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Purpose

The current evaluation builds upon prior analyses of the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice’s
Detention Risk Assessment Instrument (DRAI), a tool designed to evaluate youth risk to reoffend or fail to
appear for court following arrest and prior to initial court appearance.® Previous analyses documented the
validity of the DRAI (Winokur Early, Blankenship & Hand, 2014) and examined a revised instrument
(DRAI-2) designed to enhance prediction of failures rates, while reducing the number of items on the
assessment (Winokur Early and Blankenship, 2015).

The purpose of the current analysis was to further refine the instrument (DRAI-3) to address requested
revisions, compare the validity of all three instruments (current-DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and DRAI-3), and
evaluate youth referred for vehicle thefts and the impact of recent statutory changes mandating secure
detention for youth taken into custody on three separate occasions in sixty days (three-sixty cases). The
results of the analysis will help to identify youth who are most at risk for failing to appear, versus those
most at risk for committing a crime prior to their initial court appearance. Additionally, the findings will aid
policymakers in evaluating the current impact of statutory criteria mandating secure detention and
potential impact of future revisions to the DRAI.

This report was initially completed on November 30, 2017 and submitted to the Florida Department of
Juvenile Justice as the final deliverable for the DRAI validation and revision project, per contract and
deliverable deadlines. However, the DRAI Committee requested additional revisions to the instrument
following the committee’s December 2017 and January 2018 meetings. These revisions included
increasing the total points for youth presenting with a burglary of a dwelling (F.S. 810.02 (3)(a) or (3)(b))
or with five or more current burglary charges pending at the time of the DRAI administration.?

Research Questions

There were four phases to the analyses with corresponding research questions are listed below.

1. Which youth are most at risk to fail to appear (FTA) for initial court hearings following
arrest?

2. Which youth are most at risk to commit a new law violation (NLV) prior to initial court
hearings following arrest?

3. For those youth who commit an NLV pending initial court appearance, what types of
offenses are committed (felonies, misdemeanors)?

4. Are the overall risk score and corresponding detention placement decisions on the DRAI-
1 and DRAI-2 instruments predictive of FTA and NLV within 21-, 30-, 45-, and 60-days?

! See Winokur Early, Blankenship, & Hand (2014) and Winokur Early and Blankenship (2015) evaluations for a full discussion of the
instrument, its validity, and proposed revisions.

2 The methodology used to create the calculated variables for the current analysis is outlined in the Justice Research Center's
Methodology and Analytic Plan for the 2017 Detention Risk Assessment Instrument Evaluation_June 20 2017.
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5. Is the DRAI-2 predictive of FTA and NLV for sub-samples based on gender, race, ethnicity,
and age?

Phase 2: Auto Theft
6. What percentage of youth are referred for an auto theft violation?

7. What percentage of youth who are referred for an auto theft violation are securely
detained?

8. Among youth detained for auto theft, what was their Computed DRAI-3 scores and
corresponding placement decisions?

9. Among youth referred for auto theft but not detained, what percentage received an FTA or
NLV at 21-, 30-, 45-, or 60-days?

10. Is an auto theft referral significantly predictive of failure (FTA/NLV)?

Phase 3: Mandatory Hold

11. What percentage of youth is taken into custody on three or more occasions within a 60-
day period preceding DRAI administration?

12. What percentage of youth identified in Item 11 were securely detained?

13. What percentage of youth identified in Item 11 who were not detained, subsequently
incurred an FTA or NLV within 21-, 30-, 45-, and 60-days?

14. Are the criteria set forth in F.S. § 985.25(1)(b) for mandatory holds predictive of FTA and
NLV failures?

Phase 4: Requested Revisions

15. What point allocations are recommended for categories of current offense, as assessed
relative to the impact of current offense on failure rates?

16. What is the impact of removing aggravating factors C.3., C.6., and C.7. on the predictive
power of the DRAI-2?

17. What point allocations are recommended for mitigating factors related to disabilities?

18. Following development of the DRAI-3 addressing FDJJ requested revisions, are the DRAI-
3 Computed Risk scores and associated detention placement decisions predictive of FTA
and NLV within 21-, 30-, 45-, and 60-days for all youth and sub-groups based on gender,
race, ethnicity, and age?

Study Sample

The current analyses included all DRAI screens (n=235,832) completed between July 1, 2012 and
December 31, 2016. The screens were separated into three groups:

®,

+ Released Sample: A total of 107,035 (45%) screens resulted in non-secure detention or release
(Validation Sample).

+ Detained Sample: A total of 128,797 (55%) screens resulted in secure detention (not in Validation

Sample - cannot measure failure).
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+ Three-Sixty Sample: To test the relationship between three-sixty cases and failure rates, it was
necessary to use a sample that predated the statutory change enacted in July 2014 to
mandatorily place youths who had been arrested on three separate occasions over the previous
60 days in secure detention. This sample consisted of a total of 8,401 (3.6%) screens.

It was necessary to examine only those youth who were released following administration of the DRAI
when testing predictive accuracy of the DRAI, as those who were placed in secure detention were not at
risk for failure. Failure was measured as any new charge and/or failure to appear (FTA) within 21, 30, 45,
or 60 days after DRAI administration (primary outcome=60 days).

