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SUMMARY

This risk assessment study of yourhs racently committed to the West Virginia
Industrial Home and the Davis Center indicates that the state is over-utilizing secure
confinement for juveniles. Approxmately half of the youths in the study sample could
have been placed in community-pDased programs rather than an institutional setting, A
nartion of the funds currently used o operate the institutions should be reinvested in the
development of less expensive, community-based programs for non-viclent juvenile
offenders. Inorder to achieve :his goal, state oficials must act soon 10 restrict access to
institutional placements.



INTRODUCTION

The authors of th s report responded to a request from the Wast Virginia Suprems
Court of Appeals' Juvenile Justice Cammittes to study the population of committed
delinquent youths placed in the two juvenile facilities operated by the Department of
Correctlons. The west Virginia fndustriial Home for Youth (WVIHY) is a treditional treining
school located on a campus outside cf the community of Salem. The Davis Centeris a
dorm-style, vacationally oriented camp for alder, non-violent males and is located in the

heavily forested area of the Eastern panbande of West Virginia.

The primary focus of this reporl is a risk azsessment which analyzes legal and
demographio data about youths from these two faciities. The youths are ranked
according to 1he seriousness of their past behavior and the poterial risk they present to

the public safety.

This stugy 1s only a tool or guide. It does not provids the master plan for how the
state should deploy its juvenile justice resources. Instead, it offers a comprehensive
examiration of a cohort of youths who exoerienced all phases of the uvenile justice
systemr -- rom arrest, 1o adjudicaticn, confinement, and relzass. A better understanding
of thess youths will allow the reader ta draw conclusions about the adequacy of the West
virginia juvenile justice system, and to cansicer the efficiencies that could be gained by
civersifying slale resuurces so that instititional placements are reserved for

serious juvenie ofarders.



POLICY CONTEXT!

West Virgnia's elected officigls and criminal justice professionals face much the
same policy enviconmant faund in other states: there is 2 widespread noticn that juvenile
chiie rates are on the increase and that the best way o deal with this problem is through
the use of correctional facilities. Mast experts in ths fie d of juvenile corections,
however, will attest that incarceration should be only cne asgect of a crime control
strategy. Commitment and confinement should not be seen as an all-purpose sclution

to juvenile crime,

Institulional confnement should be reserved for the most severe cazes in which a
youth's behavior has shown hm or her to be an actual danger to tha commurity. Other,
less severe cases should ke handied as often es possisle in community-based, and
preferably smaller prograrmrs. This approach to the juvenile crime problen offers the
greatest potentid for maximizing the cost-effectiveness of the juvenile justice system. It
restricts costly incarceration to the most sericus propo-tion of the juvenile offender

population.

This approac is also advocated by more tran two decades of federal policy. The
fedara Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Preventicn Act,2 for example, encourages

states to deinstitutionalize status offenders (i.e., runaways, school Guanls, youlhs in

1. Sarmeof this discussion |z adaptad diacily fem previods risk azesszment sludies corducted by tha oulhors in olher slates.

Sinca mary i$aves relatec to risk assessment are prasent in avery state, introductory and explanatory maarial may resemble
earlia- studies. Al findings, conclusions, and recommeandationg, howeve!, amns basad sulely upcn the information and data

gathered in YWest Virginia.

2 ML 9341542 U.5.L $5601 ¢ saq. 8s smendad (1980 & 1358).



conflict with their parents, etc.),? alimnate the jalling of juvenles in 2dult facilities,* and
develop community-hased alternatives for non-violent and non-chronic

delingaent youths.® The U.S. Congress has repeatedly asserted that although training
schools are an essential component of the continuum of services in youth corrections,
institutional confinemert should te used primarily ‘or violent and chronic juvenite law

vivlators.t

Juvenia justice stardards tdeveloped by the Institute for Judicial Administration/
American Bar Agsociation also recommend that *[ijn choosing ameng statutorily
permissible aptions, the court should employ the least restrictive category and duration
of dispasition that is appropriste to tre seriousness of the offense, as modified by the
degrew uf culpability indicated by the circumstances of the particular case, and by the
age and prior record of the juvenile.”” Whenever possible, juvenile courts should
maintain a juvenie at hnme: "Removal from home is the most severg disposition
authorized fur adjudicaled juveniles. AS such, It sStould be reserved for the most Serous

or repetitive offenses, and rarely, if ever, used for younger juveniles ™

The theoretical or conceptual consensus on this point is well estabished, 1t1s
basic, fiscal conservatism. Expensive institutional resources should be focused where

they are most needed -- controlling volent and serious ofenders who poss arigk to the

3 42 U.5.C Sesa3ta) s
4, i Sresai (4.
5 . §seaaniozie).

§. Haatings Before the Subcormim te Invesfigae Juy. Deling. of the Senate Canm. an the Judiciany, 94th Cong.. 15t Sess. 4
1975}

S

Institute for Jud cial Administration/American Ba- 2ssaciation, Standams Falabimg to Disrasitking At s (1
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community. Imglemrentation can Je more elusive. Who is to decide what constitutes a
serlious offender, or when a youth poses a significant risk to the cormmunity? Which

offenses are by themselves serious encugh to demand incarceration?

Youths who have committed violent crirres (such as murder or rape) require a
strong, perhzps sven punilive response from the justics system. What about loss
sarious, non-viglsnt oftenses? When does a pattern of property offenses became a
danger to the community? How do we cistinguish betwsen the actual harm dane by an
indvidual act and the larger social problem represented by that act -- e.g., the sale of
drugs? Obviously, the piuper use of juvenile institutions becomes more ambiguous
once ve go beyond conceptual framewoarks, The only way to manage this ambiguity is
to adhzre as closely as possible to obiective standards in making dispositional decisions

about ndividual jJuveniles.

How Many Becs?

Despite the general consansJs that secure corfinerment should be reserved for
vidlent and sericus otenders, policy makers freguently cenfrant pressures for more
juvenile corrections beds. The question commeonly askeg at such times is, "how many
institutional bads do we need?" The answer to this question pught 1o be cerivable from:
1) detalled population projections and cr me rate analyses that predict the number and
type of future juvenile oftenders in the state, and 2} a classification and placement
system that determines the particular services needed for avery type of delinguent
offender li<ely to appear in Lhe court systemn.  Projections of tis son, however, are

always confounded oy technical factors and are inevitably prone to error.



