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' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Commonwealth of Virginia currently operates seven institutions. One facility is
vastly different than the others in that it offers a substance use treatment program to all
admitted youth. Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center began operating as a substance use
treatment facility in 1993. From 1993 to 1997 the state provided counselors to
implement the program, however, since 1997 a private treatment provider, the Gateway
Foundation, has been contracted to administer treatment services.

The program offered at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center is highly structured. It
utilizes a therapeutic community approach to try and instill change into the offenders by
having the youth be accountable for not only their behavior but the behavior of their
peers as well. The treatment provided at the center is grounded in behavioral and social
learning concepts and includes anger management, life skills development, substance
education, relapse prevention, behavioral management issues, and individual and group
counseling. Overall, the approach emphasized at Barrett seeks to help the youth
recognize and learn from his negative attitudes and behaviors, rather than focusing only
on the mere custody and care of the youth.

In general, the remaining institutions operated by the Commonwealth of Virginia seek to
achieve public safety while meeting the disciplinary, medical, recreational, and treatment
needs of the youth. The facilities do offer treatment in the areas of substance abuse, sex
. : offender, individual and group therapy, skills counseling, and educational and vocational
‘training to the youth. However, services are provided on an “as needed” basis. That is,
not all youth receive treatment and the intensity, duration, and quantity varies by
offenders. Additionally, the traditional institutions have implemented a quasi-military
program (LEADER) that is designed to assist with behavioral change in the youth.

Due to the unique nature of Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center it is important to assess
the impact, if any, it has on the outcome of youth released from the program. Therefore,
the purpose of this research is to evaluate the impact of the program on recidivism.
Specifically, this study has the following objectives:

e to assess the current state of the treatment being offered,
e to select an adequate comparison group, and

e to evaluate the effectiveness of treatment offered at Barrett Juvenile Correctional
Center by examining the outcome of youth admitted to the Center compared to
youth who were eligible for admittance to the Center but were detained at a
traditional juvenile correctional center.

The outcomes of the youth are defined as:

o the likelihood and number of rearrests at the juvenile and adult level,

.
-

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



’ o the likelihood and number of reconvictions at the juvenile and adult level,

e the likelihood and number of substance use incidents obtained from the parole
officer reports, and -

e the likelihood and number of substance related charges received at the juvenile
and adult level.

The Correctional Program Assessment Inventory (CPAI) was administered at Barrett
Juvenile Correctional Center and Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center in order to assess
the current state of treatment provided to the youth. In brief, the CPAI investigates how
closely a program adheres to the principles of effective intervention that have been found
to be associated with the outcome of offenders when released. The two institutions were
selected to examine the program offered to the treatment group (Barrett Juvenile
Correctional Center) and an “average™ institution in the Commonwealth where many
comparison youth are admitted (Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center).

The results of the CPAI reveal differences in the categorical scores between each of the -
institutions and the overall score as well. Specifically, the CPAI score for Barrett is
“very satisfactory” and for Hanover “satisfactory, but needs improvement”. Therefore, it
is shown that there are differences between how closely the institutions adhere to the

. ' - principles of effective intervention, indicating that Barrett follows them more closely.
Given this it is anticipated that the outcome of the youth released from Barrett will be
more positive than youth released from the other institutions.

In order to assess the outcome of the experimental youth it is essential to select an
appropriate comparison group. This is accomplished through a matching procedure that
occurred retrospectively. Specifically, when a youth was released from Barrett a similar
youth was selected from those detained at the other medium security institutions. The
variables that the youth were matched on include the age at admission, gender — all
males, date of release, race of the offender, mandatory or recommended need for
substance use treatment, and sentence length. This process yielded 412 experimental
youth and 406 comparison youth who were released between July 1, 1998 and June 30,
2000.

‘Examination of the two groups reveals they are similar with regards to age, race, prior
commitments, DSM IV assessments, and need for substance abuse treatment. However,
the two groups do vary by dependency and sentence length with the average sentence
length being longer for the comparison youth. With regards to any differences among the
outcome of the youth, the results show that regardless of facility placement, most youth
were rearrest and reconvicted and were not using a substance or charged on a substance
related offense. Although examination of the number of reconvictions, substance use
incidents, and substance related charges did reveal significant bi-variate differences

. between the groups. With the Barrett youth having fewer reconvictions than the
comparison group but a higher number of reported substance use incidents and substance
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. related charges than the comparison youth. Furthermore, the multi-variate models that
control for differences among the youth reveal that the significant differences are
maintained for reconviction and substance use.

The analysis did not stop by examining difference between facility types, rather, it probed
further into any differences among Barrett youth only. The program offered at Barrett is
grounded in phases of release, so this variable was pursued. Specifically, it is assumed
that youth who are released without completing all four treatment phases of release have
not been exposed to. the entire treatment regime offered at the Center, the outcomes
should vary by treatment phase of release (i.e., phase four youth having more positive
outcomes compared with phase three, two, or one; the outcome of phase three youth
being more satisfactory than phase two or one) and between those who have completed
the entire program (completers, phase four) to those who did not complete the program
(non-completers, phase one, two, and three).

The results found no significant difference in the outcome of youth when examining
phase of release but did uncover some variation when looking at completers versus non-
completers. Specifically, it was established that those who complete the entire program
are less likely to be reconvicted of an offense or charged with a substance related offense
in relation to those who did not complete the entire program (non-completers). The
differences established in the bi-variate models were not maintained in the multi-variate
models.

. Overall, the results of the CPAI indicate that it would not be unreasonable to expect a -
difference in the outcome of youth admitted to Barrett and traditional detention centers.
This is due to the closer adherence to the principles of effective intervention by Barrett
Juvenile Correctional Center. The results do reveal significant bi-variate relationships
among most outcome measures examining variations in the number of incidents. In
addition, when controlling for variations in individual characteristics it was still found
that youth admitted to Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center had fewer reconvictions than
those detained at traditional detention centers. However, the results did discover that
Barrett youth had a higher number of substance use incidents reported by the parole
officer and a higher number of substance related charges relative to the comparison
youth. This finding is not in the expected direction but may be influenced by the parole
officers closer monitoring of substance related issues for the experimental group based on
their primary treatment need. But, in general, it must be noted that most youth,
regardless of institutional placement, were involved with the criminal justice system at
least one time upon release.

Furthermore, the results did not show a significant difference in the outcome of the
Barrett youth only by phase of release. And the results uncovered a significant difference
only among the bi-variate analysis between program completers and non-completers
when considering reconviction and substance related charges. Based on the results of the
CPAI and analysis it is recommended that the program offered at Barrett Juvenile

. Correctional Center may be improved if: '

iii
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. o standardized assessment instruments for risk, needs, and responsivity are
administered to the youth and the results then utilized to match clients learning
styles, risk levels, and so on to the appropriate treatment providers and dosage of
treatment, and

o the system of phases toward release must adopt a policy of graduation to the next
phase based on the youth’s behavior rather than completion of the curriculum for
each phase.