Results from the validation study revealed that nearly two-thirds (147,569) of the DRAI screens had
scores of zero or missing, with youth who automatically qualified for or were judicially ordered to secure
detention more likely to have zero or missing scores. Given this fact, it was necessary to calculate what
the DRAI scores would have been for each youth in the sample (Computed DRAI Score). This calculated
score is used in the current analysis of the validation sample in addressing each of the research
questions. DRAI screening indicators and computed scores, were combined with youths’ risk assessment
data from Positive Achievement Change Tool (PACT) administrations (used in DRAI-2 only) and
subsequent FTA and reoffending data from the Juvenile Justice Information System (JJIS).

Results

The evaluation results are presented here relative to each of the four phases of the analysis. All analyses
were conducted using the Validation Sample when examining outcomes (failure rates). In some
instances, the sample dataset may have limited the analyses that could be performed in addressing
particular research questions. For example, as noted previously, with the three-sixty cases which required
looking at a subset of cases from calendar year 2012-13 to examine the impact of the new law and the
relationship between vehicle theft and failure rates prior to enactment of the statute. Additionally, in an
effort to examine changes in vehicle theft cases over time, trends were examined from 2012 to 2016, with
final outcomes presented for calendar year 2016 to test the predictive influence of the measure on the
most recent subset of DRAI screens.

The primary focus of this phase was to identify the youth who were most at risk for failure (fail to appear,
or new law violation in 60 days), examine characteristics of youth who fail, and examine the predictive
validity of the DRAI-1 and DRAI-2 instruments.

Youth FTA Profile

One of the primary objectives of the analysis of failure rates was to develop a profile of the youth who
failed to appear following DRAI administration and release. A total of 6,736 (6%) of the validation sample
failed to appear for their initial court hearing. An examination of their demographic and legal factor data
revealed the results presented below.
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FTA Demographic Profile

Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
female 1640 24.3 24.3 24.3
male 5096 75.7 75.7 100.0
Total 6736 100.0 100.0
Race
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
other 16 .2 .2 2
white 2327 34.5 34.5 34.8
black 4393 65.2 65.2 100.0
Total 6736 100.0 100.0
Ethnicity
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Non-Hispanic 5773 85.7 85.7 85.7
Hispanic 963 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 6736 100.0 100.0
Age at DRAI
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
12 and Under 185 2.7 2.7 2.7
13-16 4790 71.1 71.1 73.9
17 and Older 1761 26.1 26.1 100.0
Total 6736 100.0 100.0
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FTA Legal Profile

Most Serious Current Referral (DRAI Offense)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Violent first- and second-degree 4 1 1 1
felonies and vehicular homicide
Non-violent first- or second-degree 346 5.1 5.1 5.2
felony
Violent third-degree felony 207 3.1 3.1 8.3
Non-violent third-degree felony or 3852 57.2 57.2 65.5
any other misdemeanor
Technical Violation or Municipal 2327 34.5 345 100.0
Ordinance
Total 6736 100.0 100.0

Prior Referrals

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Three or more prior felony or 4461 66.2 66.2 66.2
misdemeanor referrals
Two prior felony or misdemeanor 802 11.9 11.9 78.1
referrals
One prior referral 786 11.7 11.7 89.8
Current offense is first offense or 687 10.2 10.2 100.0
administrative referrals only
Total 6736 100.0 100.0

Delinquent History

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Prior abscond or escape from secure 808 12.0 12.0 12.0
Or non-secure program
History of law violation prior to court 3468 51.5 51.5 63.5
hearing
Two or more prior FTAs 144 2.1 2.1 65.6
History of VOP 189 2.8 2.8 68.4
No history of escape, law violation 2127 31.6 31.6 100.0
pending court or FTA
Total 6736 100.0 100.0
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Current Legal History

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Currently committed 29 4 4 A4
Current detention status/currently on 422 6.3 6.3 6.7
supervised release or Home
Detention
Currently on probation for 90 days or 1061 15.8 15.8 22.4
fewer
Currently on probation for more than 1365 20.3 20.3 42.7
90 days
Informal supervision or no current 3859 57.3 57.3 100.0
involvement
Total 6736 100.0 100.0

Predictors of Failure to Appear

Bivariate and multivariate analyses were conducted to determine which sociodemographic and Revised
DRAI indicators were associated with a failure to appear prior to the initial court appearance (within 60
days of the DRAI administration). Twenty-four indicators representing five constructs were examined.
These included the following:

1. Most Serious Current Offense

Capital, life or first-degree felony PBL

b. Violent first- or second-degree felonies or vehicular
homicide

Any offense involving use or possession of firearm

Violent third-degree felony

Non-violent first or second-degree felony

Non-violent third-degree felony or Any misdemeanor

@ |=|o|a|o

Technical Violation or Municipal Ordinance
2. Prior Referrals

a. Three or more prior felony or misdemeanor referrals
b. Two prior felony or misdemeanor referrals
c. One prior felony or misdemeanor referral

d. Current offense is first offense

3. Delinquent History

a. Prior abscond or escape from secure or non-secure
program

b. History of law violation prior to court hearing

Two or more prior FTAs
d. History of VOP
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e. No history of escape, abscond, law violation pending
court, VOP or FTA

4.