Even if pepulaticn projections and class fication matrices we-e tachnically feasible
and statistically relizhle ptblic juvenie justice systems would still rarely be able to pradict
the demawl for correctional beds. The socal and polileal forces underlying te use of
incarceration mzke it nearly impossible to say how many juvenile correctional beds will
be "needed"” n a particular state. It seems the juvenile corrections systerm can fill almost

any number of keds made available 10 it.

A more answerable question can be asked: "Do currently available
institutional resodrces seemoed to be used appropriately?' This 3 the gquestion
addressed by risk assessment. [n other words, given current knowledge about juvenile
offenders and corrections, are the youths in West Virginia's juvenile institutions the type
whn should endup in secure confirement? If it seems that many are not, the clear
implication is that thz system needs 10 examine its configuration ot services and place

mare emphasis on developing and using allernative prog-ams.

THE STUDY

This study assesses West Vi‘ginia's use of commitrment and
institutional placement for delinquent youths. The purpose of the study isto kelp state
policy ma<crs analyze West Virginia's current Lse of juvenile carrections facilities and
plan its fulure juvenie corrections needs. A number of other states including New
Hampshire, Arkansas, Nebraska, and Alabama, have recently conducted similar studies.
Using a relatively straightfcrward methodology, these studies congiruct risk profiles

based upon the legal and demographic characteristics of delinguert, instituticnalized



youths.S The risk profiles place each juvenile glong a continuum which estimates their

risk to the public safety.

Ckviously, the public needs ¢ be protected from viclent and serious delinguent
offenders. In order to do so effectively and efficiently, the juvenile justice system must
distinguign the type of juvenile whao nzeds to be controlled in & secure or institutional
sefting from the type who coud be supervised in a nen-institutional environment. Risk
assessment offers an objective method which can bagin 10 segmert the offender
population of a juvenile correctional systsm into re atively low-risk, and relatively high-risk

groups s0 that this distincton can ke made mere efficiently,

There are several specific areas in which risk-bzsed decisior making can
aid juvenile corrections pulicy ma<ers:

1. identify:ng the most serious ofenders in order lo largel residentiat and none
regidential program resgurces on appropriate groups.

<. Dowveloping consistent p.acement guidelines in order to insure that youths who
have high service needs but a-e low “isks to the public safety dc not consume
institutional resources needed for more serious offenders,

3. Providing a consistent framewcrk within which a diversified juvenile justice system

can be designed that both protects the public safety and addresses the varying
needs of delinguent youths,

Methodology

The authars (oured the two juvenile corractional facilities operated by the State of
West Virginia, met with staff, and supervised the colleciion of data about the youths in

the study sample. The study sample was defined as all youths released from the two

8. Thesa stuclios are svailable on requast frarm the authors



facilities between February 1, 1882 and May 14, 1990, This resulted in a group or
‘cohort” of delinquent ¢ffenders that can be taken as representative of the youths being
served by the two facilties. There is no particular significance 1o the definition of the
study population, other than the fact that a 15-month cohort produced a reasonzble
sample size (n=180) for data anzlysis. There is alzo no reason to believe that the youths
released during the study period were significantly different from youths in any oiher

racent period.

Tre case records of the yourhs ir the study sampla were examinad and a set of
variables was refrieved from the fles using a stancardized data collsction instrument
designed by the authors and used in & rumber of previous studies. (See the data
collecion Instrument in Appendix 1) Once a data collection form had been completed
for each youth in the study sample, the data were coded and aralyzed by the authors

using a standard statistical software package.

Risk Scores

The data collection instrument ie designed to obtan thres kinds of infarmation on
each committed youth:;
1. Demographic -- age, sex, etTnicity, committing county, etc.

2. Background Information -- living situation, history of drug use, ctc.
3. Formal records of juvenile cour adjudications and cormmitments.

Tne riskscores that ate the focLs of th s study ara based uoon each youth's
history of juvenils courtinvolverment -- i.e., adjudications and commitments. The best
indicators of risk for future arrost anc adjudication are the recency, severity, and

chronicity of prior offending, and alse how early an individual becomes fo'maly involved
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in the justice sysiem (i.e., ags 3t onset). Thesefactors should comprise the coreof a

rigk assassmant anzlysis, 10

Althouzh information on other factors (particularly those rzlated <o treatment
needs! would be of intersst to many people, the risk assessmen: is rostrictad to the most
salient risk factors in order to reduce measuremeni error and keep missing data to a
rmirimum, One c¢f the more camman errors in classification and risk assessment studies
i$ to incorporate data on such a wide rarge of factors that campiling the
intcrmation bacomes highly complex, When this happens, the quality of the risk
assessment is not greally improved, the nfcrmation that goes imo the analysis

becomes moie subjective, and the outcome is kess relisble.

THE POPULATION

Severzl characteristics of the study youths ere porirayed in Table 1.
Each charactzristic is presented separately ‘or the Industrial Home andl the Davis facility.
During the 15-month study period, there were $8 youths released from the Industrial
Home and 82from Davis. The releases from WWIHY included 18 females. All but a few
yoLths releassd from each faclity were White o: Caucasizn. By definition of having met
the criteria for transfer to the Davis Center, the vouths there were older upon adrrission,
mostly 16 and 17 years of age V' Yol ths released from the Industrial Home were

yoLnger upon acmission; neary 30 percent we'e under the age of 186.

10, BAIRD, CLASEINCATION DF JUVEMILES: A MODEL SYSTEMS APPROACH, (1884); Aso see reviewsin GoTTFREDSON &
TONFY, FREDICTION AND CLASSIFICATION: CRIMINAL JUSTICE DECISION MAKING (1567).

13. Al youths ot the Davis Center ara firet precessed through the WVIHY. Only older, relalively comgliant makes are eligible ‘or
Yansfar o Davie,



TABLE 1
Characteristics of Youths

Placement
Industrial Davis Center
Home
n FcE. 11 FPaot.,

Male =19 B2% 82 1LO0%
Female 1B 18% 4] 0%
Hhite B2 agE 76 95%
Non-White g 10% 4 5%
Age At Admission
Under 15 16 16% (] 0%

15 13 13% 5 6%

1s 23 2a% i) 21%

17 38 310% 44 54%
Qver 17 a8 B% 16 20%
On Probation Before?
Ho /DK 38 19% 27 A3
Vag &0 61% EE E7%
Previous Usa of Drugs?
No/ DK 43  44% 38 46%
Yo o5 L6% 44 B4%
Drugs Relatad to Offense?
No/DK 85  B7% 2 BB%
Yes 13 13% 10 12%
Involvement With Weapons?
Wo/DK Y BU% ) S94%
Yeg 20 20% L &%
Total 9g 100% Bz 100%

ke bbb R L T T P ———

DK = Don't Know.
Kote: Totals may not add due to missing data.