Additionally, the program structure appears to be sound (according to the CPAI) so the
implementation process may need to be enhanced. Some points found in the CPATI and
from earlier research conducted at Barrett (Gordon and Stichman, forthcoming) suggest
areas that could strengthen the current implementation process.
¢ Providing additional resources to appropriately train all staff (treatment and
custody) so they are proficient in the treatment protocol in order to enhance the
quality of the therapeutic community.

e Eliminate all components of the LEADER program due to its conflicting goals
with achieving a therapeutic community.

e Create an aftercare program in the community that mimics the institutional
program in order to obtain any long-term effects.

Implementation of these recommendations should improve the overall quality of the
program implementation process and youth accountability. In addition, it will provide
future research at the facility more information to help clarify the appropriate target
population for the program.
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. SECTION 1: A DESCRIPTION OF THE JUVENILE PROCESSING SYSTEM, |
BARRETT JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL CENTER AND TRADITIONAL
JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL CENTERS IN THE COMMONWEALTH

There é.fe three specific objectives to this research: (é) to assess the current'state
of the treatment being offered, (b) to select an adequate comparison group, and (c) to
provide an assessment of the effectiveness of treatment provideed at Barrett Juvenile
Correctional Center by examining the outcome of youth adifﬁtted to the Center compared
to youth who were eligible for admittance to the Center Bu_t were detained at a traditional
juvenile correctional center. -

The current state of the treatment being examined by conducting the Correctional
Program Assessment Inventory (CPAI) at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center and one
traditional detention center (Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center). The CPAI was

. .developed by Gendreau and Andrews (1994) to detérmine how well a program confofms
to and implements the principles of effective correctional intervention. The principles of
effective intervention consist of program components which have been found to have a
positive impact on the outcome of treatment programs and include matters such as using
behavioral or cognitive intervention strategies, targeting high-risk offenders, and
emphasizing pro-social attitudes and behaviors (Andrews and Bonta 1994; Gendreau
-1996). |

The sufficiency of the comparison éroup will be examined i)y outlining the steps
taken to retrospectively select the comparison group and by providing some demogfaphic
characteristics, criminal history characteristics, and standardized score information_
between the two groups. And the final objective is accomplished by investigative the

l rearrest, reconviction, substance use, and substance related charges received between the
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two groups. Prior to delving into the findings for the three objectives it is important to

‘explain the processing procedures that determine the facility where a youth is detained

and a description of the program offered at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center.

Correctional Processing System at the Reception and Diagnostic Center

Prior tb inﬁitutional placement the youth enters the Recep:tioﬁ and Diagnostic
Center (RDC) located in Richmond, Virginia. The goal of RDC is to assess the youth’s
needs and determine (a) the most appropriate institutional placement, (b) the services to
be provided, and (c) the youth’s sentence length. This is accomplisheci by conducting a
tﬂorough assesément 6f the youth. | |

Specifically, staff members at RDC probe into each youth’s criminal history,

‘social history, educational history, psychological functioning, physical health, substance

use history, and skills functioning. Most of the information is not gathered using
standardizedrins'truments, however there are two widely used instruments at RDC: the
Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Iﬁventory (SASSI) and DSM IV. The SASSI consists
of 26 items that ask about the use of alcohol/drugs and related consequences and contains
another 55 items that help discriminate individuals with a substance dependency problem
to those without. Specifically, the SASSI scores the youth as substance dependent,
abusive, or neither abusive nor dependent.

The American Psychological Association created the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mentél Disorders, which is in its fourth edition. The manual is used to classify
psychological and mental health disorders. The DSM IV is comprised of seventeen
major categories with five axes. The axes consist of clinical disorders; personality

disorders and mental retardation; general medical conditions; psychosocial and
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. environmental problems; and global functioning. The data collected by RDC fall within |
axis one (clinical disorders) and axis two (personality disorders and mental retardation).
Specifically, the youth are evaluated to see if they meet the criteria for the DSM-IV in the
following areas: ADHA, xﬁood disorders, substance abuse disordef, substance-
dependence disorder, mental retardation, dissociative disorder, oppositional defiant
disorder, conduct disorder, anxiety disorder, psychotic disorder, pers;ﬁa]ity disorder, and
other.

The combination of all of the assessment information obtained enables the RDC
staff to determine institutional placement and sentence length. The youth may be
sentenced to one of seven insﬁtutions operated by the Department of Juvenile Justicé. |
The criteria for each of the detention centers vary and are a function of the youth’s age,

. 4 offense severity level, sentence length, and the particular needs of the youth.

Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center

Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center, located in the metro-Richmond area, is a
single-purpose residential substance abuse facility for committed male youth. The
program began in late 1993 from federal funding from the United States Department of
Health and Human Services Center for Substance Abuse Treatment. The Commonwealth
took over the operation of the éi(pendinlres at the end of the federal funding. Around the
same point in time, the Commonwealth began contracting the substance abuse treatment
program out to a private treatment provider, the Gateway Foundation.

Barrett operates as a medium level secure facility and has an average daily

. capacity between 100 to 130 youth. The youth are considered for admission if they are
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. male, ages 11 to 18, have a Length of Stay from6to 18 rmonths, and have a
" recommended or mandatory need for substance abuse treatment'. The center does not
~ permit the admission of youth with severe emotional problems; low intellectual
ﬁlnctiohing; céinmitted fdr niurder, rape,’ fofcible sodomy, or arson of an occupied |
building; reached age 18 ét the time of commitment; present a major psychiatric illness;
or are in need of participétion of specialized sek 6ﬁ.‘énder treatment I;rograms 0ffered at
other correctional centers (Program Manual 1998, 1994). The majority of the exclusion
criteria are because the facility does not have the ability to meet the needs of such youth.
Barrett Juvenile Correctional Cent_er offers a highly structured program. A central
component is the use of a therapeutic commuﬁity‘aglbproaéh; Thls approach fostérs an
environment of personal growth and responsibility as the emphasis is on changing the
. youths’ negative attitudes and behaviors, rathér than mere custody for a period of months
or years. This process of change is guided by a system of phases toward release in which
each phase has its own goals and objectives that aie implemented within a specified .
curriculum. Movement to a higher phase is based on successful curriculum completion.
The treatment process is not solely focused on the substance abuse dependency of
the youth. A variety of behavioral and social learning concepts are app]_ied to each phase
and group session in an attempt to alter the youths” attitudes and behaviors. These
techniques include anger management, a behavior management system, relapse
prevention, life skills development, stress management, substance abuse education,

family involvement; and individual and group counseling sessions. The Center takes a

' A designation for mandatory substance abuse treatment is made when the youth’s
. committing offense is directly related to his use of alcohol or other drugs; a designation
for recommended substance abuse treatment is made when the youth’s substance use

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. holistic approach to the treatment of the youth in order to determine the triggers of
substance abuse and its relationship with delinquent behavior. Thus, the Center
recognizes the interrelationship of all aspects of the youth’s life in producing a delinque_nt
liféstyle énd offers a multi—modél treatment ’approach. | |

Both a qualitative and quantitative analysis of how closely the center adheres to
the principles of effective iﬁtefvention was conducted (Gordon 1999;’Sticlnnén 1998).
The results uncover that the program satisfactorily implements many of the necessary
items that have been shown to make a positive impact on the outcome of the youth.
Therefore, the program appears to operate in accordance with the growing literature that

outlines effective program structure.

