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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Annually, on January 1%, the Colorado Department of Human Services (CDHS or Department)
publishes the results of a comprehensive analysis and review of juvenile recidivism for youth discharged

from the Division of Youth Corrections (DYC or Division) in the preceding fiscal years.

YOUTH STUDIED

Recidivism rates were determined for three unique cohorts of discharged youth: one-, two-, and three-
years post discharge from DYC. The Division defines recidivism as the adjudication or conviction of a

new misdemeanor or felony offense within a specified time period.

e Tiscal Year 2014-15: Four hundred seventy-six (476) youth discharged from DYC. Among these
discharged youth, 86% were male, and 14% were female. This cohort was used to determine a
one-year recidivism rate.

e Tiscal Year 2013-14: Five hundred fifty-six (556) youth discharged from DYC. Among these
discharged youth, 86% were male, and 14% were female. This cohort was used to determine a
two-year recidivism rate.

e Fiscal Year 2012-13: Six hundred sixty-six (666) youth discharged from DYC. Among these
discharged youth, 87% were male, and 13% were female. This cohort was used to determine a

three-year recidivism rate.

RECIDIVISM RATES

One-year recidivism rate

For youth who discharged in FY 2014-15, 30.9% (147 out of 476 youth) had recidivated within one year
of their discharge from DYC.

Males

There were 411 males in the one-year post-discharge cohort. Of these 411 males, 138 had recidivated
within the one-year follow-up period (33.6%).

Females

There were 65 females in the one-year post-discharge cohort. Of these 65 females, 9 had recidivated
within the one-year follow-up period (13.8%).
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Two-year recidivism rate

For youth who discharged in FY 2013-14, 46.2% (257 out of 556 youth) were guilty of one or more
recidivist acts within two years of their discharge from DYC.

Three-year recidivism rate

For youth who discharged in FY 2012-13, 53.9% (359 out of 666 youth) were guilty of one or more

recidivist acts within three years of their discharge from DYC.

CRIMINOGENIC RISK REDUCTION

Criminogenic risk is defined as the statistical tendency toward future offending. The Colorado Juvenile
Risk Assessment (CJRA) is a psychosocial evaluation tool used to estimate a youth’s future risk of
recidivism on a scale (Low, Moderate, or High risk). Youth are evaluated for risk of recidivism at
several points, including but not limited to: when they are initially committed to DYC, when they
transition onto parole, and upon discharge (when all DYC treatment, services, and supervision have
concluded). At the time of commitment, 88.6% of youth in the one-year cohort were categorized as
being at a High risk to recidivate, while at the time of discharge only 67.6% of this same cohort
remained in the High risk category. These measured reductions in criminogenic risk indicate that
services provided to youth during their time with DYC helped to reduce the likelihood of future

recidivism.

SPOTLIGHT — YOUTH DRUG OF CHOICE

This study examined the self-reported preference for specific substances prior to commitment (drug of
choice) for three cohorts of discharged youth in an effort to determine if substance use preferences were
changing over time, particularly after the recreational use of marijuana was legalized in January 2014.
The illicit substances examined wete tobacco, alcohol, opiates/natcotics, matijuana, cocaine/crack,

heroin, barbiturates/sedatives/tranquilizers, amphetamines/stimulants, hallucinogens, and inhalants.

An extensive analysis showed that while marijuana and alcohol remain the two most frequently reported
substances of choice among youth with treatment level substance abuse needs, fewer youth are
reporting both marijuana and alcohol in this capacity. No significant differences were found between
discharge cohorts, by gender, or by comparing youth who recidivate to youth who do not, even after

aggregating the data to increase sample sizes within each variable.

NATIONAL COMPARISON

Currently, five states and the District of Columbia define, measure, and report juvenile recidivism
utilizing a similar research methodology as Colorado, thus providing six data points for a between-states
comparison of recidivism rates. ~ When comparing the one-year post-discharge recidivism rates
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between comparable states, Colorado’s rate (31%) appears to reside in the middle of the performance
range (19% - 45%). The three states with rates lower than Colorado belong to Maryland (19%), Idaho
(23%), and Maine (27%).

