t  expectat ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Con t r i bu te /encourage  de l inquency . . . . . . .  " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
No  superv is ion/ l imi ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  S c o r e  

Parental~Family P r o b l e m s  

Emo l i ona l  instabi l i ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Psych la t r ic  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Cr imina l i ty  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Subs tance  abuse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Fami ly  v io lence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mar i la l  d iscord  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  S c o r e  

C I R C L E #  
A P P L I C A B L E  

2 
2 
3 

2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 

CHECK 
A P P L I C A B L E  

Low Risk 
Med Risk. 
High Risk 

N 'A 
2 p~s 

3-7 pts ------------_ 

Low Risk O-1 p!s 
t'Jed Risk 2 p~s 
High Risk 3-11 p's 

Low Risk 0-2 p[s _ _  
Med Rs 3 p~s _ _  
High Risk 4-15p~s 

II1 A S S E S S M E N T  A N D  R E C O M M E N D A - F I O N S  

This is not a va l idated or scientific test. It is a genera l  assessmenl  meant  to iden.t!f'/ problem areas and service needs. The 
evalua~.o,"s (J.P.O.) exper ience in deal ing v,,i[h socia l / iami ly  problems plus c o m m o n  sense j udgemen t  are crucial e[emen.:s 
to be incorpora(ed into the iqnal assessment  and recommendat ion .  

Children v,,ho score in 2 or 3 areas of high risk in Sect ion I t.te,q~al Heakh S~a~us; 2 or more in Secl ion II Educa,tiona! S[a:us 
and one or  more  in Sect ion III Family Status v,'ould appear  to ',','arrant cons idere [ ion  of full psycho log ica l  testing. 

Childre,q scor ing in similar areas as med ium risk or have fewer high risks scores deaendina on the sect ion may or may r,o.'. 
be reterred for test ing. A j udgement  call by the eva lua tor  is part of the process.  

ASSESSMENT:  

High Risk Med  Risk Low Risk 

I # 

prob lems p resen ted  

R ECOML',IEN[_)ATION: 

(Chi ld)  is r ecommended  for full psychological  test ing wkh  the specif ic 

Lsdna.  (Chi ld)  is not recommended  for psycho log ica l  = '" _ 

J u v e n i l e  P r o b a t i o n  Of f i ce r  Date 

TJPC-MP-01-05.95 
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~te: 

D E T E N T I O N  CENTER 

Sect ion I. Ident i fy ing  Data 
Youth 's  N a m e :  

A K A  N a m e :  

D E P A R T M E N T  OF J U V E N I L E  J U S T I C E  
DETENTION RISK A S S E S S M E N T  

Broward Detention 

S S N  
D J J I D  

Referra l  ID 
HRS CIS 

Record Check 

Date of Birth: Age :  
Race: Sex: Eyes:  

NumberlStree~ 

Ci~ .SLa t~Z_Ip  C o d e  T e l e p h o n e  

Oal~ Sc reened  Time Screened Assl~n~ Counselor Program Area 

[ ]  [ ]  
Schoo l  or VVork C o n t a c t e d  ":ge,~ t"a 

Contac ted :  
[ ]  [ ]  
Yes ; ' a  

Alteged O.ff,enses C ate got'/ 

F.S. 

Parent /Guardian F.S. 

F.S. 
N'.:mbeHS[ro e: F.S.  

F.S. 
CkyrSta~elZIP 

Telephone.  Home 4%'r r k: La'#' ~nferc~'rr',.e~t/.ger,~/ Name and IO or B a d g e  He.. 

~S 

nVGvacdian I n : e r H e w e d  
[ ]  [ ]  
,','o [ ]  

[ ]  
Time [ ~  

t,~ a v'rl ~ 

1. Face ~o Ft,:e Y~ut,'t a~-'ise~ el r:gb, t to legal cou::.se[? [ ]  Y e s  ~ No 
2. Telephone Pra:ec{h-e Serdc.es record check7 [ ]  Y e s  ~_j t ' a  
3. Unable to Con:eel Curten~ aIleg~{!on c fAbuse /Ne .g l e~  Pending? {~ "  Y e s  ~_. No 
4. t.le~ssaga Le~ H;stc.:'/ ot Cor, fv'rned or Indicated Abuse.,'Neglec~? [ ]  Y e s  ~ t 'o  

Mother Type: Fh:fsical Abuse [~ Sexual Abuse C~ Neglec= [ ]  Ern,,a'ic.-.a! 
P-,ela:ior, ship (It aeai!ab!e pro,.,~e inpu', on ass igned counselor  an... = ~.tatus in b4arra{[','e.) 

Section II. A D M I S S I O N  CRITERIA 

A. 

Yes [ ]  

Yes [] 

Y~s [ ]  

Yes [ ]  

Youlh h a s  b e e n  delivered and Ihe t:.lto,,,,.ing cd~eria as eu::;ned in s. 35.044{2), F.S., lnd;c.a:e :he youth's e:i:ibili~y for 
deten t ion  care :  

,'qo [ ]  1, The you lh  is ;t ',eggd to be an es..~pee or an absconder  from o commitment prog,"a.."n, a co."nmun;,D" 
control program,, t'urlough, or aP.z.r--.~r~ supervision, e r  is a~eged to have esc.~ped v.,,'hile bekag lavr:'.uliy 
t ranspor ted lo or ; tom such pm..9~,"~m or s,.:,perv]sioh, or [~,e Ghild is v ; a n ~ d  in anoLher jurisdiction for  
an o f fense wMch i [ comm;~ed by an adu[l. '.vou'.d be a le iony;  

/no [ ]  2. The youth is c ,~a~ed wi:h a de!;ngu:r,: a ~  o" viola'.ion o f  law and requests in ~.~gng t h rough  lega l  
counse! !e be detained for prc:e~;an from an i;'r,-n[n6n~ physic,~l :hrea~ ~o t-,; ~. pe,'-sana[ safe~y: (A~ach 
dacumen:a: ion)  

t ' o  [ ]  :3. The youth is c.hgfg9~ w;'h c~mm~fing am oEens :  of  domesUc v ia lenoe against  the ch i ld 's  p a m n L  
sibling, spouse, or offspring and is de:alned as p~-ovided in s.39.O42(2)(b}3. F.S., In, aosordanc-e w{th s. 39.042, 
F.S.. a you:h may be he!d in secure detenficn tar up lo 4~. t',our.s if a nespite he.me o r  s imi lar  a u t h o r i : e d  r~siden',ia[ 
[acllRy is ncl  a'r 

No [] 4. The youth I.~ charged with a c.ap:lal f~Io.%,., a I;,% felony, a felon7 ot'lh*. 6r~t d_-~ce", a N l o n y  o ;  the s e : o n d  degree 
that. does not involve a vi=la:ion c4 Cha~ter 892,. F.S.. or a /e[ony o~the [hi,'d degree  that  is a l so  a cr ime o; 
violence, including any such o~ense i.'~vclvi.'~g :he usa or possess[cn or' a /i:ear~. 

�9 

F a d e r  ~5 requi res an atf i r rnal ive answer Io at leasl one of the quatiGets be[ore a yes answe  r c.an be recorded  (s, 39.04-4(2)(d). F.S.), 

OJJ 2049. 2t9~ P a g e  1 of 4 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

3. 1 fe lony  adjudicat ion or aJludicat lon withheld or misdemeanor  adjudicaLions or adjudic_2'.ions .,,;i:hh~td 1 

Lega l  S ta lus  
I, C o m m i ~ e d  or  detent ion 8 

2. Ac t i ve  communi ly  conlro l  cases with last adiudic.-atlon ot adjudication withheld wkhln 90 days 6 

3. Ad. lve  communi ly  control  cases w~th l.'gSl a d l u d i c ~ o n  Or adiudlcalion withheld ITlOm than s day~ ago 2 

Aggrava t ing  or  Mit igal ing Circumslances 
1. Agg rava t i ng  factors (add Io score) I -3  

2. Miligadng f a d e r s  (subtracl .from score) 1-3 

The juvenile probalion offmer must  fully document  the reason far scodrlg ~ggravadng or mi:igaling pointg. 

Oe la [n lRe lease  Decis ion 
0 - 6 point~ =- telea,',e T O T A L  ( S u m  A-E)  
7 - I 1 po ln ls  = non,secu:e or home detent ion 

12 or more  points = .secure detention 

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 l D e c i s l 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 )  

It" the Juvenile probation o?:.]~er bel ieves I,hat a youth who is eli,:giblo lot detention b a s e d  up.an the ra~ult.s c :  the risk a s s e s s m e n !  
ins{rument '~houldhe released,  the ntate a . " tomeymuslbe  contac-ledto approve re lease  (s. 3S.04z(1)(c}. b~_ = :;{ate eRorn~)-aLso 
may ~pprove home or non-secure  detenHon lot e ycuth who scores eligible lot ~ecure  detention The ju','e.".;:e p m b a d o n  o ~ c e ;  must 
documen t  the reasons /or the recommendat ion  in ~he o0r section. 

2. (a) S ta te  Aflom%,' contacl~J7 Yes [ ]  No [ ]  

N a m e  

(b) ,State A,'lorn~ 7 dec~ston 

S e c t i o n V .  S c r e e n i n g  D e c i s i o n  
Detention: Yes 0 t~3 

P l a c e m e n t  [ ]  Secure [] 

Criminal Background Check ds, ne9 

R e l e a s e  to: N~me 

Address  

Detain [ ]  Release [ ]  

[ ]  H.a',m: :~:io,'~ c[ Headcg: Hearing Data: Time: 

.H o.m e O Nca-se:ure  [ ]  Staff,-Sec.vre D .Rasp;to [ ]  Release 

Results 

Te lephone  Time 

S e c t i o n V l .  N a r r a t i v e  

Ju.eenile Probat ion Of f icer  Onto Reviewed by Da te  

J S 

Detention Review Special i~ '  D a ' e  

OJJ 2049. 2138 P a g e  3 o~ 4 
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I " ,AULTNOMAH C O U N T Y  D E P A R T M E N T  OF J U V E N I L E  JUSTICE SERVICES 

RISK ASSESSMENT I N S T R U M E N T  (RAI) III 

'mis to be used only when elecltonic RAlls unavailable. It rnusl be enlered inlo lhe eleclronic RAI as soon ,as il is availab e 

Date/dine youth  brought  to DELH/Admissions: Date/Time of Intake Screening: 

YOUTH'S NAME Case # Ref.# 

DOB: 

SPECIAL DETENTION CASES (CIRCLE "DETA IN"  FOR ALL APPLICABLE ('ATEGORIES) 

Escape from secure cus tody  Detain 

Arrest warrant  (Detain w i t h  l imited except ion, see def ini t ions) Detain 

Type of Warrant:  Fail t o  appear E]  Judic ia l  O i l ( ca r  opposes release [ ]  

(Check all that  apply) Unable to locate [ ]  Judic ia l  Of f i cer  opposes release [ ]  
Other (specify: ) [ ]  Judic ia l  Of f i ce r  opposes release [ ]  

If Judicial Off icer doesn ' t  oppose, do no_[ treat as a special detent ion case�9 Screen according to pol icy.  

In custody youth  summoned  for hearing Detain 

Detain 

1 
Court ordered 
(Check all that apply} Communi ty  Detent ion Violat ion 

Day Reporting Violat ion 
Electronic Moni tor ing Violat ion 
Law Violat ion 
Probation Violat ion 
Other (specify: ) 

~ I O U S  INSTANT.  OFFENSE (CIRCLE HIGHEST APPLICABLE SCORE) 
Q 

' ~ ' e n t i o n a l  homicide (aggravated murder, murder) I 7 

Attempted Murder or Class A Felonies involv ing violence or use or [ h :ea teneg  use of e weapon 
(including Rape I, Sodom,/ I, and Unlav.,ful Sexual Penetration I invo lv ing  forci~:e compulsion) 12 

Class B Felonies invo lv ing violence or use or threatened use of a weapon  8 

Rape I, Sodomy I, Sexual  Penetrat ion I not involv ing forcible compuls ion  7 

Class C Felony invo lv ing violence or use or threatened use of a v-ea.~on 5 

All other Class A and B Felonies 5 

All other Class C Felonies 

fvlisdemeanor invo lv ing  v io lence,  or possession, use or threatened use o f  a weapon  

All other Misdemeanors 

3 

3 

1 

PtobadoniParoie V io la t ion 1 

Other, e.g., status o f fense (MIP, runaway,  curie,.',', etc.) 0 

ADDITIONAL" "" CURRENT OFFENSES 
�9 . . . . .  . .  �9 . .  , . 

i i  

SOORERA.G  0 17 SCO Eil :i: 

�9 : .- ' . . : : . , , .  . : : (IF APPLICABLE, CIRCLE HIGttEST SCORE) 

Two or more unrelated addi t ional  currenl  Felonies 3 

unrelated addi t ional  current  Felony 2 

SCORE RANGE 0 - 3 SCORE 

R A !  
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e g u l a r  s c h o o l  a t t e n d a n c e  or  e m p l o y e d  

(C IRCLE A L L  T H A T  APPLy_  

-1 

~spons ib l e  a d u l t  to  a s s u r e  s u p e r v i s i o n  and r e t u r n  t o  cou r t  -1 

N o  L a w  V i o l a t i o n  r e f e r r a l s  w i t h i n  past  y e a r  (applies only to youth with a prior history of law violations} -1 

Fi rs t  L a w  V i o l a t i o n  r e f e r r a l  a t  age  16 or  o l d e r  -1 

F i rs t  L a w  V i o l a t i o n  r e f e r r a l  { i ns tan t  o f f e n s e )  -1 

N o t  on  p r o b a t i o n ,  f i rs t  UTL  w a r r a n t  and  u n a w a r e  o f  w a r r a n t .  -2 

No  FTA  w a r r a n t  h i s t o r y  (youth must have had a delinquency court appearance history} -2 

SCORE R A N G E - 9  to  0 SCORE T O T A L  

A G G R A V A T I N G  F A C T O R S  ( 'CIRCLE A L L  T H A T  A P P L Y )  

N o  v e r i f i a b l e  l o c a l  c o m m u n i t y  t ies  3 

P o s s e s s i o n  o f  a f i r e a r m  du.rin 9 i n s t a n t  o f f e n s e  w i t h o u t  use or  t h r e a t e n e d  use 2 

R e p o r t e d  h i s t o r y  o f  r u n a w a y s  f r o m  h o m e  w i t h i n  pas t  s ix  (6) m o n t h s  12 or motel OR ] run a w a y  f r o m  
h o m e  and  1 r u n  f r o m  p l a c e m e n t  1 

R e p o r t e d  h i s t o r y  o f  r u n a w a y s  f r o m  o u t - o f - h o m e  placen-, ,ent v. , i th in pas t  s ix (6) m o n t h s  12 o, morel 2 

M u l t i p l e  v i c t i m s  in i n s t a n t  o l l e n s e  1 

D o c u m e n t e d  t h r e a t s  to v i c t i m / v A m e s s  ( i ns tan "  o f f e n s e )  1 

SCORE R A N G E  0 - 10 SCORE 

T O T A L  . : . . . . .  : . :~. . .  

.~ :.%...-,.- ' . :.:.. . . . . .  v 

" D E C I S I O N  S C A s  

TOTAL "W'i 
s c o n E :.. : :  :. : : : p .  i.:::}%- 

" /-:.:~ ::{-5 ~,-.- . . . . . . . .  ' . . . .  ' " ~ ..-.-:.:-: : : . - .  } Z , . . - : ' : :  - :  - . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : - : .  . . . .  -- 
�9 . ;  . 

.. . OVERRIDE  : " " .... . : : :". ' ;  s 

D e t a i n  [ ]  

C o n d i t i o n a l  Re lease  [ ]  

U n c o n d ; ' i o n a l  Re lease  [ ]  

Spec ia l  D e t e n t i o n  C a s e s  [ ]  

12 - Over  D e t a i n  [ ]  

7 - 1 1 C o n d i t i o n a l  Re lease  [ ]  

0 - 6 U n c o n d i t i o n a l  Re lease  i ~  

S U M M O N S  

Y N 

P r e l i m i n a r y  H e a r i n g  S u m m o n s  [ ]  [ ]  
I S u m m o n s  to prelim il s c o r e  o v e r  6 or  youth is being 

r e l e a s e d  on  a ' . ' . 'ar ran[ ,  o n  a c h a r g e  i n v o l v i n g  a 

w e a p o n ,  on  a U U M V  c h a r g e ,  d o m e s t i c  v i o tence ,  o r  

is being placed in a s h e h e r  care placement lhat 
requires a ptelirn.l 

�9 Y N 

S h e l t e r  P l a c e m e n t  [ ]  [ ]  

i. r ,--, ;.,,p r OV = d by :  

R e a s o n :  

Does youth meet statutory criteria for detention 

Y N 

[] [] (If no ,  y o u t h  M U S T  be r e l e a s e d . I  

R A !  
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~IC~4 PROJECT: 
RIi-VIS~ED RISK ASSES.SrEKT II'(FA.KE I ~  

XE l ~ l S ~  

'(~.rth ~ s N ~  

.o.B, ____y____y.__ S0x: _ _ h a l e  ..._.__.Ferrule 

' 8 0 0 :  ~Vhlto 
Othor  

Black ____Hispanic 
Specify:_ 

__) lat iva ____Asian 

~Jnty of .~ Isd i~ ion  

~t~ntion Faci] i ty  

~ h ' s  L i v i n g  Arr&q<jement: __ 
' a t  I n t a k o )  

C~ l-k~rrm Prlvato Troatment Agency 
__DYS [ ~  DAH 

Othar S ~ I f y :  

I es~d C~ f~n~a: 
(ff, o$[ serlou~ chlrs~. ) 

Adn l~s lon :  Oate ~_____/.__ T ( ~  : a.m, p.m. 

.~nt ion ALrth<>rlZ~d by: ~ r c ~ a t i o n  C~Jr. t 
. ____~her  S p e c i f y :  

r e n t  P ic~-up  OccUlt a t  Tirr~ o f  13~t~ntion? Ye~ 

Intake S t a f f  DYS 

__~o D o n ' t  Know 

Jin<j Oona~nt { i ~ a ~  a t  Time o f  { ~ t e ~ t i o n ?  Yes ._.__}~o Don ' t  Knc~ _ _  



ALAB~J~ I>ETE~IO~ I~JECT: 
REYISED RISK ASSESS~,E~fT IIYTAKE I ~ S ~ F  T 

Fal|ure t o ~  

I f  you th  f a i l e d  t o  appear  f o r  p r i o r  c o u r t  h e a r i n g ( s ) ,  s e l e c t  
t h e  most s ~ r l o u s  charge  ever  I n v o l v e d  in  those  h e a r i n g s :  

r  A Fe lony 
C la~s B Fe lony  
V i o l e n t  r  C F e l o n y  
CYche~ Cla~s C Fe lony  
C la~s A H t s d e r r m a r K > r s  

Othe~ M tsden~anors 
Non-Cr tmtnal  V i o l a t i o n s  
Status Of'fonees 

10 
10 
10 

5 
5 
4 
4 
3 

Total failures to appear during past year 
( i . e . ,  separa te  hearings) 

( M u l t i p l y  I m~d J)  FAILURE .TO APPEAR SCORE = 

J 

. S C O F t E - ~ ~ :  I f  P U B C I C ~  or- FAILL.RE TO A~P'F_A,R soore.s ~..re: 

Oto5= ~ t r c ~ l y  ccYl~idor relea_~o or a l t e r n a t i v e  sup~J~v ls ic~ .  

6 t o 9 =  s t a f f  f o r  rmlom_~e t o  a l t e r r ~ t l v m  muperv i31on o r  cc~t i r~Je in 
~ c u r e  c ~ t ~ n t l o n  ( i n  t h e  event  t h a t  y(~Jth rema ins  in  s~c~Jro 
d e t e n t i o n ,  docuT~nt  t h e  r ~e~_sons - -  sore O ~ e r - r  i d ~  s ~ i o n  
b~ low) .  

10 o r  rn~re : s t ron<j  c(x~dldate f o r  s e c u r e  d e t e n t i o n .  

C;'ZE-R-R I DES : In th=  even t  t h a t  a d e c i s i o n  is  mad• t o  d 0 t a i n  a yo~rth ~,~o 
soores  0 t o  5 p o i n t s  on th~ PLt~LIC S A F E L Y  o r  FAILURE TO APPE/~R 
r i s k  s c o r e s ,  d o c u ~ n t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  d e t a i n  ms f u l l y  ms 
p o s s i b l e .  In a d d i t i o n ,  i f  a d e c | s t o n  is  made t o  d ~ t a t n  a 
youth ~,~o score~ 6 to 9 polnts, record the reasons for that 
decision. 

t # 



SECURE CUSTODY 
NEEDS ASSESSHENT FORM 

Name of Juvenile: Arresting 0fficeri 

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 band column. 

I. Host Serious Current Offense 
A. Juvenile eligible for transfer to adult court 

based on offense and age 
B- Offenses Against Persons 

i. First or second degree murder, 
aggravated rape, aggravated kidnapping 

2. All others 
C. offenses against Property 

i. All Felonies 
2. All Hisdemeanors 

D. Drug and other offenses 
" i. Drug distribution 
2. Possession of drugs with intent to 

distribute 
3. Possession of firearm, bo~b 
4. Felony possession of drugs 
5. Offenses without victims 
6. Traffic, Wildlife, and City 

Ordinance Violations 
7. Non-criminal probation violations 

Number of Prior Arrests (last 12 months 
6 or more 
4 to 5 
2 to 3 
] 

III. Under the Influence of Drugs or Alcohol at 
Time of Arrest Yes - 2 No - 0 

IV. 

I0 

V. 

i0 
7 

i0 

8 
8 
6 
3 

0 
0 

TOT~ SCORE 
DETAIN/RELEASE DECISION: 0 - 7 RELEASE 

8 - 9 HO.~LE DETENTION 
OR OTHER STRUCTURED 

HO~ SUPERVISION 
i0+ DETAIN 

*SEE OTHER SIDE FOR SPECIAL CIRCUMST~ICES 

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, iO 

Probation Status 
Active Probation case, ne~ criminal offense 6 
Active Probation case, non-criminal 

violation 4 
Active Probation case under FINS 0 
No active probation case 0 



i ; , \ 
"1 

I. 

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 R  A s s e s s m e n t "  

A d m i s s i o n  Cr i te r ia  (If each of the fo l lowing  4 i tems are a n s w e r e d  no the you th  m u s t  be  re leased,  l fany,  of 
the items are a n s w e r e d  yes,  complete the risk assessment) 

Yes . _ _  N o _ _  

Yes N o  

1. Youth is alleged to be an escapee/absconder from a commitment program, community 
control program, furlough or aftercare; or youth is ,.,.'anted in other jurisdiction for felon}, 
level offense. 

2. Youth charged with delinquent act / law violation and requests detention for protection 
from imminent physical threat to h is /her  personal safety,: 

3. Youth charged with capital, life, first degree or second degree felon,," or an,," violent felony. 

4. Youth charged ,,vith burglar}; grand theft attto, an}" offense involving use of firearm, or 
any second or third degree felon}" drug charge and: 

Yes__  N o _ _  youth has record of failure to appear at court hearings; or 
Yes__  N o _ _  youth has record of law violations prior to court hearings; or 
Yes__  N o _ _  youth has already been detained or has been released and is awaiting 

final case disposition; or 
Yes__  N o _ _  youth has a record of violent conduct resulting in ph}'sical injur}. 

Yes N o  

Y e s _ _  N o _ _  

II. R isk  A s s e s s m e n t  

A. Mos t  S e r i o u s  C ur r en t  Of fense  

1. 
2. 

All capi ta l ,  life and  first degree felony PBL ................................................................................. 15 
All o the r  first degree  felonies, vehicular  homicide, v iolent  second  degree  

felonies ,  or y o u t h  wanted  by other  jurisdiction for fe lony offense  ...................................... 12 
3. Second  deg ree  felon}" d rug  charge,  e scape / abscond ,  an}" third degree  felon}" 

i n v o l v i n g  use of firearm, burglar) '  of occupied res idence ..................................................... 10 
�9 ' Violent  third degree  felon}'. .............................................................................................................. 9 
5. All o the r  second degree  felonies (except dealing stolen p r o p e r t y )  ............................................ 8 
6. Dea l ing  s tolen p roper ty ;  third degree  felonies that qual i fy  for de ten t ion  ................................ 7 

7. Reckless  displa  5. un lawful  d ischarge  of f i rearm ........................................................................... '4 

B. O t h e r  C u r r e n t  O f f e n s e s  and  P e n d i n g  Charges  (separate  inc iden t s )  
1 Each f~:lon~.. .......................................................................................................................................... 

2. Each m i s d e m e a n o r  ............................................................................................................................ 1 

3. Pr ior  f e lony  arrest  wi thin  last 7 days  .............................................................................................. 6 

C. O f f e n s e  H i s t o r y  

1. Th ree  felon)" ad judica t ions  or '.vittd~eld adjudicat ions last 12 m o n t h s  ...................................... 4 
2. T w o  felon}" adjudica t ions  or with.held adjudicat ions last 12 m o n t h s  ......................................... 2 

3. O n e  fe lony  ad judica t ion  or wi thhe ld  adjudicat ion or m i s d e m e a n o r  adjudicat ion or 
w i t h h e l d  ad judica t ion  ................................................................................................................... 1 

D. Legal Status 
1. C o m m i t t e d  or de ten t ion  ................................................................................................................... 8 

2. Ac t ive  coma-nunity control  case and  last adjudicat ion withLn 90 d a y s  ...................................... 6 

3. Ac t ive  con- tmuni ty  control  case and  last adjudicat ion more  than  90 d a y s  ago ......................... 2 

E. Aggravatin~c~vlitigating Factors 
1. Aggravat ing Factors (acid I -3 points to score; document reasons fully) 
2. Mit igatkng Factors (subtract I -3  points; document reasons ~u]ly) 

Total Score (add A through E) 
Detain/Release  Decision: 

0--6 = Re lease  7-11 = Nonsecure  or  h o m e  detent ion 12+ = .S~cure de ten t ion  

�9 Contains slight modifications to format and lan~juage. 
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N J D A ~ C e n t e r  for Research & Profess ional  D e v e l o p m e n t  
Jurisdiction Teams Project: Annotated Bibliography for Classification 

CLEAR, TODD R. & GALLAGHER, IQENNETH W. (1983). BIANAGEMENT PROBLEMS IN 

RISK SCREENING DEVICES IN PROBATION AND PAROLE. EVALUA TIONREVIEW, SPRING. 

The result of  a risk assessment is not a t.rue prediction of  a client's behavior. It should focus on 
behavior potentials, not predictions. 

The supe~dsion standards play several functions. Most directly, the supervision standards organize 
Line officer resources around the caseload. That is, the specification of supendsion iequirements 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 the 5, provide for greater accountabili~" and enforced differentiation of 
supervision via an easily administered system of accountability, the}, may also fail to distinguish 
some difference between clients that ought t o  be considered. While most e:dsting 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 directly toward the development of workload 
measures instead of  caseload measures of supe~'ision. 

General poi.nt 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 supeta'ision policy to reorganization of staff and workload. 

The authors hope that adn'finistrators become fanMiar with the method of screening as well as the 
practice. In the process, the}" will learn how to operate screening systems as managerial tools; the}" 
will anticipate the problems these devices will raise; the)" will elaborate on tl~e skeletal, e.-dstmg 
practices to find total systems that suit agency needs. 

GOTTFREDSON, D.M. (1987). PREDICTION AND CLASSIFICATION IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

DECISION ~LAKING. IN D.M. GOTTFREDSON & M. TONRY, (EDS.), PREDICTION AND 

CLASSIFICATION: CRIMINAL JUSTICE DECISION MAKING (PP. 1-20). CHICAGO: 
UNFx'ERSITY OF CHICAGO PRESS. 

Gottfredson links classification to the efforts mak.ing criminology a science. He offers a description 
of the h.istory of classification and prediction, exploring the methodological and ethical problems. 

Gottfredson's defmition of classification should be one of  the In:st 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 defmition of classification leads very nicely to discussions of constitutional require- 
ments that violent inmates be separated from non-violent inmates (minimizing within-group 
variability while maximizing bem:een-group variability) and the matching of offenders with appro- 
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priate e:visting 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 perspectix'e needed to understand, in general terms, classification 
and prediction. 

GUARINO-GHEZZI, SUSAN, & BYRNE, JAMES M. (1989). DEVELOPING A MODEL OF 
STRUCTURED DECISION NL~KING IN JUVENILE CORRECTIONS: THE ~'IASSACHUSETTS 

EXPERIENCE. CRIME r 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 service 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" authoritw. 

Model 1 
(Legislative) 

Model 2 
(Judicial) 

Model 3 
(Administrative) 

Legislature > 
Washington State 
Legislature enacts 
a presumptive  
sen tenc ing  code 
(based on offense 
severity + priors) 
Legislature allows 
judges to determine 
specific programs for 
juvenile offender 

Legislature aUows 
judges broad 
discretion on the 
in/out  decision 

Judiciary -t> 
Specific sentencing 
code to lmxit judicial 
discretion 

Pennsylvania 
Judges  have power 
to make  specific 
" t reatment  plan" 
sentences 
Judges can commit a 
juvenile to the 
juvenile corrections 
agency, but the): 
cannot specify 
treatment 

Juvenile Corrections 
Specific security 
levels identified for 
serious offender 
limits administrative 
controls 

Judicial control over 
type of program 
placement limits 
administrative 
control 
Massachusetts 
P lacement  
decisions are 
de te rmined  and 
managed  by the 
juvenile corrections 
agency 
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There are a number of applications of the objective risk classification system in administrative 
decision-making models: 

1. To determine type of disposition (i.e., the in /out  decision), 

2. To 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 Senfices (DYS) to limit unpredictable "staffing" decisions by objectively clas- 
sifying youths into levels according to their predicted risk of  recidivating. In this system, an 
individual risk assessment foUowed by a needs assessment identifies the appropriate amount of 
program staucture and thereby designates the optimum placement level. 

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

1. To structure discretion in placement decisions by automatically ta "ldng into account 
known risk factors. 

2. To retain rehabilitative services within the program risk levels that address individual 
t_reaunent issues, thus emphasizing a policy of improved crime control through 
t.reatment. 

3. To specify and monitor the degree f su-ucture and control provided in contracted 
private sector programs, thus establishing a policy of  public sector control over private 
sector communit T treatment programs for juveniles. 

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

1. Classi~'ing the risk of recidivism among juvenkles placed in one of four levels of  
corrununity control; and 

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

Massachusetts Department of Youth Services experience with classification systems suggest that 
~,tu,_ to do ,,.it, satetv or treatment are Vuuu~ . (and that t-)'picaUy marketed as 

justifiable "pragmatic" concerns) guide decision-makk~g at critical points in juvenile corrections 
systems in Massachusetts. 

Agencies must address the foUowing 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-making 
while at the same time retaining caseworker discretion. 

Organizations, such as DYS, must overlay as comprehensive and as rational a structule for manage- 
ment intervention, classification, and decision-making 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). JU-VENILEJUSTICE & YOUTH VIOLENCE (PP. 178-182). 
THOUSAND OAKS, CA: SAGE PUBLICATIONS. 

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

Howell links classification to graduated sanctions, a critical component of the Q j 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 prediction, 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 communita 
decision ma "Idng 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 IMPLE2FIENTING THE COMPREHENSIVE 

STRATEGY FOR SERIOUS, VIOLENT ANDCHRONICJUVENILE OFFENDERS (PP. 189-230). 
WASHINGTON, D.C.: OFFICE OFJUV-ENILEJUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. 

This is the seminal piece for understanding classification systerns. Howell's later work (1997) is a 
summary of the materials contained in the Guide and in Chapter 6 of the Sotlrcebook. 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 
man)" are the same as those included in the Sourcebook. Howell outlines the method for 
developing the classification system. 

The difficulty with the development of a classification system is its comple.'dt?.'. 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). TREATblENT AND THE ROLE OF CLASSIFICATION: A RE\qEW 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: primary 
causes of illegal behavior; present situation; and future prospects, particularly in absence of 
treatment. 

The preceding differences and similarities, such as life ciscumstances 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 "categor)"' 

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 ,,veil 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 categor}" or type of individual. 

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

PARENT, D.G. ,  LEITER, V., I'CENNEDY, S., LR'ENS, L., WENTWORTH, D. & WILCOX, 

(1994, AUGUST). CONDITIONS OF CONFINEMENT: JUVENILE DETENTION AND 
CORRECTIONS FACILITIES (RESEARCH REPORT) (pp. 94-95). \VASHINGTON, D.C.: 

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. 

S. 

Conditions of confinement is a significant research effort by OjjDP. It is a comprehensive look at 
file institutional services within juvenile justice. Therefore, references to classification are restricted 
by the nature of the institutions. 
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Paren t  et. al. linked classification with separation as two distinct but  interrelated procedures  to 
manage  correctional facilities. By making it possible to separate disruptive f r o m  non-disrupt ive 
residents ,  effective classification protects  the personal safety o f  both  juveniles and  staff. Accurate 
chss i f icat ion systems also permi t  the use of  "step down"  programs to m o v e  you th  to a lesser 
restrictive env i ronment  or program.  In this manner,  classification systems c o n d u c t e d  inside secure 
facilities can be used to justify an ahernative placement  in a lesser restrictive env i ronment .  This 
op t ion  reinforces the need for a con t inuum of  services or wide range of  graduated sanctions. Even 
t h o u g h  the institution is at the far end of  the sanctions alternative, classification is the mechan i sm 
by which  juvenile offenders  are returned to the community" independent  o f  cour t  action in 
n u m e r o u s  cases. 

Paren t  et. al. identified the problems associated with juvenile detent ion classification. First, deten- 
t ion centers receive a wide range of  offenders, and they mus t  have an adequate system (policies, 
procedures ,  and practices) and separation areas are their disposal. Classification is frequently very 
difficult because very little informat ion is available to institutional staff at the tiane a youth is 
admi t ted  to the detent ion facility. Because the youth may" also be released after a short  period of 
t ime, classification must  be comple ted  very, quickly. In order  for a good classification and separa- 
t ion system to be effective, the facility must  have the resources avai_lable to i m p l e m e n t  the classifi- 
cat ion policies. Classification screening criteria and procedures  are not effective if incoming  jure- 
roles are placed in the first available open  bed no matter where it is located. 

Parent  et. al. oudined tile following assessment criteria: 

1. Does  the institution have a written classification plan or procedures? 

2. Are juvemles 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, t-",~\RY ANN. (1988). CASE CLASSIFICATION. PITI'SBURGH: NATIONAL CENTER 

FOR J U'X, rEN I LE JUSTICE. 

T h e  organizat ion must  ftrst 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. C o m m o n  organization 
objectives for classifying juveniles are on the basis of  the risk they present to the c o m m u n i t y  to do 
ha rm or to recidivate or the needs the}, have which the organization must  try, to mee t  in order to 
rehabilitate them. 

Classification is: 

1. A m e t h o d  of  setting priorities, 

2. A decision making tool, 

3. A managemen t  tool, 
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4. A means  o f  setting priorities both administratively and through the use o f  the scales. 

Classification: 

1. Sets up lines o f  accountability, 

2. De te rmines  that the agency is going to concentrate more  on some cases than others, 

3. De te rmines  worHoad 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 o f  a classification system identified by Clear and Gallagher (1983): 

1. Most  a t tempt  to assess in some ordinal manner the probationers '  risk o f  some disreputable 
act either a crime or violation of  probation rules, 

2. General ly assesses needs in an ordinal manner by "adding up" problem areas probationers 
currently confront,  

3. Ei ther  by use of  separate scales or by a single scale, groups probationers into categories, 

4. Establishes supervision standards that vary in intensity for each group. 

The following decisions should be made when planning a case management  system as reconunen-  
ded by T o d d  Clear: 

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

2. De te rmine  the appropriate minLmum standards for each supervision level before  establishing 
sca les /cu t -of f  points. 

3. Establish the respective roles of  risk and needs scales and the relationship be tween them. 
De te rmine  what weight each scale will have in determining supervision and override (both 
automatic  and administrative). 

4. Deve lop  your own scales or validate any borrowed scale to your court. 

5. Select cut-off  scores to define high-risk cases. While there is no optimal cut -of f  score the cut- 
o f f  must  be set far enough apart so that clients do not cluster at these points. Cut-off  points 
can be based both on reciclivism 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 cornplete the scale and when the) will be completed. Risk should be 
assessed at intake; needs should be assessed at supen'ision. 

