Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative
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INTRODUCTION COMMENTS

Self intro….BY DEFAULT THE DESIGNATED HITTER ON RISK ASSESSMENT—
 NOT A MATHEMATICAN, STATISTICAN
, BATTLE-TRAINED RATHER THAN academically trained
STARTED IN 1985,… Pioneering RAIs for LA, SCC, SF  (NCCD)
 NOW:  TA  FOR RAI design, testing in 15 sites, W-SW
WROTE THE CASEY PRACTICE GUIDE ON DETENTION RISK ASSESSMENT

SUBJECT TODAY:  RAI VALIDATION

 YOU WILL LEARN: WHAT IT IS, WHY IT IS USEFUL AND HOW TO DO IT.
  TWO VERY SKILLED PRESENTERS TO DESCRIBE FRESH RAI VALIDATIONS IN
	VIRGINIA AND OREGON

HANDOUTS……� 
Q&A  (gauge to size of workshop).




RAI VALIDATION
> What is it, when and how iIs it done
(David Steinhart)

» Statewide instrument validation: the
Virginia validation study and results

(Scott Reiner)

» Advanced validation: the Multnomah County
validation study and results

(Rob Halverson)




v" Distinguish validation from field testing

v Validation objectives: test two prime effects
(l.e. same as the risks addressed by the RAI)
= Failure to appear in court
* Re-offending pending court

v Validation methodology
Define sample: Releases and det. alternatives
Define outcome measures (success/failure)

» Pay special attention to: failure standard
for “re-offending”

Define “period of risk”
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Differs from FIELD TESTING– 
 Formal sampling of the RAI outcomes for released minors
To show: how well is the instrument meeting intended goals
 AKA “Public safety testing” of the RAI--- 
People want to know:  Is the RAI “safe”, are released kids behaving themselves out there….

Two specific outcome measures are tracked  (= to risks addressed by the RAI….)
Reoffending pending court
FTA pending court

Normal method-- validation target is: the WHOLE INSTRUMENT  (combined risk factors)
Advanced validatoin:  INDIVIDUAL RISK FACTORS– ROB HALVERSON

Basic validation methodology
 SAMPLE = kids released in accord. with  RAI score (100 ok, only 2 outcomes measured)
Sample can be relatively small if you are only tracking success or failure for FTA/ REoffending (e.g., 100 kids)
Larger smaple needed if you are going to rack results by sub-sample categoires (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender)

Define measure of “reoffending”  (Subsequent arrest? Subsequent petition filed? Adjudication?)
Define time at risk
It’s the period until COURT TAKES CONTROL: usually ADJUDICATION: ave 30 days
Will you track individual times to adjudication, or use a fixed follow up period for each released youth?
   THIS GETS TRICKY FOR KIDS ON RELEASE STATUS WITH LONG WAITS TO HEARING-
Longer delays & tracking periods mean greater opportunity for failure…. “survival” analysis (failure rates by time on release) 

Validation Results
GOOD RESULTS” ,  10 % or lower: BUT THIS IS Still Under Review– NO HARD RULE!
Based on outcomes from early sites (S.F., Broward)  CONFIRMED NOW BY VIRGINIA (OVERALL FAIL RATE IN 5 TO 10 % WINDOW –
 If it’s bad, re-visit the RAI (points, or lower cutoff mark), look carefully at WHO’S FAILING
  “TOO GOOD”…. FAILURE RATE UNDER 5% MAYBE you’re not releasing enough….maybe need to lower points for factors, RAISE cutoff score…

How often is it done?
 Almost never– people become satisfied with the RAI they’ve got
  Maybe INDICATED by PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS, NEW JUDGES, ETC
 NOT EXPENSIVE OR INVOLVED– Bart wants everyone to do more of it.




v'Validation results
= Historically, kids released do very well

= “Acceptable failure”--General guideline
<10% of those released

= What If results are “too good”?