. ‘ : Traditional Juvenile Cofrectiox_:al Centers

The Commonwealth of Virginia operates six institutions other thﬁn Barrétt, one is
a maximum security institution (Culpepper), another is for special needs individuals (Oak
Ridge), and the remaining are classiﬁéd as medium security with most being located in
the metro-Richmond area. Youth who are eligible for Barrett but are not admitted, would
be eligible to enter one of the remaining medium security institutions. In general youth
who meet the Barrett criteria but were not admitted were generally not given access
Beca'use of bed space or additional needs that were beﬁer served at another institutibn.

In general, the goal of these traditional institutions is to achieve public safety
while meeting the disciplinary, medical, recreational, and treatment needs of the youth.

The facilities do offer treatment in the areas of substance abuse, sex offender education,

. affects his ability to function in the community, but cannot be directly tied to his
committing offense. (Program Manual 1998, 1994)

“ea
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. individual and group therapy, skills counseling, and educational and vocational training |
to the youth. However, services are provided on an “as needed” basis. That is, not all
youth receive treatment and the intensity, duration, and quantity varies by oﬂ'enders..
Additionally, the institﬁtions do not use a therapeutic coinmunjfy appvroachlt(‘) attempt to
achieve change. The traditional institutions implement the LEADER pro gram’® which is
designéd to improve structure, safety, and discipline throughout the ;aciﬁties by using a
military-model (i.e. bootcamp like structure) within the daily activities. The LEADER
program stresses leadership, education, achievement, discipline, empowerment, and
responsibility. The structure in the program also addresses behavioral management
issues. o

To summarize, it should be clear that there are two main differences between

. _ Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center and the rema'ining' institutions in the |
Commonwealth. One is the fact that Barrett offers the same basic style of treatment to all
youth and employs a therapeutic community approach. And, the other 1s that the |
traditional institutions rely on a quasi-military model or similar model to instill discipline
and change of the offenders. Thus, the structural and programmatic differences of the
facilities suggest the potential for differences to occur with regards to the outcome of the

offender.

Related Literature
Although therapeutic communities have been in existence with offender therapy
since the early 1900°s (Pan, Scapitti, Inciardi, and Wood 1993) the level of

. implementation and understanding varies. In general, a therapeutic community involves

2 Barrett has not fully implemented all of the components of the LEADER program.
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. the treatment experience occurring around the clock. That is, this total treatment
environment relies on the mutual responsibility of all residents (staff and offenders) to -
adhere to the program’s goals, objectives, and regulations through shared reinforcement
within the daily regimeh. .

Researchers have provided principles to assist in developing and monitoring
therapeutic environments (Wexler and Lipton 1993). Wexler and Lil;ton stress that forr a
therapeutic community to be effective then a variety of principies must be applied at three
levels: the state, the institution, and the individual. The state level principles surround the
issue of continual support from all involved agencies and state representatives. The
endérsement Vof the governor and a special committee to oversee its function coiﬁbiﬁed |
with public influence and program evaluations will enabie a program to stay on target to

. achieve its original goals and objectives.

The institutions responsibilities are diverse. They include, but are not limited to,
assessing and matching the clients individualiiéd treatment needs; establishing rules,
regulations, behavioral contracts, and a system of rewards and sanctions; creating a
protective environment isolated from the general population; providing role models;
encouraging open communication, flexibility, and integrity; and making treatment -
available for 9 to 12 months and planning a solid re-entry program into the community
‘which continues the basic structure of the institutional program. And the individual level
principles involve assisting the offender identify areas of need; providing inspiration to
continue; offering incentives to motivate positive behaviors; challenging what the
oﬁ'eﬁder has learned; and making sure the transition into the community is satisfactory.

‘ The importance of implementing the principles is to achieve a therapeutic community

7
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. which, as prior research indicates, produces change among offenders (Brook and

Whitehead 1980; DeLeon 1985, 1984; Holland 1982; Wexler, Falkin, and Lipton 1988,
. 1990).

Such models have only been succeésﬁilly integrated into insﬁtutionzﬂ settings
during the past decade (Wexler, Melnick, Lowe, & Peters 1999). The application to the
institutional setting currently remains appropriate because it provides !an avenue to offer a
highly structured program and supportive environment to challenge the inmates current
ways of thinking. Additionally, this setting can address issues related to recovery and
relapse prevention. As mentionéd, the results of the TC environment among substance
users have been favorable, however, a criticism that exists is the lack of long-term
success due to the absence of aftercare (Martin, Butzin, Saum, & Inciardi 1999).

. However, some programs do extend the institutional ﬁrogramming into the
community after release. In general, the community efforts upon reléasé from‘a périod of
confinement can be classified as aftercare, work-release, or a combination of both
(Martin et al. 1999; Wexler et aL 1999; Knight, Simpson, and Hiller 1999; Wexler,
DeLeon, Thomas, Kressler, & Peters 1999; Nielsen & Scarpitti 1997). Studies that have
examined the impact of such efforts reveal that in-prison programming combined with an
aftercare component has the strongest impact on reducing recidivism.

The majority of the available research focuses on adults and it has been
recognized that therapeutic communities for juveniles must be modified (Dembo,
Williams, and Schmeidler 1993). This is due to the variation in drug use and history

combined with the youths needs (i.e., education). At any rate, research indicates that