8. Deal  with start-up issues versus on-going issues. 
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RAHDERT, E. R. (19917). 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 
�9 by which to accomplish the following important goals in the field of adolescent substance use and 

abuse :  

1. AARS provides a minimally intrusive tool by which to screen for a wide variety of drug- 
related problems 

2. AARS provides the tools by which to assess the nature and extent of illicit drug use, thus 
aiding in the establishment of standardized criteria for a diagnosis of chemical dependency 
and abuse in adolescents 

3. AARS provides the tools by" which to assess the nature and extent of problems in other 
functional areas that tend to complicate, or are the consequence of drug abuse 

4. IZARS can be used in a variety of settings including schools, physical and mental health care 
facilities, social service agencies, and correctional institutons, and can be used by practitioners 
with varying backgrounds and qualifications 

5. AARS makes no attempt to suggest one type or treaunent 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 History Question- 
naire; 2) the Comprehensive Assessment Battery; and the 3) Dh:ectory of Adolescent Services. 

STRUCTURE OF THE AARS 

Troubled youth identified by schools, 
parents, courts, health care, self-referral 

I 

~ Initial withPOSIT / /  
screening in 10 functional areas 

Comprehensive assessment w i t h /  
\ CAB m functional areas / 
\ identified by POSIT / 

~m~toDiagnoses established / 
based on CAB r e s u l t s /  

/ 
Treatment plan / 
developed using / 

local / 

7 
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REITSblA-STREET, ~ \ R G E ,  & LESCHIED, ALAN \v,/. (1988). THE CONCEPTUAL-LEVEL 

MATCHING MODEL IN CORRECTIONS. CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR, 15(1), 92- 
108. 

The conceptual-level matching model (CLMM) is a way to work with offenders based on a systema- 
tic understanding of how individuals develop in interaction with different environments. There a 
four principles involved with CLMM: 

1. Individuals vary in conceptual level; 

2. Environments vary" in structure; 

3. Persons of varying conceptual levels profit more when matched to their environments; and 

4. Contemporaneous person-environment matching is important for stable management and 
personal satisfaction, while developmental matching is necessaz T for challenge and indixqdual 
growth. 

The following table demonstrates characteristics of persons at the four stages of conceptual level. 

CL Stage Person ~latched Envi.ronment 
A 

B 

C 

D 

EGOCENTRIC,  Concrete 
simple, unsociatized 
"Me"-internal orientation 
TASK IS TO SURVIVE 

VERY HIGH STRUCTURE 
support, involvement; 
prepackage interactions; 
staff-centered; 
sin-lple, clear. 

NORM-ORIENTED,  
relatively unquestioning 
some abi_titu to differentiate 
"They"-external orientation 
TASK IS TO ACCEPT & GET 
ACCEPTED 
I N D E P E N D E N T ,  inquiring, seeks 
ahernatives, self-assertive 
"I"-internal orientation. 
TASK IS TO BECOME U N I Q U E  
I N T E R D E P E N D E N T ,  looks 
at situations from aH angles, 
cognitively complex, 
"We"-orientation 
TASK IS TO DEMONSTRATE 
COMPASSION 

M E D I U M - H I G H  STRUCTURE 
clear lk~ts; some 
room for exploration 
questioning. 

MEDIUM LOW STRUCTURE 
shared staff-client; 
negotiation of expectations 

LOW STRUCTURE 
~ ~ ; ^ I - . . 1  ~ ,,,.8,.,u, u,,. cxpcctauons; 
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 [n 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 s-kills in offenders. Program design includes the 
creation of structure variations in the routines, expectations, activities, resources, and atmosphere 
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within institutional, community, or detention settings. Different programs are designed to match 
the contemporaneous and developmental needs of relatively homogeneous groups of  offenders. 

The strength of CLMM is that its matching principles suggest ways to understand the responsivity 
or accessibility of offenders to particular expectations, communication patterns, groupings, and 
specific activities. CLMM needs to be combined with other measures of risk, need, disturbance, 
and resources of offenders and staff to determine placements. But, CLMM does provide specific 
ideas for managers and front-line workers about how to set the stage or the opening moves to 
"reach" offenders, and how to avoid mismatching activities to offender groups. 

TORBET, P. (1986). CASE CLASSIFICATION IN  P R O B A T I O N  AND PAROLE. PITTSBURGH: 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR J t.B, rEN I LE J USTIC E. 

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 accountabilit3". 

Management systems should be able to pursue different purposes, in regards to classification, with 
different clients simultaneously. 

Successful implementation of a classification system hinges on six factors: 

1. Scoring should be simple; complex tabulations reduce reliabilit3,, 

2. Rationale must be readily" apparent and accepted by PO's as well as admmist.rators. 

3. AHow a PO's subjective judgment to effect the level of supe~ision. 

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 insmaments 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- 
too" , 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 subtTpe, selective inte~-ention-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 consutute the Risk Assessment Scale: age 
at first adjudication, number and severity of prior offenses, number of  prior conmfitments, 
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 f-irst address the need to develop 
standards for all agency functions. Once scales and standards have been developed, agencies must 
determine how the instalments will be used in assigning youth to the appropriate classification 
level. 

WIEBUSH, R. G., BAIRD, C., KRISBERG, B., & ONEK, D. (1995). RISK ASSESSMENT AND 
CLASSIFICATION FOR SERIOUS, VIOLENT, AND CHRONIC JUVENILE OFFENDERS. IN JAMES 

C. HOWELL, BARRY K.RISBERG, J. DAVID HAWKINS, & JOHNJ.  WILSON (EDS.), A 

SOUR CEBOOK: SERIOUS, VIOLENT, (a- CHR ONIC JL,rVENILE 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 con6nuum of interventions and sanctions. A rationale 
for such a continuum is that juvenile justice must have the capacity." to directly link the nature of the 
intervention with the offender's need for control, supervision, and services. Much of  the potential 
success of system responses depends upon the ways in which various types of  offenders are identi- 
fied for, and placed at, the several levels of interventions. 

Any system predicated on graduated, differential interventions must have: 

1. Clearly specified selection criteria for the various programs and levels ofinterx-entions 

2. Adequate methods for assessing the degree to which individual youth meet  those criteria 

3. A selection process that ensures that youth targeted for inte~'ention 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 to public safety; 

2. Inefficient use o f  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 i sk/need 
characteristics at different levels of  intervention; 

4. The negative or inconclusive evaluation of  the system and its individual interventions because 
o f  net widening or other evidence of  failing to serve intended target populations. 

Structured assessment procedures are designed to address problem of  inconsistency and inequity by 
identifying a limited number  of  factors known or believed to be the most relevant to the decision 
being made and incorporating them into a simple, standardized format (i.e. tool). Several benefits 
are evident from this: 

1. It ensures that some factors are taken into account by all decision makers in all cases, thereby 
creating greater consistency; 

2. Empkrical basis for instrument increases validity of  risk assessment process; 

3. Results of assessment dixecdy inform the classification decision; 

4. Unlike subjective methods,  rationale for any decision is rendered visible and explicit; which 
makes the agency more accountable; 

5. Because insmament 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: validit):, reliability', equity, and 
utility. There are sk,: 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  an), classifications that has 
widespread implications for how cases are hand_led. 

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 making decisions about the 
most appropriate type of  intervention given the identified level of  risk. 

Assessment of  risk and other factors lead direcdy 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 the appropriate level of intervention and need. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY. (1997). I,Y/ISCONSINJUVENILE 

OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION STUDY: C O U N T Y  RISK ASSESSMENT REVALIDATION 

REPORT. ~{ADISON, WI: NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIbIE AND DELINQUENCY. 

The Wisconsin Juvenile Delinquency Classification System (WJDCS) was designed to meet the 
following objectives: 

1. assess the risk of recidivism for juvemle offenders; 

2. assess the needs of juveniles and families; 

3. form recommendations for the juvenile courts; 

4. justify 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 juvemle classification system must include the following: 

1. A risk assessment instrument for determining the probability that a juvenile who has 
cox,u,tittcd an offense wiii commit another offense. 

2. A risk assessment instrument for determining the sen'ice needs of a juvertile who has 
committed an offense. 

3. A services and placement guide for integrating the risk and needs of a juvenile who has 
committed an offense with other factors to determine an appropriate placement and level of 
senqce for the juvenile. 

There are two primary rationales underlying the use of  formal assessment and classification systems: 
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1. T o  provide greater validity, structure, and consistency to the assessment  and decis ion making 
processes;  

2. T o  more  efficiently allocate limited system resources by targeting the m o s t  in tensive/ int rusive 
intervent ions on the m o s t  serious, violent, and chronic  offenders.  

S t ruc tu red  assessment  procedures  are designed to address the p rob lems  o f  inconsis tency and 
inequity by identifying a limited n u m b e r  of  factors known  or believed to be the m o s t  relevant  to the 
decision being made  and incorpora t ing  them into a simple, standardized format  (i.e., a "tool").  The  
assessment  ins t rument  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 supervision). There  are several benefits  associated with this 
ins t rumen t: 

1. It ensures that the same factors are taken into account  by all decision makers  in all cases 

2. Empirical  basis for the ins t rument  increases the validity of  the risk assessment  process  

3. Resuhs o f  the assessment  directly inform the classification decision 

4. Rationale for any decision is rendered visible and expl_icit 

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- 
men t  o f  it, and, therefore, that an instrument  developed in one site may not  be transferable to 
another  jurisdiction wi thout  validation by the adopt ion agency. 

WRIGHT, KEVIN N. (1988). T H E  RELATIONSHIP OF RISK, NEEDS, AND PERSONALITY 

CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS AND PRISON ADJUSTMENT. CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND 
BEHAVIOR, 15(4):454-471.  

Levinson (1982) identified four functions of  classification: 

1. T o  assign inmates to appropria te  security." levels 

2. T o  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 sen 'e  managerial functions, such as pro tec t ion  of  s taff  and  inmates 
and the efficient assignment  o f  inmates to places and programs.  Classification forms the basis for 
assigning inmates to settings to minimize problems cost effectiveh" and to make  policy decisions 
regarding the proper  care and supervision of  prisoners. 

-14-  
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I] COURT ORDERED PRETRIAL CONDITIONS 
B MINOR RESTRICTED TO HOME EXCEPT 
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PO'S 
I] 3 RD "FAILED" HOME CONTACT REPORTED 

TO S/A & COURT 

EVENDNG R E P O R T I N G  
C E N T E R S  

D COURT ORDERED 
n PENDING VOP, JAW OR NEW CHARGE 
n 21 DAY TERN 
[1 COMMUNITY BASED AFTER SCHOOL 

PROGRAM 
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I1 PROGRAM CAPACITY: 150 

SHERBFF~S W O R K  
ALTERNATOVE PROGRAM 
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B COURT ORDERED 
n TELEPHONE W/OUT SPECIAL FEATURES 
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I~ ABSCONDERS REPORTED TO COURT NEXT DAY 
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D COURT ORDERED RUR TO PROBATION 
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TERM RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENT 
r] PROGRAM CAPACITY: 40 

D E T E N T U O N  S T E P - D O I N N  

COURT ORDERED AOMiNiSl RATIVE RELEASE 

BLENDS TERM OF SECURE DETENTION W/ 
COMMUNITY-BASED DETENTION 
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CHARGE OR DISPOSITION 
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In 1987, the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
i Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) initiated 

la research and development program to 
design, test, and disseminate information 
on an intensive aftercare program for seri- 
ous, chronic juvenile offenders released 
from secure confinemenU OJJDP's desire 
to focus attention on aftercare was sparked 
by multiple concerns, including: 

O Escalating juvenile crime rates. 

O Dramatic increases in the number of 
youth entering secure care. 

O Spiraling costs. 

O The juvenile correctional system's 
demonstrated ineffectiveness in con- 
trolling or reducing delinquent behav- 
ior among aftercare populations. 

Previous research has shown that recidi- 
vism rates amonR juvenile parolees are 
quite high, ranging from 55 percent to 75 
percent (Krisberg, Austin, and Steele, 1991), 
and that a large percentage of previously 
incarcerated juvenile offenders continue 
their criminal involvement into adulthood 
(Hamparian et al., 1984). The crux of the 
problem was that an already overburdened 
juvenile corrections and aftercare system 
was increasingly likely to face the kind of 

l youth whom the system historically had 
either ignored or failed: serious, chronic 
offenders. The OJJDP initiative was an at- 
tempt to develop more effective aftercare 
interventions to improve the Nation's track 

record with this most difficult youth 
population. 

The OJJDP intensive community-based 
aftercare research and demonstrat ion 
program--known as the Intensive Aftercare 
Program (lAP)--is a multistage project con- 
ducted by David Altschuler, Ph.D. (Johns 
Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies), and 
Troy Armstrong, Ph.D. (Center for Delin- 
quency and Crime Policy Studies at Califor- 
nia State University at Sacramento). The 
project 's current and final phases consist 
of implementation of the lAP model in se- 
lected sites and completion of process and 
outcome evaluations by the National Coun- 
cil on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD). 2 Dur- 
ing initial implementation, the participating 
sites were: 

O Clark County (Las Vegas), NV. 

.~ Denver, Arapaho, Dougla.% and Jefferson 
Counties (Metropolitan Denver), CO. 

O Essex (Newark) and Can]den Counties, 
NJ (participation ended in 1997; see 
page 3). 

O City of Norfolk, VA. 

To support  implementation of the IAP 
model, OJJDP awarded each site multiyear 
grants and supplied ongoing training and 
technical assistance through Drs. Altschuler 
and Armstrong. Implementation was stag- 
gered. Virginia started ol)erations in mid- 
1993, even before Federal funding for the 

F r o m  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  

The rehabilitation of serious, chronic 
juvenile offenders does not end with 
their release from secure confinement. 
On the contrary, effective aftercare 
interventions a r e  key to preventing 
recidivism among this challenging 
population. 

In 1987, the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention estab- 
lished a research and demonstration 
program to develop, assess, and 
disseminate an intensive aftercare 
program targeted at these offenders. 
This program, the Intensive Aftercare 
Program (lAP), seeks to reduce 
recidivism among high-risk juvenile 
parolees by providing a continuum of 
supervision and services during 
institutionalization and after release�9 

This Bulletin provides an overview 
of the lAP model and describes its 
implementation over the first 3 years 
by participating sites in Colorado, 
Nevada, New Jersey, and Virginia. 
The Bulletin also assesses the extent 
to which the implementation has been 
successful and identifies the factors 
that facilitate implementation and 
those that impede it. 

As the information in this Bulletin 
details, lAP programs play an impor- 
tant role in providing serious, chronic 
juvenile offenders with the balanced 
supervision and services they need 
to turn from a path to crime. 

John J. Wilson 
Acting Administrator 



project  was assured;  Nevada piloted a 
small-scale version in mid-1994; New Jersey 
s ta r ted  opera t ions  in the spr ing of 1995; 
and Colorado began its program in August 
1995. All the sites except Colorado started 
the project before NCCD began the process 
evaluation. 

Pu0"~ose ~nd Sco[pe of 
the E~u~Deti~ 
This Bulletin provides an upda te  on the 
s ta tus  of IAP implementa t ion  in the four 
sites. It begins with a brief overview of the 
lAP model  and d e s c r i b e s - - u s i n g  a cross- 
site a p p r o a c h - - h o w  the sites have imple- 
men ted  var ious  aspec t s  of the model.  For 
a fuller descr ipt ion of the model, see 
Al tschuler  and Armst rong  (1994). 3 The 
Bulletin also assesses  the extent to which 
implementa t ion  has been successful, both 
with respect  to the specific componen t s  
and the overall model. Finally, a series of 
factors that facilitated or impeded program 
implementa t ion  are identified. This Bulle- 
tin is an interim report,  reflecting develop- 
ments during approximately the first 3 years 
of implementa t ion  ( through December  
1998). 4 The sites will cont inue  implementa-  
tion at least through mid-2000. 

The  ~AP ModeD 
The goal of the lAP model is to reduce re- 
c id iv ism among  high-risk parolees.  It is 
rooted in research  on the dynamics  of 
recidivism and a theore t ica l  model  that  
integrates the explanations of strain, social 
learning, and social control  theories.  The 
model  posi ts  that  effective in te rvent ion  
with the target populat ion requires not only 
in tensive  superv i s ion  and services  after 
ins t i tu t ional  release, but also a focus on 
re in tegra t ion  dur ing  incarcera t ion  and a 
highly s t ruc tu red  and gradual t rans i t ion  
process  that  serves  as a bridge be tween 
institutionalization and aftercare. Altschuler 
and Armst rong  suggest  the following: 

[The] lAP model  is most  clearly con- 
cep tua l ized  as a cor rec t iona l  con- 
t i n u u m  cons is t ing  of three distinct,  yet 
over lapping,  segments :  pre-release and 
p repa ra to ry  p lanning dur ing incarcera-  
tion; s t ruc tu red  t rans i t ion  that  requires 
the par t ic ipa t ion  of inst i tut ional  and 
aftercare staff prior to and following 
c o m m u n i t y  re-entry; and long-term, 
re in tegra t ive  act ivi t ies  that  ensure  
a d e q u a t e  serv ice  de l ivery  and the 
neces sa ry  level of social control  
(1996:15). 

The research evidence  and the tenets  of 
integrated theory  led Altschuler and 
Armstrong to identify five principles that 
should underp in  all in tervent ion efforts 
geared toward structured reentry and com- 
munity normalization for high-risk parolees: 

O Prepare youth for progressively in- 
creased responsibi l i ty  and freedom in 
the community.  

O Facilitate youth-communi ty  interact ion 
and involvement.  

Work with the offender and targeted 
communi ty  suppor t  systems (e.g., 
schools, family) on qualities needed for 
constructive interaction and the youth's 
successful  communi ty  adjustment .  

O Develop new resources  and suppor ts  
where needed.  

<> Monitor and test the youth and the 
communi ty  on their ability to deal with 
each other  productively. 

Central to the m o d e l - - a n d  the sites '  pro- 
g rams- - i s  the notion of "overarching case 
management ."  This IAP program element  s 
focuses on the processes  required for 
successful  t ransi t ion and aftercare and 
includes five subcomponen t s :  

~> A s s e s s m e n t ,  c lass i f icat ion,  and se lec-  
t ion cri ter ia .  IAP focuses on high-risk 
offenders in order to maximize its po- 
tential for crime reduction and to avoid 
the negative outcomes previously dem- 
ons t ra ted  to result from supervis ing 
low-risk offenders in intensive supervi- 
sion programs (Clear, 1988). To accu- 
rately identify these high-risk youth, 
implementing jurisdictions need to use 
a val idated risk-screening instrument .  

<> Indiv idual ized  case  planning that in- 
corporates  family and community  per- 
spect ives .  This component  specifies the 
need for institutional and aftercare staff 
to jointly identify youth's service needs 
short ly after commitment  and plan for 
how those needs will be addressed dur- 
ing incarceration, transition, and after- 
care. It requires attention to youth prob- 
lems in relation to their families, peers, 
schools,  and other  social networks. 

O A m i x  of in tens ive  surve i l l ance  and 
s e r v i c e s ,  lAP promotes  close supervi-  
sion and control  of high-risk offenders 
in the communi ty  but also emphasizes 
the need for similarly intensive services 
and support .  This approach requires 
that staff have small caseloads and that 
superv is ion  and services be available 
not only on weekdays, but also in the 
evenings  and on weekends.  

O A balance of incent ives  and graduated 
c o n s e q u e n c e s .  Intensive supervis ion i j  
likely to uncover  numerous  technical  I 
violations and program infractions. The 
lAP model indicates the need for a range 
of graduated sanc t ions  tied directly 
and proport ionate ly  to the ser iousness  
of the violat ion instead of relying on 
tradit ional "all or nothing" parole sanc- 
t ioning schemes.  At the same time, the 
model points to a need to reinforce youth 
progress consistently via a graduated 
system of meaningful rewards. 

<> Creat ion of  l inks  wi th  c o m m u n i t y  
re sources  and social  ne tworks .  This 
element  of case management  is rooted 
in the conviction that the parole agency 
cannot effectively provide the range and 
depth of services required for high-risk, 
high-need parolees  un less  it brokers  
services through a host of communi ty  
agencies and resources.  Moreover, be- 
cause in tervent ions  will focus on fam- 
ily, school, peer, and communi ty  issues, 
the case manager and service agencies 
need to create strong working relation- 
ships with these social networks. 

The IAP model is prescriptive in the sense 
that each of the implement ing sites was 
required to use the in tervent ion frame- ~I  
work, the program principles, and the pro- 1 gram elements  as the foundat ion for the 
local program design. However, each site 
had considerable flexibility to develop the 
specific design that would provide the best 
fit between the model's parameters and the 
local context. As a result, the sites share key 
IAP features but also have program charac- 
teristics that clearly distinguish them from 
each other. 

T h e  N C C D  E v a D u a t i o n s  
To test whe the r  and to what  ex tent  lAP 
addresses  the critical issues outl ined 
above,  OJJDP awarded a grant  to NCCD 
in 1995 to conduct  process and outcome 
evaluations in each site. The evaluations 
are using an experimental  design to deter- 
mine the extent to which IAP differs from 
s tandard  inst i tut ional  and aftercare prac- 
tices and to assess the program's impact 
on youth outcomes.  In each site, NCCD 
randomly assigns commit ted youth who 
are assessed as high risk either to IAP or 
to a control group that receives traditional 
services. For each group, data are collected 
on youth characterist ics,  the extent and 
nature  of supervis ion and services pro- 
vided each month,  and intermediate  and 
longer term youth outcomes.  The p r i m a r y , 1  
goal of the process evaluation is to docu- 
ment  and assess the extent to which the 
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ites have implemented the programs in 

accordance with the national  model and 
heir local design. Using both quant i ta t ive 

and quali tative data, NCCD has been rou- 
tinely assessing all dimensions of program 
implementation. The implementation evalu- 
ation can inform policymakers,  juvenile 
justice officials, funders,  and others about  
program successes  and shor tcomings ,  
factors that facilitated or impeded imple- 
mentat ion,  and lessons learned from the 
demons t ra t ion  projects. 

The outcome evaluat ion will examine re- 
cidivism among the lAP and control groups 
using a 1-year, postrelease followup period 
and mult iple  measu res  of reoffending 
behavior.  6 A ser ies  of pre- and post-  
s tandardized tests will also be used to 
assess intermediate  outcomes in selected 
areas of youth and family functioning. 

~ e  S ~ e s  
Each of the lAP sites underwent a 6- to 18- 
month planning period prior to implemen- 
tation. During this time, Drs. A]tschu]er and 
Armstrong provided site staff with inten- 

I sive training on the model's rationale and 
components. They also provided techni- 
cal assistance on design and implementa- 
tion issues. Then, as now, the model had 
a strong conceptual appeal for administra- 
tors and staff. ]t made intuit ive sense to 
people, and it addressed what they had 
identified as crit ical problems for parole 
in their respective agencies. However, the 
sites all had difficulties--to varying degrees 
and in different areas of the model - - t rans-  
lating design into operat ional  reality, l)ur- 
ing approximately the first 2 years of each 
project, implementat ion was an ongoing 
process that involved incremental  steps 
and a series of refinements to program 
components ,  policies, and procedures.  

Project enrollments have been smaller than 
O.i~,~nall~, anticipatprt ,b, s nf November 
1998, approximately 3 years after startup,  
Colorado had identified 150 youth to be 
randomly assigned by NCCD, Nevada 212, 
and Virginia 121. Due in part to low intake 
and in part to program design, the sites 
have served a fairly small number  of youth 
at any given time. Typically, the sites each 
have had approximately 20 lAP youth in 
the insti tutional phase and an additional 

D 15 to 20 youth on aftercare status in the 
community. 

Implementation has been strong in three of 
the four sites. Colorado, Nevada, and Vir- 
ginia all have implemented lAP programs 
that largely reflect program design. These 
programs have also created a correctional 
intervention that is quite different from the 
supervision and services provided to "regu- 
lar" parole cases. In New Jersey, however, a 
promising first year of implementation was 
followed by an extended period during 
which program development stalled signifi- 
cantly. After several largely unsuccessful  
attempts to reinvigorate the project, OJJDP 
decided in December 1997 to end that site's 
part icipat ion in the demonst ra t ion .  7 

The following characterist ics  are common 
to the three sites in which implementat ion 
is considered successful: 

High-risk, program-eligible youth are 
identified through the use of a risk as- 
sessment instrument that is site specific 
and empirically based. 

O Both inst i tut ional  and aftercare case 
management  are provided by staff who 
handle only lAP cases in small caseloads 
(i.e., 15 to 20 youth).  In the community,  
parole officers work jointly with staff 
referred to as parole aides, field agents, 
or "trackers." 

O There is substant ia l  coordinat ion and 
cont inui ty  in case planning and case 
management  across the inst i tut ional  
and aftercare phases. This coordina- 
tion is facilitated by a team approach.  
While the compos i t ion  of the team 
varies across sites, it includes, at a 
minimum, institutional and parole staff, 
supplemented  by service providers,  
parents,  and/or other agency staff. 

O Team involvement  and more frequent 
interact ion between inst i tut ional  and 
parole staff have helped overcome tradi- 
tional turf and communication barriers. 

O Plamling for aftercare begins short ly 
after the youth 's  inst i tut ional  place- 
ment and is finalized at least 30 days 
prior to his release to aftercare. Com- 
munity in te rvent ions /serv ices  begin 
almost immediately after release. 

O There are formal s t ructures  to facilitate 
the t ransi t ion from inst i tut ion to after- 
care, including the use of t ransi t ional  
facilities (Virginia), furlough with inten- 
sive monitor ing (Nevada), or service 
delivery by communi ty  t reatment  pro- 
viders that begins during the institu- 
t ional phase and con t inues  dur ing 
aftercare (Colorado). 

O Special services designed specifically 
for lAP youth have been developed and 
implemented in both the inst i tut ional  
and aftercare phases,  including struc- 
tured life skills curr iculums,  anger  
management  training, peer group coun- 
seling, and family counseling.  

Aftercare services  represent  a mix of 
control measures  (e.g., superv is ion  
and surveil lance) and t rea tment  inter- 
vent ions to address  identified needs.  

<> There is a major emphas is  on creating 
strong ties to local support  systems and 
accessing communi ty  services.  

O Graduated reward and sanction systems 
have been developed for the institu- 
tional and parole phases.  

Although lAP has been generally well 
implemented in these sites, each program 
faced implementation difficulties, including 
internal problems (e.g., extended staff va- 
cancies in key posit ions and difficulties for 
some parole officers in executing the in- 
tended "intensive" role) and contextual  
problems (e.g., competing agency priori- 
ties, institutional crowding, and unstable  
program environments) .  Some of the prob- 
lems have been successfully addressed.  
Others persist. On balance, however, the 
strengths of each program far outweigh 
the shortcomings.  

� 9  ~ n d  QoaUs 
The impetus for adopt ing the IAP model 
was strikingly similar across sites. They 
were all operat ing in a political environ- 
ment charged with increasing concerns  
about  serious offenders and, as a result, 
their correctional policy and opera t ions  
had been subject  to close scrutiny. Each 
site was experiencing institutional crowcling 
in its juvenile facilities. Each knew, or be- 
lieved, that recidivism and reincarceration 
rates were high for parolees (thereby exac- 
erbating the crowding problem). Each felt 
that juvenile parole was a neglected compo- 
nent of its correctional interventions.  The 
.. ._ J .-,:~_ , ̂  D presented a', ,,,~n,~rt.. l i ~ t l , . ~ . t u v . u u t ~  o f  t r y ,  " ~ t - t  . . . . .  

nity for the sites to focus attention on a par- 
ticularly problematic offender populat ion 
and to do so with the help of Federal fund- 
ing and expert  technical  assis tance.  

The sites also had very similar goals for 
the lAP project, which reflected those of 
the national lAP model. Although there was 
some variation across sites in the specifics 
of the goal s ta tements ,  each site focused 
on the need to reduce  recidivism and 
reconfinement  among high-risk parolees. 

' :3 L _ x .  



Piannin9 and Program 
Design 
During the design phase,  the sites devel- 
oped "action p lanning  teams" to t rans la te  
the basic parameters  of the lAP model into 
a program tailored to the local context.  
Each site brought together people with dif- 
ferent responsibi l i t ies  from within the cor- 
rectional system and from related agencies 
to garner  as much in t rasys tem and inter- 
agency coopera t ion  and commi tmen t  as 
possible .  The teams,  each of which re- 
ceived multiday training and ongoing tech- 
nical ass i s tance  from Drs. Altschuler  and 
Armstrong, included high-level agency ad- 
ministrators representing institutions, after- 
care, the judiciary, and prosecutors '  offices, 
and also included mental health, education, 
employment ,  and social services agencies. 
These teams developed their site-specific 
plan for lAP, the details of which were sub- 
sequent ly fleshed out by internal lAP man- 
agement  teams and/or  project  staff. 

The local vers ions  of lAP all incorpora ted  
into their  design the pr imary  c o m p o n e n t s  
and features of the nat ional  model.  How- 
ever, as d i scussed  more fully below, the 
ways in which the c o m p o n e n t s  were put 
into opera t ion  varied considerably.  

BSanage en  
Adminis t ra t ive  responsibi l i ty  for each of 
the lAP projects  rests with the respect ive 
State's juveni le  cor rec t ions  agency. Each 
agency has responsibi l i ty for operat ing the 
ins t i tu t ions  and providing aftercare ser- 
vices, and, in some sites, opera t ing State 
programs that serve as a l ternat ive place- 
ments.  Program coordinat ion responsibil-  
ity is assigned to a midlevel manager  in the 
parole/aftercare/f ield services  unit  within 
the larger agency. In Colorado and Virginia, 
the program coord ina tor ' s  role is supple-  
mented by an IAP management  team, which 
cons is t s  pr imari ly  of managers  from the 
various operat ional  units that are directly 
affected by the program. These teams 
helped develop program policies and pro- 
cedures  and moni tor  program implementa-  
tion. They play an important role in ensuring 
coord ina t ion  and coopera t ion  among dif- 
ferent par ts  of the sys tem that previously 
may have had conflicting interests .  Ne- 
vada did not have a formally const i tuted 
lAP management  team until October  1998. 
It relied instead on the relat ionships that 
had deve loped  among  the key project  
actors.  It is likely that  some of the opera- 
t ional difficulties encoun te red  in Nevada 
could have been  a v o i d e d - - o r  resolved 

more expedi t ious ly-- i f  a formal team had 
existed earlier. 

Generally, adminis t ra t ive  and managerial 
suppor t  for IAP has been strong. Although 
the programs have (1) involved a very 
small por t ion of the overall juvenile of- 
fender popula t ion  and (2) had substant ia l  
chal lenges in terms of competing priori- 
ties (e.g., dealing with crowding, imple- 
ment ing  new systemwide initiatives), the 
basic integrity of the model has been sup- 
por ted in the sites. For example, in spite 
of increasing workload pressures in both 
the inst i tut ional  and communi ty  settings, 
adminis t ra tors  have held firm to their 
commi tmen t  to keep IAP caseloads small. 
They have also recognized the need for 
lAP-specific programming and cont inued 
to suppor t  it in the inst i tut ions and the 
community.  This commi tment  was not 
necessar i ly  unwavering.  In each site, 
there are examples of significant actions 
taken (or not taken) by adminis t ra tors  
that, a l though they negatively affected 
lAP, were believed to be necessary  for the 
greater  good of the agency. 8 Perhaps more 
important ,  the relatively small size of lAP 
and the larger compet ing  interests it en- 
countered  in each of the sites meant that 
adminis t ra tors  and managers  often could 
not devote  the t ime or at tention to IAP 
that may have been desired. However, 
that the three projects have succeeded to 
the extent  they have is due, at least in 
part, to an adminis t ra t ive  commitment  to 
suppor t  them. 

S a77i n g  
Although the central  funct ions of lAP staff 
are the same across sites (e.g., case man- 
agement ,  some direct  se rv ice  delivery, 
aftercare supervis ion,  and the facilitation 
or brokerage of services),  specific staffing 
pa t t e rn s  and  role conf igura t ions  differ 
somewhat  from site to site (see table 1). 
For example, in Virginia (and previously 
in New Jersey), separa te  lAP case man- 
agement  posi t ions were developed for the 
ins t i tu t ions  and for aftercare. Nevada has 
two lAP-dedicated parole officers in Las 
Vegas but  does not have a designated lAP 
ins t i tu t iona l  case manager.  Instead,  the 
Nevada lAP uses an institutional-community 
liaison (a parole officer who is located in 
the lAP cot tage)  with responsibi l i ty  for 
coordinat ing  activities and facilitating 
communica t ion  between the inst i tut ion 
and the parole unit. Finally, Colorado's  
basic IAP staffing pat tern is quite different 
from the other  sites. There is no bifurca- 
tion of case management  responsibil i ty 

between the inst i tut ion and the parole 
office. The three lAP case managers  have 
responsibi l i ty for their cases during both I 
the inst i tut ional  and aftercare phases (as 
do all other Division of Youth Corrections 
(DYC) case managers).  

All the lAP case manage r s - -whe the r  insti- 
tutional or af tercare--carry approximately 
one-half to one-third the number  of cases 
handled by their counterpar t s  who are 
working with non-lAP youth. In Colorado, 
for example, the client managers  have a 
maximum caseload of 18 youth (combined 
insti tution and aftercare) compared with a 
typical non-lAP caseload of 35 to 40 youth. 

To enhance  communi ty  supervis ion ,  the 
sites all use additional staff who provide 
case suppor t  and monitor  program youth 
on weekends and during evenings. In Ne- 
vada, each lAP case manager is paired 
with a field agent. In Virginia, a parole 
aide suppor t s  the three IAP parole offi- 
cers. The Colorado project includes a 
similar aftercare suppor t / surve i l lance  
funct ion,  but  it is carr ied out by con- 
tracted trackers who are not part of the 
formal lAP staff. 

Through IAP implementation, the sites have 
successfully overcome the traditional barri- 
ers between institutional and aftercare staff 
and have deve loped  team-or ien ted  ap- 
proaches to case planning and case man- 
agement. Several sites reported that prior 
to IAP's introduction, there was little com- 
municat ion or coordination between insti- 
tut ional  and aftercare staff, little under- 
s t and ing  of what  their  respec t ive  jobs 
entailed, and often the existence of an "us 
versus them" mentality. Now, through con- 
sistent  communicat ion,  frequent institu- 
tional visits by aftercare staff, joint case 
planning, coordinated transi t ional  activi- 
ties, and joint training, institutional and af- 
tercare staff tend to see themselves as hav- 
ing complementa ry  and support ive roles. 

During the first few years of implementa-  
tion, all the sites experienced some staffing 
problems. These problems fell into two 
basic categories: (1) staff turnover  and 
vacancies  and (2) role execution. 

T u r n o v e r  a n d  V a c a n c i e s  
Generally, staff turnover  has not been a 
major problem in Colorado, Nevada, or 
Virginia. However, the latter two sites 
have experienced extended vacancies  in 
key posit ions that directly affected the 
quality of services delivered to lAP youth. 
In Nevada, an 8-month vacancy  in the 
ins t i tu t ional-community  liaison posit ion 
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harply curtailed service delivery in some 
teas of t ransi t ion programming. Simi- 
rly, Virginia exper ienced  a 10-month 

vacancy in the institutional case manager 
posit ion at the Beaumont  Juvenile Correc- 
tional Center. In addition, Virginia's parole 
aide posit ion has been vacant  for two 4- 
month periods. Because the parole aide is 
largely responsible  for evening and week- 
end monitoring, the vacancies  hampered 
the lAP communi ty  control strategy. 

The extent of staff turnover  was a major 
problem in New Jersey. By early 1997, after 
less than 2 years of operations, there was 
not one person actively involved with lAP 
who had been among the original staff. By 
the end of 1997, several key positions had 
turned over multiple times, including those 
of project coordinator and lAP institutional 
case manager. The extent of change was so 
sweeping that it produced a general insta- 
bility in the program because of the con- 

stant recruiting and retraining, and the 
frequent disrupt ion of working relation- 
ships caused by staff turnover. 