RIDGE VIEW RECIDIVISM

The Division is mandated in statute to report recidivism rates for males who were placed at Ridge View
Youth Services Center (Ridge View). The current report found no statistically significant differences
between youth who spent a majority of their commitment sentence at Ridge View and youth who spent
the majority of their commitment sentence elsewhere in the DYC system (state secure placements, other
contract placements, etc.). The recidivism rate for Ridge View youth did not differ significantly from
youth who spent the majority of their commitment sentence at State or contract placements elsewhere
in the DYC system.

o One-year recidivism rate: Ridge View (32.1%) vs. State/Contract (33.6%)
o Two-year recidivism rate: Ridge View (50.4%) vs. State/Contract (46.5%)
o Three-year recidivism rate: Ridge View (52.3%) vs. State/Contract (56.4%)

In short, this analysis found that youth served by Ridge View did not have significantly better or worse

recidivism outcomes than youth served by other DYC treatment placements.

TIME TO RECIDIVIST OFFENSE

For youth who did eventually recidivate, more than three quarters (76%) did so within the first twelve
months (one year). Almost all youth who eventually did recidivate (94% of all youth who recidivated)
did so within 24 months (2 years). Males tended to recidivate within a shorter amount of time than
females; the average length of time between discharge and recidivist act was 8 months for males, and 10

months for females.
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INTRODUCTION

Legislative Request for Information (RFI) Details

The Colorado Department of Human Services (CDHS or Department), Division of Youth Corrections
(DYC or Division) prepares an annual recidivism report on committed youth. The current report is

submitted in response to one legislative request for information and one statutorily required report:

1) Department of Human Services, Division of Youth Corrections, FY 2016-17, Request for
Information (RFI) Item 7; pursuant to the request for information submitted to the Governor by the
Colorado Joint Budget Committee. The text of this Legislative Request for Information reads:

r )

The Division is requested to continue its efforts to provide outcome data on the
effectiveness of its programs. The Division is requested to provide to the Joint
< Budget Committee, by January 1 of each year, an evaluation of Division >
placements, community placements, and nonresidential placements. The
evaluation should include, but not be limited to, the number of juveniles served,
length of stay, and recidivism data per placement.

\. o

2) Section 19-2-411.5 (5), C.R.S. (2010), the legislation authorizing the construction and operation of the
Ridge View Youth Services Center. This legislation specifies that:

r D

On an annual basis, the department of human services shall calculate the
recidivism rate for committed juveniles in the custody of the department of human
services who complete the program offered by the facility. In calculating the
'< recidivism rate, the department of human services shall include any juvenile who >'
commits a criminal offense, either as a juvenile or as an adult, within three years
after leaving the facility. The department of human services shall report the
recidivism rate to the general assembly.

Page 8 of 91



BACKGROUND

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM

The Division defines recidivism as a new adjudication or conviction resulting from a misdemeanor or
felony offense at any point within the prescribed follow-up time period(s). In FY 2012-13 this
definition was changed from measuring recidivism as a new filing (irrespective of a guilty finding) within
the same time parameter(s) in order to more closely conform to the research methodologies utilized by
other states who track juvenile recidivism and thus more easily allow for a between-states comparison of

the Division’s recidivism data.

POST-DISCHARGE RECIDIVISM

Post-discharge recidivism refers to new offenses that occur within the prescribed follow-up time
period(s) after a youth has completed all treatment and services and is fully discharged from DYC
supervision. Post-discharge recidivism is the primary outcome measure utilized by juvenile justice
agencies across the nation and serves as a proxy measure for how well youth are able to re-integrate
back into the community and remain crime-free upon discharge. Nationally, juvenile justice agencies are
using recidivism rates to objectively determine whether treatment and services provided to youth were

not only appropriate and effective, but also as a tool to inform policy and practice.

MULTI-YEAR RECIDIVISM RATES

The majority of states currently engaged in measuring and reporting juvenile recidivism typically report a
one year post-discharge recidivism rate. In contrast, DYC tracks youth for three years post-discharge in
order to determine whether they have remained crime-free. Tracking youth out to three years post-
discharge provides a more rigorous and comprehensive longitudinal analysis of the overall paradigm of

recidivism in Colorado, as well as the trajectory of outcomes over time.