Tea
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. therapeutic communities operating with juveniles who have a substance issue are

effective (DeLeon and Ziengenfuss 1986).
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‘ SECTION 2: AN ASSESSMENT OF THE CURRENT STATE OF THE
PROGRAM OFFERED AT BARRETT AND A TRADITIONAL DETENTION AS
EXAMINED BY THE CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
INVENTORY
The Correcﬁdnal Program Assessment Inventory (CPAI) (Gendreau and
Andrews 1989) provides a quantitative method for determining the extent to which a
program adheres to the principles of effective intervention. In general, the principles
consist of various conditions that are correlated with successful correctional programs.
These principles encompass the notion that sound programs should (a) be theoretically
grounded, (b) properly assess clients, (c) use behavioral incenﬁves, (d) select appropriate
clients, (e) be concernedrwith issues related to the risk, needs, and responsivity of the
client, and (f) have well trained and competent staff (Gendreau 1996).
Speciﬁcally, the CPAI has six primary areas, which include, program
. implementétion and the program director; client pre-service assessﬁient; characteristics of
the prc; gram; characteristics and practices of the staff; prior evaluation and outcome
studies; and miscellaneous items such as ethical guidelines and levels of community
support. The information needed to assess a program is obtained (a) through a series of
face-to-face interviews with several staff members (i.e., program director, staff members)
and (b) the examination of case files, program manuals, and assessment tools. The
information ascertained is then used to dichotomously score sixty-five items that assess
wﬁéther or not these princliples were present. The score is then summarized for eéch of
the six areas and scored acéordhlg to the hmnber of criteria present versus number of

criteria applicable to the program. The scores from all six areas are totaled and an

overall assessment score is provided. The assessment score is translated into “very
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. satisfactory” (70% or above), “satisfactory” (60% - 69%), “satisfactory, but needs
improvement” (50% - 59%), and “ unsatisfactory” (below 50%).
| The CPAI was conducted by an outs_ide consultant at Barrett Juvenile
Correctional Center and Hanover juvenile"Correctional Center (Stichman 2000, '2001)'
Hanover Juvenile Coﬁectional Center was selected to represent an “average” juvenile
institution. Hanover has roughly the same number of youth and is lo;:ated within 5 miles
of Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center. Therefore, selection of Hanover eliminates any
issues related to differences in staff variations that may occur if comparing two
institutions located in different areas and variations in any larger community factoré (i.e.,'
paﬂicipation and support by local gfoups). |
The CPAI was conducted at Barrett during the summer of 2000 and at Hanover in
‘ the Fall of 2001. The delay for the implementationbof the CPAI at Hanover was due to
the approval process required with the.Depar'tme.nt of Juvenile Justice. And it must be
noted that during this delay the superintendent at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center

was transferred to Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center. The results of the CPAI reports

are summarized below.

Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center

The overall fating of Barrett is very satisféctory, with all but one of the
individually assessed sections (program characteristics) receiving a score less than very
satisfactory. The first area examined is the program implementation (Stichman 2000). :
This section points to the following assets: (a) the qualifications of the superintendent, (b)

. the ability of the program to meet the needs of the community, (c) the acceptance of the

11

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. program by the larger community, and (d) the programs use of theoretically grounded
models in order to achieve client change. It was suggested that program implementation
can be enhanced if the superitendent provides direct service to the client rather than
simple daily contact. | | i

Barrett received a score of very satisfactory with regards to the client pre-service
assessment. This is primarily due to the fact that the clients are thorc;ughly aé.séésed m a
multitude of areas at the Reception and Diagnostic Center (RDC) prior to admission to an
institution. However, the assessments regarding risk, needs, and responsivity are still
limited and do not involve suﬁiciént standardized assessments. The integration of
standardized instruments would enhance the programs ability to provide VaIM)pr‘c;p;iar.té
levels and doses of service to the client. Furthemore, matching the learning styles of the

. offenders to the styles of the treatment provider may also improve the quality of service.

| As indicated earlier, the area of program characteristics received a score of |
satisfactory but needs improvement. This sectiﬁn of the CPAI is concerned wiﬂ] the
program’s ability to target and treat criminogenic behaviors. The program’s strengths in
this area include (a) the program’s ability to target such behaviors, (b) the use of the
therapeutic community, (c) the flexibility of the program to allow for client input, and (d)
the input the treatment staff has on the discharge plans for the offender.

However, the program characteristics are comprised from severalyfactors. First,
the facility has implemented several portions of the LEADER program (a quasi-military
program) within its daily structure. Sﬁch a program does not suit well with thé treatmént
philosophy espoused at Barrett. Second, there is no variation in the intensity or duration

‘ of services offered based on the clients risk level. Nor is there any use of responsivity in
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' . | the sense of matching the client charapteristics to the treatment being offered.
Furthermore, the use of the LEADER program has compromised the treatment programs
ability tovmaintaibn a satisfactory balance between the rewards and punishments _oﬁ'ered_.v

| And finally, the progrém does not accommodate for the occurrence of “booster seésions” -'
in order to try and maintain prosocial behaviors.
The fourth section éf the CPAI focuses on the ch'aracteristicstof the program staff,

It has been found that the majority of the counseling staff has a bachelor degree (80%)
with ten percent having an advanced degree. Iﬁ addition, the majority of the staff have
worked With the program over the paét several years. One issue of concern regarding |
staff characteristics is that few of the staff had any ekﬁeﬁenée with anothef treatment

- program prior to their being hired at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center. Furthermore,

. ~ there is a lack of adequate training for all staff hired.

The final two areas of the CPAI (evaluation and other) reveal that Barrett has |
implemented quality assurance protocol, gathers client satisfaction through an exit-
survey, and utilizes an ethics manual to maintain the confidentiality of the client. Thus,

the report reflects that the Barrett program is implementing a significant portion of the

principles of effective intervention.

Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center
The overall score for Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center is satisfactory, but
needs improvement. The areas of client pre-service assessment and “other” received a

score of very satisfactory, while program implementation and staff characteristics were
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. scored as satisfactory, and the remaining categories (program characteristics and
evaluation) were classified as unsatisfactory (Stichman 2001).

The area of program irnplementation outlines that the sup¢ﬁntendent has an
apprdpriate educational and work éXperienée background td select and supér'vise.
individuals responsible for the smooth running of the facility. It stressed that the
implementation of é program requires the support both within the agelncies framework
and the greater community and it appears there is support for the program at both levels.
The evaluator examples the fact that there is the existence of a sex offender advisory
committee at the Department of Juvenile Justice who assist in determining such items as,
the apbropriate number of beds made available for sex offenders. However, the -
pro gramy implementation may be improved if the superintendent provides direct care to

‘ the clients and the appropriate treatment literature is consulted more often and, more
importantly, integrated into tﬁe »treatm-ent protocol.

The area of client pre-service assessment received a score of very satisfactory.
Again all clients who are convicted of an offense and sentenced to an institution are first
admitted to the Reception and Diagnostic Center where they are thoroughly assessed in a
variety of areas. Such an assessment determines the appropriate institutional placement
and the areas in which the offender needs treatment. However there is no evidence that
the informatibn gathered by RDC staff mémbers is used to determine the most |
appropriate type of treatment.

The program characteristics section outlines that Hanover provides a variety of
treatment groups (i.e., anger management, substance use, sex offender) that appear to be

. based on cognitive behavioral theory. In addition, the LEADER program has been
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' . modified at Hanover to maintain structure and discipline but eliminate the conﬁontationai
style associated with the original LEADER program. The staff use rewards (i.e.,
privileges, praise) and punishments (i.e., demotion, program restrictions, verbal prompts)
to gam cOmph'ance and ii appears that staff are'using.rewards and punish:hents at the
same rate. So it is suggested that the staff increase the use of rewards over punishments
tobeata more écceptable level 7(74:1 or higher).