R o Q e  E x e c u t i o n  

In Nevada, New Jersey, and Virginia, IAP 
parole officers had initial difficulties meet- 
ing the program's expectat ions regarding 
intensive supervision. In each site, the staff 
selected for these positions were all highly 
experienced parole officers who brought 
their traditional understanding of that role 
to the new position. As a result, they 
struggled with the shift from a one-on-one, 
office-bound, 9-to-5 way of doing business 
to the more flexible, comprehensive,  and 
team-oriented approach envisioned in the 
lAP model. Adaptat ion and growth in the 
new role took some time (approximately a 
year in Nevada and 18 months  in Virginia) 
and was facilitated by a variety of interven- 
tions, including ongoing training, close su- 

pervision, and exposure to other intensive 
juvenile correctional programs. The Virginia 
lAP program, for example, hired an addi- 
tional lAP officer who had extensive experi- 
ence in Norfolk's intensive probat ion  pro- 
gram and who subsequen t ly  served as a 
strong influence on the other  lAP staff. 9 

Cnien~ ~O~ib~D~V ~ d  
~elec~i~>n 
The basic eligibility criteria are the same 
across sites. Eligible youth: 

O Are male. 

O Have been commit ted  to the cus tody  
of the State juvenile correct ions  
agency. 

O Are from a selected county /count ies .  

O Will be placed at a specified juvenile 
correctional facility. 

T a b l e  1: l A P  M a n a g e m e n t  a n d  S t a f f i n g  

lAP Site 

Component Colorado Nevada Virginia 

D Administrat ive agency Colorado Division of Nevada Youth Parole Bureau Virginia Depar tment  
Youth Corrections of Juvenile Justice 

Program coordinator  DYC Community Services 
Coordinator  (Central 
Office) 

Clark County Parole Unit 
Manager (Local Office) 

Parole Services Manager 
(Central Office) 

Primary lAP staff 

Insti tution Three lAP client managers  lAP ins t i tu t ional /communi ty  Two lAP case managers* 
liaison* 

Community Same three lAP client o Two lAP case managers o Three lAP parole officers 
managers o Two field agents o Parole aide* 

o Parole unit manager 
o Education liaison 

Other key staff o Cedar Cottage t reatment  o "B" cottage manager 
team coordinator  o IAP data coordinator  

o Four group leaders 
o One to three interns 

with master 's  degrees 
in social work 

o IAP researcher* 

o Reception facility lAP 
case manager  

o Data coordinator* 

IAP staf f /c l ient  rat io**  

Ins t i tu t ion 

Community 

Client managers = 1/18 
(in + ou t ) t  

D )" Indicates the position is funded by OJJDP through the lAP grant. 

Liaison = 1/22 (in) 

Parole officer + agent = 2/20 
(out) 

Case manager  = 1/15 (ill) 

Parole officer = 1/15 
(ill + out) 

"" Staff/client ratios shown are based on program design. 
t "In" designates work with youth in institutions and "out" designates work with youth in the community. 

"" ~ 5 r ',. 
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The most significant contextual issue for 
understanding the lAP experience in 
New Jersey is the turbulent organiza- 
tional environment in which implementa- 
tion occurred. The unstable environment 
resulted from two major changes that 
took place in the organizational structure 
of juvenile corrections. 

When the program was introduced, and 
during the first 6 to 9 months of planning, 
youth institutions, community residential 
centers (group homes that were to be 
used as step-down facilities for lAP 
youth), and parole officers were under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Cor- 
rections (DOC). In the first reorganization 
(1993), responsibility for the residential 
centers was transferred to the Depart- 
ment of Human Services/Division of Ju- 
venile Services (DJS). In practical terms, 
this meant that youth moving through the 
three stages of the lAP model (institu- 
tion, transitional facility, parole) would 
move from DOC jurisdiction to DJS juris- 
diction and then back again. As a result, 
the site was required to obtain the com- 
mitment and cooperation of two State 
agencies with differing responsibilities 
and priorities during program planning 
and the initial months of implementation. 

The so-called organizational split was one 
of the major obstacles to early implementa- 
tion because so much time was spent over- 
coming turf issues and getting cooperation 
and coordination between the two depart- 
ments. After the first year of implementation, 
however, both DOC and DJS administrators 
were reporting that lAP had vastly improved 
communication, coordination, and under- 
standing of mutual responsibilities between 
the institutions, the transitional centers, and 
the parole system. Several staff indicated 
that they felt they were functioning for the 
first time as "part of a team." Overcoming 
the split was seen as one of the major ac- 
complishments of the project at that point. 

Just as these interagency lAP issues were 
being resolved, the second major reorgani- 
zation took place. In December 1995, the 
DOC's juvenile components (institutions 
and parole) and DJS residential centers 
were put under the auspices of a separate, 
third agency--the newly created Juvenile 
Justice Commission (JJC). The switch from 
DOC/DJS administration to JJC administra- 
tion involved a transition period that lasted 
more than a year. As a result, very little ad- 
ministrative attention was paid to lAP 
throughout the second half of 1996 and 

into early 1997. During this time, the 
project was essentially leaderless, being 
maintained solely by the efforts of line 
staff, and did not continue to develop 
programmatically. 

JJC was a large and new bureaucracy 
with wide-ranging responsibilities that 
included getting established and orga- 
nized, overhauling the outmoded and 
overcrowded New Jersey Training School 
for Boys (the major secure juvenile cor- 
rectional facility), and transforming the 
dysfunctional juvenile parole system. 
The small lAP project, with no more than 
25 to 30 participants at any point, was 
not a priority. This is not to suggest that 
JJC ignored the project. Both the agency 
administrator and the chief of the parole 
division believed strongly in the concept. 
And the new lAP coordinator (the assis- 
tant parole administrator, who took over 
lAP in February 1997) made significant 
efforts to get the by-then derailed lAP 
back on track. It was, however, a ques- 
tion of focus, energy, and priorities. JJC 
simply had too much to do and too many 
larger issues at stake to spend the time 
required for cultivating a small, federally 
funded experiment. 

O Are at high risk of reoffending based 
on the resul ts  of a si te-specific risk 
a s s e s s m e n t  i n s t rumen t J  n 

Each site has a limited set of exc lus ionary  
offenses (e.g., sex offenses) or condi t ions  
(e.g., severe  menta l  health problems) .  
Those  you th  who meet  all the eligibili ty 
cr i ter ia  are placed in the lAP-eligible pool 
and ass igned randomly  by NCCD to ei ther  
lAP or the control  group. 

I n t a k e  U s s u e s  
The n u m b e r  of youth enrolled in the dem- 
ons t ra t ion  project 's  experimental  and con- 
trol g roups  is lower than expected.  Early 
p lanning s tudies  indicated that a minimum 
of 200 you th  (lAP and control  group)  in 
each  s i te  were expec ted  to be enro l led  
dur ing the first 2 years of intake. However, 
after app rox ima te ly  3 years  (November  
1998), all the sites except Nevada had fallen 
far short  of this goal: Colorado had random- 
ized 150 youth,  Nevada had randomized 
212, and Virginia had randomized 121. 

Two key factors in the reduct ion of the 
IAP-eligible pool were insti tutional crowd- 

ing and the sys tem's  efforts to control  it. 
In Colorado, at about the time that lAP was 
being in t roduced ,  the State legislature 
mandated more extensive use of privately 
cont rac ted  beds for ser ious offenders in 
an at tempt to reduce crowding and costs. 
DYC responded  by expanding dramati- 
cally the number  of cont rac ted  beds with 
organizations such as Glen Mills and the 
High Plains Youth Center. Filling these 
beds then became a priority, and the unan- 
ticipated c o n s e q u e n c e  was a reduct ion in 
the number  of eligible youth who remained 
at DYC's Lookout Mountain facility. Approxi- 
mately one-fourth of all high-risk youth 
commit ted to DYC were not eligible for IAP 
because  of p lacement  at private facilities. 

A similar si tuation occurred in New Jersey, 
where officials aggressively diverted large 
numbers  of commit ted  youth from the lAP 
"host" inst i tut ion (New Jersey Training 
School for Boys) to smaller, less-secure 
public facilities. There, too, approximately 
one-fourth of the high-risk youth were 
made ineligible for lAP because  of these 
diversion practices.  The si tuat ion in Vir- 

ginia was somewhat  different. Officials at 
the local level (Norfolk) introduced a se- 
ries of programs designed as al ternatives 
to institutionalization approximately 1 year 
after lAP was implemented.  Although no 
data are available, it is believed that these 
programs helped reduce the overall level 
of commitments  to the State and lowered 
the number  of youth who might have been 
eligible for lAP. 

The lower-than-expected enrollments have 
potential implications for the evaluation 
(e.g., a smaller s tudy popnlat ion)  but also 
had some programmat ic  ramifications.  
For example, IAP and non-lAP youth were 
mixed in the IAP-designated cottages in 
Virginia during the first 2 years of opera- 
tion. This p resen ted  difficulties for insti- 
tutional cottage staff as they tried to imple- 
ment lAP-specific services for one portion 
of their unit 's population and not the other. 
In addit ion,  the "low and slow" intake 
levels meant  that the n u m b e r  of you th  
ac tua l ly  in tbe  af tercare  phase remained q 
much lower than anticipated during the 
first 2 years of implementat ion,  n 



aCh of the  s i tes  took s t e p s  to a d d r e s s  
ese  intake issues.  These  included making 

ase-by-case decisions,  in a limited man- 
ner, to accept  risk scores  slightly below 
the cut-off (Nevada, New Jersey, Virginia); 
lowering the risk scale cutoff points  to de- 
fine more youth as high risk (Nevada, Colo- 
rado) ;  pr ior i t iz ing  ins t i tu t ional  beds  for 
lAP youth  (Colorado) ;  and lowering the  
age eligibility from 16 to 13 years  of age and 
designat ing a second  insti tut ion as an lAP 
hos t  facil i ty (Virginia). Only the  s t eps  
taken by Nevada, however, appear  to have 
had a sustained impact on IAP enrollments.  

Par~ ic ipan~  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Data on the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  lAP- 
eligible popula t ion  i n d i c a t e t h a t  the  s i tes  
are in fact serving thei r  in tended ta rge ted  
popula t ion  of high-risk, high-need offend- 
ers. ~2 Given the aggress ive  d ivers ion  prac-  
t ices at severa l  of the sites,  the youth  ulti- 
mately se lec ted  for the project  are in many 
ways the most  difficult in the cor rec t iona l  
populat ion.  One parole  officer has com- 
mented  that  "having one IAP kid is like 
having two of any o ther  parolee."  

The age of the  IAP-eligible popula t ion  is 
qui te  similar  ac ross  s i t e s - - a t  least  80 per- ~ :ent of the youth are age 16 or older. The 
iroups are very  different, however,  with 

respec t  to ethnicity. In Colorado,  the 
project population is primarily Hispanic (39 
percent )  and white (34 percent) ,  Nevada 's  
youth  are pr imar i ly  African American (39 
pe rcen t )  and white  (37 percent ) ,  and 
Virginia's youth are predominant ly  African 
American (83 percent) .  

Offense h is tor ies  differ cons ide rab ly  by 
site. Colorado youth are significantly more 
likely to have been commit ted for a person- 
related offense (49 percent)  than youth in 
either Nevada (17 percent) or Virginia (14 
percent). At the same time, Colorado youth 
are less likely to be chronic offenders (three 
or more  pr io r  a d j u d i c a t i o n s )  or  ch ron ic  
felony offenders (three or more prior felony 
ad judica t ions)  than is the case  in Nevada 
and Virginia. In Colorado,  only 30 percent  
of the  high-risk youth  have three  or more  
adjudica t ions  ( compared  with 97 percent  
of the youth in Nevada and 88 percent  of 
t h o s e  in Virginia), and only  7 pe rcen t  
have three or more prior felony adjudica- 
tions (compared with more than half t i le 
youth in the o ther  two sites) .  These  da ta  
are p resen ted  in figures 1 and 2. 

D A s  shown in table  2, large p r o p o r t i o n s  
of the high-risk youth in each site have 
personal  and family problems that can 
present  significant barr iers  to successful  

Figure 1 : Nature of Current Adjudicated Offense, by Site 
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Figure 2: Percentage of Youth With Three or iVlore Prior Adjudications and 
Youth With Three or More Prior Felony Adjudications, by Site 
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Table 2: Youth and Family Problems in lAP and Control Groups 

lAP Site 

Colorado  Nevada  
P r o b l e m  Area  (n= 125) (n= 184) 

Virginia 
(n:83)  

Not a t t end ing  schoo l  74% 
Des igna ted  in need  of spec ia l  educa t ion  25 
Major  menta l  hea l th  p rob lem 32 
Major  d rug  and/or  a lcoho l  p rob lem 61 
Victim of child abuse /neg l ec t  45 
Family m e m b e r  with major  drug  a b u s e  p rob lem 51 
Family m e m b e r  i n c a r c e r a t e d  84 

Note: Data through November 30, 1998. 

90% 76% 
24 28 
14 26 
46 35 
53 29 
45 63 
49 65 

re in tegra t ion.  At least  th ree - four ths  of 
the  you th  in each  s i te  were  not  a t t end ing  
school  at  the  t ime of the i r  c o m m i t m e n t  to 
the  Sta te  juveni le  co r rec t ions  agency. One- 
fourth were  ident i f ied  as being in need  of 
spec ia l  educa t ion .  Each s i te  also had sub- 
stantial numbers  of youth with major mental 
hea l th  or  s u b s t a n c e  a b u s e  p r o b l e m s  and 
youth who had been victims of abuse  or ne- 
glect. Just as problematic  is the family envi- 
ronment  to which the youth will likely return 
upon  re l ease  to af tercare .  Approx ima te ly  
half of the  y o u t h  in each  si te  had a family 
member  with a major subs tance  abuse  prob- 
lem, and an even larger pe rcen tage  had a 
family member  who had been incarcerated.  

3=lhe T0"ansB~ion 
S~0"ucCu~'e a n ~  P0=ocess 
A central  tenet  of the  lAP model  is the  need 
for a well-planned and coord ina ted  process  
for t r ans i t i on ing  you th  from the  inst i tu-  
t ional  se t t ing  to af tercare .  This has  been  
largely accompl i shed  in Colorado,  Nevada,  
and Virginia. There  is ear ly  and f requent  
p lann ing  for af tercare ,  mul t ip le  peop l e  are  
involved  in deve lop ing  the  case  plan, and  
severa l  mechan i sms  are in place for gradu- 
al ly phas ing  the  you th  out  of the  highly 
s t r u c t u r e d  ins t i tu t iona l  env i ronment .  The  
key c o m p o n e n t s  of the  t r ans i t ion  p roce s s  
a re  s u m m a r i z e d  in tab le  3. Al though the  
speci f ic  c o m p o n e n t s  are  qui te  different  
a c ro s s  s i tes ,  the  m e t h o d s  each  used  to 
s t r u c t u r e  the  t r ans i t ion  cons t i t u t e  a pri- 
m a r y  s t r eng th  of implementa t ion .  ~:~ 

ParoUe Pnanning 
In each  site,  ins t i tu t iona l  and a f te rcare  
staff begin th inking abou t  and  p lanning  
for pa ro le  s h o r t l y  af ter  a you th ' s  commit -  
merit. Initial p lans  usual ly  are  d e v e l o p e d  
within 30 days  of commi tmen t ,  at the  
s a m e  t ime tha t  the  ins t i tu t ional  case  plan 

is deve loped .  Parole  plans  are then final- 
ized app rox ima te ly  1 to 2 months  pr ior  to 
re lease .  In Co lo rado  and Virginia, ca se  
plans  i n c o r p o r a t e  the  mult iple  pe r spec -  
t ives of ins t i tu t ional  staff, parole  staff, and 
r ep re sen t a t i ve s  of communi ty  agencies .  
Although all the  s i tes  a t t e mp t  to involve 
pa ren t s  in case  planning,  their  degree  of 
success  has differed. Parental  involvement 
in Co lo rado  has been  fairly routine, per-  
haps  b e c a u s e  of the  proximi ty  of the  insti- 
tut ion to the  Denver a r e a - - a  30-minute 
dr ive  away. It has been more  sporad ic  in 
Nevada  and Virginia, however,  where  the  
inst i tut ions are located several  hours  away 
from the  target  communi t ies .  

An impor t an t  ou t c ome  of this  early after- 
care  planning is that  paro le  officers can 
put  needed  se rv i ces  in p lace  prior  to the  
you th ' s  ac tual  re lease.  In all three si tes,  
cr i t ical  s e rv i ces  typ ica l ly  begin within the  
first week (if not the first day) after release. 
This p rac t i ce  s t ands  in sha rp  cont ras t  to 
the  t rad i t iona l  paro le  s i tua t ion  in which 
a r r ange me n t s  for s e rv i ces  often do not  
begin until the  youth  is released,  the reby  
crea t ing  c o n s i d e r a b l e  de lays  before ser-  
vices  are ac tua l ly  del ivered.  

Paroae O~=ice~" Contac t  
IDur~ng the Dnst i tut~ona~ 
P h a s e  
One of the  t rans i t ion ing  mechan i sms  com- 
mon to all s i tes  is the ongoing involvement 
of the case  manager /pa ro le  officer with lAP 
pa r t i c ipan t s  while they  are inst i tut ional-  
ized. Case managers  are  required to visit  
the  ins t i tu t ion at least  month ly  to begin 
building relat ionships with the youth, moni- 
tor  progress with the case  plan, and review 
the parole  plan. Evaluation da ta  show that  
in Colorado, lAP youth are seen by the case  
manager approximately 2.5 times per month 
dur ing the ins t i tu t ional  phase;  in Nevada, 

they  are seen by the parole  officer about  
once every  o ther  month;  and in Virginia, 
t hey  are seen  abou t  1.5 t imes per month. I 
in each case, this contac t  during the insti- 
tut ional  phase  is twice as frequent as 
among control  group youth.  

Si te -Speci f ic  Transi t ion 
Pract ices 
Colorado.  In Colorado,  one of the  key 
t rans i t ion  p roces ses  is cont inui ty  in ser- 
vice delivery.  During the inst i tut ional  
phase ,  communi ty -based  providers  begin 
weekly se rv ices  ( including multifamily 
counsel ing  and life skills se rv ices)  that  
cont inue during aftercare.  The extent  of 
Colorado ' s  p rov ider  involvement  across  
the  ins t i tu t ional /a f te rcare  b o u n d a r y  is 
unique and clear ly  represen t s  Al tschuler  
and Armst rong ' s  not ion of "backing up" 
communi ty -based  se rv ices  into the  insti- 
tut ion to maximize the  t rans i t ion  process .  

Sixty days prior  to release, lAP youth begin 
a series of s tep-down measures ,  including 
superv ised  tr ips to the communi ty  and, 30 
days  before release,  overnight  or weekend 
home passes.  Upon release to parole, most  
program youth go through several  months  
of day  t rea tment  programming that, in ad- 
dit ion to services,  provides  a high level of 
s t ruc ture  during the day. Trackers  provide 
evening and weekend monitor ing during 
this period of reentry. As a youth 's  progress 
warrants,  the f requency  of superv is ion  
contacts  decreases.  The planned frequency 
of contact  is once per  week during the first 
few months  of superv is ion ,  with gradual 
reductions to once per month in later s tages 
of supervis ion.  

Nevada. Like Colorado, Nevada's transit ion 
has p rogrammat ic  and s t ruc tura l  dimen- 
sions.  Once the parole  plan is finalized, all 
lAP youth begin a 30-day p re re lease  phase  
during which lAP staff provide  a ser ies  of 
s e rv i ce s  that  cont inue  th rough  the ear ly  
months  of parole.  These  cons i s t  pr ima-  
rily of two s t r u c t u r e d  cu r r i cu lums  on life 
skills ( Je t t s t r eam)  and s u b s t a n c e  abuse  
(Rational Recovery).  ~4 In addition, a money 
m a n a g e m e n t  p rog ra m (The Money  Pro- 
g ram)  is in i t ia ted .  Youth are  p rov ided  
with mock checking accounts  from which 
"bills" mus t  be paid for rent,  food, insur- 
ance,  and o the r  necess i t i es .  Youth also 
can use thei r  a ccoun t s  to p u r c h a s e  rec- 
rea t ion and o the r  pr ivi leges ,  but each 
you th  mus t  have a ba l ance  of at leas t  
$50 at the end of the 30 days  to purchase  
his bus t icket  home.  1 
The initial 30 days  of re lease  are consid-  
ered an inst i tut ional  furlough (i.e., youth  
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~ are still  on the  ins t i tu t ional  rolls)  that  
involves intensive supervis ion and service,  
any time during which the youth may be 
re turned to Caliente Youth Center for sig- 
nificant program infractions. To ensure 
that  communi ty  staff have the capabi l i ty  of 
returning youth  to Caliente, two beds  are 
kept open and in reserve.  During furlough, 
youth are involved in day programming and 

are sub jec t  to frequent  drug tes t ing and 
evening and weekend survei l lance.  Upon 
successful  comple t ion  of the  furlough, the 
IAP transit ion continues through the use of 
phased  levels of superv is ion .  During the 
first 3 months ,  three  con tac t s  per  week 
with the  case  manager  or  field agent  are 
requ i red .  This  level of s u p e r v i s i o n  is 
r educed  to two con tac t s  per  week for the  

next 2 months,  and then to once  per  week 
during the last month  of parole.  

Virginia.  Virginia's t rans i t ion  differs from 
the  other  two si tes  in that  its cent ra l  fea- 
ture is the use of group home p l acemen t s  
as a br idge be tween  the ins t i tu t ion  and 
the community.  Immedia te ly  after re lease  
from the institution, youth enter  one of two 

Table 3: Transition Components of  0AP Programming 

IAP Site 

Transition Component  Colorado Nevada Virginia 

Early paro le  planning Initial plan comple t e  at 
30 days  after inst i tut ional  
p lacement ;  final plan 
comple te  at 60 days  
pr ior  to release.  

Initial plan comple t e  at 30 days  
after  inst i tut ional  p lacement ;  
final plan comple t e  30 days  
pr ior  to furlough. 

Initial plan comple t e  30 
days  after ins t i tu t ional  
p lacement ;  final plan 
comple t e  30 days  pr ior  
to release.  

Multiple pe r spec t ives  
incorpora ted  in plan 

Case manager,  ins t i tut ional  
staff, youth,  parents ,  and 
communi ty  providers  all 
rout inely involved.  

Parole officer, inst i tut ional  
communi ty  liaison, 
inst i tut ional  staff, and 
youth;  parent  par t ic ipa t ion  
limited. 

Parole  officer, ins t i tu t ional  
case  manager,  youth ,  
in te ragency  "Commu- 
nity Assessmen t  Team," 
and parent.  

Parole officer vis i ts  One to two t imes per  week; Once per  month;  rout ine One to two t imes  per  
to inst i tut ion routine, s ince  spr ing 1997. month;  routine.  

Trea tment  begun in 
inst i tut ion and 
cont inued  in 
communi ty  

Via communi ty  providers .  
Inc ludes  mul t i fami ly  
counse l ing ,  life skil ls  
t ra ining,  ind iv idua l  
counseling, and voca- 
tional skil ls  t ra ining;  
done  routinely. 

Via an ins t i tu t iona l -communi ty  
l iaison and parole  officers. 
Includes life skills and drug/  
a lcohol  curr iculums;  done  
rout inely  until l iaison 
vacancy.  

Via one prov ider  at Hanover  
only. Drug/a lcohol  
t rea tment ;  s p o r a d i c  use. 
State  pol icy  d i scou rages  
con t r ac t  s e rv i ces  by 
communi ty  p rov ide r s  for 
ins t i tu t ional ized  youth.  

Youth pre re lease  visi ts  
to communi ty  

Superv ised  day t r ips  to 
communi ty  programs,  
beginning 60 days  
pr ior  to release.  

Not allowed. Not al lowed. 

Preparole  furlough Overnight /weekend home 
passes ,  beginning 30 days  
pr ior  to release.  

Thir ty-day condi t ional  re lease  
to community,  pr ior  to 
official parole.  

Not al lowed.  

Transi t ional  res idence  Not par t  of the design,  I)ut 
occurs  for some youth.  

Not part  of the design.  Two group homes  in 
Norfolk; 30- to 60-day 
length of stay; used 
for most  youth.  

Transi t ional  clay 
programming 

Two day- t rea tment  
p rograms  in Denver; 
used for a lmost  all youth  
during the first few 
months  after release.  

One day-superv i s ion /  
t r ea tment  program; used 
for most  youth.  

Day t reah, l~ld  u~c l  ~ut'-- 
youth  who do not go 
to group homes .  

Phased superv is ion  
levels on parole  

Informal system: contac t  
once per week during 
the first few months ,  
down to once per  
month later. 

Four-phase  sys tem:  contac t  
four t imes per week (luring 
furlough; three  t imes per 
week next 90 clays; two 
t imes per  week next 
60-90 clays; once per  
week next :]0-60 clays. 

Four-phase  sys tem:  group 
home; con tac t  five to 
seven t imes  per  week 
next 60 clays; three  to 
five t imes per  week next 
60 days;  three  t imes per  
week last 30 clays. 
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group homes  for a 30- to 60-day period. 
The programs and services  in which they 
will be involved in the c o m m u n i t y  are 
ini t iated short ly  after p lacement  in the 
group home. As in Nevada, Virginia uses a 
formal s tep-down sys tem to gradually 
ease the in tens i ty  of parole supervis ion .  
In the 2 mon ths  following the youth ' s  re- 
lease from the group home, staff are re- 
quired to contact  him five to seven times 
per week. This is reduced to three to five 
t imes per week during the next 2 months  
and again to three t imes per week dur ing 
the final 30 days. 

Virginia has had limited success in initiating 
services  in the ins t i tu t ional  phase that  are 
then  con t inued  dur ing  aftercare. IAP staff 
developed a comprehens ive  life skills cur- 
r iculum des igned for this purpose,  but it 
has not been consis tent ly delivered in both 
set t ings.  Because State officials frown on 
con t rac t ing  for services  with communi ty  
providers  for ins t i tu t ional ized youth,  this 
avenue  for t ransi t ion-oriented,  cont inuous  
service delivery largely has been blocked. 

l l l ix o I  

l eQ'vices 
The lAP model  s t resses  the need to create 
a wide-ranging and ba lanced  mix of inter- 
ven t ions  des igned to control  offender risk 
and to address  offender needs.  Colorado, 
Nevada, and Virginia have all r e sponded  
by (1) providing enhanced ,  IAP-specific 
programming during both the inst i tut ional  
and aftercare phases  and (2) creat ing a 
b lend of control  and t rea tment  s trategies 
dur ing  aftercare. 

Dns~i~u~ionaD S e r v i c e s  
In Colorado and Nevada, the basic interven- 
tion for IAP and all other youth is based on 
normative culture models that seek to help 
youth develop prosocial values. The inter- 
vention involves creating a positive peer 
culture in the cottage, having daily group 
counseling sessions, and using peer pres- 
sure to induce behavioral change. In Virginia, 
the basic intervention in all Department of 
Juvenile Justice facilities since early 1997 
has been the militaristic-style LEADER pro- 
gram. Using uniforms, a platoon organiza- 
tion, military drills, and highly structured 
days, the program represents an attempt to 
develop a new institutional culture based on 
structure, discipline, and group cohesion. 

Within this larger context, the programs in 
each site have developed specialized ser- 
vices for lAP. First, all the sites house IAP 

youth in the same living unit, although 
they have usually been mixed in with non- 
lAP youth. Second, because of the reduced 
caseloads, IAP youth have much more fre- 
quent  face-to-face contact  with their insti- 
tut ional  case managers  for purposes of 
case planning and counsel ing  than does 
the control  group. ~s Third, each site has 
developed programming specifically tar- 
geted to its lAP populat ion.  For example: 

O All three sites include a formal system 
of rewards and sanct ions (see page 13). 

Colorado provides a vocational skills 
workshop and addit ional  individual 
counsel ing  (run by communi ty  provid- 
ers), parent  or ientat ion and experien- 
tial learning activities (jointly run by 
cottage staff and the providers),  and 
anger  management  and survival skills 
groups. Further, family members  of lAP 
youth are involved in multifamily coun- 
seling groups operated by the providers 
at the inst i tut ion.  

In Nevada, IAP youth receive the pre- 
release services  d iscussed previously. 
These  include par t ic ipat ion in Jett- 
stream, Rational Recovery, and The 
Money Program. 

In Virginia, IAP youth are involved in a 
life skills group, receive specialized vo- 
cational assessment ,  and receive addi- 
tional individual counsel ing by their 
case managers.  Parents of IAP youth are 
involved in provider-run groups and 
other  services in the communi ty  while 
their sons are incarcerated.  

In addi t ion to these specialized services, 
lAP youth in each site are provided a wide 
array of more tradit ional  services (e.g., 
educat ion,  subs tance  abuse  t reatment)  
while inst i tut ionalized.  

However, as shown in table 4 (see page 11), 
lAP youth are not necessar i ly  more likely 
to be involved in these traditional service 
areas than non-lAP youth. For example, in 
Colorado and Virginia, there are no differ- 
ences  in the propor t ion of lAP and control 
youth who have been involved in educa- 
tion, vocat ional  training, counseling, sub- 
s tance  abuse  in tervent ions ,  or life skills 
training. In Nevada, however, IAP youth 
are more likely to be involved in vocational 
training, subs tance  abuse  intervent ions,  
and life skills programming. 

There is a similar pat tern with respect to 
the intensity of services (i.e., mean hours or 
days per service month)  provided to lAP 
youth. In Colorado, IAP and control youth 
receive generally very similar levels of ser- 
vice in each of the basic intervention areas, 

although control cases receive slightly 
more intensive services in vocational train- 
ing and counseling. In Virginia, IAP and con- " q  I 
trol youth receive similar doses of services / 
in all areas except vocational  training 
(where the lAP group receives less inten- 
sive services).  In Nevada, however, there 
are two service domains  (counsel ing and 
life skills) in which lAP youth receive far 
more intensive services than control youth. 

These data suggest a lack of differentiation 
between IAP and control youth in service 
delivery during the inst i tut ional  phase, 
especially in Colorado and Virginia. This is 
due in part to Colorado's efforts in recent 
years to provide enhanced services for all 
institutionalized youth and to the extended 
vacancy in the lAP case manager's position 
at the Beaumont facility in Virginia. 

It is important to remember, however, that 
what is being measured here is the extent of 
youth involvement  in tradit ional interven- 
tion areas. As shown elsewhere, there are 
important  differences in IAP insti tutional 
service delivery in connect ion  with case 
management  (e.g., early release planning, 
inst i tut ional  visits by the parole officers), 
the nature of service delivery (e.g., the in- 
volvement of community providers in Colo- 
rado), the emphasis on transition, and the 
provision of unique programming such as 
the systems for rewards and sanctions. 

A ~ e r c a r e  S u p e r v i s i o n  
In each site, multiple mechanisms are used 
to provide intensive supervision.  All the 
sites provide a highly s t ruc tured  setting 
for the early months of aftercare. Colorado 
uses day t reatment  programming, Nevada 
employs adminis t rat ively revocable fur- 
lough coupled with day programming, and 
Virginia requires a 1- to 2-month stay in a 
group home. The sites also require frequent 
contact between the youth and the super- 
vision team. In the first few months  of pa- 
role, the expected frequency of contact  
ranges from once per week in Colorado to 
three times per week in Nevada to five 
times per week in Virginia. 

Each site has made provisions for ex- 
tended coverage (i.e., supervis ion that 
occurs during evening hours and on week- 
ends).  Other moni tor ing  or survei l lance-  
oriented activities include curfews and ran- 
dom urinalysis (all sites), house arrest and 
electronic monitoring (as needed in Nevada 
and Virginia), and random paging and 
monthly court reviews (Virginia). Finally, 
lAP parole staff in each site spend a signifi- 
cant portion of their time interacting with 
youth and families at community programs, 
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D Table 

Service Type 

4: Prevalence and intensity of Service Delivery, Institutional Phase 

Colorado 
Percentage of Youth Who Mean Hours/Days 

Ever Received Service Per Month 
lAP Control IAP Control 

(n:80) (n=67) (n=80) (n:67) 

Educational 100% 99% 17.3 days 15.8 days 
Vocational training 53 49 13.8 hours  17.2 hours  
Mental heal th /counsel ing 100 99 12.2 hours 15.0 hours  
Drug/alcohol t rea tment  55 54 5.6 hours  4.5 hours 
Life skills t raining 31 43 4.5 hours  5.2 hours  

Nevada 
Percentage of Youth Who 

Ever Received Service 
Mean Hours/Days 

Per Month 
lAP CoIltrol IAP Control 

Service Type (n=95) (n--99) (n=95) (n=99) 

Educational 97% 99% 15.9 days 13.9 days 
Vocational training 77 59 14.7 hours 13.8 hours 
Mental heal th/counsel ing 97 97 21.5 hours 9.1 hours 
Drug/alcohol t reatment  95 82 4.4 hours 6.(1 hours 
Life skills training 96 36 33.5 hours 7.1 hours 

Virginia 
Percentage of Youth Who 

Ever Received Service 
Mean Hours/Days 

Per Month 
lAP Control lAP Control 

Service Type (n= 70) (n=35) (n=70) (n=35) 

Educational 99% 91% 18.0 days 18.9 days 
Vocational training 54 57 11.0 hours  21.2 hours  
Mental heal th/counsel ing 99 97 3.9 hours  2.7 hours  
Drug/alcohol t reatment  70 71 2.3 hours 2.0 hours  
Life skills training 84 83 1.7 hours 1.6 hours 

Note: Intensity-of-services data are based on case months in which the service was received. 

offenders' homes, and "in the street" instead 
of working solely out of the office. Although 
the number of aftercare youth for whom 
data are available is somewhat limited, it 
appears that the intensity of supervision for 
lAP youth is greater than that found [ot con- 
trois in all three sites. For example: 

O In Nevada and Virginia, lAP youth have 
substant ia l ly  more face-to-face con- 
tacts with their parole officers each 
month than do control youth, lAP 
youth in Coloraclo anti Virginia also 
have te lephone contacts  with their 
i)arole officers at a rate that is more 
than twice that of control youth (see 
table 5 and figure 3, page 12). 

O In Virginia, the l)arents of lAP youth 
have far more face-to-face contact  with 

parole officers than do control group 
parents.  

O In all sites, lAP youth are significantly 
more likely than control youth to be 
subject  to some form of evening and 
weekend supervision or surveillance 
(see figure 4, page 13). 

The data on the frequency of contact  be- 
tween parole officers and youth may raise 
the question of just how intensive the lAP 
supervision is. Seeing a youth two or three 
times per month (in Colorado) or even five 
times per month (in Nevada) may not seem 
to enhance dramatically the levels of super- 
vision. However, these data need to be 
viewed in the larger context of how "inten- 
sive supervis ion" is defined in the sites. 
The lAP programs do not rely solely on the 

contact between assigned parole officers 
and youth to achieve intensive supervision. 
Instead, the sites use a team supervis ion  
approach that involves several  different 
parties, including the parole officer, surveil- 
lance or tracking staff, t reatment providers, 
and others. In Colorado, for example, sub- 
stantial responsibility for social control is 
assumed by the two day-treatment provid- 
ers during the early phases  of parole. In- 
stead of relying on multiple contacts  per 
week with the case manager, Colorado uses 
highly-structured, 7-hour-per-day program 
involvement as a key mechanism for close 
supervision. There, as in the other sites, it 
is this type of service involvement ,  along 
with survei l lance activities and the fre- 
quency of contact,  that helps create inten- 
sive levels of supervis ion.  

Services while on af tercare .  The lAP 
model and the three demons t ra t ion  pro- 
grams emphasize the need to create links 
with a wide range of service providers  to 
meet the multiple and varied needs of the 
target population. Colorado and Virginia 
have been quite successful  in meeting 
this objective, while Nevada has encoun-  
tered some obstacles.  

Colorado has developed a full-fledged 
public-private par tnership by creating its 
inultiagency service provider network, lAP 
managers and staff view the provider net- 
work as the core element of the project. It 
involves approximately 25 different agen- 
cies and includes both residential and non- 
residential programs that provide a full 
range of services.  In practice, two of the 
agencies (the day t reatment  providers) are 
used routinely for almost all paroled youth, 
and the others are accessed according to a 
youth's needs. Funding for these services 
is provided through a combinat ion of DYC 
contractual dollars, lAP funding, and an 
additional pool of State subsidy money 
that provides flexible funds for sl)ecialized 
aftercare services. 