About a third of the yoLths released from the Davis Center, and almost 40 percent
of thoge released from the Industrial Hore had never been cn probation before being

commutied 10 the youth facilities, aceording <o their case recerds. 12

Over ralf of all the juveniles had been known to use drugs other than alcohol, 1?2
This study made no attempt to assess the degree to which dug use had caused
problems in each youth's life. The limited information present in a typical case record
permitted only a yes or no answer to whether drug use was mertioned anywhers in the
files. In afew cases (just over 10 percent), drug use was directly related tc the

comimssion of the youth's most recent ctfense. This was noted separately.

Twenty percent of the WVIHY youths and 6 percent of those releasad from the
Davis Certar had been involved with the use of weapcns in some way - i.e., known 1o

have used or thraatened the use of aweapaon in the past.

Table 2 depicts the study youths according to t~eir counties of crign, or where
the case reccrd indicated the youth was living just pricr to the most recent offense. As
shown in Table 2, five courties (Berkeley, Cabell, Kanawha, Marion and Waod)
accounted for a substantial proportion of the youths in both facilties. Qut of all 180
youths raleased from either facility during the study period, 79 (44 percant) were from

these five counties,

12, 1nit i5 only an estimate gince local courtrecords were mat raviewed for this sudy. Still, a sizaable number of e peuths' files
made no meandion of probation

13 ACGR was edcluded from the dfug use questio because ihe study had to estimate drug involvemant withoul the luxury of
facganal imervlews and clinieal seseeemante. Known use of Tillio” drugs (includ ng inhalasts and marijusng) was ihought to
Le a rsliable indicatcr given lirrited indarmaticn, Using agensy case resords bo make distirctiors about "ormal® versus
“ystuncticnal” alcorol usa would ba diff cult sinees the Lse o alcohel ks s pervasive smong adjudicated delinguants.

10



TABLE 2
Humber of Ycuths by County, by Placement

B ke e e ——— A ——— — i — L e o o L A A A P AL el R MR o o o ol bk e o i i R R e S L e

Total Placement
n Pct. Industrial Davis Center
Home
n Pct. n Pct.,
Committing counky
Counties with Over
5 Conucltients
Berkeley 9 £% 5 5% 4 5%
Cabell 22 13% 12 12% 11 13%
Kanawlia 15 B% 2] 5% Fi 9%
Marion 13 £% 9 9% 2 2%
Wood 21 12% I3 13% a8 10%
Counties with 5 or
Fewer Comrmitments
Boone 4 2% 2 23 2 2%
Brooke 3 1% 1 1% 0 0%
Calhoun 3 2% 2 2% 1 1%
Clay 1 1% 1 1% Q 0%
Deoddridge 2 1% 1 1% 1 1%
Fayette 5 3% 3 3% 2 2%
Gilwer 2 1% 2 2% h) 0%
Grant 2 1% O 0% 2 2%
Greenbrier 2 1% 2 2% 0 0%
Hancock 3 2% 2 2% Z 2%
Harr.scn 1 1% 1 1% 0 D%
Jackson 3 2% 3 3% #] 0%
Jefferson 4 2% 1 1% 3 4%
ILewis 2 1% O 0% 2 2%
Lincoln 2 1% 2 2% 0 0%
Lugan S J% 0 o3 ] b
Marshall 5 3% 1 1% 4 5%
Mercer 1 1% % 1% 0 +F 3
Mineral 4 2% 2 2% 2 2%
Mingo s 1% 2 2% ! 4%
Morgan 1 1% 1 1% ¥ 0%
Nicholas o] 1% 4 4% . 1%
Ohio 3 2% 1 1% 2 2%
Preston 2 1% 4 1% i 1%
Futnam Pt 1% o 0% 2 2%

S e S S S S bk o e e ey S S T e .

(Continued Next Page)
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TABLE 2
Mumber of Youths by County, by FPlacement

N A ek e e e R — e — R e e Al S S —  — —

Total Placement
n Pct. Industrial Davis Center
HHome

1n Pet. n Pat.
Raleigh 5 3% 3 3% 2 2%
Randolph 4 2% 2 2% 2 2%
Ritchiea a 2% 1 1% 2 2%
Roane ! 2% P 2% 1 1%
Summners 2 1% 2 2% 0 0%
Tucker 2 1% O 0% 2 23
Upshur 5 3% 1 1% 4 o -
Wayne 2 1% 1 1% L 1%
Webater A 1% L 1% 1 1%
Wetzel 1 1% 1 1% 0 0%
Wyoming 1 1% 1 1% 0 0%
Total 180 100% 98 100% 82 100%

e e i e e T I T A S S S —————————

Not surprisingly, the five high-commitment counties were among the highest
ranking counties in the state for the volume of juvenile petitions fled during late 1989 and
early 1890.1% Interostingly, however, two other zounties that zank high in terms of
pettion valume, had relatively few youths inthe study sampls. Fayette and Lcgan
counties have more than twice the petition volume of Marion and Wood counties. Yet,
while Marion and Wood counties accourted for 11 and 21 youths each, Fayette and

Logan accounted for just 5 youths sach.

In other words, given their velume of juvenile peitions, one wouk] Have expected
rma-e of the study youths to be from Fayette and Logan courties, and fewer to be from

Marion and Wood. This especially applies to Wood County which accounted for nezrly

14, Jdrewrila Justice Corimittes, Azpecis ot Juvenile Dzlinguency in West Yirgiria Counties; Petitions, Secure Detantion, and
Detartlon Rale at § (§590),

12



as many institutionalized vouths as Cabell County (21 versus 23) though its velurme of
juvenile petitions was less than a third of Cabell County's (98 versus 328). State officials
should explore the raasons why Fayette and Logan counties are apparently more

successful at handling their delinguency caseloads locally,

The adjudicated offense which resulted in each youth’s most recent period of
confinament s referred to as the youth's "commitment offense.” Information about the
youths’ oftense histories was at times very difficult to compile. Each ycouth's case record
was exarrined for evidence of court proceedings resulting in an adjudicatizn for 2
delinquent act. Sometimes, actual court documents were present. More often,
adjudications had to be inferred from a cormbination o court records and departmenal
or institutionel recors. In order to ensurs that all adjudications were included, the study
accepted as valid any indication in the case record that a particular cherge had resulted
in en adjudication, Only in cases where she record clearly stated that charges had bigen

dismissed or adjusted informally was an adj.dication not accepted as valid.