Current Legal Status

Currently committed

b. Current detention status/currently on supervised
release or Home Detention

Currently on probation for 90 days or less

d. Currently on probation for more than 90 days

e. No current involvement

5. Current Age

a. Age 12 or younger

b. Age13,14,150r 16

c. Agel7orolder

All five Iltems — Most Serious Current Offense (MSCO), Prior Referrals, Delinquent History, Current Legal
Status and Current Age — were significant predictors of youth failing to appear within 60 days of the DRAI

administration. Twelve of the individual indicators listed above were statistically significantly related to

FTA failure in a multivariate model (see table below).

Logistic Regression Model of DRAI Variables by FTA Failure

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Capital, life and first-degree felony -17.644 20077.871 .000 .999 .000
PBL
Violent first- and second-degree -.936 .507 3.400 .065 .392
felonies and vehicular homicide
Any offense involving use or -17.180 19993.782 .000 .999 .000
possession of firearm
Non-violent first- or second-degree -.188 .069 7.434 .006 .829
felony
Violent third-degree felony -.360 .083 18.935 .000 .698
Non-violent third-degree felony or any -121 .041 8.865 .003 .886
other misdemeanor
Three or more prior felony OR misd .619 .042 218.632 .000 1.858
referrals
Two prior felony OR misd referrals 571 .047 147.591 .000 1.769
Prior abscond or escape from .343 .048 51.406 .000 1.409
probation or commitment
Youth has history of law violations .604 .037 272.300 .000 1.830

prior to court hearings
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Youth has history of at least one prior

VVOP referral_not adj necessarily

Youth has two or more prior FTA

referrals

Youth currently on commitment status

at time of DRAI

Youth currently on detention status at

time of DRAI

Currently on probation for 90 days or

fewer

Currently on probation for more than

90 days

Age 12 or younger

Age 13 to 16 years old

Constant

.011 .041
.986 .037
.629 243
.288 .058
.193 .048
.077 .047
.065 .081
.307 .030
-3.674 .054

.067

696.416

6.698

24.292

15.802

2.667

.650

105.176

4685.008

795

.000

.010

.000

.000

.102

.420

.000

.000

1.011

2.680

1.876

1.334

1.213

1.080

1.067

1.360

.025

Youth Reoffense Profile

A total of 19,408 (18%) of the validation sample reoffended within 60 days after the DRAI administration
and prior to their initial court hearing. An examination of their demographic and legal factor data revealed

the results presented below.

Reoffense Demographic Profile

Gender

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
female 3417 17.6 17.6 17.6
male 15991 82.4 82.4 100.0
Total 19408 100.0 100.0

Race

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
other 64 .3 .3 .3
white 7382 38.0 38.0 38.4
black 11962 61.6 61.6 100.0
Total 19408 100.0 100.0
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Ethnicity

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Non-Hispanic 16616 85.6 85.6 85.6
Hispanic 2792 14.4 14.4 100.0
Total 19408 100.0 100.0

Age at DRAI
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

12 and Under 921 4.7 4.7 4.7
13-16 14510 74.8 74.8 79.5
17 and Older 3977 20.5 20.5 100.0
Total 19408 100.0 100.0

Reoffense Legal Profile

Most Serious Current Offense

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Violent first- and second-degree 30 2 2 2
felonies and vehicular homicide
Non-violent first- or second-degree 1286 6.6 6.6 6.8
felony
Violent third-degree felony 867 4.5 4.5 11.2
Non-violent third-degree felony or 12861 66.3 66.3 77.5
any other misdemeanor
Technical Violation or Municipal 4364 225 225 100.0
Ordinance
Total 19408 100.0 100.0

Justice Research Center
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Prior Referrals

11

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Three or more prior felony or 11332 58.4 58.4 58.4
misdemeanor referrals
Two prior felony or misdemeanor 2351 12.1 12.1 70.5
referrals
One prior referral 2428 12.5 12.5 83.0
Current offense is first offense or 3297 17.0 17.0 100.0
administrative referrals only
Total 19408 100.0 100.0

Delinquent History

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Prior abscond or escape from secure 1209 6.2 6.2 6.2
Or non-secure program
History of law violation prior to court 9026 46.5 46.5 52.7
hearing
Two or more prior FTAs 169 .9 9 53.6
History of VOP 518 2.7 2.7 56.3
No history of escape, law violation 8486 43.7 43.7 100.0
pending court or FTA
Total 19408 100.0 100.0

item4_cls Item 4 - Current Legal Status - Scored Category

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Currently committed 35 .2 2 2
Current detention status/currently on 776 4.0 4.0 4.2
supervised release or Home
Detention
Currently on probation for 90 days or 2304 11.9 11.9 16.1
fewer
Currently on probation for more than 2710 14.0 14.0 30.0
90 days
Informal supervision or no current 13583 70.0 70.0 100.0
involvement
Total 19408 100.0 100.0
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Predictors of Reoffending

Bivariate and multivariate analyses were conducted to determine which of the 24 indicators (as
referenced above) were associated with a new law violation (NLV) prior to the initial court appearance.
Four of the five items — Most Serious Current Offense (MSCO), Prior Referrals, Delinquent History,
Current Legal Status and Current Age — were significant predictors of youth failing to appear within 60
days of the DRAI administration. Only the MSCO was not a significant predictor of an NLV.

Thirteen indicators were statistically significant predictors of a youth reoffending within 60 days of the
DRAI administration (as shown in the table below).