Virginia has been successful  in maximiz- 
ing the number  and type of communi ty  
resources that can be made available to 
lAP youth. It has done so by creating and 
sustaining relat ionships with key organi- 
zations in the community,  accessing sev- 
eral different funding sources,  and access- 
ing resources that previously may not have 
served the juvenile parole i)Ol)Ulation. The 
lAP site routinely uses approximately 15 
different public and private communi ty-  
based organizations for service delivery, 
although they are not organized into a 
formal provider network as in Colorado. 
The services include alternative educat ion 
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Table 5: Number of Contacts per Month Between Parole Officer and Youth 
and Parents During Aftercare 

IAP Site 
Colorado Nevada Virginia 

lAP Control lAP Control IAP Control 
Service Type  (n=58) (n=48) (n=81) (n=96) (n=56) (n=34) 

Face-to-Face 

Parole officer 2.5 1.5 5.0 2.0 11.4 2.3 
and youth  

Parole officer 1.4 0.7 1.8 1.0 4.8 1.5 
and parent  

Phone  

Parole officer 3.2 1.5 2.4 1.8 5.3 1.4 
and youth  

Parole officer 2.0 1.1 2.2 1.3 3.2 1.2 
and parent  

Figure 3: Average Face-to-Face Contacts During Aftercare, by Site 
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programs,  a special ized public school  re- 
en t ry  class, three vocat ional  t ra ining pro- 
grams, mental  health and family preserva-  
t ion services,  and subs t ance  abuse  
t r ea tmen t  and relapse prevent ion  pro- 
grams. Access to services  is enhanced  
through the availabili ty of flexible funds, 

including lAP grant money  and a $2 mil- 
lion State subs idy  for communi ty-based 
services.  In addit ion to these  brokered 
services,  parole staff provide a series of 
direct services  including life skills and 
subs t ance  abuse  counsel ing  and youth 
and parent  groups. 

Nevada's IAP has struggled to create com- 
muni ty  links and general ly has had less q 
access to community  agencies than is the 
case in Colorado or Virginia. Historically, 
the Nevada Youth Parole Bureau has had 
little experience with service brokerage. 
Consequently, for approximately the first 
2 years of the project, IAP staff directly 
delivered most of the services. In summer  
1998, however,  Nevada began to move 
away from the direct service model. A day 
treatment provider assumed the primary 
respons ib i l i ty  for the core services  re- 
ceived by all youth (e.g., life skills training, 
tutoring, anger management,  cont inuat ion 
of the Jettstream and Rational Recovery 
classes). Other services are available to 
IAP youth,  but  these are limited to pro- 
grams that have had long-standing con- 
tracts for services to all parolees, are oper- 
ated by other governmental  agencies, or 
require fees for service. ~6 In an attempt to 
provide a broader range of services, in ad- 
dition to more individualized and readily 
accessible services, Nevada identified five 
potent ia l  con t rac tors  in mid-1996 who 
could provide various levels of t reatment  
for mental health, substance  abuse, and 
other problems. Until only recently, how- 
ever, a series of bureaucra t ic  obs tac les  
and delays at the State level prevented the 
finalization of these IAP-specific contracts.  

Service involvement. Regardless of the 
variations in service delivery models, large 
percentages  of IAP youth  in each site re- 
ceive services  in several  different areas, 
and lAP clients, especially in Nevada and 
Virginia, are cons i s ten t ly  more likely to 
receive services than their control counter- 
parts. Data relative to the prevalence and 
in tens i ty  of aftercare services  delivered 
to you th  are p resen ted  in table 6 (see 
page 14). These data need to be treated 
with caution because of the low number  
of control clients with reports on service 
delivery in Colorado and Virginia. 

In Colorado, a large percentage of lAP youth 
are involved in each of the service  ar- 
eas. These youth are more likely than 
controls  to partake in employment, voca- 
tional training, and substance abuse ser- 
vices. The extent of IAP youth 's  service 
involvement  in Nevada and Virginia is strik- 
ing. In both sites, approximately two-thirds 
or more of the IAP youth  are involved in 
the var ious  services. IAP clients also are 
far more likely to be involved in each ser- 
vice area (with the sole exception of em- 
ployment) than are the control clients. 

Although large numbers  of lAP youth are 
provided services, the data indicate that 
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Figure 4: Percentage of Youth Subject to Survei l lance-Related 
Activit ies, by Site 

r 

o 

E 

Q_ 

100 

80 

60 

40 

20 

0 I I 
(n=49) (n=29) (n=63) (n=-67) 

Colorado Nevada 

--1- 
(n=46) (n=l 8) 

Virginia 

~ ]  lAP [ ]  Control 

Note: Includes evening/weekend extended coverage, pagers, electronic monitoring, and other 
surveillance methods. 

they do not necessari ly receive more in- 
tensive services than control youth. In fact, 
the results are quite mixed. In each site. 
there are several service areas in which 
the intensity of services is comparable for 
both groups, other areas in which lAP youth 
receive more intensive services, and still 
other  areas in which controls  receive 
more intensive services�9 

It is possible that the supervision practices 
described previously and the service deliv- 
ery patterns shown here could change over 
time or with larger samples .  However, 
based on the current aftercare data, it ap- 
pears that the sites have I)een quite suc- 
cessful in accomplishing what is suggested 
hy the lAP modeh because lAP clients are 
high-risk, high-need youth, they need to be 
handled with both extensive control and 
extensive involvement  in services�9 

IRews~'ds s ~ d  
S s n c r  
Each site has develol)ed IAP-sl)ecific, 
graduated reward and sanct ion programs 
for use in the insti tutional and aftercare 

phases. Working with these programs, lAP 
staff are able to consis tent ly  reinforce 
positive accompl ishments  and consis- 
tently respond to negative behavior  in a 
way that is propor t ionate  to the violation. 
The formality of the systems and how 
they have I)een implemented differ not 
only by site, but by phase (i.e., institu- 
tional versus aftercare) within sites. 

I l n s ~ i t # ~ i o n a 0  R e w a r d s  a n d  
S a n c t i o n s  
In Colorado and Nevada's institutional 
I)hase, staff have developed incentive pro- 
grams as enhancements to tile routine insti- 
tut ional reward/sanctioning systelns. 
Colorado's "Bonus Bucks" t)rogram allows 
lAP youth to earn privileges (e.g., family 
visits, extra phone calls) and tangil)le items 
(e.g., favorite food) for significant accom- 
plishments such as at taining a t reatment  
goal. The program is POl)ular with both 
youth and staff, who report that it cut be- 
havioral incidents by two-thirds after imple- 
mentat ion.  In Nevada, staff in the lAP cot- 
tage have developed running, weight lifting, 
and reacting programs, all of which provide 

incentives (e.g., favorite food, late nights, 
movies) for reaching prede te rmined  mile- 
stones. In Virginia, institutional case manag- 
ers in the different facilities use an informal 
system of rewards and sanctions, but there 
are differences in the scope of applicat ion 
and the cons i s tency  with which they are 
applied. At Beaumont  (the inst i tut ion with 
the majority of IAP youth), the system his- 
torically has not been used as routinely or 
aggressively as at the Hanover Juvenile Cor- 
rectional Facility. At Hanover, rewards and 
sanctions are applied on a weekly basis to 
respond to a youth 's  behavior and in spe- 
cial si tuations,  such as complet ion of a 
t reatment  program or a major rules viola- 
tion. The Hanover case manager  uses a 
wide range of motivators  including addi- 
tional phone calls home, access to fast 
foods or computer  games, and permission 
to wear "wave caps" or "doo rags." Program 
infractions or lack of progress in treatment 
typically results in delayed or denied privi- 
leges. Major violations of institutional rules 
result in institution-imposed sanctions and 
learning assignments that require the youth 
to reflect on and write about the precursors 
and consequences  of his behavior. 

C o m m u n i t y  R e w a r d s  a n d  
S a n c t i o n s  
The rewards /sanct ions  sys tems used in 
the communi ty  are similar in principle to 
those used in the institutions. The commu-  
nity setting, however, generally offers a 
wider array of potential rewards (e.g., movie 
tickets, passes  to spor t ing events  or con- 
certs, dinners out, recreation center  mem- 
berships, gift certificates) and sanct ions  
(e.g., more restrictive curfews, communi ty  
service, house arrest, increased surveil- 
lance, court reviews, revocation). Because 
all three sites use some type of I)hase sys- 
tem for aftercare supervis ion,  movement  
to a more restrictive phase in response  to 
violations, or to a less restrictive phase in 
resl)onse to sustained progress, is a com- 
mon tactic. In each of the sites, it also is 
i)ossible to place a youth  in de t en t i on  
fOF a u l i e ~  lJez ~ o u  1;'~ c a s e s  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

nol~comp]iance. 

The structure of the sites' rewards/sanc- 
tions systems differs. Colorado's tends 
to be fair ly unstructured, allowing case 
mangers to choose from a whole nlenu of 
rewards and s a nc t i ons  and apply them 
as they think best  fits the individual  and 
his c i rcumstances .  Both Nevada and Vir- 
ginia, however, have developed rather  
e laborate  sys tems  that involve classify- 
ing various behaviors  or infract ions into 
multiple tiers and specifying the types of 

i 



Table 6: Prevalence and Intensity of Service Delivery, Aftercare Phase 

Colorado 
Percentage of Youth Who Mean Hours/Days 

Ever Received Service Per Month 
lAP Control  lAP Control 

Service Type  (n=54) (n=35) (n :54)  (n:35) 

Educa t iona l  52% 51% 12.0 days  15.9 days  
Em pl oymen t  59 40 14.8 days  16.8 days  
Vocat ional  t ra in ing 48 25 8.7 hours  4.0 hours  
Mental  hea l th / counse l ing  78 69 8.7 hours  12.7 hours  
Drug /a lcoho l  t r e a tmen t  63 37 4.4 hours  4.3 hours  
Life skills  t ra in ing 48 46 8.7 hours  7.7 hours  

Nevada 
Percentage of Youth Who 

Ever Received Service 
Mean Hours/Days 

Per Month 
lAP Control  IAP Control 

Service Type (n=71) (n=84) (n :71)  (n:84) 

Educa t iona l  83% 55% 7.4 days  13.1 days  
E m p l o y m e n t  49 54 14.0 days  14.5 days  
Vocat ional  t ra in ing 63 27 4.1 hours  5.1 hours  
Mental  hea l t h / counse l ing  66 19 5.8 hours  6.9 hours  
Drug /a lcoho l  t r e a tmen t  76 18 3.3 hours  6.4 hours  
Life skills  t ra in ing 77 5 3.5 hours  27.8 hours  

Virginia 
Percentage of Youth Who 

Ever Received Service 
Mean Hours/Days 

Per Month 
lAP Control  IAP Control 

Service Type (n=50) (n= 18) (n=50) (n:  18) 

Educa t iona l  62% 28% 9.5 days  7.8 days  
E m p l o y m e n t  40 44 10.5 days  12.9 days  
Vocat ional  t ra in ing 66 39 13.4 hours  5.1 hours  
Menta l  hea l t h / counse l i ng  96 39 6.5 hours  11.4 hours  
Drug /a lcoho l  t r e a tmen t  70 22 5.1 hours  5.3 hours  
Life skil ls  t ra in ing  68 22 8.6 hours  5.8 hours  

Note: Intensity-of-services data are based on case months during which the service was received. 

r e w a r d s / s a n c t i o n s  tha t  are  c o n s i d e r e d  
a p p r o p r i a t e  to each  tier. ~7 

R e w a r d / S a n c t i o n  I s s u e s  
Although  the  reward  and sanc t ion  sys-  
t ems  are  used  rou t ine ly  in the  s i tes ,  t hey  
have  not  been  ea sy  to implement ,  espe-  
c ia l ly  in the  c o m m u n i t y  se t t ings .  Each of 
the  s i t es  has  had  diff icult ies and  cont in-  
ues  to e x p e r i m e n t  with its sys t em.  For 
example ,  Colorado  had to revamp its en- 
t ire sy s t em after  youth  began to d e m a n d  
rewards  for meet ing  what  were cons ide red  
rou t ine  e x p e c t a t i o n s  (e.g., r epor t ing ,  at- 
t end ing  day  t rea tment ) .  Under the  revised 
s y s t e m ,  r e w a r d s  a re  l inked on ly  to t he  
ach i evemen t  of ob jec t ives  specif ied in the  

youth ' s  behaviora l  contract .  Nevada has 
expe r i enced  p rob lems  with older, more  
s o p h i s t i c a t e d  you th ' s  unwil l ingness to 
comply  with some of the  in termedia te  
sanc t ions  imposed  in r e s p o n s e  to thei r  
rules violat ions.  Virginia staff have noted 
that  for some  youth,  behavior  de ter iora tes  
so quickly and d ramat i ca l ly - -p rogres s ing  
from minor  to ma jo r  v io l a t ions  to 
r e o f f e n d i n g - - t h a t  staff do  not  have t ime 
to r e spo nd  with p rogress ive  in te rmedia te  
sanc t ions .  Finally, Nevada  and Virginia 
also have had to amend  thei r  a p p r o a c h e s  
to rewards  be c a use  the  progress  among 
high-r isk pa ro lees  is f requent ly  slow and 
measu red  in small  increments .  As a result,  
the  reward  sys t ems  cur ren t ly  emphas ize  

not  only goal a t ta inment ,  but also inter- 
media te  s t eps  toward  those  goals. 

Lessons Learned- 
FactoD's FaciBitating 
and Hmpeding 
nmplementation 
IAP i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  exper ience  to  date has 
b rough t  ou t  severa l  issues that  are inst ruc-  
t i ve  for  the  f ield. This  sec t ion  h igh l igh ts  
f a c t o r s - - b o t h  pos i t i ve  and n e g a t i v e - - t h a t  
have  in f luenced  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  across 
the  IAP sites. 

Facilitating F a c t o r s  
Following are some of the  key factors that  
facili tated initial program implementat ion.  

A real need addressed. Site staff be- 
l ieved that  the  IAP model  a d d r e s s e d  a 
real need.  Staff also bel ieved that  lAP 
had the potent ia l  to al leviate  many of 
the  p ress ing  af tercare  issues  the  s i tes  
were exper iencing,  including high re- 
c idivism and recommi tment  rates ,  
minimal  or d is jo in ted  intervent ions ,  
and poli t ical  p re s su re  to do someth ing  
abou t  se r ious  juvenile offenders.  From 
the s i tes '  pe r spec t ive ,  the model  was 
not just  some  new programmat ic  "add 
on," but  a new way of doing bus iness .  
In addi t ion,  IAP had a s t rong concep-  
tual appea l  to admin i s t r a to r s  and staff, 
who thought  the model  made pract ica l  
sense and who wanted to make it work. 18 

O Design f lexibi l i ty .  By specifying under-  
lying p rogram pr incip les  ra ther  than a 
de ta i led  p rogram design,  the model  
al lowed each of the  s i tes  to adap t  the  
a p p r o a c h  to local c i rcumstances .  The 
high degree  of flexibility in model  de- 
sign was a major  selling point  for local 
admin i s t r a to r s  in their  decis ion to pro- 
ceed  with implementa t ion .  Further, 
giving admin i s t r a to r s  and staff the  au- 
thor i ty  and respons ib i l i ty  for de termin-  
ing exact ly  what  the  model  would look 
like at the  local level he lped  ensure  a 
high level of commi tmen t  to the result-  
ing program.  

O A long-term perspective. The long- 
term view and mul t iyear  funding pro- 
v ided by OJJDP gave the si tes  t ime to 
implement  a complex  project .  In spi te  
of its concep tua l  appeal ,  implementa-  
t ion was not a s imple  undertaking.  In- 
s tead,  bui lding and refining the model  
was an incremental ,  often exper imen-  
tal, mul t iyear  process .  OJJDP's long- 
te rm perspec t ive ,  however,  gave the  
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To more closely examine the transition 
process, NCCD has conducted analyses 
of the extent of contacts and services 
during the months immediately preceding 
and following a youth's release from the 
institution. The central question is 
whether and to what extent service delivery 
is intensified for lAP youth during this transi- 
tion period. The analysis divided the entire 
correctional intervention into four distinct 
and mutually exclusive phases: 

The institutional phase. 

The institutional transition phase, 
which is the 30 days (Nevada, 
Virginia) or 60 days (Colorado) 
immediately prior to release. 

O The community transition phase, 
which is the first 30 days on parole 
in the community. 

0 The aftercare phase. 

The analysis used only the subsample of 
study youth who have already been re- 
leased to aftercare. ~ Selected findings 
to date are briefly summarized below. 
These data indicate that the lAP pro- 
grams are in fact focusing on the transi- 
tion period, especially the first month of 
aftercare, and that contacts and services 
are substantially more intensive for lAP 
youth during this time. 

C o r ~ t a o t s  
The figure compares the Virginia lAP and 
control groups on the frequency of 
monthly face-to-face contact between 
youth and parole officers during each of 
the four program phases. The data show 
that there is a slight increase in contacts 
for lAP--but not control--youth between 
the institutional and institutional transi- 
tion phases (i.e., the 30 days prior to 
release). But in each of these first two 
phases, there is no substantial difference 
between the groups in the frequency of 
contact. However, the frequency of con- 
tact for lAP youth increases dramatically 
during the first month of aftercare, and 
there is a major difference between lAP 
and controls during this period. The in- 
creased frequency is to be expected, 
as the youth are back in Norfolk, but the 
magnitude of the contacts and the differ- 
ences between lAP and controls suggest 
a strong programmatic focus on this key 
transition period. During the ensuing 

A v e r a g e  F a c e - t o - F a c e  C o n t a c t s  b y  P r o g r a m  P h a s e ,  V i r g i n i a  
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P ropo r t i on  of Youth Rece iv ing  Se lec ted  Se rv i ces  Dur ing  F i rs t  ~ ionth  of  
Al ' tercare, C o m m u n i t y  T rans i t i on  Phase 

IAP Site 

C o l o r a d o  Nevada  Vi rg in ia  

lAP Control  lAP Control  lAP Control  
Se rv i ce  Type  (n=58) (n=48) (n=81) (n:96)  (n=56) (n=34) 

Educat ion 38% 36% 58% 30% 43% 6% 
Employment  41 15 23 24 21 9 
Mental heal th/  66 49 36 9 82 12 

counsel ing  
Drug/alcohol  t rea tment  41 28 53 9 50 6 
Life skills t raining 33 32 56 3 52 6 

months of aftercare in Virginia, the fre- 
quency of contact drops slightly but still 
remains far greater than that which occurs 
for control youth. Nevada and Colorado 
data showed similar, but less dramatic, pat- 
terns of increased contact during the tran- 
sition periods. 

S e ~ ' v i c e s  

Data on the percentage of lAP youth who 
are provided various types of services dur- 
ing the first month of aftercare (see table) 
also support the notion of intensified ser- 
vices for lAP youth during the community 
transition period. In Colorado, there are 
several service areas (employment, court- 

seling, substance abuse) in which a 
larger percentage of lAP than control 
youth are involved during the first month 
of aftercare. Similarly, in Nevada and Vir- 
ginia, a substantially larger percentage of 
lAP youth are involved in education, men- 
tal health/counseling, substance abuse 
services, and life skills programming. 

h T h e  you th  u s e d  for t h e s e  a n a l y s e s  (1) had  been  re- 

l eased  [rt)m ti le ins t i tu t ions ,  (2) ha(I a val id  r e l e a se  

da te  awdlable,  and  (3) had c~)ml~lete da ta  fo rms  for the  
m o n t h ( s )  p reced in~  or  [cflh)winR tire ru lease  date .  T h e  

s a m p l e s  are sma l l e r  for th is  ana lys i s  than  in the  rest  r 
the  Ihdletin. AS a result ,  t he r e  wdl he  scm~'  d i f w n , n c e s  

l)etWeell tll~' co l l t ac l s  alld s t ' t r i c e s  d a t a  shoWll ht ' r t '  
a n d  the>st '  shm.++'n e l . s t + w h e r e  i n  t h i s  Bu lh .q i l+ , .  
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sites sufficient t ime and resources  to 
implement  the model.  

0 Expert technical assistance. The ongo- 
ing training and technical assistance pro- 
vided by Drs. Altschuler and Armstrong 
were ind i spensab le  sources  of external  
suppor t  for the projects. They brought 
a high level of energy, c o m m i t m e n t ,  
and exper t i se  to the sites. Their exper- 
tise was critical, par t icular ly  because  
the detai ls  and n u a n c e s  of the model ' s  
practical  application cannot  be gleaned 
from publications or traditional experi- 
ence.  Drs. Al t schu le r  and  Arms t rong  
provided multiple well-received training 
s e s s ions ,  offered highly r e s p o n s i v e  
support ,  promoted cross-site learning 
experiences, suggested practical alterna- 
tives for dealing with implementat ion 
problems, and generally nurtured IAP 
program development.  

Internal and external  support.  Colo- 
rado, Nevada, and Virginia developed 
external  and internal  suppor t  by gar- 
ner ing  coopera t ion  from high-level 
dec i s ionmakers  from related agencies,  
managers  of var ious  operat ional  units  
(e.g., ins t i tu t ions ,  parole), supervisors ,  
and line staff. The sites used a variety of 
mechan i sms  to gain support ,  but essen- 
tially they gave these  people a role in 
planning and/or ongoing program devel- 
opment .  Par t icular ly  impor tan t  was 
the bui lding of in ternal  suppor t  at the 
IAP line level by cont inuously involving 
staff in program deve lopment  and 
implementat ion-related decisionmaking. 

@ Committed leadership. There was com- 
mitted and strong program leadership 
at the opera t ions  level. The source of 
this leadership varied by site, but each 
had program leaders who thoroughly 
unders tood  and were commit ted to the 
model, promoted  the IAP "cause," ag- 
gressively addressed problems in imple- 
mentat ion,  and generally worked hard 
to make the program successful.  In New 
Jersey, the weakening of the project co- 
incided with a period when the lAP 
leadership  posi t ion was vacant  and 
then  was a s sumed  by staff who were 
unab le  to devote  sufficient t ime and 
a t t en t ion  to lAP because  of their  addi- 
t ional r e spons ib i l i t i e s )  9 

Suff ic ien t  staff resources .  Colorado, 
Nevada, and Virginia all dedicated suf- 
ficient staff resources  to the project.  
Caseloads were abou t  half the size of 
those  handled  by t radi t ional  staff. Al- 
though this represen ted  a subs tant ia l  
investment  of personnel,  this investment  

was necessa ry  to enable  the sites to 
deal in tensively  with high-risk youth 
with multiple problems and also neces- 
sary to allow parole staff to assume 
significant responsibi l i t ies  for youth 
dur ing the inst i tut ional  phase. 

<> Access to specialized grant funds. The 
sites had access  to specialized grant 
funds. All the sites used some port ion 
of their OJJDP grants to help enrich ser- 
vices for lAP youth. Colorado, Nevada, 
and Virginia also had access to a much 
larger amount  of specialized State juve- 
nile correct ions  subs idy  money that 
allowed them to significantly broaden 
their  access  to communi ty  services. 
Although these  funds were not only 
targeted to IAP youth,  the projects 
used them as important  supplementary  
funding that  helped make lAP imple- 
mentat ion fuller. 

<> Preexisting agency relationships. In 
Colorado and Virginia, preexisting 
agency relationships with communi ty  
resources (e.g., Colorado's service pro- 
vider network) directly affected the 
level of implementa t ion  achieved in 
those sites. Rather than having to start 
from scra tch in building a network of 
service providers,  they were able to 
build upon already existing relationships 
to access a wide range of services for 
IAP youth. In contrast ,  Nevada and New 
Jersey did not have these strong prior 
connect ions,  and while both sites devel- 
oped access to several new resources, 
their range of services  and ease of ac- 
cess remained more limited than in 
Colorado and Virginia. 

B a r r i e r s  to Umpnementat ion 
There also were several  cross-site factors 
that impeded lAP implementat ion.  

O Unstable operating environments .  At 
various t imes and to varying degrees, 
all the s i tes  a t t e mp t e d  to implement  
the projects  in the face of major and/or 
f requen t  changes  in their  organiza- 
tional envi ronments .  These changes 
affected the level of suppor t  and atten- 
tion afforded the pilots and sometimes 
d is rupted  impor tant  relat ionships or 
operat ing procedures.  Nevada, for ex- 
ample, faced not  only several adminis- 
trative changes but  also a major reor- 
ganizat ion of the agency during the 
second year of implementat ion.  In Vir- 
ginia, the in t roduct ion  of the LEADER 
program and a massive rebuilding 
project  at Beaumont  required almost 
all the a t tent ion of that facility's key 

managers  for more than 18 months.  
Finally, New Jersey had to c o n t e n d - -  
ultimately unsuccessfu l ly- -wi th  two I 
major reorganizations and the revamp- 
ing of the entire parole system. 

<> Competing agency priorities. Related 
to the impediment  descr ibed above 
were the size of the pilots and compet- 
ing agency priorities. Unstable environ- 
ments  or not, the IAP projects were 
small relative to the general institu- 
tional and aftercare popula t ions  (e.g., 
15 to 30 youth in inst i tut ions  that 
house between 200 and 500 juveniles).  
In spite of the appeal of lAP and gen- 
eral suppor t  for the project, agency 
adminis t ra tors  and managers  in all the 
sites had to deal with much larger is- 
sues on a day-to-day basis. These is- 
sues often drew managers '  a t tent ion 
away from IAP-related concerns  and 
likely reduced the amount  of proactive 
suppor t  and routine involvement  that 
they may otherwise have given the pi- 
lots. On the other  hand, the size of the 
pilots may have protected them from 
the kind of negative a t tent ion that 
could arise in conjunct ion  with larger 
program initiatives. 

@ Crowding and aggressive diversion 
practices. In all four sites, insti tutional I 
crowding was (and is) a major prob- 
lem. In Colorado and New Jersey, the 
correct ions agencies were very aggres- 
sive in trying to divert as many youth 
as possible from secure facilities to 
private beds (Colorado) or smaller, 
less secure State-run facilities (New 
Jersey). In Virginia, substant ia l  diver- 
sion was occurr ing at the local (Nor- 
folk) court  level after the in t roduct ion 
of a series of programs designed as al- 
ternatives to incarceration. The result 
in all three sites was (1) a reduction in 
the n u m b e r  of youth  who were eligible 
for lAP, (2) lower-than-expected program 
enrollments ,  and (3) a "hardening" of 
the IAP target population. In other words, 
high-risk youth with better  prospects  
were placed in a l t e rna t ive  programs, 
while the most  difficult remained at the 
secure institution. 20 

O Staff selection and training.  In Nevada, 
New Jersey, and Virginia, the IAP parole 
officers all had difficulty making the ad- 
justment from traditional styles of super- 
vision to what was envis ioned by IAP. 
Although these problems were eventu- 
ally overcome, they slowed implementa- a 
tion in the aftercare phase and created I 
considerable  stress. In part, this was a 
staff selection issue. Some of the sites 
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i assumed that the most  experienced staff 
would make the best  IAP case managers 
because  of their  experience, knowledge, 
and skills. There  also were personnel  
rules that  e i ther  gave pr ior i ty  to or re- 
quired preference for veteran staff over  
other  new hires. However, some of these 
staff had fairly en t r enched  not ions  of 
how to "do" supervis ion,  and it was of- 
ten an office-bound, 9-to-5, t rad i t ional  
approach .  21 A lack of app rop r i a t e  or  
sufficient staff training in how to do the 
"nuts and bolts" of intensive supervision 
also con t r ibu ted  to these  problems.  

O Staff turnover and vacancies.  While all 
the sites experienced some turnover, it 
was a significant p rob lem only in New 
Jersey. The entire lAP staff and all staff in 
posit ions directly related to IAP opera- 
tions turned over (some, multiple t imes) 
in a 15-month period between the sum- 
mer of 1996 and the fall of 1997. This led 
to enormous program instability and an 
absence of any people with strong roots  
in the model  during the t ime that  New 
Jersey was making efforts to put its pro- 
gram back on track. The staff vacancy  
issue loomed large in Nevada and Vir- 
ginia. In those  sites,  key staff pos i t ions  

i became vacant and went unfilled for ex- 
tended periods. These vacancies meant 
that there were significant cracks in the 
service  del ivery system. Consequently, 
vacancies  have hurt  the overall  level of 
implementa t ion  in those  sites. 

O Distance be tween  the c o m m u n i t y  and 
the institution.  In Nevada and Virginia, 
lAP youth were housed  2 to 3 hours" 
driving t ime from the communi ty  and 
the af tercare  offices. This p resen ted  a 
chal lenge to af tercare  staff 's efforts to 
maintain a rout ine schedu le  of institu- 
tional visits, required cons ide rab le  ex- 
pendi tures  of time, and impeded ef- 
forts to involve family members in the 
visits. Conversely, the Colorado institu- 
tion is apl)roximately 20 to 30 minutes 
away froln the community, anti this 
close  proximity facil i tated frequent 
visits to the inst i tut ion by case  manag- 
ers, parents ,  and t rea tment  providers .  
Tile s ucce s s  of lAP in Virginia and 
Nevada, however, indica ted  that  geog- 
raphy  was a problemat ic ,  though not 
all insurmountable ,  barrier.  

C o n c 0 ~ s i o ~  
Fhe lAP demonstrations in Colorado, Ne- 
,ada, and Virginia have iml)lemented pro- 
rams that ( I )  largely reflect their program 

designs and the intent of the IAP model and 

(2) have resul ted in superv i s ion  and ser- 
vices for lAP youth that  are quite different 
from those  rece ived  by regula r  pa ro lees .  
The sites have generated internal and exter- 
nal suppor t  for the program; identified and 
selected the high-risk, high-need youth in- 
tended by the model; and, using a team ap- 
proach,  have se rved  them through  small, 
IAP-only caseloads.  The projects  also have 
r e sponded  successfu l ly  to the  centra l  fea- 
ture of the IAP model  by developing a host  
of mechan i sms  to facil i tate the  t rans i t ion  
be tween  inst i tu t ion and aftercare.  These  
mechanisms include early parole planning, 
routine institutional visits by the aftercare 
case  manager,  and s tep-down s t ruc tu res  
and p rocedures  to modula te  communi ty  
reentry. Results of the  focus on transition- 
related activities include a dramatical ly im- 
proved level of coordinat ion and comnmni- 
cation between institutional and aftercare 
staff and the ability to involve youth in com- 
muni ty  se rv ices  a lmos t  immedia te ly  after 
inst i tut ional  release.  

Finally, the IAP programs ill all sites provide 
youth  with e n h a n c e d - - a n d  b a l a n c e d - -  
superv is ion  and serv ices ,  espec ia l ly  dur- 
ing the  af tercare  phase:  

Supervis ion teams ( c o m p o s e d  of pa- 
role officers, paro le  a ides / t rackers ,  
t rea tment  p rov ide rs )  help ensure  the  
de l ivery  of in tensive supervis ion .  

O The f requency of con tac t  be tween  the 
youth  and the paro le  officer during af- 
tercare  is higher  for the  lAP group. 

<> lAP youth  are at least  twice as likely as 
controls  to undergo  evening and week- 
end survei l lance.  

lAP youth are znore likely than cont ro ls  
to be involved iu a range of se rv ices  
during aftercare.  

This is not to suggest  that inlplementat ion 
can be charac ter ized  as "coml)lete," that it 
has been proble ln  free, or that  what  the 
si tes  have achieved has been relat ively 
easy to accoml)lish. Each site has labored 
cont inuously to bring together  the various 
p ieces  of the IAP puzzle and make them 
work in the local jurisdiction.  Moreover, as 
detai led above, there  have been anti con- 
t inue to he areas  of weakness  in each site 's  
implelnentat ion.  

Now, in the fifth year  of i lnplemell t ing lAP, 
si te staff cont inue to fine-tune their  pro- 
grams and aggress ively  a dd re s s  their  
implementa t ion  issues.  In general ,  how- 
ever, it is clear that the s t rengths  of each 
program considera l ) ly  outweigh the short-  
comings and that lAP has I)een well imple- 

mented  in Colorado,  Nevada,  and Virginia. 
What  remains to be d e t e r m i n e d - - t h r o u g h  
NCCD's ou tcome  e v a l u a t i o n - - i s  w h e t h e r  a 
wel l -conceived and s t rongly  imp lemen ted  
IAP model  will have the  des i red  effect of 
reducing recidivism and r e c o mmi tmen t s  
among high-risk paro lees .  

INo~es 
1. The terms "aftercare" and "parole" are  
used in te rchangeably  in this Bulletin. Both 
refer to the per iod  of communi ty  supervi -  
sion subsequen t  to release from secure  
confinement.  

2. Previous s tages  included (1) a compre-  
hensive l i terature review and onsi te  assess-  
ments of promising aftercare programs;  
(2) the deve lopment  of a theory-driven,  
multifaceted intensive aftercare paradigm; 
(3) the design of policies, procedures ,  and 
training curr iculums to suppor t  the model; 
(4) orientation and training provided to 
eight jurisdictions; and (5) select ion of the 
four delnonstra t ion sites. 

3. This Sumlnary is avai lable through 
OJJDP's Juvenile Just ice Clear inghouse  by 
calling 800-638--8736 or visi t ing OJJDP's 
Web site, www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org.  

4. This Bulletin is based on an interim report  
to OJJDP ent i t led The Intensive Aftercare 
Program Demonstration fh'oject: Interim 
Implementation Assessment (November 1998). 
The assessment  report  provides a cross-site 
summary  of IAP implementa t ion  and de- 
tailed individual reports  on each of the four 
sites. The da ta  presented  in the repor t  and 
in this Bulletin are somewhat different in that  
the a s sessmen t  repor t  covered  the per iod  
up to June 1998 while the Bulletin includes  
information through December  31, 1998. 

5. The model ' s  three  program e lements  
must be cons ide red  in local lAP design and 
iml)lementation. They include (1) external  
environment  and organizat ional  factors,  
which call a t tent ion  to the need to ensure  
that  the locally develol)ed model  takes 
into account  its unique context  (e.g., ad- 
ministrat ive s t ruc tures )  and tim need to 
build suppor t  ac ross  the ent ire  spec t rum 
of agencies that  could be involved in or  
affected by lAP; (2) overa rch ing  case  
management;  and (3) management  infor- 
marion and program evaluat ion,  which 
s t resses  the need to moni tor  the  lAP pro- 
gram carefully to ensure  ongoing I)rogram 
integrity and the need to assess  prograln 
impact through a forlnal comprehensive 
evaluation. 

6. Outcome data col lect ion began in fall 
1998 for the first wave of IAP and control 
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par t i c ipan t s ,  i.e., t hose  who en te red  the 
p ro j ec t  dur ing  1995 and 1996 and who 
were  r e l e a s e d  from the  ins t i tu t ion  pr ior  
to August  1, 1997. Because  p rogram enroll- 
ments  con t inued  through at least Novem- 
ber 1998, final outcome data  will not  be 
avai lab le  until spr ing 2001. 

7. Because  New Je r sey  was d r o p p e d  as a 
d e m o n s t r a t i o n  site, the  focus of this  Bulle- 
tin is on Colorado,  Nevada,  and Virginia. 
However, because  New Jersey 's  exper ience  
is instruct ive,  there  are frequent references  
to tha t  site. 

8. The p r i m a r y  example  of this  was in New 
Jersey,  whe re  the  Juvenile Just ice  Commis-  
sion redesigned its entire parole sys tem and 
included several  lAP features in the new de- 
sign. The change was such that the LAP pilot 
had r educed  significance and lAP lost some  
of its uniqueness .  A less dramat ic  example  
occurred  in Virginia, where a Depar tment  of 
Juveni le  Jus t ice  pol icy change  resul ted  in 
the  e l iminat ion  of furloughs and ear ly  re- 
leases  from inst i tut ions.  This e l iminated  
IAP's abi l i ty  to use  ear ly re lease  to a tran- 
s i t ional  group home as a major  incent ive  
for p r o g r a m  compl iance .  

9. In New Jersey,  the  p rob lem was never  
real ly resolved .  The original paro le  officers 
made  li t t le p rogress  in adap t ing  to the  new 
model  of superv is ion .  They were  rep laced  
in ear ly  1997 by  two younger,  more  ener-  
getic staff. For a var ie ty  of reasons ,  how- 
ever  ( inc luding the  pro jec t ' s  end),  these  
staff never  had  sufficient o p p o r t u n i t y  to 
mas te r  in tens ive  supervis ion .  