The verious commitment offenses of the study youths have been categorized into
8 groups as shown in Table 3. The most serious of these offanses are viclent felonies
(murder, sexual assauft, etr.). and "other serious” charges, mos: of which ara falonies
le.g., Non-aggravated robbery, child sexual abuse, delivery ol narcolics). Next in the
order of seriousness would be property felonies such as burglary and grand larceny,
followed by miscemeanors (one group for those directad at persons, another for those
directed at property]. The last three offense groups contain "other minor ¢harges,”
violations of probation, and status offenses. Trese groupings were designed to follew

West Virginia statutes relatively closaly.

13



TABLE 3
commitment (Most Recent) Cffense by Flacensnt

T —— ——————— Nk ke o T T S ———— T — —— . S —

Industrial Davis Center

Home
n Fot., n Pct.
Offense Categories
Violent Feloniao
Murder 1 1 1% 0 0%
Sex Assault 1 2 2% 0 0%
Sex Assault 2 2 2% o o%
Aggravated Robbery & 6% 4 53
Murder 2 1 13 0 0%
Malicious Assault 1 1% 2 23
Sex Abuse 1 2 2% 0 0%
Other Seriocus/ Felonies
Robbery Nonaggravated 1 1% 0 0%
Child Sex Abuse 1 1% 0 0%
Delivery of Narcetics 4] 0% 1 1%
Arson 1 2 2% 0 0%
Burglary Hight 1 1% o 0%
Froperty Felonies
Durglary 1 1% 4 5%
B k E 12 12% 14 174%
Grand Larceny 3 3% 10 12%
Grand Larec Auto 14 14% 6 T
Fraud 1 1% 4] 0%
Forgery 1 1% 0 0%
Araocn 4 1 1% o 03
Misdemeanaors (Person)
Aszault Unspec 4 4% 0 0%
Battery 7 7% 2 2%
DUT 2nd ik 1% 1 1%
Brandish Weapen 3 1% #] 0%
Telephone Harass 1 1% 0 0%
Simple Assault 2 2% 0 0%
DIT 1 1% & 1%
Sex Rbuse 3rd 1 1% 0 0%
Reckless Driving 0 0% 2 1%

A S i — ————— " T — P Bl ————— — S ———— . e Sy R S . . SR W A e

(Continued Next Page)
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TABLE 3
Commitment (Most Recent) Offense by Placenent

A e e e e e e e e e e e e e S g e R S W T S e

Flacemant

Industrial Davis Center

Home
n Pct. n Pct

Misdemeanors (Property)

Destruct Property 0 0% 7 9%

Petit Larceny 7 T 3 4%

Raceive Stolen Prop 1 1% 0 0%

B k E AUTO 1 1% 2 2%

Frter w/n Breakineg s 2% 1 1%

Bad Checks 1 1% 1 1%

Joyrlding 4 1% 3 4%

Traspassing 0 0% i 1%
other Minor

Possess Weapon v3 2% 1l 1%

Cbhstruct Officer 2 2% 0 0%

Fassess Marijuana 0 0% 1 1%

Fublic Intox 0 0% 1 B

Traffic 0 0% = 1%
Violaticns

Vinl Probation/Parole 1 1% 10 12%

Capias 1 1% 0 0%
Status Qffenses

Incorrigible 15 1% o 0%

Rusaway 3 3% 2 2%

Traancy 1 1% 2 2%
Total 98 100% 832 120%

As shownin Table 3, 15 percent (15 out of 98) of the youths released from the
Industrial Home furing the stucly seriod were committed for violent offenses
(€.g., murder, sexusdl assault, aggravated robbery). Six youths (77%) re'eased from Davis

had been committed for violert felonies -- aggravated robbery or malicious assault. Four

15



other WVIHY youths and one youth from the Davis Center had been committed for other
serious felonies. The largest number of youths in both facilities had been committed for

property offenses - mostly breaking and entering or grand larceny.

FIGURE 1
Commitment Offenses of Youths in Both Facilities

It
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Other Serious/ Felonies "H
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g
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Number of Youths

Figure 1 shows that 27 (or 15 percent) of the youths in the entire study sample
had been committed for either violent (21) or other serious felonies (6). Sixty-seven
youths (37%) had been committed for property felonies. Another 67 youths had been
committed for misdemeanars, either property (34), or person misdemeanors (23). Nine
youths were committed for status offenses, 12 for violations of probation or parole or
capias orders, and 8 youths had been committed for other minor charges such as

possession of a weapon or obstructing an officer.

16



Cemmitrment offenses provide only some of the information needed to evaluate
the severity of an offender’s behavior. Parhape many of the youthe committed for status
offenses and misdemeanors had been previously adjudicated for serious crimes such

that any new infraction was thought to present substantial risk to the commurity.

TABLE 4

Most Sericus Prior Offenss by Placement

Flacamenk Total
Industrial Davis Center n Ect.
Home
n Pct, n Pct,
Most Berious Prior Qffense
Vioclent Felonies 4 4% 2 2% & 3%
Other Seriocus/

Falonios a 3% 3 4% & 2%
Froperty Felonies a5 2% 34 42% £9 33%
Misdmenrs (Person) 9 q9% 4 5% i 1.} 7%
Misdmenrs (Proparty) 18 18% 13 16% 31 17%
Other Minor a 1% 1 1% 4 2%
Status COffenses [ £% 7 9% 13 T
No Priors a0 31% 17 21% 47 26%
Total 98 10C% 51 100% 17¢ 100%

ik e S S | —C— ——— —C— — T — T — i —— M s e s .

Table 4 contains the most serious prior offenses ever charged zgainst the study
youths. For 107 youths, o 8C percent of the total, the most serious prior charge was
either a proparty felony (23%), misdemeanar (25%), cr other minor offense (296). Sixty

uths, of «gent, had no prior offen t all or enly status offenses prior ta bein
ingtitufionalized. Among al youths in the study sample, anly 12 (7%) had a violent felony
or other serious charge on their record prior to commitment.