Variables in the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Capital, life and first-degree felony -18.923 19976.301 .000 1 1999 .000
PBL
Violent first- and second-degree -.021 .201 .011 1 915 979
felonies and vehicular homicide
Any offense involving use or -19.279 20045.151 .000 1 .999 .000
possession of firearm
Non-violent first- or second-degree .160 .043 14.203 1 .000 1.174
felony
Violent third-degree felony .057 .048 1.403 1 .236 1.058
Non-violent third-degree felony or any .194 .029 44.636 1 .000 1.214
other misdemeanor
Three or more prior felony OR misd .817 .024 1160.137 1 .000 2.264
referrals
Two prior felony OR misd referrals 483 .028 301.234 1 .000 1.621
Prior abscond or escape from .083 .040 4.426 1 .035 1.087
probation or commitment
Youth has history of law violations .580 .022 671.731 1 .000 1.786
prior to court hearings
Youth has history of at least one prior .011 .028 .155 1 .694 1.011
VOP referral_not adj necessarily
Youth has two or more prior FTA .275 .031 77.434 1 .000 1.317
referrals
Youth currently on commitment status 434 .228 3.619 1 .057 1.544
at time of DRAI
Youth currently on detention status at .185 .047 15.773 1 .000 1.203
time of DRAI
Currently on probation for 90 days or .084 .034 6.154 1 .013 1.088
fewer
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Currently on probation for more than -.183 .033 30.971 1 .000 .833
90 days

Age 12 or younger .720 .042 295.726 1 .000 2.054
Age 13 to 16 years old .642 .020 1017.985 1 .000 1.900
Constant -2.828 .036 6093.341 1 .000 .059

Type of New Law Violations Committed

Among the validation sample of 19,408 who incurred a new law violation within 60 days of the DRAI
screening, 55% were referred for a felony and 40% were referred for a misdemeanor (the remaining five
percent were referred for other, mostly administrative violations).

Comparison of DRAI-1, DRAI-2 and DRAI-3 in Predicting FTAs and Reoffending

Bivariate and multivariate analyses were conducted and verified that all three versions of the DRAI were
predictive of an FTA/NLV within 21, 30, 45 and 60 days of the DRAI administration. The overall risk score
and corresponding detention placement decisions on the DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and DRAI-3 were predictive of
failure to appear or a new law violation across all four time periods. The distribution of failure rates by
versions of the DRAI instrument are presented below.

Failure Rates Across DRAIs (2012-16)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Release Secure Detention
'DRAI1  193%  276%  423%

DRAI-2 10.0% 22.4% 42.7%

DRAI-3 12.2% 24.7% 39.6%

DRAI-2 Predictive Validity Across Gender, Race, Ethnicity and Age

The predictive validity of the DRAI-1 across gender, race, ethnicity and age was firmly established in the
original 2014 validation study (Winokur Early, Blankenship, & Hand, 2014). The DRAI-2 is likewise
predictive of failure (FTA/NLV) across each of the demographic subgroups as illustrated below in the
logistic regression models of failure rates by the total DRAI-2 score for gender, race, ethnicity, and age
groups.

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Gender (DRAI-2)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
female Final DRAI2 score 137 .003 2049.370 1 .000 1.146
Constant -2.930 .036 6481.348 1 .000 .053
male Final DRAI2 score .133 .002 6394.663 1 .000 1.142
Constant -2.412 .019 15918.928 1 .000 .090
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Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Race (DRAI-2)
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B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
other Final DRAI2 score 161 .027 35.973 1 .000 1.175
Constant -3.238 .264 150.695 1 .000 .039
white Final DRAI2 score 137 .002 3699.703 1 .000 1.147
Constant -2.785 .026 11568.148 1 .000 .062
black Final DRAI2 score .126 .002 4341.787 1 .000 1.134
Constant -2.284 .022 10325.548 1 .000 .102

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Ethnicity (DRAI-2)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Non-Hispanic Final DRAI2 score .133 .002 7207.719 1 .000 1.143
Constant -2.511 .018 18649.787 1 .000 .081
Hispanic Final DRAI2 score .132 .004 1243.564 1 .000 1.141
Constant -2.620 .042 3865.515 1 .000 .073

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Age (DRAI-2)
Variables in the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
12 and Under Final DRAI2 score .154 .008 373.337 1 .000 1.167
Constant -2.794 .083 1129.391 1 .000 .061
13-16 Final DRAI2 score .138 .002 6022.104 1 .000 1.148
Constant -2.582 .022 13941.149 1 .000 .076
17 and Older Final DRAI2 score .120 .003 1674.112 1 .000 1.128
Constant -2.402 .028 7334.405 1 .000 .091
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Phase 2. Auto Theft Analysis

For each DRAI screen, current offense information is entered on up to five separate offenses in
text fields referred to as Offensel through Offense5. Code was written to extract and count the
number of youth who were charged with an offense related to an auto theft in any of these five
fields. These counts were then tabulated to permit analysis of those youth in both the full sample
and validation samples who were charged with an auto theft. Additionally, charges from the DRAI
Charge Table Extract were coded by FCIC number to identify any DRAI that included a referral for
auto theft at the time of the DRAI administration.

Percentage of DRAI Youth with Auto Theft Referral

Youth referred for a vehicle theft violation represented a small proportion of the validation sample
(4.8%) and full DRAI sample (7.6%), which includes youth who were securely detained.