10. The rat ionale  for targeting high-risk 
offenders  is to  ensure  tha t  the  in tens ive  
se rv i ces  avai lable  th rough  the lAP model  
are targeted to those  most  likely to commit  
fu ture  o f fenses ,  t h e r e b y  inc reas ing  the  
p rog ram ' s  potent ia l  to reduce  crime. With 
outs ide  technical  assistance,  the sites devel- 
oped risk measurement  tools using a cohor t  
of juveni les  re leased  to paro le  in the  ear ly  
1990's and ou tcome measures  that  included 
any new arrest  or revocation within a 1-year 
per iod  after release.  The youth  identified as 
"high risk" on each of the scales  had recidi- 
vism ra tes  of 60 to 70 percent ,  depending on 
the site. In Colorado, for example, the recidi- 

vism rate among high-risk youth was 68 per- 
cent, while it was 41 percent  for medium-risk 
youth and just 22 percent  for low-risk youth. 

11. In New Jersey, the low number of intakes 
combined with a high rate of program termi- 
nations during the institutional phase  had a 
major  impact  on the p lanned  use of the  
communi ty -based  t ransi t ional  facilities. 
New Jersey ' s  12-bed facilities were envi- 
s ioned originally as "lAP only" t ransi t ional  
units, with a t tendant  lAP-specific services. In 
fact, there were rarely more than one or two 
youth  in them at any given time, and no 
IAP-specific serv ices  were delivered. 

12. All data  on youth characterist ics  include 
both  lAP and control  youth.  

13. As used  in this d iscuss ion,  "transit ion" 
refers to those  activities intended to reinte- 
gra te  youth  gradual ly  into the community,  
regardless  of when the activities occur dur- 
ing the  inst i tut ional  and af tercare phases .  
This is a sl ightly b roade r  definition than 
one that  will be used subsequent ly ,  which 
focuses  on act ivi t ies  occurr ing during the 
30 or 60 days  immedia te ly  preceding and 
subsequen t  to re lease  from the institution. 

14. These  se rv ices  are  p rov ided  by the  
inst i tut ional-community liaison. The va- 
cancy in this  posi t ion from February  to 
Oc tober  1998 c rea ted  significant p rob lems  
for this t ransi t ional  component .  IAP staff 
from Las Vegas filled s o m e  of the  void 
when they  made  their  inst i tut ional  visits. 

15. Colorado IAP youth are seen by their  
case  managers  on average  2.5 t imes per  
month  (versus  1.2 for controls) ,  Nevada 
youth on average 6.7 times per month (ver- 
sus 2.0 for controls), and Virginia youth 10.4 
t imes per  month  (versus  4.8 for controls) .  

16. The Nevada project  has been quite suc- 
cessful  in creat ing and sustaining relation- 
sh ips  with (1) a wide range of bus inesses  
that  have con t r ibu ted  goods  or serv ices  
that  can be used as par t  of the lAP's sys- 
tem of rewards,  (2) severa l  volunteers  who 
have provided  no-cost  special ized classes  
for p rogram par t ic ipan ts  on topics such as 
sexual ly  t r ansmi t t ed  d iseases ,  and (3) a 
group of employe r s  who frequently hire 
lAP youth.  

17. Nevada 's  reward system,  for example,  
uses four levels of incentives, ranging from I 
food i tems and compac t  discs (level I) to ' I  
concer t  t ickets or $50 gift certificates (level 
IV). The sys tem also specifies which be- 
haviors or accompl i shment s  should be 
r e w a r d e d - - a n d  at what  l e v e l i i n  each of 
several  areas  of functioning. These include 
t reatment  plan compliance,  good home be- 
havior, and good school  performance. Simi- 
larly, the sanction sys tem lists 23 different 
potential  violations and specifies the appro-  
pr ia te  range of responses  for each. 

18. The appeal  of IAP had ramifications for 
juveni le  pa ro le  genera l ly  in the  s i tes .  In 
Colorado and Nevada, experience with the 
pilot has led to discussions  about how the 
model  might be implemented systemwide.  
Virginia's ear ly  lAP exper ience  s t rongly  
influenced a decision to hire 20 intensive- 
supe rv i s ion  paro le  officers to implement  
port ions of the model  throughout  the State. 
In New Jersey, the new aftercare system 
draws heavily on key componen t s  of lAP. 

19. New Jersey 's  leadership  issue needs to 
be viewed, however, within the larger con- 
text of the  organizat ional  change and the 
Juvenile Just ice Commission 's  more press-  
ing pr ior i t ies .  That  is, l imited l eade r sh ip  
was a fac tor  in weaken ing  the  p rogram,  
but it also was related to larger issues.  

20. These  comments  are intended to de- 
scribe how crowding and diversion affected 
lAP implementation, especially with respect  
to achieving p lanned sample  sizes for the 
evaluation.  They are not meant  to suggest  
that other sites implementing the lAP model 
should  d iscont inue  efforts to diver t  youth  
from institutional placement simply in order 
to create a larger pool of IAP-eligible youth, 
or that institutional crowding and diversion 
p rac t i ces  somehow prohib i t  successful  
implementa t ion  of the lAP model. 

21. This is not to argue that  highly experi- 
I 

enced case managers cannot or do not make I 
good IAP staff. What  has proven problem- 
atic is assuming that  they will and there- 
fore making exper ience  a pr imary  cri ter ion 
for selection.  

,...z 1 1 8  ~ . . . . .  - , ' - . -  



[ e ere ces 
tschuler, D.M., and Armstrong, T.L. 

1 94. In t ens i ve  Af tercare  for  High-Risk Ju- 
veni le  Of fenders:  A C o m m u n i t y  Care 
Model.  Summary. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department  of Justice, Office of Justice 
Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. 

Altschuler, D.M., and Armstrong, T.L. 
1996. Aftercare not afterthought: Testing 
the lAP model. Juven i l e  Just ice  3(I): 15-22. 

Clear, T.R. 1988. Statistical predict ion in 
corrections.  Research  in Correct ions  
1(1):1-39. 

Hamparian, D.M., Davis, J.M., Jacobson,  
J.M., and McGraw, R.E. 1984. The Young 
Criminal  Years o f  the Violent  Few. Wash- 
ington, DC: U.S. Department  of Justice, 
Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juve- 
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Krisberg, B.A., Austin, J., and Steele, P. 
1991. Unlocking Juven i l e  Corrections.  San 
Francisco, CA: National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency. 

This research was supported by grant number 
95-JN-CX-0023 from the Office of Juvenile 

stice and Delinquency Prevention, U.S. 
epartment of Justice. 

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

Acknowlledga~er~ts  

Richard G. Wiebush, Senior Researcher, Betsie McNulty, Ph.D., Senior Re- 
searcher, and Thao Le, Senior Research Associate, are with the National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency. 

S h a r e  Wit]hi Your  Con]leagues 
Unless otherwise noted, OJJDP publications are not copyright protected. We 
encourage you to reproduce this document, share it with your colleagues, and 
reprint it in your newsletter or journal. However, if you reprint, please cite OJJDP 
and the authors of this Bulletin. We are also interested in your feedback, such as 
how you received a copy, how you intend to use the information, and how OJJDP 
materials meet your individual or agency needs. Please direct your comments and 
questions to:  

J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  C l e a r i n g h o u s e  

Publication Reprint/Feedback 
P.O. Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20849-6000 
800-638-8736 
301-519-5600 (fax) 
E-Maih askncjrs @ ncjrs.org 

The Office o f  Juveni le  Justice and  Delin- 
quency Prevention is a component o f  tile Of- 
fice of Justice Programs. which also includes 
the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau 
of  Justice Statistics, the National Institute o f  
Justice, and the Office for Victims o f  Crime. 

~' ~ 1 9  J ,, 



U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Justice Programs 

Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Washington, DC 20531 

Official Business 
Penalty for Private Use $300 

RESORTED STANDARD 
OSTAGE & FEES PAID I 

DOJ/OJJDP ] 
PERMIT NO. G-91 I 



U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Justice Programs 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

I 

I\ 

@ 

l 
/ 

\ . /  
. JJ., 

i 
f 

~'~7/. ~ ~A-4~,~ ~ ~ s ~ . ~  ~ [l~i) 

D a v f i d  I~. AnCschuile~-,  T r o y  IL. A r m s t r o n g ,  an~d 
I D o l s  L a y E o ~  l ~ a c i t ( e ~ z f i e  

i Over the past decade, interest in the 
lissue of aftercare for juvenile offenders 
has grown tremendously. Jurisdictions 
have sought new ways to reintegrate 
youth being released from confinement 
into their communities while also en- 
suring public safety, and juvenile jus- 
tice policymakers and professionals 
have begun experimenting with after- 
care and other reintegration models. 
In the late 1980's, the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(OJJDP) began supporting a long-term, 
multistage research and development 
initiative to design an intensive juve- 
nile aftercare model. The final stages 
(implementation and testing) of the 
initiative, an experimental evaluation 
of the Intensive Aftercare Program 
Model (lAP) using random assignment 
conducted by the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), are 
well under way. 

h7 "Reintegrative Confinement and 
Intensive Aftercare, "Dn David M. 
AItschuler and Dr. Troy L. A rmstrong 

escribe the lAP model, distinguish it 
from other models and programs that 

have been implemented and assessed 
with varying degrees of success, and 
analyze individual intensive aftercare 
programs. While other aftercare evalu- 
ations have not all been experimental 
in design, the IAP evaluation uses ex- 
perimental methodology to gauge the 
success of the four OJJDposupported 
projects currently implementing the 
lAP model. Following Drs. Altschuler 
and Armstrong's comparative analysis, 
Dr. Doris Layton MacKenzie provides a 
commentary that reviews existing af- 
tercare programs and studies of these 
programs and reacts to Drs. Altschuler 
and Armstrong's conclusions. Dr. 

- s  . . . . . .  MacKenzie exumines cme,.u,e initia- 
tives, including OJJDP's lAP model, in 
light of the findings and recommenda- 
tions of the University of Maryland's 
report entitled Preventing Crime: What 
Works, What Doesn't, What's Promis- 
ing, which she coauthored. Together, 
these analyses present a cutting-edge 
examination of what has worked in 
reintegrating juvenile offenders, what 
has not worked, and why. 

IFron~ ~:]Se A~n~fi~i~n-at~on" 

If we are to succeed in our efforts 
to combat juvenile delinquency and 
recidivism, it is not sufficient to know 
what works, or even to implement 
programs based on that knowledge. 
We need to ensure that the juvenile 
justice system conducts comprehen- 
sive front-end assessments of 
court- involved youth, encompasses 
a system of immediate and interme- 
diate sanctions, and provides both 
nonsecure and secure community- 
based programs and facilities. 

We must not stop there, however, 
because the juveni le offenders 
currently placed in secure confine- 
ment will one day return to the 
community. Hence, aftercare is 
essential for youth released from 
residential programs. 

This Bulletin describes an intensive 
juvenile aftercare model developed 
from a long-term OJJDP research 
initiative and compares it with other 
approaches. An analysis of intensive 
aftercare programs is also offered in 
light of the publication of the Univer- 

Crime: What Works, What Doesn't, 
What's Promising. 

This analysis helps us to understand 
what works--and what does not--- in 
reintegrating juvenile offenders into 
their communities. More needs to be 
determined, but this Bulletin is a 
first step toward accomplishing that 
crucial goal. 

Shay Bilchik 
Administrator 
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D a v i d  M .  A l t s c h u l e r  a n d  T r o y  L.  A r m s t r o n g  

As the trend toward confining greater 
numbers  of juveniles in corrections facili- 
ties continues (see table 1), increasing at- 
tention is being paid to what happens once 
they are released back into the community. 
The "what happens" question frequently is 
asked in reference to two closely related 
issues. The first is whether released offend- 
ers will commit additional crimes, particu- 
larly person offenses, and thereby threaten 
public safety. In fact, one of several motiva- 
tions for prolonging incarceration is that 
confinement  is regarded by some as the 
primary way to prevent offenders from 
committ ing additional crimes. Implicit in 
this view is the belief that incarceration is 
insufficient to prevent or deter offenders 
from committ ing crimes when released. A 
second, and very closely connected,  issue 
centers on what is being done to ensure 
that released juvenile offenders will not 
cont inue to offend. Because there is so 
much uncer ta inty  surrounding the commu- 
nity adjustment  of juvenile offenders after 
release, some believe the best  policy is to 
pos tpone release as long as possible. 
Prolonged incarceration is problematic, 
however, for several reasons. First, it is ex- 
ceedingly expensive; second, many juvenile 
insti tutions are already dangerously over- 
crowded (see table 2) and space is scarce; 
and third, its increased use has not demon- 
strated measurable reductions in juvenile 
arrests following the release of incarcerated 
offenders. 

In short,  there is a growing interest  and 
need to learn more about  what steps to 
take to promote  law-abiding behavior in 
the communi ty  by juvenile offenders re- 
turning from insti tutions.  What can be 
learned from prior and ongoing research 
on correct ions sanctioning,  support ive 
programming,  and the imposit ion of social 
control techniques  when emphasis  is 
placed during the confinement  phase 
on linkage with aftercare? What type of 
approach is likely to generate the most 
positive outcome,  and how can it be imple- 
mented? Fortunately, considerable  re- 
search has been conducted on programs 
that, to varying degrees and in distinctly 
different ways, pursue a "reintegrative" 
form of confinement.  Much can be gleaned 
from these programming initiatives and 
their evaluat ions that can help not only 
to shape the design and development  of 

future efforts and initiatives, but also to 
guide their implementat ion and opera- 
tions. Reintegrative confinement is defined 
as an incarceration experience that in- 
cludes a major focus on structured transi- 
tion and a followup period of aftercare 
characterized by both surveillance and 
service provision in the community. 

Trans i t ion  and pos t ins t i tu t ional  cor- 
rec t ions  programming and supervis ion  
have a t t rac ted  cons ide rab le  a t tent ion 
across the country,  in part  because re- 
search  f indings tend  to indica te  that  
gains made by juveni le  offenders in cor- 
rect ions  facilities quickly evaporate  fol- 
lowing release. ~ Other research findings 
suggest  that  e i ther  be t te r  outcomes are 
apparen t  or the potent ia l  for posit ive 
impact  is increased when a highly struc- 
tured and enhanced  t rans i t ion  from cor- 
rect ions  facilities into the communi ty  is 
implemented  in accordance  with cer ta in  

]See, for example. Altschuler, 1984; Altschuler and 
Armstrong, 1991: Baird. Storrs. and Connelly, 1984; 
Catalano et al., 1988; Coates, Miller, and Ohlin, 
1978; Whittaker. 1979. 

specifications.  2 An impor tant  implicat ion 
of these  findings is the growing realiza- , d  
tion that  incomplete,  flawed, or highly I uneven  implementa t ion  cannot  produce 
bet ter  ou tcomes  for par t ic ipat ing offend- 
ers. Stated simply, when requi rements  
for implement ing  the basic program de- 
sign are not met, success  is unlikely. 

What kind of requirements  are in- 
volved? In general terms, reintegrative 
confinement  emphasizes:  

O Preparing confined offenders for reen- 
try into the specific communit ies  to 
which they will return. 

O Making the necessary  arrangements  
and linkages with agencies and indi- 
viduals in the communi ty  that relate 
to known risk and protective factors. 

O Ensuring the delivery of required ser- 
vices and supervision.  

To the extent that these general speci- 
fications are not met, there is little reason 
to expect that reoffending behavior will 
diminish or that the overall performance 
of youth returning to the communi ty  will 

2 See, for example, Altschuler. 1998; Deschenes. 
Greenwood. and Marshall, 1996; Fagan, 1990; 
Greenwood, Deschenes, and Adams, 1993; 
Goodstein and Sontheimer. 1997: MacKenzie, 1997; 
Sealock, Gottfredson, and Gallagher, 1995, 1997; 
Sontheimer and Goodstein, 1993. 
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Table 1: The 1-Day Count of Juveniles 
From 1983 to 1995 

Public Facility 1-Day Count 

Held in Public Facilities Rose 47% 

Percentage of Change, 1983-1995 

Law violation 48% 
Delinquency 52 

Person 109 
Violent Index 99 

Property -17 
Drug 95 
Public Order 87 

Status Offense -21 
Total 47 

The increase was not evenly distributed across all offense categories, however. The 
number of juveniles held for Violent Crime Index offenses doubled. The broader category 
of person offenses (that includes such offenses as simple assault and kidnaping and the 
Violent Crime Index offenses) more than doubled. 

The categories of drug and public order offenses also saw large increases. 

<> In contrast, there was a drop in the number of juveniles held for property crimes and status 
offenses. 

Source: Sickmund, M. (1997). 
Note: Analysis of data from OJJDP's Children in Custody Census 1982/83 and 1994/95 
[machine-readable data files]. i 



mprove. Accordingly, reintegrative con- 
r initiatives must be carefully as- 
essed to determine the extent to which 

implementat ion adheres to a prescribed 
model. In addition, different reintegration 
initiatives must be examined in terms of 
the specific required program elements,  
components  of the elements,  and proce- 
dures.  Adherence  to a theore t ica l ly  
flawed model is no more likely to produce 
a positive result than is low-quality imple- 
mentat ion of a sound model. 

This Bulletin provides an overview of 
what has been learned from research and 
practice about  designing, developing, and 
implement ing  aftercare ini t ia t ives that 
place a high prior i ty  on re in tegra t ive  
confinement,  s t ructured transit ion,  and 
followup in the community.  Corrections 
approaches incorporat ing reintegrat ive 
conf inement  are not widespread.  Few 
of these  efforts have been  r igorously 
evaluated.  However, a small  n u m b e r  
of such ini t iat ives have been well docu- 
mented  ancl analyzed in considerable 
detai l .  There is also related research 
and program deve lopment  work  on in- 
tensive aftercare. Collectively, this knowl- 
edge base offers impor tant  insight and 
guiclance. 

It is critical to note that much of the re- 
cent experimentation with innovative juve- 
nile aftercare programming has focused on 
ways to develop more effective "intensive" 
approaches. However, the approaches dif- 
fer in terms of what "intensive" means and 
what specialized modalities and practices 
must be incorporated programmatically. 
These differences emphasize a variety of 
issues, inclucling anticipatecl caseload size 
and frequency of contact, classification and 
assessment procedures, criteria for target- 
ing youth appropriate for participation in 
this kind of intervention framework, anti 
the respective roles of surveillance and 
treatment/service provision activities to 
m~ximize long-term, prosocial community 
adjustment and normalization. Questions 
include: 

O What const i tutes  a measurable  thresh- 
old of intensity in terms of supervis ion 
and services? 

O What range of offender profiles (with 
regard to delincluent histories and/  
or special p rob lems /needs )  defines 
the parameters  for referral to these 
i) rograms? 

I O What technology can be brought to 
bear to better identify and match 
clients to effective intervent ion? 

Table 2: On February 15, 1995, 69% of Public Facility Residents Were 
Held in Facilities Operating AboveTheir Design Capacity 

All Public Facilities Residents 
Percentage Held 

Percentage in Facilities 
Operating Operating 

Above Above 
Design Capacity Total Design Capacity Total Design Capacity 

All public facilities 1,080 40% 69, 929 69% 
Fewer than 31 residents 595 21 8,543 29 
31-110 residents 324 58 18,506 59 
111-200 residents 90 63 13,141 66 
201-350 residents 39 82 10,075 82 
More than 350 residents  32 88 19,664 91 

O 40% of public facilities housed more residents than they were constructed to 
hold--a greater proportion than in 1991 (36%). 

<> The larger a facility's design capacity, the more likely it was to be operating over capacity. 

O Small facilities (designed for fewer than 31 residents) accounted for the largest number of 
over-capacity facilities. 

Source: Sickmund, M, Snyder, H.N., and Poe-Yamagata, E. (1997). 

The programs and deve lopmen ta l  
work discussed in this Bulletin represent  
at tempts to answer such quest ions.  

In the following pages, the small body 
of research and developmental  work on 
intensive aftercare is briefly reviewed, 
highlighting both the lessons learned and 
the pitfalls experienced. First, however, it 
is useful to explore tile underlying ratio- 
nale, both theoretical and empirical, that 
has led selected jurisdict ions across the 
count ry  to focus on intensive juvenile af- 
tercare. This discussion is followed by a 
descript ion and brief analysis of the indi- 
vidual intensive aftercare initiatives. 

T h e  I A ?  l~]~)del 
One model or conceptual  yardstick 

agaitls[ which h 'ansit ion and aftercare 
programs can be measured is the lAP 
model, developed with OJJDP funding by 
Drs. Altschuler and Armstrong (1994a, 
1994b). Its usefulness as a guide for exam- 
ining program design and implementat ion 
rests in its identification of specific pro- 
gram elements,  components  of the ele- 
ments, and services that address what are 
commonly  regarded as essential  aspects  
of reintegrative correct ions i)rogramming 
(see figure 1). One of lAP's components ,  
the requirement  that both survei l lance 
and treatment  services be provided, has 
been found relevant to success in both 

intensive supervis ion  programs (ISP's) for 
probat ioners  (Petersilia and Turner, 1993; 
Byrne and Pat tavina,  1992) and boot  
camps  (MacKenzie and Souryal ,  1994). 
Many researchers  bel ieve that  the suc- 
cess is related to active, direct  in te rven-  
t ion in the home c o m m u n i t y  and social 
network within which the offending origi- 
nated. This is also where various prob- 
lems and needs related to family, school. 
employment ,  peer group, and drugs sur- 
face. However, when the response  is pre- 
dominantly, or exclusively, a matter  of 
offender survei l lance and social control 
(e.g., drug and alcohol testing, electronic 
monitoring, frequent curfew checks, strict 
revocation policies) and the t reatment  
and service-related coml)onents  are lack- 
ing or inadequate,  the indication is that 
neither a reduct ion in reciclivism nor an 
improvement  in social, cognitive, and 
behavioral functioning is likely to occur. 

Attention is thereby drawn to the ex- 
tent and nature  of both the survei l lance 
and service coml)onents  as reflected in 
the implementat ion and day-to-day opera- 
tion of the aftercare program. Regarding 
services in particular,  the cluestion is 
whether  inst i tu t ion-based t reatment  fo- 
cusing specif ical ly on "cr iminogenic"  (i.e., 
predict ive of future cr iminal  act iv i t ies) 
needs (see Andrews and Bonta, 1994) is 
compat ib le  and consistent wi th  t reatment  
in t i le community.  Special ized t reatment 



in the  ins t i tu t ion  is likely of little long- 
last ing value if it is not re levant  to press ing 
c o n c e r n s  in the  da i ly  l ives  of o f f ende r s  
in the  c o m m u n i t y  and not  ca re fu l ly  and 
cons i s t en t ly  re inforced in this  set t ing.  
The lack of such  se rv ices  in e i ther  the  
ins t i tu t ion  or  the  communi ty  is equal ly  
de t r imenta l ,  b e c a u s e  the  former  offers 
the  po ten t i a l  for es tab l i sh ing  a powerful  
founda t ion  on which to bui ld and the lat- 
ter  offers the  potent ia l  for t rans fe r r ing  
newly l ea rned  skills and c o m p e t e n c i e s  to 
the  ve ry  c o m m u n i t y  in which the offender  
will r e s ide  (see,  for example ,  Altschuler ,  
1984; Al t schu le r  and Armstrong,  1995b; 
Whit taker ,  1979). 

S t ra teg ies  to deve lop  a se rv ice  s t ruc-  
ture tha t  spans  ins t i tu t ion  and c o m m u n i t y  
involve severa l  major  chal lenges .  Allocat-  
ing suff icient  number s  of qualif ied staff 
and  funds to s u p p o r t  s e rv i ce  p rov is ion  at 
the  level requi red  in bo th  the  ins t i tu t ion  
and c o m m u n i t y  is cr i t ical ly  impor t an t  
and chal lenging.  Cost  sharing,  leveraging 
funds,  in-kind con t r ibu t ions ,  cont rac t ing ,  
pub l ic -pr iva te  pa r t ne r sh ip s ,  and rea l locat -  
ing p o r t i o n s  of exis t ing budge t s  are  some  
of the  a p p r o a c h e s  that  are being used.  
Developing the  organiza t ional  capac i ty  
and wherewi tha l  to faci l i tate  the  consis-  
t ency  and compa t ib i l i t y  of s e rv i ce  deliv- 
e ry  be tween  the  ins t i tu t ion  and com- 
muni ty  is ano the r  cr i t ical  chal lenge.  
S t ra tegies  des igned  to fos ter  such  com- 
pa t ib i l i ty  inc lude  br inging into the  inst i tu-  
t ion spec ia l i zed  se rv ice  p rov ide r s  and 

agency  staff based  in the  community,  
providing joint  staff training,  es tabl ishing 
in te ragency  case  management  teams,  
adopt ing  and tai lor ing for inst i tut ional  
use t hose  p rac t ices  and app roaches  that  
c losely  r e semble  promis ing t rea tment  and 
se rv ice  modal i t ies  found in the commu- 
nity p rograms ,  and conversely,  applying 
promis ing  t echn iques  initially deve loped  
for ins t i tu t ional  use (such  as anger man- 
agement  or  aggress ion  rep lacement )  to 
communi ty -based  programs.  In short ,  the  
intent  is to have communi ty -based  after- 
care  se rv ices  paral le l  t hose  that  are first 
ini t ia ted in the  ins t i tu t ion and institu- 
t ional se rv ices  geared  to achieve essen-  
t ially the  same  p u r p o s e s  as those  that  will 
be ach ieved  in the  community.  The key 
se rv ice  areas  a round  which both the  insti- 
tut ion and communi ty -based  providers  
need to organize their  respec t ive  efforts 
in t andem are  family, peers ,  schooling,  
work, and drug involvement  (i.e., drug 
use and drug selling). Program develop-  
ments  in these  areas  need to be encour-  
aged by funding suppor t ,  reflected in or- 
ganizat ional  pol icies  and procedures ,  and 
p r o m o t e d  through carefully des ignated  
staff roles and responsibi l i t ies ,  training, 
and ca ree r  advancement .  

Regarding supe rv i s ion  and control  in 
the  communi ty ,  a cri t ical  quest ion re la tes  
to how var ious  p rac t i ces  can work in con- 
cer t  with the  requi red  services .  Drug and 
a lcohol  test ing,  a t t endance  and curfew 
checks,  e lec t ronic  monitor ing,  and track- 

ing are all va luable  superv is ion  pract ices  
that  can be used to encourage  par t ic ipa-  I 
tion in required se rv ices  and adhe rence  1 
to rules and condi t ions .  In fact, c lose su- 
perv is ion  and tracking that  increase  the 
probabi l i ty  of de tec t ing  noncompl iance  
with, and nonpar t i c ipa t ion  in, required 
se rv ices  may well d i scourage  lack of co- 
opera t ion ,  especia l ly  when coupled  with 
g radua ted  responses .  The key is having a 
s t ra tegy  to heighten survei l lance  in a way 
that  p romotes  par t ic ipa t ion  in t rea tment .  
Such a s t ra tegy is essent ia l  because  re- 
search  suggests  that  recidivism decl ines  
only when offenders are s imul taneous ly  
receiving both superv is ion  and t reatment-  
r e l a t ed  s e r v i c e s )  Again, a d e q u a t e  re- 
s o u r c e s  and organizat ional  abil i ty are 
c lear ly  neces sa ry  to p romote  the imple- 
menta t ion  of p rograms that  t ruly incorpo-  
rate  sufficient levels of superv is ion  and 
services .  

Research  findings r epea t ed ly  have 
shown that  provid ing  high levels of 
supe rv i s ion  to lower risk offenders  re- 
sul ts  in poore r  pe r fo rmance ,  not better .  4 
One reason  f requent ly  c i ted  to explain 
this  pa t t e rn  is tha t  in tens ive  supe rv i s ion  
t ends  to be a c c o m p a n i e d  by an increase  
in de t ec t ed  technica l  violat ions that,  by 
definit ion in many s tudies ,  is one measure  t 
See. for example. Byrne and Pattavina, 1992; 

Gendreau. 1996; Petersilia and Turner. 1993. 

4 See, for example. Andrews, 1987; Baird, 1983; Erwin 
and Bennett, 1987; Markley and Eisenberg. 1986. 

Figure 1 : Intervent ion Model  for Juveni le  Intensive Aftercare 
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of program failure. Moreover, when in- 
reases in technical  violat ions become 
e basis for more revocat ions and 

re incarcerat ions ,  intensive superv is ion  
actually becomes a con t r ibu tor  to insti- 
tut ional  crowding. Another  problem is 
related to the lack of evidence indicat ing 
that technical  violations,  per se, are pre- 
dictive of future cr iminal i ty (see, for 
example, Petersilia and Turner, 1991; 
Turner  and Petersilia, 1992). This raises 
two fundamental  quest ions .  First, what 
is accomplished from the perspect ive  
of crime prevent ion and control  by 
re incarcerat ing technical  violators? 
Second, what is accompl ished by impos- 
ing in tensive  superv is ion  on offenders 
who are already at low risk for reoffend- 
ing? Another  reason why lower risk of- 
fenders tend to perform poorly when 
subjected  to in tensive  superv is ion  is the 
t endency  of some individuals,  particu- 
larly adolescents ,  to react negatively to 
the pressures  created by highly intrusive 
supervis ion.  Given the negative reac- 
tions, it appears  that intrusive supervi-  
sion techniques  are coun te rp roduc t ive  
to the in tended goal of supervis ion.  In- 
sight in to  the dynamics  between level of 
superv is ion  and offender performance 

~ has prompted numerous  observers  to 
suggest that the level of communi ty  su- 
pervision provided be commensura t e  
with the actual level of risk posed by the 
offender in the community,  s 

[Necerat  d u v e n i D e  
z~f~erca~'e  B r ~ i ~ i ~ i v e e  

As discussed above, there has been 
increasing interest in initiatives that can 
provide: 

O Institutional services that subse- 
quently lend then]selves to application 
and reinforcement in tile community. 

O Highly structured,  smooth transit ional 
experiences at the point of communi ty  
reentry. 

O Intensive mu l t imoda l  and mul t iphased 
p rog ramming  dur ing  a per iod  of 
communi ty -based aftercare. 

Unfortunately, few evaluat ions  have 
examined the design, implementat ion,  
and in]pact of these efforts. However, 
these evaluat ions are enormous ly  valu- 
able in identifying s t rengths  and weak- 
nesses of the p rograms and ix] p inpo in t -  
ing how future ef for ts can bui ld  on what  

See, for example, Andrews, 1987; Baird, 1983; Erwin 
and Bennett, 1987; Markley and Eisenberg, 1986. 

has been learned. The programs are 
quite diverse, not only in design, but in 
the extent to which they have been suc- 
cessfully implemented  and in the nature  
of their impacts.  A critical examinat ion 
of these evaluated programs must  focus 
on at least three d imensions :  

O Are there an identifiable program 
model and a phi losophy that specify 
how the program design and strategy 
are expected to induce change, and 
do the model and phi losophy make 
sense? 

Did the program actually implement  its 
model and phi losophy in accordance 
with the requirements? 

What kind of impact did the program 
have? 

The following sect ions examine five 
juvenile aftercare initiatives. Each pro- 
gram is briefly described and analyzed, 
and the basic findings and implications 
are highlighted in the context of the three 
key dimensions.  

The PhiDadeDphia On~ensive 
P r o b a r  ~ f te rca re  
Program 

The Philadelphia Juvenile Probation 
Department 's lAP was developed to test 
the efficacy of an intensive reintegration 
approach for adjudicated youth in transi- 
tion from State juvenile corrections facili- 
ties back into the community. The experi- 
ment was prompted by the realization that 
the most serious, violent, and habitual 
segment of the State's del inquent  popula- 
tion was being inadequately served. The 
inadequacy was due, in part, to the ex- 
tremely '~-"~ ,~ ~r,~ ~,,,.,~,,i~in. '" '  5'- caseloads . . . . . . . .  v . . . . . . . .  
probation officers, the resulting low level 
of contact with offenders in both the insti- 
tution and the community, and a lack of 
specialized resources and services ix] the 
community. Using an experimental design, 
Sontheimer and Goodstein (1993) evalu- 
ated tile program. Eligible incarcerated 
juveniles had to have at least one prior 
adjudication for aggravated assault, rape, 
"involuntary deviate sexual intercourse," 
arson, robbery, or a felony-level narcotics 
offense or at least two prior adjudications 
for burglary. These juveniles were ran- 
domly assigned to tile program or a 

control group that received the cus tomary  
aftercare supervision.  The participating 
juveniles were predominant ly  African- 
American (81 percent).  Their average age 
at placement was 17.2 years, and they had 
an average of five prior a r res t s - -more  than 
90 percent had at least one prior arrest for 
a felony-level of fense- -and  had spent  
an average of 10.8 months in confinement.  

Additional aftercare probation officers 
were hired to work exclusively with IAP of- 
fenders. Each officer was given a caseload 
of no more than 12 youth in the community 
and also was responsible for making regular 
con tac t  with inca rce ra ted  IAP offenders  
ass igned to their  caseload,  lAP officers 
were expected  to meet  mon th ly  with the 
confined offenders,  ins t i tu t iona l  staff, 
and the parents or guardian in the home 
and to prepare a postrelease plan. After 
offenders were released, officers were given 
operational guidelines on: 

O Minimum number  of contacts  with the 
juvenile per week, which was to de- 
cline gradually with sat isfactory 
performance by the juvenile. 

O Minimum number  of contacts  with 
parents and collaterals (e.g., school, 
work). 

O Contacts during nonbus iness  hours 
including evenings and weekends. 

Despite these requirements,  implemen- 
tation fell considerably short in several 
key areas (Sontheimer and Goodstein, 
1993; Goodstein and Sontheimer,  1997). 
These shor tcomings  are not surpris ing,  
because program planners did not address 
some fundamental  issues related to pro- 
gram design and philosophy. In fact, after- 
care staff reportedly received few guide- 
lines about the philosophy or mission of 
the program (Sontheimer and Goodstein, 
1993, p. 204): 

The program was not defined, for 
example, as emphas iz ing  a social 
control or rehabi l i ta t ive perspec-  
tive. ~'^ - "  . . . . . . .  ' -  artic-: I N U  ~ I I U I  t w a s  i I l r  t o  

late whether  the emphas i s  of the 
program would be on enhanc ing  
family ties and prosocial  relation- 
ships, oil facilitating educat ional  
or vocat ional  growth, on increas ing 
I)robationers '  percel) t ions of ac- 
countabi l i ty  through survei l lance,  
or oll some other  coml) inat ion of 
principles assumed  to reduce 
criminality. 

Sul)ervising officers were simply given 
the contact  requirements  and then fol- 
lowed a relatively traditional casework 

~ 5 r "~ 



a p p r o a c h  to superv i s ion .  These  officers 
also ma in ta ined  a react ive ,  nonindiv idual -  
ized a p p r o a c h  to noncompl i ance .  As a 
result ,  the  qual i ty  of p roba t ion  se rv ice  de- 
l ivery remained  unchanged  for some  t ime 
and con tac t  be tween  officers and juveniles  
was p rob lemat ic  during nont radi t ional  
hours  (Goods te in  and Sontheimer,  1997). 
Another  opera t iona l  componen t  not incor- 
po r a t ed  into the  p rogram design and,  
therefore,  absen t  in p rogram implementa -  
t ion for a subs tan t i a l  pe r iod  of t ime was a 
g r a d u a t e d  r e s p o n s e  capab i l i ty  in the  form 
of incen t ives  and consequences .  In t e rms  
of staffing and l eadersh ip ,  following an 
e n t h u s i a s t i c  s t a r t u p  p e r i o d ,  t he  six- 
pe r son  in tens ive  a f te rcare  t eam experi-  
enced  c o m p l e t e  turnover .  Consequent ly ,  
many  of the  pa r t i c ipa t ing  line staff had  no 
supe rv i s ing  officers for ex t ended  per iods .  
This severe  t u rnove r  p r o b l e m - - a n d  the  
diff icult ies tha t  bo th  p r e c e d e d  and fol- 
lowed i t - - m o s t  likely c r ea t ed  e n o r m o u s  
p r o g r a m m a t i c  turmoi l  and confusion.  In- 
deed ,  it is ha rd  to imagine how the  pro- 
gram could  not  have fal tered s o m e w h a t  
unde r  such  c i r cums tances .  Over  the  full 
c o u r s e  of implementa t ion ,  however ,  the  
p rog ram found its foot ing and evolved  
into a mode l  tha t  began to i n c o r p o r a t e  
many  of the  social  cont ro l  and s e rv i ce  
de l i ve ry  e l emen t s  n e c e s s a r y  for an effec- 
t ive r e in teg ra t ive  model  of incarcera t ion ,  
t rans i t ion ,  and  af te rcare  (Goods te in  and 
Sontheimer ,  1997). 