The characteristics of a program should vary the level of service according to the
offender’s level of risk, however, it does not appear that this is the case. Nor does the
CPAI report reflect that Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center is matching client
characterisiics to treetriielii si;le. Thus, all youth who participate in a treatrnent group are
receiving the same information and the literature shows that treatment is most effective if

‘ | provided at appropriate intensity and for a sufficient duration (Van Voorhis, Braswell,
and Lester 19.97). And, at this point, treatment progress is more concerned with the
youth’s sentence length rather than his ability to meet and utilize the skills obtained in
treatment.

The fourth area evaluated, staff characteristic, received a satisfactory rating. The
report indicates that all program staff surveyed has at least a bachelor degree and seventy-
five percent of the staff have prior experience in another program. The staff

- characteristics which need improvement include the area of clinical supervision and
enhancement of the integration of the treatment staff and institutional staff in order to
provide a more cohesive program to the youth.

Hanover received an unsatisfactory score in the area of evaluation. This is

. because there has been no standardized way to assess the client’s satisfactory with the
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. experience, progress upon release, or an outside evaluation of the programs
implementation or outcome. And the final are of “other” reflects that/Hanover maintains
confidentiality by following the ethical manual. Therefore, the treatment at Hanover

 reflects partial implementation of issues related to the principles of effective intervention.

A Comparison of the CPAI at Barrett and Hanbver

bFigures 1 and 2 provide a pictorial look at how the institutions compare With each
other and to normative data. As indicated earlier, Barrett’s overall score was very
satisfactory and Hanover’s was satisfactory, but needs improvement. The variation in the
overall scores is understood when examining the differences in the séore fof each
assessed category (see Figure 1). In all but one category (assessment), Barrett scored

. equal to or higher than the program at Hanover.

Figure 2 reveals the categorical scores for Barrett and Hanover as compared _to.
normative data. The normative data are provided by “researchers at the University of .
Cincinnati (who) have assessed over 240 programs nationwide using the CPAI”
(Stichman 2001: 2). Both Barrett and Hanover fair well in comparison to the normative

- data in most categories. To illustrate, Hanover is assessed at a higher percentage than the
normative data in the categories of assessment, treatment, staffing, and other. And
Barrett scores higher than the normative data in all of the categories. |

More important, both institutions have an overall higher percentage and score in

comparison with the normative data. The CPAI report indicates that “approximatély 8

percent of the programs assessed have been classified as ‘very sétisfactory’, 23 percent
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- Figure 1: Correctional Program Assessment Inventory:
Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center with Barrett Juvenile Correctional
| Center |
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- Figure 2: Correctional Program Assessment Inventory:
Comparison of Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center and Hanover
Correctional Center with Normative Data
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‘ ‘satisfactory’, 38 percent ‘satisfactory but needs improvement’, and 31 percent as
‘unsatisfactory’” (Stichman 2001: 2). Thus, the program offered at Barrett is in an elite
category with regards to their ability to adhere to the principles of effective intervention.

| As such, the literatﬁre suggests that such'a’ i)rogram shouid have a favorable impact with
regards to the outcome of the offender, prior to the examination of the outcome of youth

selected for this study it is important to discuss the sample selection process.
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. SECTION 3: THE ADEQUACY OF THE COMPARISON GROUP
The second objective is the selection of an adequate comparison group. A
random selection process was not feasible due to the juvenile classification process in
' Virginia, so a matching procedure was hhplemented; The goal of matchmg is to select
“unserved target(s) as controls who resemble the treated targets as much as possible in
relevant ways” (Rossi and Freeman 1989: 258). Furthermore, the lit;rature derﬁdﬁstrates
that solid matching procedures are a satisfactory way to select a comparison group
(Lipsey 1992).
The matching procedures used for this study attempts to mimic the selection
criteria of Barrett as much as possible. Recall that the Center‘ll'eceivés commltted male B
offenders who have a mandatory or recommended need for substance use treatment and a
. ' Length of Stay (sentence length) of 1o less than six months. Additional items that are
| esséntiél to match the youth include, the offender’s race, agé at admission, and date of
release. Thus, the following variables are a list of items in which a comparisoh youth
was selected: age at admission, date of release, race of the offender, mandatory or
recommended need for substance use treatment, and Length of Stay.
So, the sample consists of all youth released from Barrett Juvenile Correctional
Center from July 1, 1998 to June 30, 2000 and a matched sample of youth who met the
eh'gibiﬁty criteria but were detained at one of the other medium security institutions in the
Commonwealth. This process yielded 412 Barrett youth and 406 comparison youth.
Table 1 reveals ‘the characteristics of the sample on a variety of demograpﬁic; ”
criminal history, and assessment variables. Specifically the table shows some similarities

‘ and differences between the two groups. Most of the youth are 16 years of
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Table 1: Demographic, Criminal History, and Assessment Information for the Two

Groups
Variable Barrett Youth Comparison Youth
 Age at Admission
13-14 34 ( 8%) 50 (12%)
15-16 203 (49%) 191 (47%)
17 and older 175 (43%) 145 (36%) -
Mean 16.6 16.4
Race .
White 206 (50%) 163 (40%)
Non-White 206 (50%) 243 (60%)
- Number of Prior Commitments -
None 295 (72%) 349 (85%)
1-2 111 (26%) 56 (14%)
3 or more 5(1%) 2( 1%)
Missing 1( 1%) 0( 0%)
. , Length of Current Commitment .
0 — 6 months 18 ( 4%) 58 (14%)
7 — 12 months 286 (69%) 168 (41%)
13 — 18 months 82 21%) 99 (24%)
19 months or more 26 ( 6%) 81 (20%)
Mean 11.7 months 13.5 months
Substance Treatment
Mandatory 259 (63%) 169 (42%)
Recommended 57 (14%) 169 (42%)
Missing 96 (23%) 68 (16%)
SASSI
Neither 57 (14%) 88 (22%)
Abusive - 45(11%) - 87 21%)
Dependent 207 (50%) 156 (38%)
Missing 103 (25%) 75 (18%)
Full Scale IQ Score
Mean 83.08 75.74
Range 63126 46 — 133
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. Table 1 continued: Demographic, Criminal History, and Assessment Information for the

Two Groups
LN /

Variable Barrett Youth Comparison Youth
DSM 1V Categories |

0-2 128 (31%) 109 (27%)

3-5 v 99 (24%) - 109 (27%)

6 or more 5( 1%) 3( 1%)

Missing 179 (43%) - 185 (45%)

Mean 2.5 2.5
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. age and the race of the youth is fairly evenly dispersed between the categories of whﬁe
and non-white. Specifically, among fhe Barrett youth, half of the youth are white and thé
other half non-white and fqr the comparison group 40 percent of the sample is white and
60 pefdent 1s non;White. Additionally, th1s1s the first commitineﬁt to an institution fo"r