Auto Theft Referrals (Validation Sample)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
No 101912 95.2 95.2 95.2
Yes 5123 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 107035 100.0 100.0

Auto Theft Referrals (Full Sample)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
No 217797 92.4 92.4 92.4
Yes 18035 7.6 7.6 100.0
Total 235832 100.0 100.0

DRAI Placement Decisions for Youth Referred for Auto Theft

Placement decisions were examined across all three versions of the DRAI. The table below depicts
the percentage of youth referred for auto theft violations who were released, placed on supervised
release, or placed in secure detention by DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and DRAI-3.

Placement Decisions Across DRAIs for Vehicle Theft Cases (Full Sample)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Secure
Release Detention
DRAI-1* 16.0% 15.6% 68.4%
DRAI-2 7.6% 32.4% 60.0%
DRAI-3 11.3% 26.2% 62.5%

*Equals actual placement decision, including overrides

Justice Research Center
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Failures Rates of Youth Referred for Auto Theft by DRAI Placement Decisions

Among the youth detained with an auto theft referral, the Computed DRAI-1 ranged from two to 71
points, while the DRAI-2 ranged from zero to 39, and the DRAI-3 ranged from zero to 32.

Failure rates for youth referred for a vehicle theft across placement decisions of the DRAI-1, DRAI-
2, and DRAI-3 are presented in the table below.

Failure Rates Across DRAIs for Vehicle Theft Cases (2012-16)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Secure

Release Detention

DRAI-1 31.8% 42.7% 56.8%
DRAI-2 24.7% 35.0% 55.6%
DRAI-3 25.8% 38.9% 50.1%

Predictive Influence of Auto Theft on FTA/NLV

A logistic regression model was computed to determine whether youth detained for auto thefts were
significantly more likely to fail to appear or incur a new law violation within 60 days of the DRAI
administration. The results suggest that auto theft referrals are a positive and significant predictor of
failure (as shown below).

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA by Auto Theft

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
DRAI referrals include a charge .799 .030 717.465 1 .000 2.224
for vehicle theft
Constant -1.307 .008 29182.258 1 .000 271

Phase 3: Mandatory Hold

In July of 2014, the Florida Legislature enacted a new law requiring youths who have been taken into
custody on three or more separate occasions within a 60-day period to be placed in secure detention
pending the detention hearing (F.S. 982.25(1)(b)). The goal of this phase of the analyses was to examine
whether these youth (referred to hereafter as “three-sixty youth”) are more likely to fail to appear or to
incur a new law violation within sixty days of their DRAI administration. In order to test this sub-group of
youth, it was necessary to look at only those youth processed in 2012 or 2013, prior to the enactment of
the law (as all three-sixty youth after July 2014 would be subject to being mandatorily detained).
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Percentage of DRAI Youth Who Meet Three-Sixty Criteria

Examination of the full sample of DRAIs between July 2012 and December 2013 (n=82,572)
revealed that a total of 8,401 youth (10.2%) met the three-sixty criteria, while 6.8% of the validation
sample (n=39,094) met the criteria.

Three-Sixty Youth (Validation Sample)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
No 36420 93.2 93.2 93.2
Yes 2674 6.8 6.8 100.0
Total 39094 100.0 100.0

Three-Sixty Youth (Full Sample)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid .00 74171 89.8 89.8 89.8
1.00 8401 10.2 10.2 100.0
Total 82572 100.0 100.0

DRAI Placement Decisions for Youth Who Meet Three-Sixty Criteria

Placement decisions were examined across all three versions of the DRAI. The table below depicts
the percentage of youth who met three-sixty criteria and were released, placed on supervised
release, or placed in secure detention by DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and DRAI-3.

Placement Decisions Across DRAIs for Three-Sixty Cases (2012-13)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Secure

Release Detention

DRAI-1* 8.1% 33.1% 58.8%
DRAI-2 1.0% 21.3% 77.7%
DRAI-3 1.0% 30.9% 68.1%

*Equals actual placement decision, including overrides
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Failures Rates of Youth Who Met Three-Sixty Criteria by DRAI Placement Decisions
Among the youth detained who met the three-sixty criteria, the Computed DRAI-1 ranged from two
to 71 points, while the DRAI-2 ranged from zero to 39, and the DRAI-3 ranged from zero to 32.

Failure rates for youth who met the three-sixty criteria across placement decisions of the DRAI-1,
DRAI-2, and DRAI-3 are presented in the table below.

Failure Rates Across DRAIs for Three-Sixty Cases (CY 2012-16)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Secure

Release Detention

DRAI-1 54.0% 50.1% 66.9%
DRAI-2 19.1% 40.7% 59.1%
DRAI-3 15.9% 50.5% 56.9%

Predictive Influence of Three-Sixty Criteria on FTA/NLV

A logistic regression model was computed to determine whether youth who met three-sixty criteria in
2012-13 were significantly more likely to fail to appear or incur a new law violation within 60 days of the
DRAI administration. The results suggest that the three-sixty criteria represent a positive and significant
predictor of failure (as shown below).