The ou tcome  evaluat ion of the Philadel- 
phia lAP employed  a classic exper imental  
design with random ass ignment  of cases.  
The evaluat ion was based  on the perfor- 
mance  of 44 exper imental  and 46 control  
cases.  The juvenile offenders in this sample  
were re leased from a single youth  correc-  
t ions facility between December  1988 and 
January 1990 and were t racked until May 
1990. Thus, the  followup per iod  that  was 
defined as t ime following comple t ion  of 
aftercare ranged from 3 to 17 months ,  aver- 
aging 11 months .  The s t u d y  found that  the  
in tens ive  a f te rcare  group exh ib i t ed  a sig- 
nif icant ly  lower  average  n u m b e r  of rear-  
res t s  than  the  cont ro l  group (1.65 ve r sus  
2.79) and a s ignif icant ly  lower  n u m b e r  of 
felony a r r e s t s  (0.41 ve r sus  0.76), but  the  
pe r cen t age  of sub j ec t s  r ea r r e s t ed  was the  
s ame  (Son the imer  and Goodste in ,  1993). 
In shor t ,  the  f indings ind ica te  tha t  when 
rou t ine  a f te rca re  is c o m p a r e d  with the  
re in tegra t ive  in tens ive  a f te rca re  imple- 
men ted  in Phi lade lphia ,  the  la t te r  pre- 
ven ted  pa r t i c ipa t ing  juveni le  of fenders  
from incur r ing  mul t ip le  a r r e s t s  and  did no 
w o r s e  than  the  former  in the  pe r cen t age  
of of fenders  who  were  r ea r res t ed .  

Juvenine A ~ e r c a r e  in a 
MaryOand D~'ug Trea~rnenr 
P r o g r a m  

The Maryland Depar tmen t  of Juvenile 
Just ice  rece ived  a grant  from the Center 
for Subs tance  Abuse  Treatment  (CSAT) to 
deve lop  an af tercare  p rogram that  would 
c o m p l e m e n t  shor t - t e rm resident ia l  treat-  
ment  for chemica l ly  add ic t ed  or drug- 
abus in g  juven i le  o f fenders .  Sealock,  
Got t f redson,  and Gallagher  (1997, 1995) 
eva lua ted  this program,  which included 
only youth  who res ided  in Balt imore City. 
Drug-abusing youth  from a number  of 
o the r  Maryland count ies  were also com- 
mi t ted  to res ident ia l  t r ea tment  facilit ies 
by judges,  but no af tercare  was provided.  
The res ident ia l  t r ea tmen t  was to include 
Alcohol ics  Anonymous  group sess ions  
and offer academic  courses ,  recreat ional  
oppor tun i t i e s ,  voca t iona l  educat ion,  work 
a s s ignmen t s ,  and  soc ia l  ac t iv i t ies .  After- 
ca re  for Ba l t imore  City juveni le  offend- 
e rs  was to  c ons i s t  of t h r e e  phases .  Dur- 
ing prere lease ,  the  se rv i ces  of a family 
t he rap i s t  were to include assessment ,  de- 
v e l o p m e n t  of a t r e a t m e n t  plan, and fam- 
ily work. During the in tensive phase  ( the 
first 2 months  in the  communi ty) ,  staff 
were to have dai ly  con tac t  with the  par- 
t i c ipants  and hold youth  suppor t  group 
meet ings  and family s u p p o r t  sessions.  
Addit ionally,  an add ic t ion  counse lor  was 
to provide  individual  counsel ing and in- 
home family therapy.  The final transi-  
t ional  af tercare  phase  was to include at 
least  two meet ings  per  week with the 
case  manager,  two meet ings  per month 
with the  add ic t ion  counselor ,  and the 
cont inua t ion  of family s u p p o r t  groups.  On 
an as -needed  basis,  o the r  communi ty-  
based  se rv ices  and family the rapy  were 
to be provided .  

The evaluat ion examined both the resi- 
dential  and aftercare experience.  Youth 
in af tercare  t rea tment ,  all of whom were 
from Balt imore City, var ied  substant ia l ly  
in several  charac te r i s t i cs  from those who 
received resident ial  t rea tment  and no af- 
tercare,  all of whom were from outside 
Baltimore. The group from Baltimore City 
had a higher percentage  of nonwhites,  ex- 
hibi ted a greater  number  of prior  offenses, 
were younger  at first referral to the justice 
system,  and had offense histories  that  re- 
flected greater  involvement  with drugs and 

more p roper ty  offenses than compar ison  
youth.  The residential  t rea tment  services  
provided were found to be highly uneven 
in scope  and quality. Although assess-  
ments  for drug problems and drug educa- 
tion took place, much less happened  in 
relation to encouraging family part icipa-  
tion, providing family therapy, conduct ing 
psychological  assessments ,  and holding 
individual counsel ing sessions.  In fact, the 
evaluators  found that most  of the residen- 
tial program's  in termediate  goals (e.g., 
increasing coping skills, internal control,  
family communicat ion)  were not realized. 
Further, it was noted that  a 2-month resi- 
dential  t rea tment  program might not have 
been sufficient for a youthful, drug- 
involved populat ion (Sealock, Gottfredson, 
and Gallagher, 1997). Finally, al though 
some posi t ive effects were observed  dur- 
ing residential  t reatment ,  the evaluators  
found that  this component  required addi- 
tional s t rengthening (Sealock, Gottfredson, 
and Gallagher, 1995). 

Curiously, the evaluators  also found 
that  youth who received aftercare treat- 
ment  spent  less t ime in the residential  
drug t rea tment  program (by 12 days)  than 
youth in the compar ison  group, who also 
exper ienced some addit ional  residential  
p lacements  (Sealock, Gottfredson, and 
Gallagher, 1997). According to the re- 
searchers ,  this finding suggests  that  the 
aftercare services  actually may have 
replaced more expensive,  and possibly  
more effective, residential  t rea tment  
services.  The problem related to family 
par t ic ipat ion is again noted in relation to 
aftercare, but at this point, of course,  the 
youth were back in the  home directly in- 
teract ing with family. Additionally, al- 
though the average number  of weeks spent  
in the intensive phase  of aftercare was 33, 
not the 8 weeks planned,  the average juve- 
nile had only 29 contac ts  with staff, less 
than one per week, nowhere close to the 
daily contact  envisioned by the model. 
Finally, at tr i t ion became a significant prob- 
lem. Of the 162 juveniles who began the 
aftercare prere lease  phase,  only 54 entered 
the t ransi t ional  phase,  and of those,  only 
36 entirely comple ted  the aftercare phases.  
In short ,  few of the aftercare clients re- 
ceived much aftercare, and for those  who 
did, the quali ty and nature of the services  
provided were highly suspect .  

The evaluat ion found that aftercare ser- 
vices of the quality and intensity delivered 
in the Maryland program were not benefi- 
cial (Sealock, Gottfredson, and Gallagher, 
1997). Specifically, aftercare clients had no q 
fewer alleged or adjudica ted  offenses 



overall than youth in the comparison 
~ r o u p ,  meaning was no that there differ- 

nce in the level of reoffending in general. 
Aftercare clients were, however, adjudi- 
cated delinquent for more drug offenses 
than those in the comparison group, and 
there was no evidence indicating a pro- 
gram effect related to increasing family 
supervision or communication,  reducing 
family violence, decreasing health prob- 
lems, or increasing problem-solving skills. 
On the positive side, aftercare clients com- 
mitted significantly fewer new crimes 
against persons than their counterparts  in 
the comparison group. 

"[]'he SkiBOn'~an Or~ensive 
&f~e~'ca0"e PD'ojiec~ 
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Two experimental  intensive aftercare 
programs for chronic del inquents  in De- 
troit and Pittsburgh were evaluated by 

reenwood, Deschenes, and Adams 
993). Over 2 years, approximately 100 

juveniles completing residential place- 
ments in each city were randomly as- 
signed to either intensive aftercare or 
regular supervision.  The programs were 
developed and operated by two separate 
private providers committed to the 
Skilhnan program model that emphasized 
five coml)onents:  

O Prerelease contacts  ancl l)lanning in- 
volving the assigned aftercare case- 
worker, the youth, and the family, 
heginning at 3 months  before release�9 

O Intensive supervis ion contacts  in the 
community, start ing at several per clay 
and gradually diminishing. 

O Assistance in family stabilization. 

O Mobilization of support ive communi ty  
resources, particularly in relation to 
education ancl jobs. 

O Enlistment of role-modeling, motivated 
caseworkers. 

In terms of actual implementation, the 
two l)rograms difl,erecl in the timing of 
the youth 's  release from placement ,  the 

~;i 
l tens i ty  of iml)lementat ion,  and the 
anct ions  that could be imposed.  The 
rol,iles of part ic ipat ing ol'l,enclers also 

varied. In the Detroit program, juvenile 

offenders were confined in one of the 
State of Michigan's t raining schools  for 
an average of 17.1 months .  Early release 
played no role in the effort. The average 
age at first arrest  was 14.4, and the par- 
t ic ipants  averaged 2.5 prior arrests.  
More than half of the Detroit par t ic ipants  
were known to be drug dealers,  near ly 
half had drug use problems,  and the cur- 
rent offense of slightly more than half 
was a crime against  persons.  In Pitts- 
burgh, a privately run wilderness  pro- 
gram with an average length of s tay of 
10.2 months  was used for this experi- 
ment.  The average age at first arrest  was 
14, and the par t ic ipants  averaged 4.6 
prior arrests  and 3.7 adjudicat ions.  Their  
cur rent  offenses were most ly  proper ty  
crimes. The s tudy found no difference 
between exper imental  and control  
groups in the propor t ion  of youth ar- 
rested, self-reporting of offenses, or drug 
use dur ing a 12-month l,ollowup period. 

Equally iml)ortant, youth in the experi- 
mental programs did not participate any 
more frequently in educational  or work 
activities than did control group youth. 
Also, most of the families viewed delin- 
quency as the youth 's  personal problem 
and were not interested in making major 
changes in their own behavior or activi- 
ties. Further, in neither of the two sites 
did the aftercare program have a signifi- 
cant effect on the youth 's  associat ions 
with del inquent  peers. In the Detroit pro- 
gram, which was characterized by longer 
lengths of stay and no possibility of early 
release, no savings were apparent  in resi- 
dential I)lacement costs. Consequently, 
the aftercare program simply produced 
an overall increase in cost per placement.  
In Pittsburgh, where reduced time in resi- 
dential placement was an explicit part of 
the program, total placement  costs were 
slightly reduced. 

Given the al)sence of any iml)act on 
the l)articipation of the exl)erimental 
group in sehnol anti work, family involve- 
ment, and delinquent peer associations, 
there is l i t t le reason to expect lowered 
recidivism. Greenwood and colleagues 
(1993) took the posit ion that a number of 
factors explain the results, including: 

O Aftercare workers provided only gen- 
eral supl)ort and assistance, rather 
than targeting specific t)roblems that 
were contr ibut ing to risk. 

O Al,tercare workers dicl not devote 
sufficient attention to i)rogramming 
that addressecl risk factors related 
to delinquent behavior, for example, 

subs tance  abuse  t rea tment  and anger 
management .  

O Deployment of a survei l lance/casework 
approach was inappropriate ,  particu- 
larly given the kind of problems and 
high level of tempta t ions  encounte red  
by these youth after they re turned to 
their home communit ies .  

O More formal me thods  of a s ses s ing  
ongoing needs  and progress  were 
needed, including drug testing, reports  
by third parties, or tests of specific 
skills. 

The I~ichigan ~o~ :o~ is  
ChaODenge P~'og~'a~ 
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The Nokomis Challenge Program was 
started in 1989 by the Michigan Depart- 
ment of Social Services (DSS) as an alter- 
native placement to tradit ional  custodial  
sett ings for medium- and low-risk juve- 
niles. Instead of p lacement  in a long-term 
residential facility, the program offered 
3 months in a remote, 40-bed wilderness  
challenge facility, followed by 9 months  
of aftercare survei l lance and t reatment .  
The model called for a three-stage wilder- 
ness challenge experience that included 
orientat ion and assessment ,  challenge, 
and communi ty  survival.  The model em- 
phasized cogni t ive/behavior  training, so- 
cial and survival skills, and family work. 
During the residential  stage, the youth 
and their families were to be seen every 
2 weeks at the facility by a communi ty  
t reatment  worker (CTW), who was also 
expected to meet with the family once a 
week in the community.  CTW's were pro- 
v,ueu u,,,,~.r . . . . . . . . .  t by seven different 
private agencies located across the State. 

The aftercare component  inc luded a 
number of d is t inc t  phases, each wi th  
separate tasks and goals for the youth  
and family. Reentry into the communi ty  
was marked by v i r tua l  house arrest for 
30 clays. During the in i t ia l  3 months, the 
minimum level of contact required of 
the CTW was three contacts per week 
wi th the youth,  inc lud ing one wi th  the 
family. The program placed great em- 
phasis on family par t ic ipat ion in the 
treatment process, wi th  the CTW acting 
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as the  p r i m a r y  family worker .  The  pri- 
va t e  a g e n c i e s  a l so  p r o v i d e d  c o m m u n i t y  
c o n t a c t  w o r k e r s  (CCW's)  to c o n d u c t  
s u r v e i l l a n c e ,  in i t ia l ly  at l eas t  t h r e e  
t i m e s  pe r  d a y  with  t he  y o u t h  and once  
p e r  day  with  the  family. 

Using a quasi-experimental  design, 
Deschenes,  Greenwood,  and Marshall 
(1996) evaluated this programming effort. 
Part icipat ion in the Nokomis Challenge Pro- 
gram was limited to adjudica ted  youth who 
were 14 years  of age or older. The majori ty 
(64 percent)  of the juveniles targeted for 
Nokomis were African-American youth who 
were approximate ly  14 years  old at the time 
of their  first arrest ,  with an average of three  
pr ior  ar res ts  plus two prior  adjudicat ions.  
Their  average age at the  t ime of p lacement  
in the program was 16.5 years.  Roughly 29 
percent  of the  offenses commit ted  by  the 
youth  entering Nokomis were crimes 
against  persons .  Thirty-seven percent  were 
p rope r ty  crimes,  16.5 percent  were drug- 
related offenses, and 17.5 percent  were 
o ther  types  of crime. Approximate ly  20 per- 
cent  of youth  par t ic ipat ing in the  experi- 
ment  were known gang members ;  42 per- 
cent  were drug dealers;  and 55 percent  
were drug users.  

The  o u t c o m e  eva lua t ion  was b a s e d  on 
an ana lys i s  of 97 y o u t h  in the  Nokomis  
P r og r am and  a c o m p a r i s o n  group  of 95 
y o u t h  in a t r ad i t i ona l  r e s iden t i a l  pro-  
gram. The  eva lua t ion  focused  on bas ic  
soc ia l  a d j u s t m e n t  and  familial funct ion-  
ing and a l so  on c r imina l i ty  and d rug  use.  
Al though  bo th  the  Nokomis  and c o m p a r i -  
son  g roup  p a r t i c i p a n t s  s h o w e d  s o m e  
pos i t i ve  c h a n g e s  in cop ing  m e c h a n i s m s  
dur ing  the  r e s iden t i a l  pe r iod ,  bo th  
g roups  had  e x p e r i e n c e d  s e t b a c k s  by  the  
24-month fol lowup.  In the area  of family 
functioning, the  evaluat ion revealed a gen- 
eral decl ine  in both  groups  at 24 months .  
Arres t  r ecords  indica ted  no difference be- 
tween the  groups  at 24 months  in the  over-  
all p ropo r t i on  with a new felony arrest ;  
however,  the  Nokomis youth  sel f - repor ted 
less involvement  in drug sales than did 
t hose  in the  compar i son  group. Overal l ,  
t he  s e l f - r e p o r t e d  f r e q u e n c y  of s u b s t a n c e  
use  d e c l i n e d  s l igh t ly  from in take  to  24- 
m o n t h  fo l lowup,  but  t h e r e  was  no differ-  
ence  b e t w e e n  the  two g roups .  

What  might  explain  the  overal l  s imilar-  
ity in impact?  One poss ib i l i ty  is sugges t ed  
by  the f inding tha t  Nokomis  pa r t i c i pan t s  
only  rece ived  formal  s u b s t a n c e  abuse  
t r e a t m e n t  dur ing  the  res ident ia l  phase  
and that ,  c o m p a r e d  with t r ad i t iona l  resi- 
dent ia l  p rog rams ,  the  a l t e rna t ive  p rogram 
a p p a r e n t l y  offered less  family counsel ing.  

Even so, the  families of youth  in the  ex- 
per imenta l  p rogram were no worse  off 
than the  families of youth  in t radi t ional  
res ident ia l  care.  

Nokomis  also encoun te r ed  a subs tan-  
tial p rob lem in success fu l ly  retaining 
pa r t i c ipan t s  during the  first 12 months  
( including res ident ia l  and communi ty  
phases ) .  A s tagger ing  60 percent  of youth  
in Nokomis were  e i ther  t ransfer red  to or 
p laced  in ano the r  cus tod ia l  program dur- 
ing the  first year, and an addi t ional  10 per-  
cent  were r ea r r e s t ed  dur ing the s econd  12 
months  of the  24-month s tudy  period.  In 
cont ras t ,  only 16 percen t  of the par t ic i -  
pan ts  in the  t rad i t iona l  resident ial  pro- 
gram (where  length of s tay  averaged 15.5 
mon ths )  did  not  success fu l ly  comple te  
the  program;  14 percen t  were rea r res ted  
dur ing the  remaining months  in the  24- 
month  s t u d y  per iod.  Deschenes,  Green- 
wood,  and Marshall  (1996) conclude  that  
the  main weakness  in Nokomis was re- 
la ted to the  communi ty  phase ,  which is 
the  u l t imate  tes t  of any  sanct ion or dispo-  
sit ion. During that  phase ,  youth  in the  
t rad i t iona l  res ident ia l  p rogram were rear- 
r e s ted  at abou t  the  same  rate. It should  
also be no ted  that  the  initial 3 months  of 
res ident ia l  p l acemen t  in Nokomis could  
well be regarded  as re la t ively  short - term,  
pa r t i cu la r ly  s ince  that  was the  only t ime 
s p e n t  by  of fenders  in drug  t rea tment .  
Deschenes ,  Greenwood,  and Marshall 
(1996) conc lude  that ,  regardless  of the  
in tervent ion ,  youth  who were re leased 
back into the  same  envi ronment  faced the 
same  difficulties in readjus t ing  to the 
communi ty  se t t ing wi thout  relapse.  The 
r e sea rche r s  r e c o m m e n d  s t rengthening  
the  c o m m u n i t y  phase ,  par t icu la r ly  with 
reference  to t rea t ing subs t ance  abuse ,  
improving  family functioning, and target-  
ing younger  juveniles.  

OJJDP 's  Ontensive 
A~=te~'care Prog0"ar~ 

Since 1987, OJJDP has  been  funding 
resea rch  and d e v e l o p m e n t  act ivi t ies  in 
the  area  of in tens ive  juvenile  aftercare.  
A d e c a d e  ago. growing concerns  about  
c rowding  in juveni le  cor rec t ions  facilities, 
high ra tes  of recidivism, and escala t ing 
cos t s  of conf inement  p rompted  OJJDP to 
examine  the  juvenile  af tercare  ph i losophy  
and p rac t i ce  and to explore  opt ions  for 
reform. As original ly formulated,  the  
p rogram had four s tages:  

Asses s ing  p r o g r a m s  cur ren t ly  in op- 
e ra t ion  or  under  d e v e l o p m e n t  and 
rev iewing  the  re levant  research  and 
theo re t i ca l  l i te ra ture .  

O Developing a program p ro to type  
(model)  and re la ted policies and 
procedures .  

O Transferr ing the p ro to type  design to 
a t raining and technica l  a s s i s t ance  
package.  

O Implement ing and test ing the proto-  
type  in se lec ted  jur isdic t ions .  

Initiated as a research and development  
project  conduc ted  by the Johns Hopkins 
University Insti tute for Policy Studies in 
col laborat ion with the Division of Criminal 
Justice at California State University at 
Sacramento,  the lAP project  culminated 
in a four-State national  demons t ra t ion  de- 
signed to tes t  a model  of intensive after- 
care deve loped  by this Bulletin's authors.  
The four pilot programs are as follows: 

O Colorado.  The IAP project in Colorado is 
opera ted  by the State Division of Youth 
Corrections (DYC), Department  of Insti- 
tutions and serves par ts  of Arapahoe, 
Denver (including greater metropoli tan 
Denver), and Jefferson Counties. The 
site benefits from its proximity to the 
juvenile offenders'  home communities.  
Only 18 miles from downtown Denver, 
Lookout Mountain Youth Services Cen- 
ter (LMYSC) is a secure facility whose 
residents  include the most serious and 
violent delinquent youth in the DYC sys- 
tem. LMYSC houses IAP part icipants  in a 
single cottage. 

O Nevada.  The Division of Nevada Youth 
Correct ions  Services '  Parole Bureau 
o p e r a t e s  the State 's  lAP project .  Clark 
County, which has the  greates t  concen-  
t ra t ion of se r ious  juvenile  offenders 
commi t ted  to State confinement ,  was 
se lec ted  as the  pilot  site. The 150 miles 
be tween the offenders '  home commu- 
nity of Las Vegas and the Caliente 
Youth Center, the par t ic ipa t ing  youth  
cor rec t ions  facility, p re sen ted  a signifi- 
cant  chal lenge to implement ing  the lAP 
model.  

O New Jersey.  New Jersey's  IAP project 
focuses on high-risk youth from Camden 
and Essex (Newark) Counties. These 
youth are incarcerated in a single cot- 
tage at the New Jersey Training School 
for Boys (NJTSB) in Jamesburg. From 
NJTSB, IAP part ic ipants  are moved into 
affiliated residential centers  in the two 
counties that provide a s tepdown transi- 
tion for community reintegration. 

O Virginia.  The Intensive Parole Program 
(IPP), Virginia's IAP project,  is designed 
for chronic offenders who have been 
commit ted  to the Beaumont  Juvenile 
Correc t iona l  Center  by the  Norfolk 



Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court. 
A Norfolk Youth Network Community 
Assessment  Team (CAT) handles  all IPP 
cases. CAT works with parole officers, 
offenders, and offenders '  families to 
identify t reatment ,  service  needs,  and 
agencies that  can address  problems.  

For a more  de t a i l ed  d e s c r i p t i o n  and 
d i s c us s i on  of t h e s e  s i tes ,  see  Al t schu le r  
and Arms t rong  (1995b, 1996, 1997). De- 
tai ls  of p rogram el ig ibi l i ty  and se lec t ion  
are found in t ab le  3. 

These demonstra t ion projects  followed 
7 years of research, development,  and train- 
ing activity and are presently in the midst 
of their third year  of operation,  with the 
exception of the New Jersey site, which has 
been discontinued due to implementat ion 
difficulties related to restructuring and 
system reform. 

The IAP model  current ly  being tes ted  
is theory-driven,  risk and needs assess-  
ment  based,  and empir ical ly  grounded 

(Altschuler and Armstrong,  1995a, 1994a, 
1994b, 1994c, 1991). The model  empha-  
sizes the identification, preparat ion,  transi-  
tion, and reen t ry  of "high-risk" juvenile 
offenders from secure  confinement  back 
into the communi ty  in a gradual,  highly 
s t ructured,  and closely moni tored  fashion. 
Consequently, it can be viewed as a form 
of reintegrative confinement.  A multifac- 
eted and in tegrated approach  to commu- 
nity reentry, the lAP model  requires an 
overarching case  management  process  

Table 3: l AP  E l i g i b i l i t y  a n d  Selection 

lAP Site 

Eligibility Criteria Colorado Nevada Virginia 

Legal s ta tus  Commit ted  Commit ted  Commit ted  

County of res idence  Denver, Arapahoe,  Clark (Las Vegas) City of Norfolk 
Jefferson 

Facility p lacement  Lookout Mountain Caliente Beaumont  
Hanover  (s ince  3/97) 

Risk of reoffending High risk High risk High risk 

Gender  Males Males Males 

Age 12-18 12-18 13-18 (16-18 
pr ior  to 3/97) 

Excluded offenses None Sex offenders  Murder, rape,  a rson  
(with de t e rminan t  
commi tmen t  to age 21) 

Excluded condi t ions  

Location and timing 
of select ion 

Number of youth,  
randomized  to 11/30/98 

lAP 
Control 

Total 

Severe mental health 
problems; developmenta l  
disabi l i t ies. 

At sepa ra t e  d iagnost ic  
facility; after comple t ion  of 
30-day a s se s smen t  and 
classif icat ion process  and 
facility p lacement  decision.  

Severe mental  heal th 
or medical  problems.  

While in local 
detent ion;  pr ior  to 
a s se s sme n t  and classifi- 
cat ion process .  (IAP 
se lec t ion  de te rmines  

Pending charges  or 
s en tence  in adul t  court;  
potent ia l  r e sc inded  
commitment ;  severe  
mental  heal th  or  sub- 
s t ance  abuse  problems;  
pr ior  IAP. 

At s e p a r a t e  d iagnos t ic  
facility; " "'~ -~-'" a l L ~ l  D U - k l  d y 

asses smen t / c l a s s i f i ca t ion  
p rocess  and facility 
p lacement  decis ion.  

facility p lacement . )  

82 
68 

150 

104 
108 

212 

76 
45 

121 

Source: Weibush, McNulty, and Le, 1998. 

" J 9 q 



~' r'- 

that  guaran tees  subs tant ia l  control  over  
re leased  juvenile offenders and enhanced  
se rv ice  de l ivery  focusing on recognized 
risk and pro tec t ive  factors.  To reduce  the  
level of recidivism and relapse,  the  lAP 
model  also requires  that  working col labo-  
ra t ions  be forged across  d iverse  profes- 
sional  and agency boundar ies .  

A number  of previous research and pro- 
gram deve lopment  efforts have deve loped  
frameworks for intervening with ser ious 
and chronic juvenile offenders (Elliott and 
Voss, 1974; Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton, 
1985; Weis and Hawkins, 1981; Fagan and 
Jones, 1984), but  these  projects  have gener- 
ally not d i rec ted  much at tention to the  spe- 
cial s t ructura l  and systemic problems that  
must  be confronted in devising s trategies  
that  will enable  high-risk offenders to make 
a successful  t ransi t ion back into the com- 
munity. Distinctive to the lAP model  is the  
focus on the numerous issues and concerns  
arising from the most ly  d i sconnec ted  and 
fragmented movement  of offenders from 
cour t  disposi t ion to juvenile author i ty  and/  
or institution, to aftercare supervis ion and 
discharge.  Consistent with this approach,  a 
number  of principles for programmat ic  ac- 
tion have been identified and incorpora ted  
as a foundation for the IAP model: 

O Prepar ing  juveni les  for p rogress ive ly  
i nc reased  r e spons ib i l i t y  and f reedom 
in the  communi ty .  

<> Faci l i ta t ing in te rac t ion  and involve- 
ment  be tween  juveni les  and the 
communi ty .  

<3 Working with offenders  and t a rge ted  
c o m m u n i t y  s u p p o r t  sy s t ems  (families,  
peers ,  schools ,  emp loye r s )  on those  
qual i t ies  needed  for cons t ruc t i ve  inter-  
ac t ions  tha t  advance  the  juveni les '  
r e in tegra t ion  into the  communi ty .  

Developing  new resources  and s u p p o r t  
s e rv i ce s  as needed .  

Moni tor ing  and tes t ing the  c a p a c i t y  of 
juveni le  of fenders  to r e c e i v e - - a n d  the  
c o m m u n i t y  to p r o v i d e - - s e r v i c e s  and 
s u p p o r t .  

The demons t r a t i on  programs  have been 
given flexibil i ty to s t ruc tu re  and app ly  the  
IAP m o d e l  within local  con tex t s ,  as long 
as  the  p r o g r a m  mee t s  cer ta in  specif ica-  
t ions.  Many of these  r equ i r emen t s  revolve  
a r o u n d  the  lAP des ign for ove ra rch ing  
case  management .  It is this  d imens ion  of 
the  model  tha t  def ines  how cl ients  are 
ident i f ied  for pa r t i cu la r  levels and types  
of supe rv i s ion ,  how cl ients  can be t r acked  
th rough  the  sy s t em wi thout  falling 
th rough  the  cracks ,  and how specif ic  

t echn iques  can aid in the  provis ion of 
suppo r t i ve  act ivi t ies  and sanct ioning 
measu res  n e c e s s a r y  for client superv i s ion  
in the  community.  The requisi te  compo-  
nents  of case  managemen t  are: 

<> Risk a s s e s s m e n t  and classif icat ion for 
es tab l i sh ing  eligibility. 

<> Ind iv idua l  case  p lann ing  that  incor-  
p o r a t e s  a family and c o m m u n i t y  
p e r s p e c t i v e .  

O A mix of in tens ive  surve i l lance  and 
enhanced  se rv ice  delivery. 

O A b a l a n c e  of i nc e n t i ve s  and gradu-  
a t ed  c o n s e q u e n c e s  c oup l e d  with the  
i m p o s i t i o n  of rea l i s t ic ,  en fo rceab le  
c o n d i t i o n s .  

O Service  b roke rage  with communi ty  
r e sources  and linkage with social  
ne tworks .  

To date ,  the  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  s i tes  have 
been  engaged  in se l ec t ive ly  fine-tuning 
and e l abo ra t ing  ce r t a in  c o m p o n e n t s  and 
fea tures  in the i r  pa r t i cu l a r  p rogram ap- 
p l ica t ions .  The major  cha l lenge  has been  
the  need  to a d a p t  the  gener ic  lAP model  
to the  speci f ic  p rob lems ,  needs,  and cir- 
c u m s t a n c e s  of the  indiv idual  jur isdic-  
t ions.  As a group,  all have  identif ied and 
ac t ed  on the  fol lowing p rogramming  
s t r a t eg i e s  vital  to following the bas ic  
f ramework  of the  model :  

O Defining the overall  aftercare function 
in a fashion that  guarantees  the  inclu- 
sion of staff and program components  
across  the entire continuum, from the 
point  of judicial  commitment  and resi- 
dential  p lacement  to the  termination 
of communi ty  superv is ion  (see table 4). 

<> Designing the ne twork  of community-  
based  se rv ices  in a way that  r e sponds  
compre he ns ive ly  to the  problems and 
needs  of se r ious  and chronic juvenile 
offenders .  

Devising a f ramework  for case  man- 
agemen t  that  ensu re s  con t inu i ty  of 
s u p e r v i s i o n  and s e rv i c e  delivery,  
m a t c h e s  c l ien ts  with a p p r o p r i a t e  
in te rven t ions ,  and br ings  the most  
o b j e c t i v e  p r o c e d u r e s  to inform 
dec i s ionmak ing  in the  areas  of risk 
and need.  

<> Focusing on co l labora t ive ,  in teragency 
a p p r o a c h e s  to superv i s ion  and se rv ice  
provis ion.  

The lAP initiative has been funded to 
include an independent  evaluation that in- 
corpora tes  random assignment  using an 
experimental  design. The evaluation, which 
is being conducted  by the National Council 

on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), in- J l  
cludes both process  and outcome dimen- q 
sions. Because IAP part icipants have only 
recently begun to be discharged from after- 
care, outcome results involving substantial  
numbers  of part icipating youth are not yet 
available. 

  al]Vsis 

PQ'oiec s 
Heavily focused on design and imple- 

mentat ion issues, the initial lAP research 
and deve lopment  project  sponsored  by 
OJJDP was planned to build on the existing 
knowledge base  in the field about  inten- 
sive aftercare. From this start ing point, the 
OJJDP project  was to propose  a tes table  
model  that  would include clear guidelines 
covering program principles,  components ,  
and features that  appear  most  promising 
for reducing rates of recidivism among tar- 
geted youth making the transit ion from 
insti tutional confinement back into the 
community.  The factfinding, model devel- 
opment ,  and implementat ion work that  
has been part  of the lAP initiative has as 
its goal identifying and incorporat ing pre- 
cisely those  factors vital to success .  From 
its inception, the lAP project  was con- 
ducted  with the  idea of building on the 
existing knowledge base  in the youth cor- 
rect ions field about  juvenile aftercare. Of 
course,  the final word on the effectiveness 
and suitabil i ty of the IAP model awaits the 
results  of the exper imental  design, 
multisi te outcome evaluation. 

The five projects  presented  in this 
Bulletin are being widely d iscussed  in 
the field. This review has highlighted their  
basic design, the s tatus of their  imple- 
mentation,  and, if known, the outcomes.  
Table 5 takes the IAP model and uses it to 
capture  critical design and implementat ion 
features of these  five projects,  e' The table 
enumera tes  the  essential  components  and 
procedures  that  character ize  lAP opera-  
tions. They are organized within the 
phases  of the aftercare continuum (i.e., 
institution, transit ion,  community) .  In each 
phase  are listed the specific character is-  
tics being used as cri teria for compar ison  
across  projects .  In addition, there  are 
sepa ra te  headings regarding implementa-  
tion and evaluat ion issues. The four 
projects  are listed side-by-side on the top 
of the table, lAP is used as the basel ine 
( represented  by the enumerat ion of 

SFor a de ta i l ed  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t he  lAP model ,  s e e  

A l t s chu le r  and  A r m s t r o n g .  1994b. 

( 
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D charac ter i s t ics )  against  which compari-  
sons are being made. 

In light of the d iscuss ion  of the  IAP 
model,  the  five af tercare programs dis- 
cussed  here, and the information in table  
5, a number  of key issues  and chal lenges 
for p rogram policy, design,  implementa-  
tion, and evaluat ion become evident.  

The implementation of juvenile aftercare 
programming is still in its infancy. There 
have been notable omissions in both pro- 
gram design and operation,  yet there have 
also been some positive results. Although 
the overall picture is mixed, the evaluations 
and the lAP research and development  
work clearly point to reforms and changes 
that are needed. Recommended  reforms 
and changes  are highlighted below. 

First, community-based aftercare 
is one part of a reintegrative corrections 

continuum that must be preceded by 
parallel serv ices  in the corrections 
facility and must include careful prepa- 
ration for the aftercare to follow. Institu- 
tional se rv ices  need to be geared to the 
services ,  oppor tun i t ies ,  and chal lenges  
that  exist in the  communi ty  to which the 
juvenile will return.  The inst i tut ion or 
res ident ia l  cor rec t ions  facility cannot  op- 
erate  in isolat ion from af tercare  and the 
community.  Inst i tut ional  se rv ices  that  are 
inadequate ,  inconsis tent ,  incompat ib le ,  or  
d i sconnec ted  in relat ion to what  will be 
encounte red  in the  af tercare  communi ty  
are likely of little long-term value. Addi- 
tionally, high-quali ty inst i tut ional  se rv ices  
are likely of little value if they  are not 
carefully reinforced and followed up in 
the af tercare  community.  Accordingly,  
af tercare is only one phase  of the correc-  
t ions process .  The deve lopment ,  imple- 

mentat ion,  and evaluat ion of af tercare  
require  equal  a t ten t ion  to what  occurs  
during the ins t i tu t ional  and t rans i t ional  
s tages  of co r rec t ions  jur isdic t ion.  The 
chal lenge is that  inst i tut ional  co r rec t ions  
is often highly res i s tan t  to change  and 
oppose d  to in ter ference  from the  "out- 
side." Inst i tut ional  p rogramming  has be- 
come re in tegra t ive  in numerous  in- 
s tances,  but  it typica l ly  requires  s t rong 
leadersh ip  from the top  and a commit-  
ment  to deve lop ing  a working p a r t n e r s h i p  
be tween the  inst i tut ion,  communi ty  cor-  
rect ions,  and the judiciary.  