RISK REDUCTION

This report also focuses on risk reduction. While reducing recidivism is the primary function of
corrections, reducing a youth’s risk to recidivate is an equally important intermediate function of the
Division. Whereas recidivism is frequently the primary measure used to gauge outcome success when
working with justice system-involved youth, other intermediate measures can also indicate whether
youth are better prepared to reintegrate into the community after receiving treatment and services from
the Division. These intermediate risk reduction measures demonstrate whether the treatment services
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provided to a specific youth have significantly mitigated the factor domains that contribute to the overall
actuarial risk the youth presents to public safety in terms of recidivism. When examined in tandem with
primary outcome measures (recidivism rates), these intermediate measures (risk reduction) can provide a

more holistic view of a juvenile justice agency’s success.
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METHODOLOGY

A RECIDIVIST ACT

A recidivist act is defined as a new adjudication or conviction that occurs after a youth has discharged
from the supervision of the Division. Within the Criminal Justice System, an adjudication refers to a
finding of guilt for a delinquent offense involving a defendant under the age of 18, and is analogous to a
conviction of an adult defendant found guilty of a criminal offense. A youth is deemed a recidivist if they
commit a new offense that results in a guilty finding for a misdemeanor or felony class charge
(adjudication/conviction). Traffic violations (not to be confused with traffic infractions), and petty
offenses are not counted as recidivist acts. The unit of analysis for this study is youth discharged from

the Division (rather than the number of recidivist acts), and all information is reported in the aggregate.

STUDY POPULATION
In FY 2014-15, four hundred seventy-six (476) youth discharged from DYC. These youth were

obsetrved for one year after discharge, and official adjudication/conviction Judicial records were used to
calculate a one-year post-discharge recidivism rate. In FY 2013-14, five hundred fifty-six (556) youth
discharged from DYC. These youth were observed for two years after their discharge, and official
adjudication/conviction Judicial records were used to calculate a two-year post-discharge recidivism rate.
In FY 2012-13, six hundred sixty-six (666) youth discharged from DYC. These youth were observed for
three years following their discharge, and official adjudication/conviction Judicial records obtained from
the Judicial Branch were used to calculate a three-year post-discharge recidivism rate. As Figure 1
illustrates, the average total length of DYC supervision was 26.8 months in FY 2015-16. This total
commitment Length of Service (LOS) begins at the time of commitment to DYC and continues
through the parole period until a youth is officially discharged and DYC supervision ends.
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Figure 1: DYC Timeline of Care
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Over the past ten years, the population of youth discharged from DYC has declined from a high of 950
in FY 2007-08 to a low of 476 in FY 2014-15, a 49.9% reduction (see Figure 2 for details). This kind of

decrease in sample size directly impacts the Division’s ability to detect significant differences between

groups, particularly when examined in smaller sub-populations (e.g.: males vs. females, by ethnicity, or

among our special populations).
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Figure 2: Ten-Year Discharge Population Trends
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STUDY DESIGN

A prospective quasi-experimental observational cohort study design with a longitudinal follow-up period
allowed for non-intrusive observation of the natural progression of three cohorts of previously
delinquent youth in the community after they were discharged from DYC, measured at three distinct
intervals. The Division utilized Judicial court data from the Colorado State Judicial Department
(Judicial) to determine whether or not a youth had committed a recidivist act during the follow-up

period for each cohort.

Due to several safeguards related to confidentiality and data-sharing, the Division and the Office of the
State Court Administrator developed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) specifically related to
this annual study. This MOU serves as a data-sharing agreement that grants DYC permission to utilize
the adjudication/conviction information (extracted from the Judicial court data system) for purposes of

identifying youth who recidivate.

RECORD MATCHING BETWEEN DYC AND JUDICIAL

Matching records from Judicial to youth discharged from DYC is a difficult and labor-intensive process
that suffers from an inability of data systems across State agencies to “talk” to one another. Matching
techniques used in identifying adult offenders simply aren’t applicable to a juvenile population.
Specifically, the typical forms of identification commonly present in the adult population (e.g. driver’s
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license, social security number, etc.), are often rare or nonexistent for system-involved juveniles. Thus,
youth discharged from DYC must be matched to a multitude of Judicial filings using less
straightforward means. For this study, youth were matched between the two data systems (DYC
discharges and Judicial data) through a two-step process which is both automated and manual. Initially,
youth are matched through an algorithm that compares elements of a youth’s name, date of birth, and
gender. Next, the remaining youth who do not match are identified by hand until all discharged DYC
youth are accounted for in the Judicial system database. This hand-matching process is hindered by the
vast number of aliases; misspellings; hyphenated names; attempts at intentional misrepresentation of
identity; and data entry errors for dates of birth, social security numbers, etc. present in both data sets.
Finally, all cases in the analysis data are reviewed to ensure the automated portion of the match did not
result in any “false matches” in which two separate youth with similar names and identical dates of birth
and genders are incorrectly matched together. As a fidelity measure, each youth’s commitment case is
found in Judicial’s data, thus providing great confidence that all youth are being appropriately matched
across both systems.
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RESULTS

RECIDIVISM RATES

A decade (10 years) of DYC recidivism rates are displayed in Figure 3. With the exception of the data
reported in FY 2010-11, the one-year post-discharge recidivism rate has consistently averaged around
30%. Given this generally consistent historical trend, it is anticipated that recidivism rates will continue
to hover around one-third of the total discharge population, barring significant systemic changes
regarding the use of front-end discretion in sentencing among adjudicated youth, the increased use of
alternatives to incarceration, the quality and efficacy of treatment services delivered, resources available

to both clinicians and youth, etc.