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA by Auto Theft

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Youth Meeting Three-Sixty Criteria 1.425 .031 2173.754 1 .000 4.157
Constant -1.341 .008 30279.031 1 .000 .262
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Phase 4 Requested Revisions

The Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) reviewed the results of the DRAI-1 and DRAI-2 in 2016 and
subsequently requested revisions to the instrument to include scoring all youth in the current offense
section, removing PACT indicators from the instrument (factors C.3, C.6, and C.7 from the DRAI-2),
rewording the language of release categories, and providing a set point value for mitigating factors. Set
points were established for mitigating factors by assigning a value of -1 in the absence of presenting risk
factors (see indicators 2.d., 3.e., and 4.e. below). Each of these requests was addressed and
incorporated into the DRAI-3(draft) following analysis by the Justice Research Center and One in 37
Research, in collaboration with DJJ officials. The DRAI-3(draft) is the version of the instrument that was
formally presented to the statewide DRAI Committee on December 11-12, 2017 (see below).

DRAI-3(draft)

Score only ONE item for each factor; use applicable category with the highest # of points.

1. Most Serious Current Offense
Capital, life and first-degree felony P8L 20

Violent first- and second-degree felonies and vehicular homicide 20

Any offense involving use or possession of firearm 20

Non-violent first and second-degree felony 10

Violent third-degree felony 6

Non-violent third-degree felony or any misdemeanor 3

w|l~lo|laln|o|le

Technical violation or municipal ordinance 2

N

. Prior Referrals

a. Three or more prior felony or misdemeanor referrals

Two prior felony or misdemeanor referrals

slo|n|w

b
. One prior felony or misdemeanor referral
d. Current offense is first offense

w

. Delinquent History

Prior abscond or escape from secure or non-secure program

History of law violation prior to court hearing

Two or more prior FTAs
History of VOP
No history of abscond, escape, law violation pending court, FTA or VOP

Gin|w|als

ola|ln|o|w

4. Current Legal Status
a. Currently committed

Current detention status/currently on supervised release or Home Detention

Currently on probation for 90 days or less

Currently on probation for more than 80 days

ola|n|e
wivlwlw] s

No current involvement

5. Current Age
a. Ageiiori2 0

b. Age13,614,150r16

¢ Agel7ori8 0
TOTAL SCORE

Scale: 6orless=Release 7 to 12 = Supervised Release 13 or more = Detain

The DRAI-3(draft) contains five items: Most Serious Current Offense, Prior Referrals, Delinquent History,
Current Legal Status and Age. Within each item there are individual indicators designed to measure
these factors. The point allocations identified on the instrument were developed in collaboration with DJJ
and based upon bivariate and multivariate analyses of the relative influence of each item and indicator
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relative to failure to appear and new law violations within 60 days of the DRAI administration. Mitigating
factors and PACT indicators were not included in the instrument. All offenses receive at least two points
within the Most Serious Current Offense item, as requested by the Department.

Following the initial statewide DRAI Committee Meeting in December 2017, committee members
requested additional analyses to examine the following:

1 Violent Offenses List Update
1 First Time Offenders with Multiple Presenting Burglary Referrals
1  Youth Scored on Underlying Offenses

T Misdemeanor Firearm Offenses

The Justice Research Center prepared a PowerPoint presentation to display the results of the requested
analyses to the designated DRAI sub-committee members (see DRAI Workgroup Meeting_January 5
2018_Final.pptx submitted to DJJ and the DRAI Committee). These results were presented to the full
DRAI Committee on January 30, 2018, at which time the committee voted on the instrument and agreed
to approve the DRAI-3(draft) provided the following changes were made:

1 Youth charged with a burglary of a dwelling (Florida Statutes 810.02 (3)(a) or (3)(b)) will be
assigned 10 points on the Most Serious Presenting Offense indicator.

1 Youth charged with five or more burglary offenses at one time will be assigned 10 points on the
Most Serious Presenting Offense indicator.

1 Youth charged with a non-violent first-, second-, or third-degree felony or any misdemeanor will
be assigned 6 points on the Most Serious Presenting Offense indicator.

The final detention risk assessment instrument was revised according to the three additional changes
noted above and renamed “DRAI-3” (see below). The data presented in this report are the final
calculations for the approved DRAI-3 instrument. The impact of these changes can be viewed in terms of
overall failure rates by each version of the DRAI, as presented in the following sections of the report.
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Score only ONE factor for each category; use applicable category with the highest

DRAI-3

int value.

1

Most Serious Current Offense

Capital, life and first-degree felony PBL

20

. Violent first- or second-degree felony or vehicular homicide

20

Any offense involving use or possession of firearm

20

b
3
d. violent third-degree felony, burglary of dwelling (F.5. 810.02 (3a) or (3b)) or five or

more current burglary charges

10

Non-violent first-, second-, or third-degree felony or any misdemeanor

Technical violation or municipal ordinance

Prior Referrals

Three or more prior felony or misdemeanor referrals

. Two prior felony or misdemeanor referrals

One prior felony or misdemeanor referral

b
c
d

. Current offense is first offense

Llofm|w

Delinquent History

Prior abscond or escape from secure or non-secure program

History of law violation prior to court hearing

Two or more prior FTAs

History of vOP

olaln|eo|w

No history of abscond, escape, law violation pending court, FTA or VOP

Lln|w| el

Current Legal Status

Currently committed

Current detention status/currently on supervised release or Home Detention

Currently on probation for 90 days or less

Currently on probation for more than 80 days

plain|e

No current involvement

Gl lw| wls

Current Age

Age 110r 12

b.