When should validation be done?
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Validation Results
GOOD RESULTS” ,  10 % or lower: BUT THIS IS Still Under Review– NO HARD RULE!
Based on outcomes from early sites (S.F., Broward)  CONFIRMED NOW BY VIRGINIA (OVERALL FAIL RATE IN 5 TO 10 % WINDOW –
 If it’s bad, re-visit the RAI (points, or lower cutoff mark), look carefully at WHO’S FAILING
  “TOO GOOD”…. FAILURE RATE UNDER 5% MAYBE you’re not releasing enough….maybe need to lower points for factors, RAISE cutoff score…

How often is it done?
 In the past among JDAI sites:  rarely 
Why? Because most sites become satisfied with the RAI process and results they have, don’t want to bother
More recently:  encouraged to build a body of evidence within JDAI that the risk assessment instruments are meeting stated goals
Other reasons
  Maybe INDICATED by PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS, NEW JUDGES, ETC
  Interest in devleoping & evolving the science of detention risk assessment (anticipate ROB HALVERSON)
 All sites now are gathering rearrest data for their RESULTS REPORTS– so it’s part of the JDAI process
Bottom line is, we encourage VALIDATION—

PROCEED WITH NEXT SPEAKERS AS EXAMPLES FROM TWO SITE….


What can you do, other than validation,

to “strengthen” your risk instrument?

Fundamental monitoring—

Track RAI detain rates (by offense, by mandatory
detain reasons)

Track DMC effects
Track facility population effects

Monitor and control overrides
Ensure that mid-range scores go to alternatives

Annual reviews of the RAI




PLACE HOLDER SLIDE




Figure 5
Offense Risk Factors from the

Virginia Detention Risk Assessment Instrument
(Detention cutoff score is 15 points)
Most Serious Alleged Offense
Category A: Felonies against persons.
Category B: Felony weapons and felony narcotics distribution
Category C: Other felonies.
Category D: Class 1 misdemeanors against persons.
Category E: Other Class 1 misdemeanors.
Category F: Violations of probation/parole
Total Offense Points
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OFFENSE FACTOR EXAMPLE: VIRGINIA RAI

 VA has a 15 point cutoff

Most serious crimes get the 15  points…

Felonies about mid scale……

This one has VOPSs with  2 points….


Santa Clara County Detention Risk Assessment Instrument

Section B: PRIOR OFFENSE HISTORY

B. PRIOR OFFENSE HISTORY (score only one of the following):
Felony petition or serious person misdemeanor petition pending
Current felony wardship

Prior felony adjudication within the last 36 months

Documented escape from secure custody, last 18 months
Documented court FTA within the last 12 months®

TOTAL HISTORY POINTS

R 01 W 01 O
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EXAMPLE OF PRIOR HISTORY FACTORS:

SANTA CLARA COUNTY (CA) DETENTION RAI:

  Captures all referral history factors in one scoring section– pick one…

  Avoids the redundancy problem completely in this way


Additional tips in the RAI GUIDE



v' Generally include:
WEUENIS

Escapes, pre trial alternative failures

Legally mandated holds— e.g., DV in NV

Transfers from other jurisdictions, “courtesy holds”
v Problems with:

Too many mandatory detain reasons?
Most common problems:

o Warrants

0 Probation violations

o DV cases



Presenter
Presentation Notes
THESE ARE CASES THAT BYPASS RISK SCREENING.
NEED TO  EXERCISE SOME CAUTION HERE– NOT TOO BIG A HOLE..
	Too many auto detains = ineffective screening process
 “SPECIAL”   IS SAME AS  “MANDATORY” ON MOST FORMS 
But note exceptions– 
 CLARK CO.. Divies them up
 Multnomah….  See RAI, they score everything, no MANDATORY

Mandatory detain reasaons generally include 
 those listed on this slide
Sometimes they are just  local policy holds– “firearm”, drug/school, DV
   Usually located at the  END OF FORM– MINOR SCORED, THEN CHECKLISTED AS MANDATORY
 
Problems with
Too  many carve outs , FOR EXAMPLE
Warrants ( Tina Borner  & Pierce…)
 VOPS
 Domestic Violence cases

 Extent of this problem to be confirmed by field testing…. Coming up…
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