Two- and three-year post-discharge recidivism rates are a relatively new addition to the study
methodology. The two-year post-discharge recidivism rate has averaged around 44% over four years of
measurement, with a range of 43% to 46%. The three-year post-discharge recidivism rate has remained
slightly over 50% for the past three years. As a relatively new outcome measure with only three data
points currently available, analysis is limited; however, over half of youth were consistently found to

recidivate within three years of their discharge from the Division.

Figure 3: Recidivism Trends (One-, Two-, and Three-Years Post-Discharge)

Recidivism Rates Over Time
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MULTI-YEAR RECIDIVISM RESULTS

The table below (Table 1) reports the recidivism rates across all three cohorts of interest in this study.
The three unique cohorts of discharged youth were examined by follow-up period to see how many
youth recidivated after one, two, and three years post-discharge. See Table 1 for details on multi-year

recidivism rates.

Table 1: Recidivism Rates by Discharge Cohort

One-Year Two-Year Three-Year

Youth Discharge Cohort Recidivism Recidivism Recidivism
Rate Rate Rate
FY 2014-15 cohort (IN = 476) 30.9% TBD* TBD*
FY 2013-14 cohort (IN = 556) 28.1% 46.2% TBD*
FY 2012-13 cohort (IN = 666) 30.9% 43.7% 53.9%

*Rates TBD; available in forthcoming reports

FY 2014-15 Cohort

The FY 2014-15 discharge cohort (IN = 4706) has currently been tracked for one year following discharge
from DYC. The one-year recidivism rate for this cohort was 30.9%. The two- and three-year rates will

be reported once the allotted two- and three-year time periods have concluded.

FY 2013-14 Cohort

The FY 2013-14 discharge cohort (IN = 5506) has been tracked for two years following discharge from
DYC. The one- and two-year recidivism rates for this cohort were 28.1% and 46.2%, respectively. The

three-year recidivism rate will be reported once the allotted three-year time period has concluded.

FY 2012-13 Cohort

The FY 2012-13 discharge cohort (IN = 6606) has been tracked for three years following discharge from
DYC. The one-, two-, and three-year recidivism rates for this cohort were 30.9%, 43.7%, and 53.9%,

respectively.
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Adjudications Versus Convictions

As mentioned earlier, when juveniles are found guilty of a criminal offense they are adjudicated, while

adults who are found guilty of a criminal act are convicted. As our discharged youth age over the course

of the follow-up period, some recidivists are charged as adults. In the one-year post-discharge cohort,

neatly 88% of youth who committed a recidivist act received adult criminal charges, while 12% were

adjudicated as juveniles. In the two-year post-discharge cohort, roughly 89% of youth who committed a

recidivist act received adult criminal charges, while 11% were adjudicated as juveniles. Finally, in the

three-year post-discharge cohort, nearly 93% of youth who committed a recidivist act received adult

criminal charges, while 7% were adjudicated as juveniles (See Table 2 for details). It should be noted

that the majority of youth who discharge from DYC turn 18 during the follow-up period (average age at
commitment = 106.8 years; average total Length of Service = 27.1 months), thus making them eligible to

receive adult probation or Department of Corrections sentences if found guilty.

Table 2: Adult versus Juvenile Charges

Post-Discharge Recidivism

One-Year Cohort Two-Year Cohort Three-Year Cohort
Type of Adjudication Number | Percent | Number | Percent Number Percent
Criminal (Adult) 129 87.8% 228 88.7% 333 92.8%
Delinquency (Juvenile) 18 12.2% 29 11.3% 26 7.2%
Total 147 100.0% 257 100.0% 359 100.0%