Second, aftercare is frequently 
funded and staffed at levels  far be low 
what is required to provide truly inten- 
s ive supervision and enhanced serv ice  
del ivery.  The c o m m u n i t y  a f t e rca re  

( c o n t i n u e d  o n  p u g e  1.5) 

Table 4: lAP Management and Staffing* 

Component 

lAP Site 

Colorado Nevada Virginia 

Adminis t ra t ive  agency 

Program coord ina to r  

Pr imary  lAP staff 

Insti tut ion 

Community  

Other key staff 

lAP staff/client ra t ios  

Insti tut ion 

C o m m u n i t y  

Colorado Division of 
Youth Correct ions  

DYC Community  Services  
Coordina tor  
(central  office) 

3 IAP Client Managers 

o Cedar  Cottage Treatment  
Team Coordina tor  

o 4 Group Leaders  
o 1-3 MSW Interns 
o lAP Researcher1" 

Client Managers:  1/18 
(18 = in + out)  

Nevada Youth Parole 
Bureau 

Clark County Parole 
Unit Manager  
(local office) 

lAP Inst i tut ional /  
Community  Liaison1" 

o 2 IAP Case Managers  
o 2 Field Agents 
o Parole Unit Manager  
o Educat ion Liaison 

o "B" Cottage Manager  
o lAP Data Coordina tor  

Liaison: 1/22 (in) 

Parole Officer + Agent: 
2/20 (out) 

Virginia Depar tment  of 
Juvenile  Just ice  

Parole Services  Manager  
(centra l  office) 

o 2 IAP Case Managers1" 

o 3 lAP Parole Officers 
o Parole Aide1- 

o Recept ion/Diagnos t ic  
Facili ty lAP Case 
Manager  

o Data Coord ina to r  

Case Manager:  1/15 (in) 

Parole Officer 1/15 
(in + out)  

D S o u r c e :  Weibush, McNulty, and Le, 1998. 
Note:  "in" = in the institution; "out" = in the community. 
�9 Data current as of 5/31/98. 
1 The position is funded by OJJDP through the lAP grant. 
:[: Staff/client ratios shown are based on program design. 
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Table 5: Juvenile Aftercare Matrix 

Institutional Phase 

Prerelease 
planning 

Involvement of 
outside agencies 
and individuals 
in institution 

Targeted 
community 
activities during 
confinement 
period 

Communi ty  sou rces  
offer input  via 
p roba t ion  officers.  
P repara t ion  of 
p o s t r e l e a s e  plan. 

Proba t ion  officers 
meet  with 
ins t i tu t ional  staff 
and juveniles .  

P roba t ion  officers 
meet  with pa ren t s  on 
regular  bas is  in the  
communi ty .  

Family the rap i s t  
a s sesses ,  d iagnoses ,  
deve lops  family 
cont rac t ,  and begins 
weekly  family 
group sess ions .  
(Highly uneven 
implementa t ion . )  

Family visi ts  facility 
at least  once; the rap i s t  
involves youth  in 
family a s s e s s m e n t  
sess ion.  (Less than 
half of youth  involved 
in family a s se s smen t  
sess ion. )  

Family a t t ends  weekly 
group sess ions  with 
the rap i s t  and suppor t  
groups.  (Low family 
involvement . )  

Aftercare caseworker  
commences  con tac t s  
with youth  and family 
3 months  pr ior  to 
release.  

Not indicated.  

Not indicated.  

Planning for 
communi ty  reent ry  
is ini t iated 30 days  
after p lacement  in 
res ident ia l  phase.  

Parents  meet  with 
confined children, 
inst i tut ional  staff, 
and a communi ty  
worker  once every  
2 weeks. 

Communi ty  
workers  see  
parents  once 
per  week 
at their  home. 

Transitional Phase 

Testing and 
probing of reentry 
prior to placement 
in community 

Structured 
stepdown 
process using 
residential 
placement or 
intensive day 
treatment 

Not indica ted .  

First  6 weeks  with 
ve ry  high level of 
p roba t i on  officer/  
c l ient  contac t .  No 
use of in tens ive  day  
t r ea tmen t  or  shor t -  
t e rm res iden t ia l  
t rea tment .  

Not indicated.  

Initial per iod  of intense 
contac t ,  followed by 
lesser  con tac t  with case 
manager,  add ic t ion  

Not indicated.  

First few weeks after 
re lease  from facility 
with carefully pre- 
sc r ibed  program.  

Not indicated.  

Initial month of 
virtual house arrest. 
Level of community 
worke r / c l i en t  

counselor ,  and family 
therap is t .  No use of 
in tens ive  day  t rea tment .  

Average number  of 
month ly  contac t s  was 
10 over  6 months  in 
Detroit; 60 over  6 
months  in Pi t tsburgh.  
Contacts  t ape red  off 
after the  first 2 months .  
Pi t tsburgh uses a 
t rans i t ion  group home. 

c on t ac t  a lso  
high during first 
3 months .  No use 
of intensive day  
t rea tment  or short-  
term resident ia l  
t rea tment .  



~r l'able 5: Juvenile Aftercare Matrix (continued) 

Program/Study 
Characteristics 

(IAP Model)  

Philadelphia 
Intensive 
Probation 
Aftercare 

Maryland 
Af te r ca r e  
P r o g r a m  

Skillman 
Intensive 

Aftercare Project 

Michigan 
Nokomis  

Challenge 
P r o g r a m  

Community Fol lowup 

Provision of 
multimodal 
treatment 
services  

Discrete case 
management  
services  

Use of graduated 
sanctions and 
positive 
incentives 

Provision of 
supervision and 
surveil lance 
beyond ordinary 
working hours 

Reduced caseload 
s ize/ increased 
frequency of 
client contact 

Multistage 
decompress ion 
process 

Few p resc r ibed  
act ivi t ies  but  some 
emphas i s  on educa t ion  
and vocat ional  
activit ies.  

Required p rocedures  
nei ther  highly de- 
ve loped  nor clear ly 
ar t icula ted.  

Not indicated.  

Thir ty  percen t  of 
con tac t s  by proba t ion  
officers required to 
occur  ou ts ide  normal  
office hours.  

Af te rcare  c a s e l o a d  
of 12 youth  under  
communi ty  super-  
vision versus  s tandard  
70-120. Far higher  
level of contac t  than 
usual. 

Procedures for 
gradual, phased 
reduction in 
level of imposed 
control during 
6 months of after- 
care supervision. 

Wide spec t rum of 
se rv ices  offered with 
links made  to com- 
munity resources .  

Three  ar t icu la ted  levels 
of in tervent ion:  pre- 
release,  initial inten- 
sive aftercare,  and 
t rans i t ional  aftercare.  

Not indicated.  

Not indicated.  

Caseload size unknown. 
Clients had 3.2 average 
monthly  con tac t s  
during af tercare  or 
32.4 con tac t s  over  
approx imate ly  10 
months.  

Intensive s tage of after- 
care  was 33 weeks long, 
not 8 weeks as planned;  
youth  had less than 1 
con tac t  per  week on 
average.  During 
t ransi t ional  phase  of 
aftercare,  cl ients  met 
with case  managers  
less than once every  
3 weeks on average.  

Efforts to improve 
family functioning 
through counsel ing 
and to link clients 
with educa t ion  
program,  Jobs fell far 
shor t  of expecta t ions .  

Not highly developed.  

Not indica ted  for 
incentives.  Pi t tsburgh 
sanc t ions  permi t ted  
return to group or 
wi lderness  program. 

Not indicated.  

Caseload size of 6. 
Experimental  group 
received far more 
con tac t s  than control  
group. 

Contacts  t apered  
off over  t ime in 
aftercare.  

A var ie ty  of re- 
qui red program-  
ruing act ivi t ies .  
Some major  
ques t ions  about  
qual i ty  of delivery.  

Not emphas ized .  

Not indicated.  

Supplementa l  sur- 
vei l lance act ivi t ies  
p rov ided  by spe-  
cial ized commu-  
nity workers .  

Aftercare  case load  
of 10 youth.  Higher 
level of con tac t  
for superv is ion ,  
t rea tment ,  and 
survei l lance .  

Framework  and 
p rocedure s  for a 
d iminishing level 
of superv i s ion  and 
control  during 
aftercare.  

Table cont inues  on n e x t  page.  
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Table 5: Juvenile Aftercare Matr ix  (continued) 

Philadelphia 
Program/Study Intensive 
Characteristics Probation 

(IAP Model) Aftercare 

Maryland 
Aftercare 
Program 

Skillman 
Intensive 

Aftercare Project 

Michigan 
Nokomis 

Challenge 
Program 

Designated 
procedures to 
facilitate full 
implementation 

Documentation 
and tracking of 
implementation 
process 

Extent of 
intended 
implementation 
achieved 

No special procedures 
or activities. 

Research team 
assessed quality and 
extent of implemen- 
tation through selec- 
tive interviews of staff 
clients, and parents. 

Evaluators determined 
that program ran 
smoothly only in later 
months. 

None indicated. 

Researchers studied 
implementation through 
client interviews, 
official records, staff 
~interviews, and 
tracking forms. 

All three phases of 
aftercare suffered from 
serious implementation 
deficiencies, and most 
objectives of the short- 
term residential 
program were not met. 

None indicated. 

Implementation 
studied through youth 
and staff interviews, 
program records, and 
official record data. 

Mixed results. 

No special 
procedures or 
activities. 

Evaluator observed 
program activities, 
administered 
questionnaires, and 
interviewed clients 
and parents. 

Mixed results in all 
program sectors. 
See program 
summary for more 
details. 

q 
Research design 

Target population 

Sample size 

Significant 
findings 
favoring inten- 
sive aftercare ~ 

1See program summary for details. 

Experimental. 

Male delinquents 
committed to State 
youth corrections and 
exhibiting chronic 
histories of severe 
criminality. 

90 cases: 44 in 
experimental group 
and 46 in control 
group. 

Yes. 

Nonexperimental with 
use of a comparison 
group. 

Drug-involved juveniles 
committed to residen- 
tial facilities with after- 
care compared with 
drug-involved youth 
committed to facilities 
without aftercare. 

162 youth entered pre- 
release aftercare; of 
these, 54 entered 
transitional aftercare; 
of these 36 completed 
aftercare. Recidivism: 
120 in aftercare and 
132 in comparison 
group. 

Generally no, though 
slightly mixed. 

Experimental. 

Chronic offenders. 

99 cases in Detroit: 
50 in experimental 
group and 49 in control 
group. 

87 cases in Pittsburgh: 
46 in experimental 
group and 41 in control 
group. 

No. 

Quasi-experimental 
with effective 
matching 
procedure. 

Chronic serious 
male delinquents 
committed to 
State youth 
corrections. 

192 cases: 97 in 
experimental 
group and 95 in 
control group. 

No. 

x ._  



D 
por t ion  of re integrat ive  conf inemen t  
cannot  be accomplished "on the cheap." 
Employing sufficient staff who are well- 
trained,  closely supervised,  profession- 
ally qualified, and personal ly  commit ted  
is an absolu te  requi rement  for effective 
aftercare. Resolving issues related to 
family, peers, educat ion,  employment ,  
and subs tance  abuse  requires knowl- 
edgeable individuals  who have the requi- 
site compe tency  in these areas and are 
willing to go "that extra mile" in problem 
solving. Whether  through the mecha- 
nisms of par tner ing  with other  public 
agencies or through cont rac ts  with pri- 
vate organizations,  there can be no 
doubt  that a sus ta ined  response  in the 
areas of family, educat ion,  employment ,  
and subs tance  abuse  must  be a funda- 
mental  part of the correct ions  response  
in juvenile  aftercare. 

Third,  in tens ive  aftercare,  in contrast 
to "standard" aftercare,  requires  c lose  
attention via formal  a s se s sment  proce- 
dures  to d e t e r m i n e  w h i c h  o f fenders  are 
in need  of  a leve l  of  in tervent ion  that 
i n c l u d e s  both  h i g h l y  i n t r u s i v e  
superv i s ion  and e n h a n c e d  treatment-  
related services .  Identifying which seg- li ment of the incarcerated juvenile offender 

r populat ion is most likely to recidivate is a 
key to successful intensive aftercare pro- 
grannning. This approach ensures alloca- 
tion of limited resources to those juvenile 
offenders who are most at risk of recidi- 
vating and who frequently fail unless 
highly structured,  intensive community-  
based intervent ions are deployed when 
they are released from confinemeut.  Tar- 
geting the appropriate  group also pre- 
cludes the possil)ility of applying these 
kinds of str ingent and highly intrusive 
techniclues to lower risk offenders, who 
have been shown not to benefit from the 
iml)osition of such correct ions strategies. 

Fourth, it is c lear  that a reduct ion  in 
case load  s ize  and an in tens i f i ca t ion  in 
l eve l  o f  c o n i a c i s  are widely accepted  
operat iona l  pr inc ip l e s  for i n t e n s i v e  af- 
tercare programming .  Yet, "more" con- 
tact with staff is not necessar i ly  a mea- 
sure of more product ive interact ion,  
since a higher level of contact  in itself 
reveals virtually nothing about  what is 
hapl)ening during these imt)ortant peri- 
ods of contact .  Further, specific guide- 
lines and policies al)out the nature  and 
purpose  of increased contact  are critical 

D if these interactions are to have positive, 
longer term impact. Tied to intensification 
of sut)ervision is a need to incorporate  a 

graduated response  capability, in terms 
of both adminis ter ing  sanc t ions  and pro- 
viding incent ives during the communi ty  
phase of these  programs.  Given the high- 
risk potent ial  of this identified offender 
populat ion,  it is inevitable that  the re- 
quired increased level of contac t  will re- 
sult in the detect ion of technical  viola- 
t ions and program infractions.  The 
availabil i ty of graduated incent ives  to 
minimize the f requency of violat ions and 
graduated consequences  to respond pro- 
por t ionate ly  and appropr ia te ly  to mis- 
conduct  is critical. 

Finally, it w o u l d  be a m i s r e a d i n g  of  
the research d i scussed  a b o v e  to con- 
c lude  that it is not poss ib le  to craft a 

workable  m o d e l  of  re integrat ive  con- 
f inement ,  w h i c h  neces sar i l y  i n c l u d e s  
aftercare as its f inal  phase .  Movement  
toward reintegrative conf inement  within 
the youth correct ions system is occur- 
ring, but much remains to be accom- 
plished. Examples of s u c c e s s - - i n  terms 
both of implementa t ion and of o u t c o m e - -  
can readily be identified. However, false 
starts  also abound,  character ized by inad- 
equate  and poorly ar t iculated frameworks 
that seem to lend themselves  to uneven  
implementat ion.  Nationwide suppor t  for 
effective juvenile aftercare programming 
is growing. Policymakers must  seek inno- 
vative reforms in the juvenile justice sys- 
tem to promote effective aftercare. [] 

The f!!ffeclive e s �9 
Af :eFc a e R ogFa s Exa i sisg the 
l!videnoe 

Dor i s  L a y t o n  M a c K e n z i e  

The first essay in this OJJDP Bulletin, by 
Altschuler and Armstrong, critically evalu- 
ates recent juvenile aftercare initiatives and 
presents a proposed model for an effective 
aftercare program. The authors review the 
aftercare initiatives by asking whether the 
program had an identifiable philosophy, 
whether it was implemented in line with 
this philosophy, and what impact the pro- 
gram had on the participants. 

This c o m m e n t a r y  assesses  what is 
known about  juvenile  aftercare programs 
based on a report  entit led Preventing 
Crime. What Works, Wllat Does1Ft, What~ 
Promising (Sherman et al., 1997). The 
report  added an addit ional  d imens ion  
to the examinat ion of new in i t i a t ives - -  
namely, whether  there is sufficient evi- 
dence  to conclude  that such init iat ives 
ar~ ~ffective in prevent ing crime. The 
report  weighed both the scientific merit 
and the outcomes  of the research to 
draw conclus ions  about  the effectiveness 
of the programs in reducing recidivism. 
Juvenile aftercare i)rograms must  be 
evaluated on the basis of the scientific 
evidence.  The ques t ion  addressed  in 
this c o m m e n t a r y  is whether  there  is 
ev idence  that aftercare programs of 
the type I)rOl)osed by Altschuler  and 
Armstrong are effective in reducing the 
recidivism of juveniles.  

The 104th Congress directed the Attor- 
ney General to provide a "comprehens ive  
evaluat ion of the effectiveness" of the 
money  given in grants  from the U.S. De- 
partment  of Justice to State and local 
communit ies.  In 1997, a research team at 
the University of Maryland prepared the 
above-cited report. The research team 
investigated the effectiveness of crime 
prevention programs in seven different 
institutional settings: communit ies ,  fami- 
lies, schools, labor markets, places (spe- 
cific premises), police, and criminal jus- 
tice. The report, referred to as "The 
Maryland Report," assessed effectiveness 
by weighing the strength of the scientific 
evidence. 

While tradit ional crime prevent ion ef- 
forts are directed toward people who are 
not yet involved in crime, the broader  
definition adopted in The Marylanct Re- 
port includes any sett ing that reduces 
crime in the community.  By definition, 
therefore, programs in the cour ts  and 
corrections that focus on reducing the 
criminal activities of adult  and juvenile 
offenders were considered crime preven- 
tion efforts. The chapter  on criminal jus- 
tice settings examined in tervent ions  that 
focus on six different potential  methods  
for reducing crime in the community:  
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incapaci ta t ion;  deterrence;  rehabil i tat ion;  
commun i ty  control;  s t ructure,  discipline, 
or chal lenge programs; and combina t ions  
of rehabi l i ta t ion and control.  The assess-  
ment  of the model of aftercare proposed 
by Altschuler  and Armstrong that  follows 
draws on the findings of The Maryland 
Report  on the effectiveness of juveni le  
programs in reducing the recidivism of 
de l inquents .  

Judging r Scienr Merit 
There is an enormous  body of cr iminal  

just ice l i terature on crime prevent ion  
efforts. However, little of this l i terature 
examines  the impact  of cr ime prevent ion  
strategies.  Instead, much of the research 
descr ibes  different types of programs 
and the m a n n e r  in which they are imple- 
mented.  The research that  does exist of- 
ten  is of such poor quali ty that  it does not 
permit  one to draw conclus ions  regarding 
the effectiveness of the program studied.  

The scientific s t andards  for inferring 
causa t ion  have been clearly es tabl ished 
and can be used to evaluate  the s t rength 
of ev idence  included in each program 
evaluat ion.  The Maryland Report  used a 
scale of 1 to 5 to summar ize  the scientific 
rigor of the s tudies  examined.  The scores 
general ly reflect the level of conf idence 
that  can be placed in an evaluat ion 's  con- 
c lus ions  about  cause and effect, with a 
score  of 5 indicat ing the s t rongest  evi- 
dence  and a score of 1 cons idered  so low 
in scientific rigor that  the results  were 
excluded from conclus ions  about  a topic. 
Studies were evaluated by de te rmin ing  
their  scientific merit  and the outcomes.  
The scientific method  scores reflect the 
s t rength  of the evidence  about  the effect 
of the programs on recidivism. The out- 
comes  (direct ion and size of the effect) 
were evaluated based on differences be- 
tween the t rea tment  group, which re- 
ceived the in tervent ion ,  and the control  
or compar i son  group, which did not re- 
ceive the in tervent ion .  

A large body  of research on correct ions 
programming for juveniles is in agreement  
with Altschuler and Armstrong. However, 
the quali ty of much of this research is dis- 
appoint ingly poor. Many of the studies 
only descr ibe the program being evaluated 
and give recidivism rates for the partici- 
pants  without providing any information 
on the rates for a comparable  group of ju- 
veniles who did not participate. Therefore, 
it is impossible  to draw conclusions  about  
the impact  of the program. Other  research 
a t t empt s  to make c o m p a r i s o n s  be tween  
different groups  of pa r t i c ipan t s  and 

nonpar t ic ipants .  However, the research is 
so poorly designed (a score of 1 or 2 on 
the Maryland scale) that it is impossible to 
rule out alternative explanations for the 
outcome results. 

C o r ~ ' e c I i o n s  
l l e h a b i l i t a l ~ i o n  
a n d  " i ' r e a I m e ~ I  

While there is st i l l  some debate about 
the effectiveness of rehabili tat ion (e.g., 
Lab and Whitehead,  1988; Whitehead and 
Lab, 1989), recent  l i terature reviews and 
meta-analyses provide strong evidence 
that rehabi l i ta t ion programs can effec- 
tively change offenders. 7 This body of lit- 
erature can guide the examination of what 
works in correct ions  programming for 
juveniles.  In general, reviews of the litera- 
ture show positive evidence  of t rea tment  
effectiveness (Andrews et al., 1990). For 
example, in a series of literature reviews, 
the propor t ion  of s tudies  reporting posi- 
tive evidence of t rea tment  effectiveness 
varied from near 50 percent  to 86 percent.  
In reviewing these studies,  Andrews and 
colleagues conclude,  "This pattern of re- 
sults s trongly suppor t s  exploration of the 
idea that some service programs are 
working with at least some oftenders un- 
der some c i rcumstances"  (1990:372). 
From this perspective,  the important  
issue is not  whether  something works, 
but  what works for whom. 

Some approaches  to t reatment  are bet- 
ter than others.  Psychological research- 
ers emphasize  that effective t reatment  
programs must  follow some basic prin- 
ciples (Gendreau and Ross, 1979, 1987; 
Cullen and Gendreau, 1989). Recent meta- 
analyses found that effective corrections 
t rea tment  programs follow these basic 
principles (Lipton and Pearson, 1996; 
Andrews et al., 1990). It appears that to 
be effective in reducing recidivism, treat- 
ment  programs must: 

O Be carefully designed to target the 
specific character is t ics  and problems 
of offenders that  can be changed in 
t rea tment  (dynamic characterist ics)  
and that  are predictive of future crimi- 
nal activities (cr iminogenic character- 
istics), such as antisocial  att i tudes 
and behavior, drug use, and anger 
responses .  

7 Andrews and Bonta, 1994; Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge, 
1990; Andrews et al., 1990; Palmer, 1975; Geudreau and 
Ross, 1979, 1987. 

O Be implemented in a way that is appro 
priate for the part icipating offenders 
and that uses therapeut ic  techniques  I 
known to work (for example, the pro- 
gram must  be delivered as designed, 
and t reatment  must  be provided by 
appropriately educated and experi- 
enced staff). 

O Require offenders to spend a reason- 
able length of time in the program con- 
sidering the changes desired (deliver 
sufficient dosage). 

O Give the most intensive programs to 
offenders who are at the highest risk 
for recidivism. 

O Use cognitive and behavioral  treat- 
ment  methods  based on theoretical 
models such as behaviorism, social 
learning, or cognitive behavioral theo- 
ries of change that emphasize positive 
reinforcement  cont ingencies  for pro- 
social behavior  and are individualized 
as much as possible. 

The question is: How closely do these 
principles of effective treatment apply to 
the model of juvenile aftercare proposed 
by Altschuler and Armstrong? Most nota- 
bly, none of these principles refer directly 
to the reintegration focus of their model. 
The principles of rehabilitation summa- 1 rized above give little guidance on whether 
an emphasis on reintegration will be more 
effective than other types of programs. It 
has not been shown that recidivism will be 
reduced by the emphasis on "preparing 
confined offenders for reentry into the spe- 
cific communit ies  to which they will re- 
turn" (p. 2), and by "making the necessary 
arrangements  and linkages with agencies 
and individuals in the community  that 
relate to known risk and protective fac- 
tors" (p. 2). On the other hand, the 
components  of the treatment process ad- 
vocated by Altschuler and Armstrong are 
supported by the meta-analyses research. 
As Altschuler and Armstrong argue, pro- 
grams must be implemented in a manner  
that is consis tent  with the design of the 
program (i.e., have therapeutic integrity) 
and provide sufficient time in treatment 
to permit change to occur. 

I o r  l u v e n i l e  

Juvenile crime is often serious and 
may represent  a significant proport ion of 
the total criminal activity in a community.  I 
It is usual ly  a s sumed  that  ado lescen t s  
dese rve  and require  special  handl ing  



because  they  are in a formative per iod  
n l  criminal behavior  at this s tage of life 

not necessar i ly  be cont inued into 
adul thood.  Therefore,  rehabi l i ta t ion has 
par t icular  appeal  for use with juveniles.  
Theoretically,  rehabi l i ta t ion is the  focus 
of cor rec t ions  p rograms  for juveniles.  In 
pract ice,  however,  as occurs  with adul t  
programs,  juvenile rehabi l i ta t ion pro- 
grams may be poor ly  implemented.  
Strengthening implementa t ion  of existing 
rehabi l i ta t ion and de l inquency  prevent ion 
programs could subs tan t ia l ly  reduce fu- 
ture criminality. 

Broad a s se s smen t s  of the  effect iveness 
of de l inquency  t r ea tments  have great ly 
benefi ted from the rise of meta-analysis ,  
in which resea rchers  aggregate  the  con- 
t inuously growing research  l i terature  to 
examine and compare  the effect sizes 
(magni tude  of differences be tween 
groups)  for coml)ar i sons  of t rea tment  and 
control  groups.  The most  extensive meta- 
analysis  examining the effect iveness of 
juvenile de l inquency  programs was con- 
ducted  by Lipsey (1992), who examined 
443 different research  s tudies ,  s Lipsey 's  
analysis  focused on in tervent ions  or 
t rea tments  des igned to reduce,  prevent ,  
or treat  de l inquency  or ant isocial  behav- 

b o r  problems  to del inquency.  sinlilar In 
~B4.3  percent  of the  s tudies  he examined,  

the t rea tment  group did be t te r  (in most  
cases  this finding refers to a reduct ion in 
recidivism) than the control  group. Con- 
s ider ing all t rea tment  program s tudies  
combined,  45 percent  of those  who re- 
ceived t rea tment  were expec ted  to recidi- 
vate, in compar i son  with 50 percent  of the  
nont rea ted  control  group. In more de- 
tailed analyses ,  Lipsey worked to identify 
the charac te r i s t i cs  that  were most  impor- 
tant in determirt ing differences between 
t reatment  and control  groups.  3"he more 
effective programs were p red ic ted  to re- 
duce recidivism subs tan t ia l ly  (once the 
methodology  effects were cont ro l led  for). 
For instance,  as compared  with a 50- 
percent  recidivism rate  for the control  
group, only 32 to 38 percent  of the juve- 
niles who were given eml) loyment  and 

This was a more extensive analysis than previous 
recta-analyses, which had focused on delinquents in 
residential programs (Garrett, 1985) and treatment of 
adjudicated delinquents (Gottschalk et al.. 1987; White- 
hc.ad aml I.'~h, 1989). Although the conclusions from 
these analyses differed, all yielded a positive mean ef- 
fect r about the salnc order of inagnJttlde (one-fourth 

D o onc~lllird of a standard deviation superiority for the 
reallnent group outconle conlpared with the control 

group oulcome). See also the early discussion of the 
Andrews et al. (1990) recta-analysis in this Bulletin. 

mult imodal  or  behaviora l  p rograms  were 
es t imated  to recidivate.  

Overall,  the  resul ts  of Lipsey 's  meta-  
analysis  indica ted  that  more  effective 
programs:  

<> Provided larger amounts  of meaningful 
con tac t  ( t rea tment  integri ty)  and were 
longer in dura t ion  (more  dosage) .  

O Were des igned by a r e sea rche r  or had 
research  as an influential componen t  
of the  t rea tment  setting. 

O Offered behavioral ,  skil l-oriented,  and 
mul t imodal  t rea tment .  

There  was also ev idence  tha t  more  
effect ive p rog rams  t a rge ted  h igher  r isk 
juveniles ,  but  this  d i f ference was small  
and nonsignif icant .  On the o t h e r  hand,  
t r ea tmen t  in publ ic  facil i t ies,  cus tod ia l  
ins t i tu t ions ,  and the juveni le  jus t ice  sys- 
tem was less  effect ive than  o t h e r  a l ter -  
nat ives ,  sugges t ing  tha t  t r e a t m e n t  pro-  
v ided  in c o m m u n i t y  se t t ings  may be 
more  effective.  If this  e f fec t iveness  is the  
resul t  of inc reased  l inkages with agen- 
cies and individuals  in the  communi ty ,  
then Lipsey 's  work s u p p o r t s  the  pro- 
posed  e m p h a s i s  on re in tegra t ion  in the  
Al t schuler  and Armst rong  model .  How- 
ever, it is a lso poss ib l e  that  o the r  factors  
may be impor tan t .  Lipsey himself  cau- 
t ions  that  the  conc lus ion  that  t r ea tmen t  
in communi ty  se t t ings  is more  effect ive 
cannot  be s e p a r a t e d  from the d i f ferences  
in the  in tens i ty  (number  of meet ings ,  
length of t ime in t r ea tmen t )  and needs  a 
more  refined b reakdown  before  def ini te  
conc lus ions  can be drawn.  

The programs that  were effective were 
those  that were ei ther provided by the re- 
searcher or implemented in treatment set- 
tings where the researcher was influential. 
This may indicate that treatment delivered 
or administered by the researcher was bet- 
ter implemented than typical programs, 
supporting A]tschuler and Armstrong's 
point that poor implementation of a sound 
theoret ical  model is unlikely . . . . . .  to v,uuu~e~ . . . .  
posit ive outcome.  

Although the l i tera ture  reviews and the 
meta-analyses  provide  s t rong ev idence  of 
the effect iveness of rehabi l i ta t ion pro- 
grams, they give little information about  
the specific charac te r i s t i c s  of the  effec- 
tive programs.  The Maryland Report  re- 
viewed two types  of juvenile  programs:  

wi lderness /cha l lenge- type  programs  and 
communi ty  superv is ion .  

The wi lde rness  or  Outward  Bound- 
type  p rog rams  were  pa r t i cu l a r ly  popu l a r  
for juveni les  dur ing  the late 1970's and 
ear ly  1980's. These  p rog rams  empha-  
s ized phys ica l  cha l lenge  and requ i red  
pa r t i c ipan t s  to do  more  than  what  they  
be l ieved  they  could  do. A s s e s s m e n t  of 
t he se  p rog rams  is re levant  to conclu-  
s ions  about  the  e f fec t iveness  of a f te rca re  
b e c a u s e  most  of the  p rog rams  inc luded  
some type of af tercare .  Ou tcome  evalua-  
t ions of these  p rog rams  have  been  ex- 
t r emely  rare (Gendreau  and Ross, 1987). 
The Maryland Repor t  ident i f ied  four 
p rogram eva lua t ions  tha t  r ece ived  
sco res  of 2 or  h igher  on the Mary land  
scale:  the Greenwood  and Turner  (1987) 
s tudy  of VisionQuest ;  the  Deschenes ,  
Greenwood,  and Marshal l  (1996) s t u d y  
of the  Nokomis Chal lenge Program in the  
Michigan D e pa r tme n t  of Social  Services;  
the  RAND resea rch  examining  the effec- 
t iveness  of the  Paint Creek Youth Center  
in southern Ohio (Greenwood and Turner, 
1993); and the Castel lano and Soders t rom 
(1992) s tudy of the Spectrum program in 
Illinois. 

Overall,  t he se  s tud ies  of wi lde rness  
and chal lenge p r o g r a m s  p r o d u c e d  mixed 
resul ts .  The Vis ionQuest  pa r t i c i pan t s  
had s ignif icant ly  fewer a r re s t s  (39 per-  
cent )  than the  con t ro l  g roup  (71 pe rcen t )  
( G r e e n w o o d  and Turner ,  1987). The  
Nokomis  p a r t i c i p a n t s  had  s i gn i f i c an t l y  
more  a r res t s  (48 pe rcen t )  than  the  con- 
trol group (23 pe rcen t )  (Deschenes ,  
Greenwood,  and Marshal l ,  1996). Paint 
Creek youth  had fewer official a r r e s t s  
(51 percen t )  than cont ro l  group youth  
(61 percent ) ,  but t hey  se l f - repor ted  more  
se r ious  offenses  (75 pe rcen t )  than the 
cont ro l  group (62 percent ) ,  a l though nei- 
ther  of the c o m p a r i s o n s  was s t a t i s t i ca l ly  
significant (Greenwood  and Turner,  
1993). Spec t rum you th  did not  differ 
from control  group youth  in rec id iv ism 
(Caste l lano and Sode r s t rom,  i992). 

Although several  of the s tudies  were 
well designed,  p roblems  that  a rose  in the 
research with the small number  of sub- 
jects,  attrition, and s tudy implementa t ion  
limit the conclus ions  that can be drawn 
about  the effectiveness of the programs 
in p reven t ing  cr ime.  The  s t ud i e s  of 
VisionQuest and St)ectrum were evaluated 
as 2's on the Maryland scale, making it 
hard to draw any conclus ions  front the 
results. The remaining two programs were 
evaluated as 3's on the Maryland scale 
and, thus, of reasonable  scientific merit. 
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The one p rogram tha t  included both  a 
s t rong  research  design and a reduct ion  
in recidivism was Paint Creek (a l though 
the reduct ion  was not  s ta t i s t ica l ly  signifi- 
cant).  Interestingly, this program followed 
m a n y  of the  p r i nc ip l e s  p r o p o s e d  by  
Andrews and col leagues  (1990). High-risk 
youth  were ta rge ted  for par t ic ipa t ion  in 
the  intensive program,  which used a cogni- 
t ive /behaviora l  mode  of t rea tment .  How- 
ever, p rob lems  with the  research  design 
severe ly  l imited the  s tudy ' s  potent ia l  for 
de t ec t ing  differences,  even if the  Paint 
Creek p rog ram had been  effective. The 
o the r  p rograms  ta rge ted  individuals  at 
lower risk for recidivism (Nokomis, Spec- 
t rum),  were of shor t  dura t ion  (Spectrum),  
were less behaviora l  in t rea tment  ph i lo so -  
phy,  or  f ocused  on nonc r iminogen i c  fac- 
tors  such  as physical  chal lenge (Spec- 
t rum).  Thus, from the pe r spec t ive  of The 
Maryland Report ,  s tudies  of the wi lderness  
and chal lenge programs  do not provide  
ev idence  that  they  are effective in reduc-  
ing future criminal  behavior.  

These  programs a t t empted  to provide 
reintegrat ion services  to the  par t ic ipants .  
As a result,  the mixed aftercare findings 
were disappoint ing.  For example,  Nokomis 
was des igned to focus on re lapse preven- 
tion. The youth  were expected  to spend 
less t ime in the  residential  facility but  a 
longer t ime in communi ty  t rea tment  than 
the  c o m p a r i s o n  youth  in the  t ra ining 
schools .  However, the s tudy of the  program 
implementa t ion  revealed that  the aftercare 
phase  of Nokomis failed to provide many 
of the expec ted  t rea tment  programs.  The 
youth  received limited subs tance  abuse  
t reatment ,  and the control  group youth had 
more family counsel ing than the t rea tment  
group. 

The  Paint  Creek Youth Center  also 
sough t  to p rov ide  re in tegra t ion  serv ices .  
The  cen t e r ' s  small  size, p rob l em-o r i en t ed  
focus,  cogn i t ive /behav io ra l  me thods ,  fam- 
ily g roup  therapy,  and in tens ive  commu-  
ni ty re in tegra t ion  and af te rcare  were  
p romis ing  features .  However, many  of the  
Paint  Creek you th  were d i smi s sed  from 
the  p r og ram and sent  to the  t ra ining 
school .  Thus,  it is difficult to d raw con- 
c lus ions  abou t  the  impac t  of the  reinte-  
g ra t ion  and af te rcare  provided ,  because  
many  of the  youth  did not  rece ive  the  full 
Paint  Creek program.  

Community S u p e r v i s i o n  
a n d  A~:~eD'caD'e ~or Juven iOes  

A major i ty  (53 pe rcen t )  of a d j u d i c a t e d  
juveni le  de l inquen t s  are given p roba t ion  
while  jus t  28 pe rcen t  are  p laced  ou t s ide  

the  home.  Those  knowledgeable  about  
juveni le  co r rec t ions  increas ingly  argue 
for a f te rcare  and t rans i t iona l  services  for 
juveni les  who are incarcera ted .  In sup- 
por t  of this  posi t ion,  two of the recent  
meta-ana lyses  (i.e., Andrews et al., 1990; 
Lipsey, 1992) sugges t  there  will be greater  
r educ t ions  in rec id iv ism if t rea tment  is 
p rov ided  in communi ty  set t ings ins tead of 
in inst i tut ions.  However, when Lipsey and 
Wilson (1998) s tud ied  se r ious  juvenile 
offenders,  they  found no difference in re- 
c idivism for offenders  who received inter- 
ven t ions  admin i s t e red  in inst i tut ions 
c o m p a r e d  with offenders  who received 
in te rven t ions  in the  community.  National 
su rveys  of in tens ive  superv is ion  and af- 
t e rcare  p rog rams  for juveni les  comple ted  
during the 1980's revea led  that  few pro- 
grams had been eva lua ted  (Armstrong,  
1988; Krisberg et al., 1989). Additionally, 
the  eva lua t ions  that  had been comple ted  
were severe ly  l imited in scientific rigor. 
An excep t ion  to this  is the  Violent Juve- 
nile Offender Study implemented  by 
OJJDP (Fagan, Forst ,  and Vivona, 1988). 
This s tudy  found that  the  group that  re- 
ce ived  the  add i t iona l  a f te rcare  or  super-  
vis ion did not  have significantly lower 
rec id iv ism rates .  