1%



RISK SCORES

Even looking at the most serious orior offense in combination with
the commitment offense cannot completely characterize an offender for tha purpuse
of judging risk. There are other factors that should be acknowledged, suca as the
overall number of prior offenses and the age at which they began. Brirging rore
elements intc the equation makes cross-tabular aralysis ingreasingly 1663 Jseful,

Therefore, we now turm to the calculation of risk scores.

Simple, additive risk scores were calculsted using a number of factors from each
youll's case record and combining 2l the factors into cne number. As depicted in
Figure 2, points were assigned to each youth's commitment offense, and nis or her maost
serious prior offense. For examnple, & youth would receive 10 paoints if his or
her commitment offense was a violent fe.ony, I the seme youth's most serious
prior offense was also & violent felony, 7 more points would be added to the score. Prior
offenses receive fewer points since the best indicator of future risk is a youth’s most
recent behavior. If there ware no prior offenses in the youth's record, only the

commitment offense contributed points to the score.

Mere points were added if a youth appeared to be a chronic offender. Two or
three prior adjudications earned two additional points. Four or more prior adjudications
resulted in another three points, for atotal of five, Points were also adced far an
eary "onsst” of court invalvermnent.  An adjucicaiion before the age of 14 resulted n onc
point. Another point was added if the youth had any prior out-of-home placements due

to delinqusnt behavior.

18



FIGURE 2:
Scoring of Risk Asseszsment Instrument
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TERTS o ittt i i s 2
o R T omra ero o e W R S Al b

POLNTS FOR AGE OF ONSET (Range 0 or 1}

Under l4ll'I'Illlllli*ll!ll.‘q'llllllll 1
i = ol B it A LR ot R 0

POINTS FOR TREVIOUS PLACEMENTS (Range 0 >r 1)
Any Delingquency Placements....,.. 1

Prior to Current Commitment

POIMNTIE FOR ENOWH DRUG USE {(Range O or 1)

Any Drug Use Noted in Record... 1
ar
Drug Use Related to Offense.... 1

POINTS FOR WEAPON USE  Range O oOr 1)

Any Use (or Thraatensd Usze)
of Weapon Noted in Record.... 1

B 1o 26

Total Range

5]



If tre youth's record contained any indications of drug use {other than alcohol), or
if drugs were directly relatad to the commission of the most recent offense (e.q., if they
commitled the oflense under the Influence, or with the intent of obtaining or selling
ilictt drugs), another point was added to the score. Finally, ona point was added

whenever the record indicaled the youth had been invoved with the use of weapons in

any way.

The combination {addition) of all the factors and associated points produces a
range of scores. The lowest possible score would be zero, or example, if a youth with
no prior offenses or placements was adjudicated for a status offerse, at age 16, and was

not known to be a drug user or be involved with weapons, nis or her score woukd b8 0,

The highest possible score, on the other hand, would be 268. This would result
from a youth whose commitment offenss anc most serious prior cffense were both
violant felonies (10 and 7 points respactively), who had more than 3 previous
pdjudications (5 points) including cne before the dge of 14 (1 point), who had a
previous out-of-nome placement due to delinquency (1 point}, had used weapons in the

cast {1 point). and who was krown to have used drugs (1 poirt).

in most states, juvenile cffenders who score ten or more points or: this risk
assessment viould ba considered appropriate for secure. cr institutional care.15 An
nepection of Figure 2 shows the many ways n which a youth ¢an accumulate ten points.
Youins committed for seriaus, violent crimes (i.e., those scored 2s 10 points) wou'c

e automatically eligible for secure care. Yolths with a history of serious property crime

19, Soine siates woult proBatly use m mare stringent stancard. Massschusatts and Lkah, 137 exarmiple, fmideirmize they yea of

eammunitybased prograrms before instittlonal pommitment is consid erad for juverile affendera. |n thase gatas tha
thrashald for secure care on Ihe risk assessmert Instrument couid be several paints highsr,



would also be elgibe for secure care as combinatons of their offenses and other factars
would sasily suraass ten points, Scores ovar ten are called 'high” risk scores in the

following analysis.

On the other hand, youths who seore six points or less -- having committed only
minor offenses cr perhaps status offenses - ars reforred to as "low" riske. Such youths
should not be committed to institutional placements, but should be served through

community-based programs,

Youths inthe middle of the continuum, those scoring rom seven 1o nine points,
are said to have "medium"” risk scores. |4 is likely that such youths would need special
services and supervision, However, they should also be handled through non-
instituticonal programs whenever possible, Only after the specific circumstances of a

case have been reviewed should a Tedium risk offender pe commizted to secure care.

Interpretatior of Risk Scores

The reader is cautioned not 1o think of the risk scoras in this study as predictions

in the purely statstical sense. Pred cting future delinguency s just as protlematic as any

othar exerrisa inpredicting human aehavior. Consideratble research, however, bas
shown that these factors can generally distinguish repeat, chronic offende-s from other
juvenilzs whe wil most ikely desist from crime earlier and engage in less serious

criminal behavio! before they do.

The risk assessment scores ofer a guiding framework for ccmmitment anc

placement decisions. The scores measure the severity of each youths' behavior, nat the
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totality Of his or her treatment needs. Thus, the rick agsessment methodology should
not be seen as an exact placement tool. Commitment and placement decisicns invalve
several fectors in addition to public safety. Risk to the public, however, is a central focus
of any criminal justice agency. The degree to which incarceration decisions are
consistent with & public safety standard is & fundamental barorreter of the effactiveress

and efficiency ol the juvenils justice systam.

Hisk Score Fesults

Teble 5 contains the frequency and percentage distribution of the r sk sccres for
bath facilties. Because risk scorss represent a comtination of many variables, and
because a number ot case records did not contain complete information, the remaining

tables do not add to 180.

The scoras of the youths range trom a low ot 1 point to a high of 21 pcints, The
rmodal (most common) score was 8. Tweny-four youths had this score. The distribution
of the youths int2 fow, medium, and high risk categores is displayed at the bottom of
Table 5. A substantial proportion uf the youths in poth facilities sccred in the low rlsk
category (27 and 34 percent). Thirty percent cf the youths released from the Industrial
Home and 27 percent of those from Davis scored between 7 and 9 points, placing them
in the medium risk range. High risk scoes comprised 43 percent of the WVIHY releases
and 39 percent of those from the Davis Center  Overall, 30 percent of the youths scored

as low risks, and 29 percent were in the medium risk category.