ONE-YEAR RECIDIVISM COHORT

Descriptive Statistics

The table that follows (Table 3) details some basic descriptive differences between youth who

recidivated and youth who did not recidivate within one year of discharge (FY 2014-15 discharge

cohort). Only youth characteristics which demonstrated differences that were statistically significant are

displayed in Table 3. For a complete list of characteristics explored please refer to Appendix B.
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Table 3: Characteristic Differences between Non-Recidivists and Recidivists FY 2014-15

ot ROl pwame %ol
Non recidivists Recidivists Total
n % ” Yo
Total (IN= 476) 329 100% 147  100% 100%
n Yo n %
Gender
Male 273 83% 138 93.9% 0.01* 86.3%
Female 56 17% 9 6.1% 13.7%
Number of Escapes!
None 161 48.9% 54 36.7% 0.01* 45.2%
One or more 168 51.1% 93  63.3% 54.8%
Mean Age at First Adjudication 14.8 years 14.3 years 0.01* 14.7 yrs
Mean Age at Commitment 16.9 years 16.6 years 0.02* 16.8 yrs
Prior Number of Adjudications
None 95 28.9% 25 17.0% 25.2%
One 95 28.9% 41 27.9% 0.01* 28.6%
Two 139 42.2% 81  55.1% 46.2%
Prior Number of Commitments
None 307 93.3% 136 92.5% 93.1%
One 22 6.7% 8 5.4% 0.03* 6.3%
Two 0 0.0% 3 2.0% 0.6%
Parole Discharge Leveli
Unsatisfactory 92 28.0% 73 49.7% 34.7
Satisfactory 62 18.8% 23 15.6% 0.00* 17.9
Excellent 147 44.7% 45  30.6% 40.3
Not on Parole at Time of Discharge =~ 28 8.5% 6 4.1% 7.1
CJRA Opverall Risk Level at
Discharge
Low 28 8.6% 8 5.4% 7.6%
Moderate 91 28.1% 21 14.3% 0.00* 23.8%
High 205 63.3% 118  80.3% 68.6%

*» < 0.05 (indicates a statistically significant difference between recidivists and non-recidivists)

i An escape, for the purposes of this study, is defined as a period of time when a youth absconds from a
commitment facility, a contract facility, a community placement, or from parole for four hours or longer

without permission.

ii The Parole Discharge Level is the level at which the client manager determines the youth to be at
discharge in regard to parole compliance, which is based on pre-determined criteria.
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Characteristic Differences between Recidivists vs. Non-Recidivists

An extensive analysis of potentially differential characteristics and variables was conducted in order to
determine which traits best characterized the youth who recidivated. In other words, this analysis is
aimed to define, in very general terms, what characteristics youth who recidivate were more likely to
have in comparison to youth who do not recidivate. The vast majority of characteristics examined did
not demonstrate a statistically significant difference between youth who recidivate and youth who do

not; the few that did differ significantly are described below.
Gender

Although 86.3% of the total number of youth in the one-year discharge cohort were male, 93.9% of
recidivists were male, which indicates that recidivists were significantly more likely to be male than
female (93.9% male vs. 6.1% female, p = 0.01).

Number of Escapes

An escape, for the purposes of this study, is defined as a period of time when a youth absconds from a
commitment facility, a contract facility, a community placement, or from parole for four hours or longer
without permission. Although more than half (54.8%) of all youth in the one-year discharge cohort had
an escape at some point during their commitment to DYC, recidivists had a significantly greater
probability of having an escape than non-recidivists. Sixty-three percent (63.3%) of recidivists had one
or more escape sometime during their commitment to DYC. In contrast, 51.1% of non-recidivists had

an escape sometime during their commitment to DYC (p = 0.01).

Average Age at First Adjudication

The average (mean) age at which youth in the one-year discharge cohort were first adjudicated for a
delinquent offense was 14.7 years. Although all youth in this cohort were under 15 years of age at their
first adjudication, recidivists were significantly more likely to be younger (14.3 years) than their non-
recidivist counterparts (14.8 years) (p = 0.01). This finding is consistent with the literature on juvenile
delinquency, which finds that continuity of offending from the juvenile into the adult years is higher for

people with an early onset of criminality, chronic delinquents, and violent offenders [1] [2].

Average Age at Commitment

The average (mean) age of commitment for youth in the one-year discharge cohort was 16.8 years.
Again, while all youth in this cohort were under 17 years of age at the time of their first commitment,
recidivists were significantly more likely to be committed at a younger age (16.6 years) when compared
to non-recidivists (16.9 years) (p = 0.02).
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Prior Number of Commitments

The vast majority (93.1%) of youth in the one-year discharge cohort did not have any prior
commitments. Interestingly, non-recidivists had a higher probability of having one prior commitment
(6.7%) than their recidivist counterparts (5.4%), while recidivists had a higher probability of having two
prior commitments (2.0%) than non-recidivists (0.0%) (p = 0.03). It should be noted that the sample
sizes were small in both the one and two prior commitment categories for both recidivists (8 and 3,
respectively) and non-recidivists (22 and 0, respectively). Given these small sample sizes, the results

should be interpreted with caution.