“ the majority of youth (72% and 85%). However, a significant dlﬂ‘ereme (t=4.02) does
exists for the average sentence length between the two groups with the mean number of
~ months being 11.7 for Barrett_ youth and 13.5 for the comparison youth. The longer
sentence length may suggest that the comparison youth’s committing offense may have
been more serious than the Barrett youth or the companson youth’s behavior while
incarcerated warranted a longer time-frame.
Two widely available substance use assessment measures are examined between

. : | the groups. Fﬁst, the mapdatory or recommended need for substance use treatment as
determined by the staff at RDC reveals that among the Barrett youth 63 percent had a
mandatory need, 14 percent a recommended need, and 23 percent of the data were
missing. Whereas, the comparison yéuth data reveal 42 percent received a mandatory
need, 42 percent a recommended need, and 16 percent of the data were missing,
Although a higher percentage of the Barrett youth received a mandatory need for
substance treatment the admission criteria at Barrett states that either category is fine.
Given this, the cdmparison youth are acceptable with regards to this category.
Furthermore, the results of the SASSI indicate that regardless of facility placement, most
of the youth in the sample bhave been classified as dependent on a substance, however the

variations between the groups is statistically significant.

23

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. Two additional variables are presented in Table 1, the full scale 1Q sco're and the |
number of categories the youth received a “yes” for on the DSM IV. The data reveal
similar mean IQ scores among the two groups (83. 02 Vversus 75 74) with the Barrett youth
| reportlng a range from 63 to 126 and the companson youth’s range is from 46 to 133.
The slight differences between IQ scores are not statistically sxgmﬁcant And ﬁnally, the
table reveals that the average number of categories in whlch a youth was assessed as
possessing any of the 12 categories of the DSM IV examined at RDC is 2.5 for both
groups.

In sum, the data reveal that the companson group meet the admission criteria at
Barrett in that all of the youth are male, have a mandatory or recommended need for
- substance use treatment, and a sentence length of no less than six months. Additionally,

‘ ‘ the vyouth are similar with regards to their age, race, IQ scores, and DSM IV responses.
It must be noted, however, that there is a difference in the SASSI score actual time
served. Most youth regardless of their institutional placement served between 7 and 12
months, however.the comparison youfh have a higher average number of months than the

experimental youth.
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‘ | SECTION 4: THE EFFECTIVENESS OF BARRETT
JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL CENTER

This section will discuss the results to the impact. Again the sa;nple of youth
used to examine anydiﬁ'erénce in outcome co_f]sisté of all youth released from Barrett -
Juvenile Correctional Center from July 1, 1998 to June 30, 2000. This allows for no less
than a one-year follow-up period on all youth examined.

Data were collected on the youth from a variety of sources, including treatment
files (Barrett youth only), the Reception and Diagnostic Center, the Virginia Department
of Juvenile Justice, the Virginia State Police, and the youth’s parole officer. The
tfeatment staff at Barrett were to submit information on the youth’s treatment progress at -
the point of discharge. This information included the phase of release, SASSI scores,
whether or not .the youth had a mandatory or recommended need for substance use

' treatment, and the scores from the University of Rhode Island Change Asséssment
Instrument. Additionally, the researcher followed-up by examining the case files for any -
youth who had been released but a report was not submitted to the Department of
Juvenile Justice’s Central office.

As indicated above, the Barrett youth were to receive an additional assessment
instrument at the point of admission: the University of Rhode Island Change Assessment
Instrument (URICA). The purpose of this instrument is to determine a person’s readiness
to ‘change. The instrument targets the assessment of addictive behaviors such as
smoking, drug use, and wgight management issues (El-Bassel, Schilling, Ivanoff, Chen,
Hanson, and Bidassie 1998). However, its application to an institutionalized juvenile
population has not been documented in the literature. Given this, the reliability of such |

. an instrument was examined (Gordon and Reyes 2000). The results of the study did not
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. yield the four distinct categories of change that the instrument is to produce. Noi did it |
‘uncover one pure stage of change, rather, the only factor produced was a combination of
items related to two stages of change. Therefore, it was concluded that the URICA is not
éppropriate i'or this particular Iiopulation.l (' It was the:hope t)f the curreiit study to examine
the Barrett youth only to identify any variations in outcome based on a youth’s readiness
of change, however, due to the resuits of ti’ié Vstudyr, the URICA scort;s will not ber |
considered in the analysis to determine the effectiveness of the Center. _
The Reception and Diagnostic Center provided demographic, criminal history,
and assessment information for all youth_ Spec1ﬁcally, this information includes, age at
: commltmeilt (in years), race of the offender (0=white, I-non-white), number of prior
institutional commitments, SASSI score (0=neither abusive or dependent, 1 = abusive, 2
. o o= dependént), 1Q scpre, DSM IV information (yes or no for each of the 12 categories
examined), and mandatory or recommended need for substance use treatment (1 =
recommended, 2 = mandatory). | N |
The Reception and Diagnostic Center also utilized an instrument called the
Problem Oriented Severity Index (POSIT). The POSIT assesses the youth in a variety of
areas to determine if further assessment is required (given a “red flag”). The usefulness
of tlie POSIT was examined to determine if it should be included in the current study
(Gordon and Diehl 2001).  Specifically, the purpose of the Gordon and Diehl (2001)
study was to identify the better measure of substance use (POSIT v. SASSI) and mental
health (POSIT v. DSM IV). The results revealed the usefulness of the POSIT is limited
because (a) the majority of youth who received the POSIT were red flagged for further

‘ assessment in both areas examined and (b) among those youth who did nof receive a red
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. flag but additional assessments were conducted a different finding was produced: the
" youth did have a substance use or mental health issue. Therefore, the POSIT score is not

included ‘in the analysis.
| The Virginia Department of Juveﬁﬁé Justice providéd information concerning the
actual time served (sentence length in months) and recidivism at the juvenile level.
Specifically, the recidiﬁsm data includes feénést (the number of, and likelihood [0=no,
1=yes]); reconviction (the number of, and likelihood [0=no, 1=yeé] ; and the substancé
related charges (the number of, and likelihood of [0=non-substance related, 1=substance
related]) after release from the respective institution. Recidivism information (reaﬁest
and reconviction) was also brov_ided by theVirginia State Police in order to include a
look at adult recidivism data. And one other data source provided rearrest and

. : reconviction data, the parole officer assigned to each ‘youth. It must be noted that prior to
entering the rearrest and reconviction data, the time of the oﬂ’énse/hearing was
considered in ordér to protect against entering an event twice.