Most r ecen t  s tud ies  of communi ty  
p r o g r a m s  have  focused  on the inc reased  
su rve i l l ance  and r e s t r a in t  a spe c t s  and 
not  on the  e n h a n c e d  s e r v i c e s  of the  pro- 
grams.  It is i m p o r t a n t  to d is t inguish  be- 
tween inc reases  in control ,  survei l lance ,  
a n d / o r  r e s t r a in t s  (more  con tac t s  with 
supe rv i s ing  agents ,  ur ine  tests ,  elec- 
t ronic  moni to r ing)  and rehabi l i ta t ion ,  
t r ea tmen t ,  and s e r v i c e s  (meet ings  for 
counse l ing ,  drug  t r ea tmen t ,  family coun- 
seling, e m p l o y m e n t  t ra ining) .  Whereas  
some  of the  p rog rams  enhance  se rv ices ,  
mos t  of the  r e sea rch  is des igned  to com- 
pare  i nc reased  su rve i l l ance  and control ,  
not  the  s e r v i c e s  p rov ided .  The t rea tment  
and survei l lance componen t s  of programs 
cannot  be untangled,  and because  the re- 
search designs  focus on surveillance, the  
o u t c o m e s  ind ica te  the  ef fec t iveness  or, 
converse ly ,  the  inef fec t iveness  of survei l -  
lance and con t ro l  r a the r  than  of rehabil i -  
ta t ion.  Addi t ional ly ,  when t r ea tment  in- 
t egr i ty  is examined ,  few dif ferences  are  
found be tween  the  expe r imen ta l  p rogram 
and the  con t ro l  in e i the r  the  se rv ices  de- 
l ivered or  the  impac t  on risk factors.  

The Maryland Repor t  identified six 
s tud ies  that  c o m p a r e d  the recidivism of 
juveni les  in in tensive supe rv i sed  proba-  
t ion or  paro le  (ISP) with control  groups  
that  rece ived  o the r  communi ty  opt ions:  

O Land, McCall, and Williams (1990) 
examined the North Carolina Court 
Counselors '  Intensive Protect ive  
Supervis ion Project.  

<> Weibush (1993) compared  the perfor-  
mance  of youth  on intensive supervi-  
sion with compar i son  groups of youth  
on proba t ion  and parole.  

O Sonthe imer  and Goodste in  (1993) 
examined an intensive af tercare  pro- 
gram for ser ious  juvenile offenders  in 
Pennsylvania.  

<> In two studies ,  Minor and Elrod (1990, 
1992) examined the impact  of an 
enhanced  t rea tment  p rogram for 
juveni les  on intensive and mode ra t e  
levels of supervis ion .  

Greenwood ,  Deschenes ,  and Adams  
(1993) s t u d i e d  the  Skil lman after-  
ca re  p r o g r a m  in Michigan and 
Pennsylvania.  

The resul ts  of these  and o ther  ana lyses  
are shown in table  6. In general ,  the  re- 
s ea rche r s  found no significant differences 
be tween  the youth  receiving ISP and the 
youth  in the  compar i son  groups.  There  
was no cons i s t ency  in the s tudies  regard- 
ing which group did be t te r  in the commu- 
nity; somet imes  the  ISP youth  had lower 
recidivism, and somet imes  the  
compar i son  group did. Only Land and 
col leagues  (1990) and Sontheimer  and 
Goodste in  (1993) found any significant 
differences be tween the ISP group and 
others .  Land and col leagues found that  
ISP youth,  mos t ly  s ta tus  offenders with no 
pr ior  de l inquent  offenses, commit ted  
fewer de l inquent  offenses than the con- 
trol group. Sonthe imer  and Goodste in  
found that  ISP juveniles had significantly 
fewer rea r res t s  than parolees .  

Several  s tud ies  ident if ied p rob lems  
with the  imp lemen ta t ion  of the  pro- 
grams.  For example ,  Son the imer  and 
Goods te in  (1993) found that  the  ac tual  
con t ac t s  be tween  youth  and superv i s ing  
agents  were  subs tan t i a l ly  fewer than the 
m a n d a t e d  number  and that  there  was a 
large tu rnove r  of staff. This tu rnover  
would  be  expec t ed  to c rea te  turmoil  for 
youth  pa r t i c i pa n t s  and result  in uneven 
staff t ra in ing and l imited accountabi l i ty .  
Combined  with an unc lear  p rogram mis- 
sion, the  t u rnove r  led the  r e sea rche r s  to 
ques t ion  w he the r  the  unsa t i s f ac to ry  pro- 
gram resul ts  ind ica ted  p rob lems  in the 
imp lemen ta t ion  of the  p rogram treat-  
ment  c o m p o n e n t s ,  r a the r  than in the  
p rog ram ' s  po ten t ia l  ach ievement .  I 
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able 6: Studies of Juvenile Community Supervision and Recidivism Showing Scientific IVlethods 
Score and Findings 

Study Scientif ic  Methods  Score  Findings ~ 

Land, McCall, and Williams 
(1990) 

Weibush (1993) 

Sontheimer and Goodstein 
(1993) 

Minor and Elrod (1990) 

Minor and Elrod (1992) 

Barton and Butts (1990) 

Greenwood, Deschenes, and 
Adams (1993) 

Gottfredson and Barton (1993) 

ISP youth (mostly status offenders) with no prior delinquent 
offenses had fewer delinquent offenses (12%) than control 
group (28%) [S]. 

ISP youth with prior delinquent offenses had more 
delinquent offenses (57%) than control group (33%) [NS]. 

ISP youth had more felony complaints (51%) than 
probationers (38%) but fewer than parolees (57%) [NS]. 

ISP youth had more adjudications (77%) than 
probationers (62%) but fewer than parolees (78%) [NS]. 

ISP juveniles had fewer rearrests (50%) than parolees 
(74%) [S]. 

ISP group had more self-reported criminal and status 
offenses [NS]. 

ISP group had fewer status offenses but more criminal 
offenses (68%) than control group (67%) [NS]. 

ISP juveniles had more charges, but control group had 
more serious charges [NS]. 

Detroit: Aftercare group (22%) had more arrests than 
control group (18%) [NS]. 

Pittsburgh: Aftercare group had fewer arrests (49%) 
compared with control group (48%) [NS]. 

Institutionalized juveniles had fewer arrests than 
noninstitutionalized juveniles [S]. 

1 NS, not significant; S, significant. 

Similarly, Greenwood and col leagues '  
(1993) examination of what the Skillman 
programs provided for the youth indi- 
cated that in comparison with the con- 
trol groul), the aftercare group did not 
par t ic ipate  more in educat ion or work 
activities, had little family support ,  and 
did not associate  less with del inquent  
peers. Thus, despi te  the fact that the 
program was designed to promote 

ll 
hanges in these risk factors, there was 

little evidence of such change. As was 
ound in the previous meta-analyses of 

rehabil i tat ion,  it appears  that the pro- 
gram did not have the required treat- 
ment integrity to bring about the 
changes in the risk (criminogenic)  fac- 
tors associa ted  with criminal behavior. 

The studies listed above compared 
ISP programs in specific communit ies  
with other  community al ternatives.  The 
Maryland Report examined two studies  
designed to compare  the recidivism of 
those who spent  time in community 
supervis ion with others  who had spent  
time in training schools:  the Barton and 

Butts (1990) s tudy compar ing t rea tment  
in an inhome ISP program with commit-  
ment to t radi t ional  training schools  
and the Gottfredson and Barton (1993) 
s tudy comparing commitment  to a 
training facility with management  in the 
community. 

A comparison of those who spend 
time in a facility with those who are 
managed in tile community  is impor tant  
because  the youth who remain in their 
own community would be assumed to 
have increased contact  with agencies 



and i n d i v i d u a l s  in tha t  communi ty .  
One of t he  a r g u m e n t s  A l t s c h u l e r  and  
A r m s t r o n g  make  for a f t e r ca r e  is the  im- 
p o r t a n c e  of r e i n t e g r a t i n g  the  j uven i l e s  
in to  t h e i r  c o m m u n i t y :  "making  a r r ange -  
m e n t s  and  l inkages  wi th  a g e n c i e s  and 
i n d i v i d u a l s  in the  c o m m u n i t y  tha t  r e l a te  
to known r i sk  and p r o t e c t i v e  fac to rs , "  
and  "ensu r ing  the  d e l i v e r y  of r e q u i r e d  
s e r v i c e s  and  s u p e r v i s i o n "  (p. 2). The  
Bar ton  and  But ts  and  G o t t f r e d s o n  and 
Bar ton  s t u d i e s  p r o v i d e  i m p o r t a n t  in- 
s ight  in to  w h e t h e r  y o u t h  who  r ema in  in 
the  c o m m u n i t y  a c t u a l l y  r ece ive  the  de- 
s i r ed  benef i t s .  

Ba r ton  and  But ts  (1990) found  tha t  
a l t h o u g h  ISP g r o u p s  had  more  cha rges ,  
t he  mean  s e r i o u s n e s s  of t he  con t ro l  
g r o u p ' s  c h a r g e s  was g rea te r ;  however ,  
t he  d i f f e r ences  were  not  s igni f icant .  
G o t t f r e d s o n  and  Bar ton  (1993) found  
tha t  t he  r e c i d i v i s m  r a t e s  of j uven i l e s  
who  had  s p e n t  t ime  in the  t r a in ing  facil- 
i ty were  s ign i f i can t ly  lower  t han  t h o s e  
of t he  c o m p a r i s o n  group.  The  c o m p a r i -  
son  g r o u p  was  not  i n t e n s i v e l y  s u p e r -  
v i sed ,  and  t h e r e  is l i t t le  i n fo rma t ion  
a b o u t  wha t  s e r v i c e s  t h e y  may  have  re- 
c e i v e d  in t he  communi ty .  G o t t f r e d s o n  
and  Bar ton  (1993) c o n c l u d e  tha t  y o u t h  
in t he  i n s t i t u t i o n  m o s t  l ikely r e c e i v e d  
m o r e  s e r v i c e s  and t r e a t m e n t  than  t h o s e  
in t he  c o m m u n i t y .  

The  M a r y l a n d  R e p o r t ' s  rev iew of t he  
juven i l e  w i l d e r n e s s  and  cha l l enge  pro-  
g r a m s  c o n c l u d e d  tha t  t h e s e  p r o g r a m s  
were  no t  e f fec t ive  in r e d u c i n g  the  rec id i -  
v i sm of juven i l es .  A l though  s o m e  of 
t h e s e  p r o g r a m s  d id  a t t e m p t  to e n h a n c e  
the  a f t e r c a r e  and  r e i n t e g r a t i o n  p h a s e s ,  
as A l t s c h u l e r  and  A r m s t r o n g  no ted ,  t he  
ac tua l  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n s  of t h e s e  p h a s e s  
m a y  have  been  f lawed.  

Most  of t he  s t u d i e s  c o m p a r i n g  y o u t h  
in ISP wi th  y o u t h  in t he  c o m m u n i t y  re- 
vea l  no s ign i f i can t  d i f f e rence  b e t w e e n  
the  e x p e r i m e n t a l  g roup  and  the  con t ro l  
g roup .  In pa r t ,  th is  f inding re f lec t s  the  
smal l  n u m b e r  of s u b j e c t s  in each  s tudy ;  
t h e r e  is l i t t le  bas i s  for d e t e c t i n g  any  dif- 
f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  the  g roups .  Only two 
of t he  s t u d i e s  (Land,  McCall,  and  Will- 
iams,  1990; S o n t h e i m e r  and  Goods t e in ,  
1993) found  lower  r e c i d i v i s m  ra t e s  for 
the  e x p e r i m e n t a l  g roups .  The  Land and  
c o l l e a g u e s  s t u d y  f indings  were  not  en- 
t i r e ly  p o s i t i v e  b e c a u s e  it was  a lso  found 
tha t  y o u t h  in t he  e x p e r i m e n t a l  g roup  
with  p r i o r  d e l i n q u e n t  o f fenses  commi t -  

t ed  more  d e l i n q u e n t  of fenses  than  the  
con t ro l  group.  The  ISP groups  in t h e s e  
two s t u d i e s  r ece ived  more  s e rv i ce s  than  
the  c o m p a r i s o n  groups ;  thus,  the  impor -  
t an t  a s p e c t  may  be  the  amoun t  of reha-  
b i l i t a t ion  and se rv i ces ,  r a the r  than  the  
su rve i l l ance ,  r e c e i v e d  by  the  juveni les .  
This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  s u p p o r t s  Al t schu le r  
and  A r m s t r o n g ' s  a s s e r t i o n  that  it is im- 
p o r t a n t  to inc lude  a p p r o p r i a t e  t rea t -  
men t  dur ing  the  a f t e r ca re  phase .  How- 
ever, it is i m p o s s i b l e ,  a t  th is  point ,  to  
un tang le  t he  effects  of t r ea tmen t ,  sur-  
ve i l l ance ,  and  r e in t e g ra t i on  se rv ices ,  
b e c a u s e  the  con t ro l  g roups  in t h e s e  
two s t u d i e s  r ece ived  less  of all of t h e s e  
c o m p o n e n t s  than  the  e x p e r i m e n t a l  
g roups .  

The Gott f redson and Barton (1993) 
s tudy  showing that  juveniles who spent  
t ime in an inst i tut ion had lower recidivism 
than those  re leased  to the  communi ty  
s u g g e s t s  t ha t  the  qua l i ty  and a m o u n t  
of t r e a t m e n t  the  juven i l e s  rece ive  may  
be  the  i m p o r t a n t  fac tor  in reduc ing  re- 
c id iv i sm.  That  is, it is not  w h e t h e r  th is  
t r e a t m e n t  is d e l i v e r e d  in an ins t i tu t ion  
or  in the  communi ty ,  bu t  how much  and 
wha t  t y p e  of t r e a t m e n t  the  juveni les  
get, no m a t t e r  w h e r e  t h e y  are loca ted .  
Again, the  r e s e a r c h  des ign  does  not  per-  
mit  f o r m a t i o n  of c o n c l u s i o n s  abou t  the  
e f f ec t ivenes s  of a f te rcare .  

Taken as  a whole ,  t h e r e  is suff icient  
e v i d e n c e  from the  s t u d i e s  c i ted  a b o v e  
to c o n c l u d e  tha t  s o m e  c o m b i n a t i o n  of 
t r e a t m e n t  m e t h o d s ,  with or  wi thout  sur-  
ve i l l ance  in the  communi ty ,  is effect ive  
in r educ ing  the  r ec id iv i sm of juveni les .  
W h e t h e r  th is  t r e a t m e n t  mus t  be pro-  
v i d e d  in t he  c o m m u n i t y  is unclear .  Simi- 
larly, it is unc l e a r  w h e t h e r  the  i n c r e a s e d  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  of the  juven i l es  in the  com- 
mun i ty  a d d s  any th ing  to the  impac t  of 
t r e a t m e n t  and  r ehab i l i t a t ion .  

The  or ig ina l  q u e s t i o n  p o s e d  for th is  
c o m m e n t a r y  was:  Is t h e r e  ev idence  
tha t  the  t y p e  of a f t e r ca re  p r o p o s e d  by  
A l t s chu l e r  and  A r m s t r o n g  will be effec- 
t ive in r educ ing  the  rec id iv i sm of juve-  
ni les? Given the  l imi ted  amoun t  of qual-  
i ty r e s e a r c h ,  it is diff icult  to answer  the  
ques t ion .  Certainly,  t he re  is suff icient  
e v i d e n c e  to  c o n c l u d e  tha t  effect ive pro-  
g rams  mus t  inc lude  r ehab i l i t a t i on  and 
s e r v i c e s  to  a d d r e s s  the  needs  of indi- 
v idua l  juveni les .  The r e sea rch  does  not  
pe rmi t  c o n c l u s i o n s  a b o u t  where  th is  
t r e a t m e n t  ough t  to be de l ivered .  It is 
a lso  i m p o s s i b l e  to d r aw  any  conc lu s ions  
a b o u t  the  e f f ec t iveness  of many  of the  

p rog rams ,  b e c a u s e  t hey  were  not  imple-  
m e n t e d  as they  were  des igned .  This dif- 
f icul ty  is c lea r  bo th  in this  review exam- 1 
ining the  sc ient i f ic  mer i t  of the  r e s e a r c h  
and in Al t schu le r  and A r m s t r o n g ' s  re- 
view of the  p rog rams .  P rob lems  with the  
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  of p r o g r a m s  mus t  he 
o v e r c o m e  if juveni le  ju s t i ce  p rofess ion-  
als are  to des ign  effect ive  p r o g r a m s  and 
s t u d y  them.  The s t rong  r a n d o m  ass ign-  
ment  s t u d y  tha t  is c u r r e n t l y  in p rog re s s  
to  examine  the  s i t es  where  Al t schu le r  
and  A r m s t r o n g ' s  a f t e rca re  mode l  has  
been  i m p l e m e n t e d  is encourag ing .  This 
s t u d y  shou ld  p rov ide  in fo rmat ion  abou t  
w h e t h e r  such  mul t i f ace t ed  a p p r o a c h e s  
to a f t e rca re  and r e in t eg ra t ion  are  effec- 
tive. The  next  s t ep  will be to un tang le  
the  effects  of d i f ferent  p rog ram compo-  
nen ts  to ident i fy  the  pa r t i cu l a r  compo-  
nen ts  tha t  are  mos t  success fu l  in reduc-  
ing rec id iv i sm.  [] 
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EMERALD COUNTY FACES THE MUSIC I 

Background 

Emerald County is a mid-size, rural-urban jurisdiction responsible for its own juvenile 

detention services. Approximately 216,000 people live in the County, a population level that has 

increased slightly over the past decade. Demographic projections do not forecast significant 

population growth or significant increases in the at-risk youth population. Juvenile arrest rates in 

Emerald County have been similar to those nationally for the past decade. Aside from a 

substantial increase in drug-related cases and a large relative increase (though small total 

numbers) in violent crimes, arrest rates have remained relatively constant. Despite these facts, 

however, politicians and many of their constituents have supported a harsher, more restrictive 

response to juvenile delinquency. 

For more than four years now, Emerald County's Juvenile Detention Center has operated 

significantly above its rated capacity of 30 beds. Indeed, over this four year period, there have 

only been a handful of days when the population actually dipped below capacity and those all 

involved holiday periods. For the past two years, the average daily population in the Emerald 

County Juvenile Detention Center has been approximately 60. On some days, population levels 

have spiked to more than 75 youth. Because of the facility's physical structure, this level of 

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

facility', for example, do not allow for double-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 resenable or feel like dorms. The kids 

literally sleep between tables and against couches.) Similarly, the education areas of the 

Detention Center cannot accommodate this many youth at one time, resulting in "split sessions" 

that limit the time each student is in class to 150 minutes per day. With youth both idle and 

bumping into one another, the numbers and severity of disciplinary problems and injuries have 

escalated. Crowding has produced conditions so dangerous, unhealthy, and out of compliance 

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

These materials are an adaptation of the "Emerald City, Faces the Music" simulation developed by the Annie E. 
Casey Foundation for use in its Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative (JDAI). NJDA and the Youth Law Centers 
appreciate the cooperation of the Annie E. Casey Foundation for permission to use and adapt this simulation. 
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Opposed to Negotiated Settlements (CONS) felt obliged to sue the County for operating a 

constitutionally infirm facility�9 

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 comnmnity 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 the,,' will not have enough say about which juveniles are 

placed in a shelter bed. Emerald County's total detention alternative program capacity is 36 slots 

(10 day treatment, 16 after-school reporting, and 10 home detention), but their current census of 

22 youth, approximately, 40% below capacity,, has been characteristic of utilization throughout 

the past year. 

State statute requires that detention hearings be conducted for youth in custody within 48 

hours, unless the youth is brought in on a weekend or holiday. Adjudication must occur within 

15 court days following the detention hearing, although the statute provides for exceptions to this 

rule upon the consent of both parties and the judge. These rules do not apply, to out-of-custody 

cases, which often take much longer to resolve. Dispositional hearings are normally scheduled 

two weeks following adjudication. There are no statutory limits regarding the length of time a 

youth may be held awaiting dispositional placement. Adjournments are not uncommon to the 

court process, and judges have broad discretion to honor requests from either party for more 

time. Summonsed cases generally are not heard for at least eight weeks from the time of arrest�9 

Emerald County's management information system is almost non-existent. The Detention 

Center keeps basic statistics that are reported annually. Over 38% of detainees are released 

within 96 hours of admission. 

Five years ago, the state legislature passed a law mandating prosecution of 15, 16 and 17 

year olds charged with certain serious violent crimes in the adult court. These transfer cases are 
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held in the juvenile detention facility as a matter of policy. Since the city jail is also chronically 

crowded, and the sheriff knows better than to want to house juveniles in his facility, these 

transfer cases will remain in the Juvenile Detention Center. Their lengths of stay, however, are 

approximately 15 times greater than that for the average admission to the Detention Center. 

Adult speedy trail laws require disposition within six months, but that time frame is rarely met in 

complicated cases (e.g. homicide). 

Emerald County placed approximately 500 youth (most of whom had been admitted to 

detention) in out-of-home placements (e.g., group homes, therapeutic residences, training 

schools, etc.) this year. In these instances, unless the court specifically orders the 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 cotinsel 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 day, s. 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 Cotinty Defense Cotlncil 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. 

The prosecutor in Emerald County has made prosecution of the most serious juvenile 

cases his top priority. He does, however, plea bargain. His office was recently' criticized, along 
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with the Probation Department, because less serious cases (summonsed youth) were not being 

seen for intake or first court appearances for quite some time. Some observers argued that these 

delays contributed to high failure to appear rates, though the data are incomplete on this matter. 

Emerald County's juvenile court is comprised of a presiding judge and one attorney 

referee who handles all detention hearings. Afterwards, cases are assigned through a calendaring 

system designed to balance the workloads of these judicial officers. 

The Lawsuit 

Last week, after hearing evidence on a motion for a preliminary injunction, the Federal 

District Court Judge agreed, with the consent of the CONS's attorneys, to withhold the 

preliminary injunction based upon a new Emerald County promise to submit a population 

reduction plan--within 60 days. The plan will have to bring the average daily,' population under 

rated capacity four months after its submission. The judge's order included the following points: 

1. The leaders of the juvenile justice agency,, the Emerald County Board of Commissioners, and 

the County Manager must formally endorse the population reduction plan. 

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 potentiai bed reduction impact of the various strategies the County 

proposes. 

5. Failure to comply with these conditions, especially failure to submit a credible plan that will 

reduce the population in the facility by, 55%, will result in the appointment of a receiver to 

assume responsibility for the detention system, imposition of a populaiion cap, and daily 

fines of $10,000. 
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E M E R A L D  CITY D E T E N T I O N  S I M U L A T I O N  

1. Roles of  Reform Team Members  

Each Reform Team is responsible for submitting a plan to address the Judge's  order. Each 

Reform Team will need to select a Recorder~Reporter who will be responsible for taking notes 

and reporting the decisions and plan of the Reform Team back to the larger group. 

Reform Teams should designate a team member as a Facilitator. This individual should 

provide the leadership, guidance, and structure so that all team members have an equal 

opportunity for input and so that a process exists for the team to make decisions. It is the 

Facilitator's responsibility to move the discussion to closure in the form of a plan of action. 

TA Providers are members of  the jurisdictional teams training staff who may participate in 

one or more groups. Not every simulation or group ',',,ill 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 to`,vard the Judge's order. Therefore. the decisions of the Spartans reflect 

the best interest of the Court, and these decisions are final. 

2. Ground Rules 

A. We will agree to accept the simulation as is. That is, we agree not to spend our time debating 

the pros and cons of  this approach, the details of  the simulation, or the relevance of Emerald 

County's circumstances to our particular jurisdictions. Our focus will be on fulfilling 

Emerald County's promise to deliver a viable plan to the court. 

B. Within limits, Reform Teams can seek clarifications or request rulings regarding ground 

rules, the simulation narrative or data, or their proposed strategies. Team members can ask 

the Spartans to clarify most anything, but the limits noted refer to the fact that there is little 

time for major diversions once the Reform Teams get rolling. Consequently, teams should 
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be prepared to note assumptions that they have made if there were considerations that were 

not clarified by a Spartan ruling. 

C. 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 ,,,,,ell, 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 

obstacles, 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. 

F. 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 

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. 
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H. The Recorder/Reporter will use the completed Reform Team Worksheet as the basis for the 

team's report to the court. (Spartans must review and approve a team's Worksheet before the 

team can report its plan to the court.) Others from the team may assist in the presentation of 

the team's plan. 

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

on the specific plans, shall be the province of the Spartans (though they will promote 

feedback and discussion at all times). Failure to abide by this rule could result in a contempt 

finding (and contempt is an automatic detention criterion). 

J. Have fun. The simulation is intended as a serious exercise, intended to fire tip 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 tile 

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 day's care, is 10,958. 

The Emerald County Data Sheet contains several abbreviations and one-word categories. 

The following glossary explains each concept and topic. 

1. Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional 

Emerald County keeps basic information on youth detained before disposition and after 

disposition. These statistics reflect detention practices for the most recent calendar year. 

Additional information is unavailable regarding the present calendar year. 

A. Offense represents the genera[ categories of offenses that come before the Court. 

B. Arrest/Ref is the number of arrests or referrals to the Court for each category. Emerald 

County wants to install a new computerized management information system that will pen-nit 

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. 
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2. Detention Data: Sentencing 

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

sentences during the previous calendar year. 

A2 Arrest/Refis a repeat of the same information from the Pre-Dispositional Detention Data. 

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 released at 5:00 

p.m. There has been much discussion about expanding the program, but budget deficits have 

diverted money to secure detention. The cost of Day Treatment is $50 per day. The program 

has a capacity for 10 youth. 

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 
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home detention probation officer was transferred to home detention services because of the 

general inability to supervise youth. The per diem cost is $18, and the program capacity is 

10 youth. 

D. Admissions equal the number of youth assigned to the detention alternative within the 

previous calendar year. 

E. ALOS equals the average length of service provided by each of the detention alternatives to 

those youth admitted to the program. 

F. DC is the total annual days care for the detention alternative services for the previous 

calendar year. 

G. % Cap. equals the percent of capacity or percent usage of the program. 

4. Emerald Count), 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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Detention Data: Pre-Dispositional 

Offense Arrest/Ref. 

Emerald County Data 

Admissions % Adm. ALOS Pre DC 

12 

Domestic Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313 

Drug Offenses 820 178 15.48 11 1,958 

Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 4,608 

Transfer 7 7 0.61 284 1,988 

Truancy 912 58 5.04 6 348 

Violation Ct. Order 672 173 15.04 12 2,076 

Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 6,555 

Totals 5,344 1,150 100.00 18,846 

Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional 

Offense Arrest/Ref. Admissions % Sen. ALOS Post DC 

Domestic Violence 973 2 

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 

38.24 

17.65 

0.00 

2.94 

14.71 

20.59 

46 

60 

60 

0 

DO 

3O 

60 

92 

780 

360 

0 

33 

150 

420 

Totals 5,044 34 

Detention Alternatives 

Alternative Capaci t)  A(lmissions 

I00.00 

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 

4,740 

361 

80 

81 

10 

Totals 36 240 

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 

8,028 
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Emerald  County  Reform T e a m  W o r k s h e e t  
{Estimate new rates of Admissions and ALOS; do not use percentages. Excel will do calculations.) 

Detention Data: Pre-Dispasitional 

13 

O f f e n s e  Arres t /Ref .  Admis s ions  ALOS Pre DC 

Domestic Violence 973  

Drug Offenses 820 

Property 1,364 

Transfer  7 

Truancy  912 

Violation Ct. Order  672 

Violent Index 596 

Totals 5,344 
. .  

Detention Data: Sentencing or Post-Dispositional 

Offense  A d m i s s i o n s  ALOS 

Domestic Violence 

Drug Offenses 

Property 

Transfer  

Truancy 

'Violation Ct. Order  

!Violent Index 

Totals 

Post  DC 

Detention Alternatives: 

A l t e r n a t i v e  

Day Trea tmen t  

After-School Report  

Home Detent ion 

Totals 

Capaci ty  Admis s ions  ALOS DC % Cap. 

10 

16 

10 

36 

Emera ld  C o u n t y  Budget  
I t e m  Al locat ion  Expended  Net + / -  

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

Day Trea tmen t  182,650 146,200 36,450 

After-School Report  438,300 355,725 82,575 

Home Detent ion 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  Red 

D e t e n t i o n  Da ta :  Pre -Dispos i t iona l  

Offense  Arres t /Ref .  A d m i s s i o n s  % Adm.  ALOS Pre DC 

Domestic Violence 973 97 13.84 2 194 

Drug Offenses 820 82 11.70 2 164 

Property 1,364 136 19.40 8 1,088 

Transfer  7 7 1.00 182 1,274 

Truancy  912 0 0.00 0 0 

Violation Ct. Order 672 34 4.85 2 68 

Violent Index 596 345 49.22 7 2 ,415 

Totals 5,344 701 100.00 5,203 

D e t e n t i o n  Data:  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  Arres t /Ref .  A d m i s s i o n s  % Sen.  ALOS P o s t  DC 

Domestic Violence 973 2 6.06 10 20 

Drug Offenses 820 13 39.39 10 130 

Property 1,364 6 18.18 30 180 

Transfer  7 0 0.00 0 0 

Truancy  912 0 0.00 0 0 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 15.15 2 10 

Violent Index 596 7 21.21 45 315 

Totals 5,344 33 100.00 655 

D e t e n t i o n  AI t e rna t i ve s :  

A l t e r n a t i v e  .. Capaci ty  A d m i s s i o n s  ALOS DC % Cap.  

Day Trea tment  10 120 45 5,400 148 

After-School Report 16 192 30 5,760 99 

Home Detent ion 10 120 30 3,600 99 

Totals 36 432 14,760 

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

I t e m  Al loca t ion  E x p e n d e d  P r o p o s e d  Net  + / -  S a v i n g s  

Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 878,700 765,000 2 ,223,450 

Day Trea tment  182,650 146,200 270,000 -87,350 - 123,800 

After-School Report 438,300 355,725 432,000 6,300 -76,275 

Home Detent ion 65,754 6,498 64,800 954 -58,302 

Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 1,645,500 684,904 1,965,073 

5 ,858  

53.46 



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

Deten t ion  D a ta :  P r e - D i s p o s i t i o n a l  

Offense Arrest /Ref .  Admiss ions  % Adm. ALOS Pre DC 

Domestic Violence 973 50 9.80 13 650 

Drug Offenses 820 40 7.84 11 440 

Property 1,364 20 3.92 16 320 

Transfer 7 7 1.37 284 1,988 

Truancy 912 0 0.00 6 0 

Violation Ct. Order 672 48 9.41 12 576 

Violent Index 596 345 67.65 19 6,555 

Totals 5,344 510 100.00 10,529 

Deten t ion  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 .  Admiss ions  % Sen. ALOS Post  DC 

Domestic Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 780 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360 

Transfer 7 0 0.00 0 0 

Truancy 912 1 2.94 33 33 

Violation Ct. Order 672 5 14.71 30 150 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420 

Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,835 

Deten t ion  A l t e r n a t i v e s :  

Alternative Capacity Admiss ions  ALOS DC % Cap. 

Day Trea tment  10 68 43 2,924 80 

After-School Report  16 153 31 4,743 81 

Home Detention 10 19 19 361 10 

12,364 

112.83 

Totals 36 240 8,028 

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

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/-  Savings 

Detention 1,643,700 3,102,150 1,854,600 -210,900 1,247,550 

Day Trea tment  182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0 

After-School Report  438,300 355,725 355,725 82,575 0 

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

Totals 2,330,404 3,610,573 2,363,023 -32,619 1,247,550 



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

D e t e n t i o n  D a t a :  P r e - D i s p o s i t i o n a l  

Offense Arrest /Ref .  Admiss ions  % Adm. ALOS Pre DC 

Domest ic  Violence 973 20 2.65 4 80 

Drug Offenses  820 45 5.97 11 495 

Property 1,364 250 33.16 10 2 ,500  

Transfer  7 7 0.93 284 1,988 

Truancy  912 0 0.00 0 0 

Violation Ct. Order  672 87 11.54 6 522 

Violent Index 596 345 45.76 11 3 ,795 

Totals 5,344 754 100.00 9 ,380  

D e t e n t i o n  D a t a :  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 .  Admiss ions  % Sen. ALOS Post  DC 

Domestic  Violence 973 2 5.88 30 60 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 45 585 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 30 180 

Transfer  7 0 0.00 0 0 

Truancy  912 1 2.94 33 33 

Violation Ct. Order  672 5 14.71 15 75 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 45 315 

Totals 5,344 34 100.00 1,248 

Dete n t i on  A I t e rna t i ve s :  

Alternative Capacity Admiss ions  ALOS DC % Cap. 

Day Trea tmen t  10 68 43 2,924 80 

After-School Report  16 153 31 4,743 81 

Home Detent ion  10 19 19 361 10 

Totals 36 240 8,028 

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

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings 

Detention 1,643,700 3 ,102 ,150  1,594,200 49,500 1,507,950 

Day Trea tmen t  182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0 

After-School Report  438 ,300  355 ,725  355 ,725  82,575 0 

Home Detent ion 65,754 6 ,498 6,498 59,256 0 

Totals 2 ,330,404 3 ,610,573 2 ,102,623 227,781 1,507,950 

10,628 

96.99 



E m e r a l d  C o u n t y  D a t a  Team 4 

D e t e n t i o n  D a ta :  P r e - D i s p o s i t i o n a l  

Offense Arrest /Ref .  Admiss ions  % Adm. ALOS Pre DC 

Domest ic  Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313 

Drug Offenses  820 178 15.48 11 1,958 

Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 4 ,608  

Transfer  7 7 0.61 284 1,988 

Truancy  912 58 5.04 6 348 

Violation Ct. Order  672 173 15.04 12 2 ,076  

Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 6 ,555  

Totals 5 ,344 1,150 100.00 18,846 

Dete n t i on  D a ta :  S e n t e n c i n g  or Pos t -D i spos i t i ona l  

Offense Arrest /Ref .  Admiss ions  % Sen. ALOS Post  DC 

Domestic  Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92 

Drug Offenses  820 13 38.24 60 780 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360 

Transfer  7 0 0.00 0 0 

Truancy  912 1 2.94 33 33 

Violation Ct. Order  672 5 14.71 30 150 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420 

Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

Deten t ion  A l t e r n a t i v e s :  

1,835 

Alternative Capacity Admiss ions  A.LOS DC % Cap. 

Day Trea tmen t  10 68 43 2,924 80 

After-School Report  16 153 31 4,743 81 

Home Detent ion 10 19 19 361 10 

20,681 

188.73 

Totals 36 240 8,028 

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

Item Allocation Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings 

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

Day Trea tment  182,650 146,200 146,200 36,450 0 

After-School Report  438 ,300  355,725 355,725 82,575 0 

Home Detent ion 65 ,754 6,498 6,498 59,256 0 

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



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

D e t e n t i o n  Da ta :  Pre -Di spos i t i ona l  

Offense Arrest /Ref .  A d m i s s i o n s  % Adm. ALOS Pre DC 

Domest ic  Violence 973 101 8.78 13 1,313 

Drug Offenses  820 178 15.48 11 1,958 

Property 1,364 288 25.04 16 4 ,608  

Transfer  7 7 0.61 284 1,988 

Truancy  912 58 5.04 6 348 

Violation Ct. Order  672 173 15.04 12 2 ,076 

Violent Index 596 345 30.00 19 6 ,555  

Totals 5,344 1,150 100.00 18,846 

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.  ALOS Post  DC 

Domest ic  Violence 973 2 5.88 46 92 

Drug Offenses 820 13 38.24 60 780 

Property 1,364 6 17.65 60 360 

Transfer  7 0 0.00 0 0 

Truancy  912 1 2.94 33 33 

Violation Ct. Order  672 5 14.71 30 150 

Violent Index 596 7 20.59 60 420 

Totals 5,344 34 100.00 

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

Alternat ive  Capacity Admiss ions  ALOS DC 

1,835 

% Cap. 

20,681 

188.73 

Day Trea tmen t  10 68 43 2,924 80 

After-School Report  16 153 31 4,743 81 

Home Detent ion  10 19 19 361 10 

Totals 36 240 8,028 

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

I tem Allocat ion Expended Proposed Net +/- Savings  

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

Day Trea tmen t  182,650 146,200 146,200 36 ,450 

After-School Report  438 ,300  355,725 355 ,725  82,575 

Home Detent ion 65,754 6,498 6 ,498 59,256 

0 

0 

0 

0 

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