Parole Rating at Discharge

The Parole Rating at Discharge is the level at which the client manager determines the youth to be at
discharge in regard to parole compliance, which is based on pre-determined criteria. The goal of the
Division is that each youth discharges with a Satisfactory or Excellent parole rating. Unfortunately,
there is a proportion of youth who discharge from parole Unsatisfactorily, 34.7% in the one-year
discharge cohort. An Unsatisfactory parole rating at discharge indicates the need for further treatment;
however, the Division relinquishes all supervision and authority over youth once mandatory parole has

concluded and youth are discharged from the Division.

A closer look at the 34.7% revealed that recidivists demonstrate a higher probability of earning an
Unsatisfactory rating than non-recidivists. Just under half (49.7%) of recidivists were given an
Unsatisfactory parole rating at discharge compared to 28.0% of non-recidivists (p = 0.00). Similarly,
recidivists demonstrated a lower probability of receiving either a Satisfactory or Excellent rating than
non-recidivists. While 18.8% of non-recidivists received a Satisfactory parole rating, only 15.6% of
recidivist received this rating. Similarly, 44.7% of non-recidivists received an Excellent parole rating

compared to only 30.6% of recidivists.

CJRA Opverall Risk Level at Discharge

Slightly more than two thirds (67.6%) of all youth in the one-year discharge cohort scored as High risk
to recidivate on their discharge Colorado Juvenile Risk Assessment (CJRA); recidivists had a higher
probability of scoring High risk compared to non-recidivists. Over eighty percent (80.3%) of recidivists
scored as High risk on their discharge CJRA compared to 63.3% of non-recidivists (p = 0.00).
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Which Characteristics were MOST predictive of Recidivism?

Logistic regression analysis is a statistical modeling technique that seeks to quantify the degree to which
two groups are different. Whereas the prior analysis looked to see if there was a difference in groups
who recidivate, this analysis attempts to show how much of a difference exists. The relative risk (or risk
ratio), for purposes of this report, can be interpreted as the amount of increased risk for recidivism,

when comparing different characteristics found to be predictive of recidivism in descriptive analysis.

Figure 4: Risk Ratios and Meanings

Risk
Ratio
General Decreased Risk No Decreased ot Increased Risk Increased Risk
Meaning cereased |IS Increased Risk (Predictive) (Strongly Predictive)
Meaning for Recidivism risk is Recidivism risk is the One group is at One group is at
Recidivism decreased in relation | same for both groups increased risk of substantially increased
Study to comparison group recidivism in relation risk of recidivism in
to comparison group : relation to compatison
group

: ...... Decreased Risk Equal Risk Increased Risk .......cccovvvvvennnnnnn.

A multivariate logistic regression model was fit for the variables found to be predictive of recidivism in
the descriptive analysis in an effort to determine which youth characteristics had the most influence on
recidivism when all other differential variables were considered. The results of this type of analysis are
interpreted using a risk ratio (RR). The greater the risk ratio, the more likely the individual with a

particular characteristic is to recidivate when taking into account other possible recidivism risk factors.
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Recidivists

Predictive Characteristics for Recidivists

There were 476 youth in the one-year post-discharge cohort, with 147 re-offending within the one-year
follow-up period (30.9%). A multivariate logistic regression model was created that included each of the
individual-level characteristics found to be significant among recidivists detailed in the previous section:
gender, number of escapes during commitment, age at first adjudication, age at first commitment,
number of prior adjudications, parole rating at discharge, and CJRA overall risk level at discharge. This
model sought to further examine the relationship between these variables and being a recidivist, with the
goal of developing a formula for making predictions about recidivism based on the observed values of
the independent variables. In this model, gender, parole rating at discharge, and CJRA overall risk level

were all found to be predictive of recidivism.
Gender

In the one-year post-discharge cohort, males had 2.99 times the risk for recidivism compared to females.
This finding is consistent with national studies which have repeatedly indicated that males are more at

i

risk for delinquency and criminality than are females, controlling for all other variables [3] [4].
Parole Rating at Discharge

Youth who discharged with an Unsatisfactory rating had 0.51 times the risk for recidivism compared to
youth who discharged with an Excellent parole rating at discharge, and had 0.26 times the risk of
recidivating compared youth who discharged with a Satisfactory parole rating when controlling for all

other variables."