Age 13,14, 150r 16

c

Age 17 or 18

TOTAL SCORE

Scale: 6orless=Release 7 to 12 = Supervised Release 13 or more = Detain

Placement Decisions by DRAI Version

Placement decisions were examined across all three versions of the DRAI for all youth in the full
sample of 235,832 DRAI screens. The table below depicts the percentage of youth who were
released, placed on supervised release, or placed in secure detention by DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and

DRAI-3.
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Placement Decisions Across DRAI Screens for Full Sample (2012-16, n=235,832)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Secure

Release Detention

DRAI-1* 27.7% 20.8% 51.5%
DRAI-2 17.5% 38.4% 44.1%
DRAI-3 24.0% 36.5% 39.5%

*Equals actual placement decision, including overrides

Failures Rates by DRAI Version

Among the full sample, DRAI-1 scores ranged from -1 to 71 points, while the DRAI-2 scores ranged
from 0 to 39, and the DRAI-3 ranged from -1 to 32.

Failure rates were examined across placement decisions of the DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and DRAI-3, and
are presented in the table below (based on validation sample, as detained youth could not be
examined for failure).

Failure Rates Across DRAI Screens for Validation Sample (CY 2012-16, n=107,035)

DRAI Version Release Supervised Secure

Release Detention

DRAI-1¢ 19.3% 27.6% 42.3%
DRAI-2 10.0% 22.4% 42.7%
DRAI-3 12.2% 24.7% 39.6%

¢ Computed DRAI-1 to test validity of instrument

Predictive Validity of the DRAI-3

Bivariate and multivariate analyses were conducted and verified that all three versions of the DRAI were
predictive of an FTA/NLV within 21, 30, 45 and 60 days of the DRAI administration. The overall risk score
and corresponding detention placement decisions on the DRAI-1, DRAI-2, and DRAI-3 were predictive of
failure to appear or a new law violation across all four time periods. The distribution of failure rates by
versions of the DRAI instrument are presented below.

A logistic regression model was computed to determine whether the DRAI-3 score was predictive of
failure rates (FTA/NLV within 60 days). The results suggest that the DRAI-3 score is predictive of failure
(as shown below).
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B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
DRAI3 - Total Points .143 .002 5942.617 1 .000 1.153
Constant -2.507 .019 17631.531 1 .000 .082
Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by DRAI-3 Score (Validation Sample)
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
DRAI Placement Decision 5632.760 2 -000
Release vs. Secure Detention* -1.553 021 5581.634 1 -000 212
Supervised Release vs. Secure Detention -.693 .019 1386.200 1 .000 .500
R — -422 015 798.617 1 .000 656

DRAI-3 Predictive Validity Across Gender, Race, Ethnicity and Age

The predictive validity of the DRAI-1 across gender, race, ethnicity and age was firmly established in th
original 2014 validation study (Winokur Early, Blankenship, & Hand, 2014). Preliminary analyses

e

examined the predictive validity of the DRAI-3 for FTA and new law violations within 21-, 30-, and 45-days

for all youth, and sub-groups based on gender, race, ethnicity and age. The DRAI-3 score was
statistically significantly predictive (p < 0.001) of failure across these three time periods (21, 30, and 45
days) for all youth and each of the four sub-groups. The DRAI-3 is likewise predictive of failure

(FTA/NLV) within 60-days across each of the demographic subgroups as illustrated below in the logistic
regression models of failure rates by the total DRAI-3 score for gender, race, ethnicity, and age groups.

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Gender (DRAI-3)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
female DRAI3 - Total Points .146 .004 1347.849 1 .000 1.157
Constant -2.773 .038 5339.329 1 .000 .063
male DRAI3 - Total Points 137 .002 4218.364 1 .000 1.147
Constant -2.383 .022 11858.877 1 .000 .092

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Race (DRAI-3)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
other DRAI3 - Total Points 147 .032 21.384 1 .000 1.159
Constant -3.058 .276 122.802 1 .000 .047
white DRAI3 - Total Points .146 .003 2545.010 1 .000 1.158
Constant -2.745 .029 9156.617 1 .000 .064
black DRAI3 - Total Points 132 .002 2911.089 1 .000 1.141
Constant -2.241 .025 7771.700 1 .000 .106
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Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Ethnicity (DRAI-3)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Non-Hispanic ~ DRAI3 - Total Points 142 .002 4997.971 1 .000 1.153
Constant -2.480 .021 14500.476 1 .000 .084
Hispanic DRAI3 - Total Points .143 .005 901.203 1 .000 1.154
Constant -2.625 .047 3075.273 1 .000 .072

Logistic Regression of 60-Day FTA/NLV by Age (DRAI-3)

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
12 and Under DRAI3 - Total Points 133 -009 236.409 1 -000 1.143
o -2.330 072 1058.484 1 .000 .097
13-16 DRAI3 - Total Points 144 .002 4295.064 1 .000 1.155
Constant -2.426 023 11345.487 1 .000 .088
17 and Older DRAI3 - Total Points 135 004 1221.569 1 -000 1.145
Constant 2.715 .039 4894.818 1 .000 .066

Concluding Remarks

The newly adopted DRAI-3 instrument is predictive of risk to fail, across the full sample and all
demographic sub-samples (gender, race, ethnicity, and age). These results held for both the score, as
well as DRAI risk categories (release, home detention, and secure detention). In other words, failure
rates significantly increased as the risk category increased from release to secure detention.