The final data collection soufce is the parole officer of each youth. Specifically,
the parole officers were sent data collection instruments at 3, 6, and 12 months after an
experimental or comparison youth were released from the institution. And a reminder
letter was mailed to the parole officer two weeks after the initial mailing of the data
collection instrﬁment. In addition to .the recidivism data, the paroie officers were also
asked to assess the substance use of the youth and the youth’s parole conditions. The
data collection instrument asked the parole officer whether or not they felt the youth wa;s
using a substance (yes or no) and to identify where they ascertained the information (i.e.,

. urinalysis, self-report, parent). Furthermore, the data collection instrument asked the
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. | parole officer to gauge the youth’s progress toward achieving conditions of parole. The;
parole officer was to indicate whether a youth was satisfactorily meeting parole
conditions, unsatisfactorily meeting parole conditions, or that a particular items was not
required for the following items: curfew, couﬁséling Servicés, educational programs,
employment, and electronic monitoring.

All of this information is used to assess the following research hypothesis:

The likelihood of and number of rearrest(s) and reconviction(s) will be lower for

youth released from Barrett than those released from a traditional detention center.

e The likelihood of youth using a substance (as defined by the parole officer reports) -

and the number of times a parole officer reports use will be lower for youth released
from Barrett than those released from a traditional detention center.

. | . vThe erﬁhood of and number of yoixth who are chafged with a substance related
offense will be lower for youth released from Barrett than those released from a
traditional detention center.

e The likelihood of and number of rearrest(s) and reconviction(s) will be lower for
youth released from Barrett who have completed all treatment phases (Phase 4) than
those released without completion of the entire program (Phase 1, 2, 3).

o The likelihood of youth using a substance (as defined by the parole officer reports)
and the nﬁmber of times a parole officer reports use will be lower for youth released
from Barrett who have completed all treatment phases (Phase 4) than those released
without completion of the entire program (Phase 1, 2, 3).

o The likelihood of and number of youth who are charged with a substance related

. offense will be lower for youth released from Barrett who have completed all
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treatment phases (Phase 4) than those released without completion of the entire

program (Phase 1, 2, 3).
The hypothesis will be examined both through bi-variate and multi-variate methods. The
foHowing variablés wi]l‘ be contro]led‘ for in the multi-variate models: prior commitments,
sentence length, age, race, SASSI score, 1Q score, and the total number of DSM IV
categories appﬁcable to the youth. It must be noted that that SASSI ;core was selected
over the subjective granting of a mandatory or recommended need for substance abuse
treatment since it is a standardized instrument f(;und to be reliable with this population.
Additionally, the inclusion of both scores is not performed because of the strong

correlation between the variables.

A Look at the Effectiveness Overall: Barrett Youth versus Comparison Youth

Figures 3 thru 6 examine the percentage of youth who did or did not recidivate or
show signs of substance use by the experimeﬁtél and comparison group. In general, most
youth regardless of facility placement were likely to be rearrested or reconvicted upon
release. Speciﬁéally, Figure 3 reveals that 77 percent of the Barrett youth and 80 percent
of the comparison youth were rearrested. However, the average number of rearrests is
slightly higher among the comparison youth (mean = 3.6, sd = 5.0) compared with the |
Barrett youth (mean = 3.2, sd = 3.8), these differences are not statistically significant at
the .05 level (t = 1.25).

Furthermore, Figure 4 displays that 56 percent of the Barrett youth and 58 percent
of the comparison youth were reconvicted of at least one new offense upon release.

Nevertheless, there is a statistically significant difference in the mean number of
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Figure 3: The Likelihood of Rearrest
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. 'Figure 5: The Likelihood of Substance Use
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‘ | reconvictions (t = 2.0) revealing that the comparison youth (mean = 1.68, sd = 2.45) were
reconvicted more often than the experimental youth (mean = 1.63, sd = 2.23).

- An examination of the use of a substance as reported by the parole officer and substance
related chafges (Figures 5 aﬁd 6) shows that the majority of theAyouth were not likely to
use a substance or receive a substance related charge regardless of whether or not they
received treatment at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center. Howeve;, thefe isa |
significant (t = 6.2) variation in substance use, indicating that Barrett youth are more
likely to use a substance as reported by the parole officer (mean = .34, sd. = .69)
compared to those detamed at a traditional detention center (mean =.10, sd = .34).
Additionally, the average number of substance related charges a youth recelved durmg |
the follow-up period does vary by facility placement. Specifically, the average number

.‘ ' of substance related charges received at the juvenile or adult level is .39 (sd = .77) for the
Barrett youth and .28 (sd = .67) for the comparison youth. The means are significantly
different at the .05 level (t =2.18), indicating that the Barrett youth are more likely to
receive a higher number of substance related charges than the comparison youth upon
release.

Table 2 and 3 examine these relationships further to identify if the statistically
significant differences remain while controlling for demographic characteristics, criminal
characteristics, and standardized scores. As indicated, in Table 2, the number of rearrest,
reconviction, and substance use is statistically significant. The relationships indicate that
Barrett youth are less likely to be reanested or reconvicted on any type of charge than the
comparison youth (treatment variable), however, the Barrett youth are more likely to be

. viewed as using a substance than the comparison youth. Additionally, younger youth are
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' Table 2: OLS Models Predicting Rearrest, Reconviction, Substance Use, and Substance
Related Charges for Barrett Youth and Comparison Youth (Treatment)

|

Variable "~ Rearrest Reconviction Substahce Substance
- _ Use Charges
(.056) (.037) - (.045) - (.029).
Treatment ' -.102* -.121% .128*\ 020
Number of Priors o - 056 - - - 146* .068 - -.013
Sentence Length .043 012 -’;055 .023
Age - 206* .042 .035‘ -.132*
Race 071 002 072 092
SASSI Score R "'.033 - .083 .055 -.042
1Q Score -.004 -.019 -014 .053
_ DSM1V .045 046 .047 -.018
® +Significant at the .05 level B
®
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‘ Table 3: Logit Models Predicting Rearrest, Reconviction, Substance Use, and Substance
Related Charges for Barrett Youth and Comparison Youth (Treatment)

Variable ‘7 Rearrest  Reconviction Substance  Substance
_ _ ' ~ Use . Charges
- (.029) - (.046) (.046) (.023)
Treatment -.039 -.429* .705* | ..179
Number of Priors 343 .528* 496* - -026
Sentence Length 012 .002 -.036 .013
Age -.281%* .048 .092 -.163
Race 395 189 -.529 -573*%
SASSI Score . aet 231 -.073
IQ Score .000 -.002 -.002 .003
DSMIV . 122 219* .044 .084
‘ *Signiﬁcaﬁt at the .05 level.
|
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‘ | more likely to be charged for a substance related offense and their likelihood of arrest is |
higher than older youth.
Table 3 indicates that there is a significant difference in the outcome of youth . -
(recdnﬁction and substance use) by facility plaéement. Thé .relationslﬁps are 4in the same
direction as indicated in Table 2, that is, Barrett youth are less likely to be reconvicted but
more likely to engage in a substance as reported by their parole ofﬁc;r. Additionéliy, the
results show that youth who were previously committed have a higher likelihood of
recommitment and substance use. The results also show that non-white youth have a
lower likelihood of substance related charges than white youth and those who are
assessed with a higher number of DSM IV areas are more likely to be reconwcted W
Overall, the bi-variate relationships for reconviction and substance use were
. mamtamed in the multi-variate analysis. And the bi-variate relatlonshlp revealing that
Barrett youth had a higher number of substance related charges was not found when
controlling for additional influences
Examination of variations between the two groups parole conditions indicates that
regardless of facility most youth satisfactorily completed the requirements of counseling,
cilrfew, employment, and education (see Figures 7— 11). To illustrate, Figure 8 shows
that 43 percent of the comparison youth and 50 percent of the Barrett youth satisfactorily
completed thé counseling requirement. It must be noted that the majority of youth were