CJRA Risk (for Recidivism) Level at Discharge

Compared to youth who scored as Low or Moderate risk to recidivate on their discharge CJRA, males
who scored as High risk to recidivate were found to have 1.6 times the risk of recidivating within one
year when controlling for all other variables.” CJRA Risk Level at Discharge was not found to be

predictive of recidivism.

i Males: RR = 2.9, 95% Confidence Interval (Cl): 1.4-6.4

i Excellent parole rating at discharge: RR = 0.51, 95% CI: .31-.82; Satisfactory parole rating at discharge: RR = 0.26, 95% CI:
.10-.68

il High risk to recidivate score on discharge CJRA: RR = 1.6, 95% CI: .95-2.7
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Non-predictive Characteristics
When controlling for all other variables:

e Hscapes were not found to be predictive of recidivism when controlling for all other variables.

e Age at first adjudication was not found to be predictive of recidivism when controlling for all
other variables.

e Age at first commitment was not found to be predictive of recidivism when controlling for all
other variables.

e The number of prior adjudications was not found to be predictive of recidivism when
controlling for all other variables.

A Note on Males vs. Females

Given the small sample size of females (7 = 65 total, » = 9 recidivists) in the one-year post-discharge
cohort, it was not possible to draw meaningful predictive comparisons between male and female
recidivists. In general, descriptive terms, females comprised 13.7% of the total one-year post-discharge
population (males = 86.3%), and had a recidivism rate of 13.8% compared to males who had a
recidivism rate of 33.6%. As the number of youth discharged from DYC declines, so will the statistical

significance of these smaller sub-populations in subsequent analyses.

Model Fit

When conducting analyses into the significance of certain characteristics present in recidivists, it’s
equally important to understand how well the model fits, or how well it can predict the dependent
variable knowing only the independent variables. In this assessment, the dependent variable was
whether youth recidivate or not (a dichotomous yes/no), and the independent vatiables wete those
identified as having a statistically significant relationship to youth who recidivate. In order to determine

how well the model is able to predict recidivism, an ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple linear

7

These logistic regression models are based on the most current discharge cohort. Each
model is heavily influenced by the individual youth in the particular cohort. Future
research would benefit from combining several years of discharge cohorts to accrue a much
larger sample size, which would have more statistical power to make predictions,
particularly between male and female populations. Models large enough to incorporate
more characteristics and more youth would better explain, in general, what factors are most

Important to predict youth recidivism.
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regression was used and included all of the variables identified as significant in the original analysis:
Gender, Number of Escapes (Escapes), Age at First Adjudication (Adjudication Age), Age at First
Commitment (Commitment Age), Number of Prior Adjudications (Adjudications), Parole Rating at
Discharge (Parole Rating), and CJRA Overall Risk Level at Discharge (Risk).

As in the Risk Ratio analysis, males (4 = 0.181, Beta = 0.134) and individuals who discharged from

parole with an Unsatisfactory rating at discharge (4 = 0.266, Beta = 0.273) were at significantly greater
risk for recidivism than were females or those who discharged parole with an Excellent or Satisfactory
rating (p = 0.00), controlling for all other variables in the model. Surprisingly, scoring as High risk on

the discharge CJRA was not significantly associated with a significantly greater risk for recidivism than
those who did not score as High risk (4 = 0.86, Beta = 0.086, p = 0.09).

The model had an adjusted R” of 0.8, indicating the 7 variables found to be significantly associated with
a higher risk of recidivating in the original analysis explain roughly 8% of the variation in recidivism.
Given the small percentage of the variance that is explained by the model, it is clear that there are
additional, as yet unknown factors that are predictive of recidivism than were included in the model (see
Figure 5). Understanding how well a model explains the variance or “fits” a research question, then
making data informed adjustments is at the heart of all social science research. Additional exploratory
mediational and causal research is required in order to better understand and predict recidivism among

this population.

Figure 5: Venn Diagram of the Variance Explained by the Model

Model

*Gender

*Escapes

* Adjudication Age
*Commitment Age
* Adjudications
*Parole Rating
*Risk

Recidivists

The amount of the variance
explained by the model (8%).
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COLORADO JUVENILE RISK ASSESSMENT (CJRA)

COLORADO JUVENILE RISK ASSESSMENT (CJRA) RESULTS

The Colorado Juvenile Risk Assessment is an actuarial instrument that is utilized by DYC to assist in
predicting a youth’s risk of recidivism. The CJRA is based on the Washington State Juvenile Court
Assessment, which has been shown to be predictive of recidivism in several validation studies, with
juvenile probation populations. The CJRA was developed using 12 domains of risk and protective
factors and has been shown in validation studies to be a useful tool to identify psychosocial

criminogenic domains susceptible to recidivist tendencies in individual youth [5].