TLBLE &
Risk S5cores by Flacement

—— S Bl et T —— T —— — —— ——————— — — — ———— T — - — -yl S AN S L e

Flacemnant Total
Industrial Davis Center n Fct.
Home
n Pct. n Pct.

Risk Bcores
1 ! 1% 0 0% i 1%
2 0 0% 1 1% 1 1%
3 2 2% 3 4% 5 3%
4 5 5% 7 9% 12 7%
5 g 6% 4 L% 10 6%
& 12 13% 12 15% 24 14%
7 13 14 % 7 9% 20 11%
8 B B% 4 5% 12 7%
g B 1% 10 13% 18 10%
i0 9 9% 6 BY 15 9%
11 T 5t 12 15% 1% 11%
12 & 5% 6 B% 12 T%
13 6 6% 2 3% £ 5%
14 3 1% 2 3% 5 3%
15 2 1% 1 1% 2 1%
16 i 1% 1 1% 2 1%
17 4 &% ¥ 0% 4 2%
18 i 1% 1 1% s 1%
21 3 1% 0 0% 3 2%
Grouped Bcores
Low (0 - €) 26 27 27 34% £3 30%
Medium (7 = ) 29 0% 21 27% L 29%
High (10 +) 42 41% 11 1% 79 A1%
Total 96 100% Y luU% 17 100%

T N ———— T T ———— T — — . S g g W TR W CESC W T EES MSCE WSS M S r ST W TSN SN RS WS W TN M -

Notel: Scores could not be calculated ftaor all cases due
to micging information on critical variables.
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FIGLRE 3
Jistribution ol Risk Scores: Both Facllities

Number
of Youlhs

MediLm Figh

Risx fiisk

¥ OB G T WA O RS W B
Kisk Scoa

A frequency distribution of the risk scores is depicted in Figure 3. The area under
the plot is divided into low, medium, and high and port-ays the proportion of the study
sampla in each rigk level. Clearly, ¢ asignificant number of youths from both facilites

scored Inthe lower ranges. In fact, these results suggest that over hal* ofthe youths

d for non-institvtional
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: TABLE €
Risk Scores py Gender and County Group

T L S e e o — ———————— i —— ———— i — ———

n Pct

Males

Laow 4& 29¢

Medium 41 23%

High 70 A5%
Fenales

Tow Ki aui

Medium 9 S0%

High 2 11%

Counties with Over 5 Youths in Sampla

Low 25 32%
Medd 11 24 31%
High 28 36%

Counties with 5 or Fewer Youths in Bampla

Low 28 29%
Medium 26 27%
High 44  45%
TOTAL 175 100%

O e ey e e e

Table 6 presents the risk socores according to gender and whether the youth was
from one of tha high-commitrrent countiss. The datain Table & demonstrate twe painte.
First, the scores of the females in the study sample were far lower than those of the
malgs, There were 18 females releazed from the two facilities during the study period.
Only two scored over 9 paints on the risk assessment. Second, juveniles Irom the 5
high-cammitmenl couryies (Berkeley, Cabel, Kanawha, Marion, and Wood), had slightly
lower scores than youths fror other West Virginia Counties. Thirty-six percent of the
youths fram the five high-commitment caunties scored 1C paints or maore on the risk

agsessment. Among the youths from all other counties, 45 percent scored high.
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Individual Case Histories

Thus far, the youths released from both facilities have been portrayed by
demagraphic characteristics end computed risk scores. What do thesa numbers mean?
Wrat do "fow ris<" youths ook like, and how ara they differant from "high risk" youths?
As a final lock ak the population, she following case summaries are presented. Each
summary contains the facts from a case recore which was reviewed for the risk

assassment. The namas of the youths zre fictitious.

Risk Ceises

Tony was 14 years old when he was committed for misdemeanor battery. This was 1is
first adjiudication. The incident invo ved his mother. Tony and hs mother had an
argument and he threatened her with a baseball bat, holding it up and acting like he
wouid swing at ber. She ordered him to put it down, which be did. Tony's mather then

picked up the bét and struck him on the legs. Tony had been placed aut of his mother's
home once befcre. He was not known to use drugs. Score 5.

Robert was 15 years old when he was adjudicated for ihe secend time. Robert had been
placed out of his home on sevara prior occasgions for mental health reasens, and he had
been known to use drugs. His prior adjudications, however, we e both status offenses -
incorrigibiity. Hi commitment to the Indusirial Horme stemmed from an incident in which
he vandalized a public fountain and was in possession of a hunting knife when arrested.
Re was also intoxicated at the time. He was charged with possession of a weapon and
destructicn of property. Score 4,

Russell was 14 when ne was conmitted for atternpted arson, breaking and entering, and
agestruction of proparty. All these charges stemmed from onz incident in which Russell
apparently "attacked"' hs mother's mobile home. This was his fi-st adjudicaticn. He had
never been removed from home before and weas not known 10 use drugs. Score 6.

Mediim Bisk Cases

Bill was about taturn 13 vears old when he was committed for grand |zroeny (aino), He

nad been adjudicated cnee already for joyriding - just 3 morths priar to his commitrent
offenaz. Bill was not known to be invalved with drugs. He had been placed out of his

parenis’ home, however, cn several occasions, He had also been on probation
following s first adjudication. Score 9.
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Marty was sent 1o the Industrial Home after what was apparsently his first adjudication. At
the age of 17, he and a couple of friends broke into & school bulding and stole some
computer equipment. Marty was charged with breaking and entering, a felony. There
was no record of any prior ow-of-home dlacemants, akthough Marty had heen known to
use drugs. Score 7.

Frank was committed for third degres sexual sbusa a:the age of 17. He rad besn
addicated about a year before for battery. Frank wes thought to have been involved in
several sexual assaults upon s sibings. His battery charge involved an altercation with
a teacher, He had two prior out-of-home placements. Score 7.

igh Risk Ga

Joan had just turned 16 when she was commitied to the Industrial Home for her first
offense, aggravated robbery. Apparently on an impulse, Joan took a large kitchen knife
from her parents’ home, walked into the neighborhood store and demandad money
from the frightened cashier. Afler leaving the siore, Joan tossed the knife and the money
into a trash can and welked back home. She had no contact with the courts prior to this
offenze, Score11.

