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Background

= DAl was implemented November 2002 In
response to a directive from the General
Assembly

m The DAl Is a structured decision making
tool for detention decision making by DJJ
iIntake officers

= [ncorporates a limited set of objective,
public safety-related criteria
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Intended Outcomes

Increased consistency, equity, and transparency
In detention decisions

Decrease detention of juveniles with less serious

and less chronic offenses

Increase the likelihood of detention of juveniles
alleged to have committed serious offenses or a
threat to fail to appear in court

Have a neutral or positive effect on public safety
outcomes (pre-trial re-arrest or FTA)
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Study Methodology

= Designed to answer two questions

» Did juveniles who, in accordance with the DAI were
not detained, re-offend during the period of risk?

» Did juveniles who, in accordance with the DAI were
not detained, fail to appear in court during the
period of risk?

= The period of risk was defined as 30 days after
the decision not to detain to reflect statutory
limits on the period of detention
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Study Methodology

= Sampled all detention eligible intakes not
detained in accordance with the DAI (not
mitigated from a secure detention score)
over a three month period (July — Sept.
2005) In six court service units

m On call detention decisions were excluded as
the DAl may not be completed at the time
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Study Methodology

Indicated Decision Actual Decision
Release Release

Release Detention Alternative

Detention Alternative Release

Detention Alternative Detention Alternative

DAI Indicated Decisions:
O0—- 9points Release
10 — 14 points  Detention Alternative
> 14 points  Secure Detention
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Results

Table 1: New Offense and Failure to Appear (FTA) Rates

Indicated Actual # of New Failure Rate Failure Rate

Decision Decision Cases Offenses (New Offense) Sl (FTA)

Release Release
Release Det. Alt.
Det. Alt. Release
Det. Alt. Det. Alt.
TOTALS
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
New Offense Rates
The overall new offense rate for the sample was 7.1%
When the indicated decision matched the actual decision the new offense rate was 6.5% (45/689 cases).
When the indicated decision did not the match actual decision the new offense rate was 9.5% (15/158 cases).
When there was a mitigating override, the new offense rate was 11.1% (13/117 cases).
When there was an aggravating override, the new offense rate was 4.9% (2/41 cases).
Failure to Appear Rates
The overall failure to appear rate for the sample was 1.7%
When the indicated decision matched the actual decision the failure to appear rate was 1.3% (9/689 cases).
When the indicated decision did not the match actual decision the failure to appear rate was 3.2% (5/158 cases).
When there was a mitigating override, the failure to appear rate was 4.3% (5/117 cases).
When there was an aggravating override, the failure to appear rate was 0.0% (0/41 cases).



Results

" Table 2: Felony and Misdemeanor New Offense Rates

Indicated Actual # of Felon Misd Total Felony : Total
Decision Decision Cases y " Offenses (%) Offense (%)

Release Release
Release Det. Alt.
Det. Alt. Release
Det. Alt. Det. Alt.
TOTALS
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
New Offense Rates (Felony)
The overall new felony offense rate for the sample was 2.4%
When the indicated decision matched the actual decision the new felony offense rate was 1.7% (12/689 cases).
When the indicated decision did not the match actual decision the new felony offense rate was 5.1% (8/158 cases).
When there was a mitigating override, the new felony offense rate was 6.8% (8/117 cases).
When there was an aggravating override, the new felony offense rate was 0.0% (0/41 cases).
 
New Offense Rates (Misdemeanor)
The overall new misdemeanor offense rate for the sample was 4.7%
When the indicated decision matched the actual decision the new misdemeanor offense rate was 4.8% (33/689 cases).
When the indicated decision did not the match actual decision the new misdemeanor offense rate was 4.4% (7/158 cases).
When there was a mitigating override, the new misdemeanor offense rate was 4.3% (5/117 cases).
When there was an aggravating override, the new misdemeanor offense rate was 4.9% (2/41 cases).


Conclusions

Table 3: Overall DAI Performance Outcomes

New Offense Rates

Indicated Decision = Actual Decision Passing
Indicated Decision Different from Actual Decision | Passing
Mitigating | Marginal

Aggravating | Passing
Failure to Appear Rates

Indicated Decision = Actual Decision Good
Indicated Decision Different from Actual Decision | Good
Mitigating | Good

Aggravating | Good
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Conclusions

= The Virginia DAI performs adequately with
regard to public safety outcomes,
especially when the indicated decision Is
not overridden, especially when the
Indicated decision for a detention
alternative Is not mitigated to
unsupervised release
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
When the actual decision matched the DAI indicated decision, the DAI performed somewhat better (6.5% vs. 9.5%), although both outcomes are within the range considered to be passing performance and the DAI conforming decisions approach the “good” performance level.
  
When looking at mitigating overrides alone (the sub-group of cases where an indicated decision for a detention alternative was overridden to a release), performance was marginally outside the passing grade (11.1%) on the new offense outcome.
When new offenses were further subdivided into severity levels (felony vs. misdemeanor) the results indicated that misdemeanors accounted for two-thirds (40/60) of the new offenses alleged to have been committed by juveniles released or placed in detention alternatives.


Limitations

= Limited number of sites, all of which are
engaged In significant efforts at managing
detention populations

= Follow-up (at risk) period was intentionally
limited, although logical and consistent with
statutes

m Some re-arrests will not result in findings of guilt,
possibly reducing negative outcomes

m Some sub-groups have relatively small sample
sizes
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