Every youth committed to DYC is assessed for criminogenic risk and protective factors, both from a
static and dynamic perspective. Static domains are psychosocial and based on historical data which
cannot be improved with treatment (such as criminal history or history of substance abuse). In contrast,
dynamic domains are based on a youth’s current living and social factors, which can be targeted during
commitment with appropriate treatment and services in order to reduce risk (such as attitudes and

behaviors).

The CJRA is utilized by DYC to initially assess and periodically re-assess the risk of recidivism for
individual youth at specified points in time. For this report, the focus has been narrowed to only those
assessments/re-assessments occurring during assessment, ptior to parole, and at time of discharge from
DYC. Re-assessment of risk and protective factors at critical junctures during a youth’s commitment
and parole sentence allows assessment staff, client managers, and Multi-Disciplinary Teams (MDTs) to
accurately gauge a youth’s risk of recidivism, and inform treatment decisions based upon a youth’s most
current needs. The primary goal of DYC is to decrease recidivism among its youth population by
targeting criminogenic risk while increasing protective factors before a youth is discharged from the

Division.

For most youth, a final CJRA re-assessment is completed upon discharge. This final risk assessment is
called a youth’s discharge CJRA. Of the 476 youth in the discharge cohort, ninety-one percent (91%; #
= 432) had a valid discharge CJRA. Valid, in this instance, is defined as an assessment that was
completed within 90 days of a youth’s discharge date. Among the 44 youth without a valid discharge
CJRA, 7 were completed after 90 days of a youth’s discharge date, while the remaining 36 were
administered within the 90-day time frame, but were incomplete. Youth may refuse to answer some or
all of the CJRA questions, thus rendering them incomplete. When this refusal occurs at assessment or
prior to parole, staff can simply administer the CJRA at another time (within the specified time frame)
when the youth is more amenable to completing the questions. Naturally, this is not possible after a
youth has discharged from DYC.
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While each youth is assessed several times throughout his/her commitment to DYC, the last CJRA
administered is given the most weight in regard to predicting future recidivism. As the instrument
measures a youth’s risk for recidivism at a specific point in time, the CJRA completed closest to discharge
best describes a youth’s risk trajectory when s/he is prepating to fully integrate back to community life
after completing DYC supervision. Furthermore, research indicates that a youth’s most recent risk

assessment is the most predictive of future re-offending behavior [6].

Figure 6: DYC’s Goals for Committed Youth

DYC Primary Goal

DYC Intermediate Goal

Risk Reduction from Commitment to Discharge

The Division’s primary goal is that youth discharged from DYC do not recidivate. In other words, the
Division’s primary goal is a lag measure, meaning the outcome is unknown until the one-, two-, and
three-year post-discharge follow-up periods have passed. Although actual recidivism cannot be
determined sooner, there is another measure (intermediate goal) that caz be quantified while a youth is
still serving their commitment sentence—the youth’s risk of recidivism. Recidivism risk assessments,
like the CJRA, can determine whether a youth’s risk of recidivating has been decreased over the course
of treatment and services provided during commitment. As adjudicated youth are at increased risk of
committing a new offense in the future due to their criminal history, criminogenic risk reduction is
critical to overall reductions in recidivism, as criminogenic risk reduction results in a reduction in risk to

re-offend [7] [8] [9]. Thus, one of DYC’s key intermediate goals is reducing criminogenic risk.
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Figure 7: CJRA Overall Risk Level Changes from Assessment to Discharge (FY 2014-15 Discharges)™¥
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When youth are committed to DYC, the vast majority score as High risk to re-offend in the future. For
the FY 2014-15 discharge cohort, 88.6% scored as High risk to recidivate at assessment (# = 367), and
only 11.4% scored as Low or Moderate risk (# = 47). When this same cohort was examined at
discharge, however, 67.6% scored as High risk (#» = 280), and 32.4% scored as LLow or Moderate risk (7
= 134). Only youth with both a valid assessment and discharge CJRA were included in the analysis
(N=414). The results of the analysis revealed that the one-year post-discharge cohort demonstrated a
statistically significant reduction in recidivism risk 