Merle was committed just before his 18th birthday for breaking and entering. He had
been adjudicatad at least twica before, begnning at the age of 14, His most serious
offense was felony burglary of a dwelling (u~farced). Meric had boen removed from his
parents’ home on several occasions and placed through chid welfare or mental health
agencies, He had also been placed on probation. Merle's drug uss was directly related
to his most recet offense. Scora 12,

Bubha was sentto the Industrial Home for grand larceny and destruetion of property.
He was 17 years old atthe time of his commitment, but had been gatting into trouble
since the age of 15. He was ed|udicated on two prior occasions, his most serious
charge was brezking and entering. Bubba had been olaced out of his home at least
three times before for delinguent Eehavfur end had been on probation. Score 12.

These case histories documant the fact tha: many committed youtrs have high
treatment needs and chaotic home environments. Only some, however, have a history
ot dargerous behavior. In other states, soma of these youtrs may have even been
hendled as status ofenders (¢.g., "Tony® and "Robert"). A few have been adjudicated for
relatively serious offenses, although even some of these could be primarily ceses of

emotional troublz and deprivation {2.a., 'Bussell", "Bill" and "Joan™. Others appeared to



be relatively minor, almost "narmal” adolescent risk takers {e.q., "Marty"). These 9
examples, drawn from the study deta, support the argument thiat We st Virginia should
implement tighter controls over admissions to its juvenile corections faciliies in arder to

develop and make greater use of alternative programs.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUGSIONS

E

Based upon tha risk assessment methodology which combings Informaton about
past delirguent behaviors with other factors related to public safety, up to 59
ne-cent of tha youths recenty committed ta West Vircinia juvenile correctiona
tacilities could have been handled in less expensiva, eltemative precarams. The
state should move to reduce its reliance on secure care for non-viclent, non-
chronic youthful offenders.

3

Five Weet Virginia countics accountod for aver 40 percent of the youths released
from the Industrial Home 2nd the Davis Center during the study pe‘ind. Cther
counties with equally large court cassloads seem 1o commit far fewsr delingqusnts
to the stae. These diffzrences shou d be examned by slate officials; successful
aporoaches in one oar: of the state should be expanded to other jurisdictions.

Although trere were only 18 femnales released from the Industrial Home during the
study perod, all hut 2 of these youths scored as low or medium risks en the risk
assessment instrument. The state should ectively explore placement options far
gelinguent gi'ls as the behavior of those committed to the Industrial Home did not
appeer to warrant secure care.

>

CGna-third ¢f all the committed youths in the study had never been on probation
prior to baing institutionalized. This finding should be verified by state officials,
and there should be an immediate effort to eliminate the use of institutional
confinemant as a first response to delinquent behavior.

The majo finding of this study - that a signficant number of the youths

committed to West Virginia institutions should be handled in other settings -- suggests

that the state needs to do at least four things:
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1) impement better controls over the use of nstitutional placement N order to prevent
future admissions of low and medium risk youths;

2) Move 1o diversity the range of placement options availeble tor all deingent
offenders;

3) Proceed Immediately to transter gll of the low-risk and most of the medium:-risk
youths now in tha institutions to alternative programs; and,

4] Establish én external review procedure 10 exami~g all cases in which youths
scoring Lnder 10 points are still thought to be appropriata far institutional
placement.

State officials should use ths risk assessment instrument presented in this study
(or another instrument like it) to conduct reviews on all the youths gurrantly in placement
at the WVIHY ard the Davis facility. A treatment pian should be devised for each youth
identified as a canddate for transfer, and the s:aff at each facility skould work with
agencies from the youth's home community to arrange appropriate services. Any
obstacles to arranging such services should be documented ard reviewed by an
exiernal body. Routine risk assessment analyses should facilitate the state's efforts to
monitor the appropriateness of institutional placements in the future. (See Appendix Il

for a discussion of how this could be done.)

This stucly doss not pretend to answer every question facing the jLvenile justice
system in West Virginia. There will be ambiguities and difficult choices in any attempt to
reform juven le corrections, and these ambiguities cannot always bs reso ved by bigger
and bestter risk sesessmants or classification systems, The best path to improving the
cost-effectiveness of juvenile correct ons, however, is to introduce a higher level of

objectivity into commitment and placement decisions,

The iocus of decision-making over institutional placements in juvenile justice is an

inrerently political issue. Advocates of incarceration argue that the public demands
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protection from violent youths and that young criminals need a "taste” of incarceration to
get them straighs.  Fublic cpinion polls, on the other hand, rovesl widespread support for
emphasizing rerabilitation in juvenile corrections.'® The available research evidence also
incicates that although secure confinement is often three times as gxpensive as

alternatives such as intsnsive probaton and tracking programs, it is not mere effective in

terms of rehabilitation.!”

State officiale should exercise maora control over how juvenile corrections fagiitios
are Used. 1he level of security recommended for an individua!l offender should be
closely tied to the risk he cr she presents tc the public safety. Other facters, suca as
need for tragtment, should be congidered when deciding which particllar agenoy to use
for a yauth, or whether o focus services on vocational, educational, or psychological
goals. The decision whether to incarcerate should be based upon risk to the public.
Vigilant adhsrence to this principle will enhonce the cost-cHoctiveness of the juvenile

justice system in West Virginia.

16, SCHWARTZ & ABARY, 1990 MICH GAN JUVENLE CRIME SLRVEY, SUMMANY REPORT # 1 (1080): Steinharn, Caufms
dpinon Fail: Public Aftitudes on Yeuth Crime, NCCD FOCUS at p 7 (1988); Galvn & Palk, Juverile Justice: Time for New
Ddirecticn 7, 26 CRING & DELING. & p. 330 (1085).

17. Gendreau & Ross, Ravivifcation of Aehabilitaion; Svidance rrom the 19805, 4 JUST. QIJART. & 345 {1527 MeCGanhy,
INTEAMEDMATE PLNISHMENTS: INTENSIVE SLIPERVISION. HOME CONFINEMENT AND ELEGTRCNIC SURBEILLAMNCE
(1987} Net'l Coun. wn Cr e gnd Deling,, UNLECKING JUVEMILE CORRECTIONS (1568): Austin, Jea, Krisberg, & Slesle, Tha
‘mpazt of uvenile Court Sanctons: A Court that Works, NCCD FCCUS (March, 1390); Barton & Butts, Viahls Oationg, Inwagie
Supervismon Programs for Juvenite Dalinguenis, 35 CRIME & DELING. at 23§ {1990}
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APPENDIX I
RIGK ASSESSMENT INETRUMENT

FACILITY DATA COLLECTOR (Intials)

YOUTH S NAME D.C.B.