The Florida Department of Juvenile Justice has made significant strides to further refine its detention risk
assessment instrument and screening process. To this end, future directions may seek to incorporate
additional policies and procedures to effective implement and monitor the revised DRAI-3 instrument.
While a number of the following recommendations were previously noted in the 2014 validation study,
they bear repeating here within the context of the current validation and revision study.

All DRAI screens should be completed and scored in full. The initial validation study of the
DRAI-1 conducted in 2014 (Winokur Early, et al., 2014) found that two-thirds (65%) of all DRAI
screens resulted in scores of zero or missing; this included 47% of youth placed in secure
detention, 61% of youth placed on home detention or supervised release, and 99% of the youth
released. This prevents ongoing norming and validation of the instrument, given the lack of
completed scores (without engaging in the complicated process of calculating what the score
should have been after the fact as was done by the Justice Research Center for the current
evaluation). Complete screening data should be collected on all arrested youth being considered
for placement to a juvenile detention center, even if the court has ordered detention. At one point
in Florida’s recent history, the Florida Supreme Court prohibited the use of secure detention for
contempt of court (A.A. v. Rolle, 604 So.2d 813 [FLA. 1992]). While its use has since been
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statutorily permitted (Fla. Stat. § 985.24(1)(d), 2013), detention decisions should nonetheless be
based upon findings that a youth presents a substantial risk of not appearing for court or of
reoffending. The goals of detention risk screening are to ensure objectivity, uniformity, and
fairness in the detention decision-making process (Steinhart, 2006). These goals are not served
unless all juveniles referred for a secure custody decision are handled alike. If risk screens are
not fully scored it becomes nearly impossible to monitor real-time detention decisions and DRAI
outcomes in any meaningful way.

Perform ongoing monitoring of the DRAI-3. Conduct an annual review of the DRAI-3 to
confirm that it is current with changes in law, policy, caseloads, and/or data trends. As discussed
earlier, three-sixty kids or mandatory holds are the result of a recent statutory change in 2014
requiring youths who have been taken into custody on three or more separate occasions within a
60-day period to be directly placed into secure detention pending the initial detention hearing
(F.S. 982.25(1)(b)). The current evaluation was able to examine the impact of this law, as well as
recent concerns over chronic auto theft offenders, and incorporate the data-driven results into the
revision of the DRAI. As time passes and local trends and services shift, it will be critical to fully
assess the impact of statutory changes to the assessment of risk to fail to appear or commit a
new crime pending initial court appearance. Real-time monitoring through online dashboards
may also permit examination of trends in DRAI screening and outcomes, as well as continued
evaluation of the predictive strength of the instrument across subsamples of youth based on
gender, race, ethnicity and age.

Further examine failures to appear. Further analyses should be conducted to determine if
system failures contribute to failures to appear for court hearings. For example, improper notice
of the court date or inability of parents to get their child to court, may be factors that could be
addressed by FDJJ thereby reducing FTAs and the use of secure detention for youth whose
failure to appear in court may be out of their control. A number of counties exhibited higher-than-
average FTA rates among the validation sample in both the 2014 study, as well as the current
evaluation (these geographical differences were presented to the DRAI Committee members
during the December 2017 meetings). Further analysis may start by examining FTA policies and
procedures in these areas.

Pilot a court appearance notification program. In an effort to address high FTA rates, other
jurisdictions have implemented court appearance notification programs. Such initiatives involve
having department or contracted staff contact youth and their parents/guardians regarding
upcoming court appearances. An automated cell phone notification system could also be used to
increase appearances. Consideration should be given to implementing a similar program in
Florida.

Evaluate the effectiveness of supervised release services, home detention, and electronic
monitoring. Thirty percent of the youth placed on home detention or electronic monitoring
reoffended or failed to appear for court within 60 days of the DRAI screening. It is important that
these moderate-risk youth receive services that address their risks and needs, and help them to
avoid further court involvement. Analyses should identify factors related to failure among this
group and consideration should be given to developing effective alternatives to detention.
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Judicial orders to secure detention warrant review. Just under 20,000 youth were placed in
secure detention as the result of a judicial order or contempt of court. This admission criterion
was found to be unrelated to failure in the current study and in the initial validation study in 2014.
This suggests that further review of these cases is warranted to ensure that low-risk youth are not
being over-detained. Additional analysis is also needed to determine whether low-scoring youth
are being detained as the result of non-law or technical violations of probation, as these youth
may be better served through alternative interventions to detention.

Further enhance alternatives to secure detention. Ideally, a range of alternatives to detention
should be available and suited to match the range of risk scores produced by the DRAI. The
goals of alternatives to secure detention should be to: 1) provide evidence-based therapeutic
interventions to youth, 2) reduce the days a juvenile spends in secure detention, 3) improve court
appearance rates, and 4) reduce rates of reoffending during the pre-adjudication/disposition
period.

Further pilot evening reporting centers. Evening reporting centers (ERC) have been used in
other jurisdictions to provide highly structured and well-supervised group activities during high-
risk time periods for youth classified as medium or high risk to reoffend or FTA. The centers
allow youth to continue attending school and remain at home. If expanded, ERC can also provide
short-term intensive treatment and skill building in a structured environment that promotes the
safety of the community and the juvenile.
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