COMMITTING COURT /COUNTY COMMITTING JUDGEE

S5FX Male Foemale RAC=: White Black Higpanic MNative/Amar Asian Other (Circle Answers)

COMMITMENT OFFENSE (Most Recent Ad|udicaticn)

DATE OF (RC)COMMITMENT DATE OF FIRST DELQ. ADJUCICATION

MOST SERIOUS ADJUDICATED OFFENSE PRIOR TQ COMMITMENT OFFERSE

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS LEADING O ADJUDICATION IN PAST THREE YEARS

(i.e., not the number of separate charges or counts)

NUMBER OF PREVIOUE PLACEMENTS Child Weltare (e.g., foat, care} 0 1 2 a-

Mental Healtn {(e.q., resid. carg) 0 1 2 3+

Delinquency (if by Court ordar) 0 1 2 3-
EVEAR ON PROBATION PRICR TO COMMITMENT? Yeo No Don't Know
DOES RCCORD INDICATE ANY USE OF WEAPCHSS Y Mo Don't Know
DOES RECORD INDICATE ANY DRUG USE (Other Than Alcchol)? Yos No Don't Know
WAS DRUG USE RELATED TO COMMISSION OF CURRENT OFFENSE? Tes [y Don't Know

(Aaswer Yas Only i Diectly Related)

WAS YOUTH ATTENDING SCHOOL AT TIME OF COMBITMENT? Yes Mo Don't Know

Commants:
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APPENDDC1I:
IMPLEMENTING AND EVALUATING POPRLILATION CONTRDILS

Using the findings of this study as a guide, it can be estimated that yp to 59
percent {i.e., the combined propaortion o low- end medium-risk cases) of all
recommended edmissions into both of West Virginia's juvenile correctional facilities
could be handled in alternative programs in the future. Even if a portion of the medium-
risk youths arg, upon external review, found to be suitzble for institutionalization due to
specicl circumstances, the overall proportion of inappropriate admissions is likely to be

noless than 45 percant,

et us assurre that the rate of inapproprate admissions into the [ncustrial Hame
s, i fact, 45 percent. Thus, of all recommenglad edmissions, about 55 percen will be
truly aopropriate for secure care. Let us also assume that, without controls, there will be
100 recommended admissions in 139018 This suggests that if population controle were
implemented, the number of admissions would decline to approximately 55 pur year (e,
106G expected annual admissions X .56 appropriateness rate). This information,
combinec wilh the average length of stay (ALOS) of Industrial Home youtrs allows us to

project the aversge daily population (ADP) of the facility.

As shown in Table A-1, the average daily populaticn can be projected by
multiplying the number of annual admissions by the ALOS {in months) and dividing by

12.1% We have estimated there will be 58 agpropriate WVIHY admissions per year. The

18, This sill gl L lhe aciual numbec, bt (00 Makes (e examale aasiarte follew.

19 ALOS isIn days, dvide by 385,
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ALOS of WVIHY youths is about 7 months.® Finding the row for 55 admissions in Table
A-1, and followirg it over to the column for 7 manths, we can see that under these

assumptions the average dally population over the course of a year will be 32 juveniles.

TABLE A-1 &
Frojection of Average Daily Population (ADP)

Average Length of Sta in Months
4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 15 18
20 7 f 10 12 13 15 17 1a 20 25 g
30 10 13 15 18 20 23 25 28 30 38 45
as 12 15 18 20 23 24 29 32 35 L4 53
A 40 13 ¥ 20 23 27 30 i3 ar Al <] &0
E a5 15 19 23 24 30 k1 38 41 43 SE &B
u
a 50 17 21 23 29 33 3a & W 50 &3 73
: 55 18 "3 S 52 37 i1 bé 50 55 &8 B3
g a0 Zu Yy 50 35 il L5 50 55 Al 7 i
L
1 65 22 27 hid 38 &3 (A4 54 &0 &5 Bl o
; 70 23 Fa 17 &1 47 53 58 (¥4 70 BE 103
; 75 25 3 e s i 510 58 &3 oL P 7y 114
n
= 8D 27 iz 41 47 53 &0 &7 3 Bo 10¢ 120
20 20 3B 45 53 & 53 75 a3 80 112 135
ieo iz 42 50 58 4z -} a3 92 10¢ 129 150

* ADP = (Annial Admissions X Average Months Stay) @ 12

20, According to the daia callected 1or [he fisk ASSEsSMART,
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Of course, if different conditions end assumptions are used, the resulting ADP wil
be different. The assumptions used here are intended as an example only. State
officials should modity these assumptions to reflsct the actual pattern of admisslons to
both facilities. This example, however, is re atively simple and can be used as a model to

develop a mechanism for evaluating the stale's progress in addressing tha prablems

identified in this report.

One logical variation from the assumpticns used above would be to usz different
lengths of stay for dfferent types of cliendes. Currently, the actual ALOS at both
Tacilities does not vary with the severity of the juveniles’ oifense history, Amaodification
could be that youths scoring mors than a certain number of points on the risk
aasessment would have longer stays. Say, for examgple, of the 55 expected admigsions,
20 juveniles would stay an averace of 12 months while the remaining 3 would have an
ALOS of 6 months. Underthese cenditions, the ADP would be the sum o 20 admissiors
with a 12-menth ALCS {or ADP = 203), and 35 admissions with an ALOS of & (A0P=18).
Obviously, this palicy would increase the ADP from 32 tu 38 [.e., 20 + 18=38).

Whatever assumptions are used, an agreed-upon ADP should be set as atarget
population for each institution. Their act.al populgtions will f uctuatz throughout the
year, but on average, they shoulc stabilize around the target ADP if adequate population
controls are implemented. The effectiveness ¢! the controls should be evaluated by the

state for a period of years. Their success could be measured as in Figure A-1.

Normal events such as the start of the school year and the onset of warm weather
typicaly procuce surges in juvenile justice activity. Thus, some fluctuasion arsund the

target AD= should be expected. 1he size of the fluctuation should be restricted to no
more than 15 or 20 percent above the target for any ong month. Any time the ADP for
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the month exceeds 120% of the target, irmediate action should be taken such as risk-

based case reviews to determine candidates for transfer to other programs.

. FIGURE A-1
Fonitering Irstitutioral Populations:
An Example Using Fypotheticel Pote
1434
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