not required to be monitored electronically (Figure 11).
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® " Figure 7: Curfew Requirements
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Figure 9: Educational Requirements
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Figure 10: Employment Requiferhents
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Figure 11:Electronic Monitoring Requirements
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. | - In sum, although most oﬂ‘enders regardless of facility placement were feé.rrest and

reconvicted and were not using a substance or charged on a substance related offense; the
number of reconvictions, substance use incidents, and substance related charges are
significantly different among the bi-variate models. Again, indicating that the

comparison youth are more likely to have a higher number of reconvictions than the
Barrett youth and the Barrett youth are more likely to be viewed as using a substance by
the parole officer reports and have a higher number of substance related charges than the
comparison youth. The bi-variate relatidnships for reconviction and substance use were |
maintained in the multi-variate analysis. And the bi-variate relationship revealing that
Barrett youth had a higher number of substance related charges was not found when
controlling for additional influences. Additionally, most offenders complied to the

‘ requirements of parole in spite of facility placement.
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. A Look at the Effectiveness of Barrett Youth Only

The Barrett youth are considered in order to investigate any measurable difference
in outcome based on a quantifiable program characteristic. As indicated earlier the
treatment oﬁ'eréd ét erett is grounded 1n a graduéted system of phases to reléase. Each
goal has its own goals and objectives. Given this, youth who are discharged without
completing all four treatment phases of release have not been exposéd 1o thevenrtirre
treatment regime offered at the Center, so it makes logical sense that the outcomes should
vary by treatment phase of release (i.e., phase four youth having more positive outcomes
compared with phase three, two, or one; the outcome of phase three youth being more
satisfacféry than phase two or one) and between those who have completed’the entlre ﬂ
program (completers, phase four) to those who did not complete the program (non-

. ' completers, phase one, two, and three). The expectation is that those who have received
all four-treatment phases of release will have less involvement in criminal activity or
substance use.

Figures 12 — 15 show the percentage of youth who were rearrested, reconvicted,
suspected of substance use, and charged with a substance offense by the phase of release.
Figure 12 shows the majority of youth are rearrested regardless of phase of release. That
is, 81 percent versus 19 percent of phase one youth, 68 percent versus 32 percent of phase
two youth, 83 percent versus 17 percent of phase three youth, and 75 percent versus 25.
percent of phase four youth were rearrested. There is some disparity among the mean
number of rearrest by fhe phase of release (phase one = 2.27, phase 2 = 2.27, phase three

= 3.17, and phase four = 3.10), however the differences between the groups is not

‘ statistically significant.
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® | Figure 12: Rearrest by Phase of Release
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® Figure 14:Substance Use by Phase of Release
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. | A general look at Figure 13 shows that phase four youth are not reconvicted less.
than the other phases. Further the results reflect phase one, three, and four youth having
a fairly even split among the likelihood of being reconvicted and not being reconvicted
(i.e;, 45 pefceﬁt feconvicted §ersus 55 percent hot reconvicted of phase one yduth). And
again there are some differences in the mean number of reconvictions (phase one = 1.09,
phése 2 =10.50, phase three = 1.50, and phase four = 1.61), althougl; the &iﬂ‘erences are‘
not significant.

Figure 14 and 15 indicate that the majority of youth, in spite of treatment phase,
did not use a substance according to parole officer reports nor were they charged with a
substance rélated oﬁ'ensé during the follow-up period. ”Likewise, a substénce felafed .
- charge was not issued for the Barrett youth based on phase of release (see Figure 13).

. ' Since no significant bi-variate relationships were revealed between the outcome variables
and phase of release, a multi-variate analysis was not conducted.

Beyond treatment phase of release thé next analysis examines program coxﬁpleters
(phase four youth only) to those who did not éomplete the entire program offered (phase
one, two, and three youth). A youth may not complete all phases of treatment if his
sentence expires or he is transferred to another institution. So such an analysis is a proxy
for looking at program drop-outs. It is a proxy because the youth have no control over
participation; once at Barrett the program is a required part of their sentence.
Figures 16 — 19 show the percentage of rearrest, reconviction, reported substance use, and
substance related charges among completers and non-completers. Figure 16 reveals the
majority of offenders were rearrested of an offense during the follow-up period (79%

. non-completers and 75% completers) with an average number of rearrests
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Figure 16: Rearrest by Program Completion
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Figure 18: Substance Use by
Program Completion
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being 2.75 (sd = 3.37) for non-completers and 2.94 (sd = 3.51) for completers. Although
among the completers 56 percent were reconvicted and 44 percent were not, compared
with 47 pércent of the non-completers being reconvicted and 53 percent not béing
reconvicted, the mean number of reconvictions does vary among completers and non-
completers in the expected directions (see Figure 17). Specifically, tl;e average number
of reconvictions is lower for the completers (mean = 1.61, sd = 2.19) then the non- |
completers (mean = 2.06, sd = 1.22), this_diﬂ'erence is statistically significant (t = 2.25).

In general, the pictoral look at substance use and substance related charges B
demonstrates that the majority of the offenders did not use a substaﬁce or wefe not
charged for a substance related offense (see Figures 18 — 19). However, there is a

. statistically significant difference (t = 6.0) among the average number of substance
related charges received with the non-completers having a higher average (mean = .84, sd
= 46) than those who completed the entire program (mean = .38, sd =.77).

Further analysis reveals that the significant differences uncovered in the bi-variate
analysis are not maintained in the multi-variate analysis (see Tables 4 — 5). That is, all
multi-variate models reveal an insignificant difference regarding all outcome variables
and whether or not a youth completed the program. Table 4 does reveal significant
relationships among few variables. Specifically, the number of times a youth was
rearrested is higher for older youth and those with more DSM IV areas of concern; those
with shorter a sentence length have a higher likelihood of substance use incidents; and

younger youth have a higher number of substance related charges than older youth.
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. | Table 4: OLS Models Predicting Rearrest, Reconviction, Substance Use, and Substance

Related Charges Among Barrett Youth Only Examining Program Co

mpleters with Non-

Completers
Variable Rearrest ~ Reconviction Substance  Substance
' Use Charges
(.076) (.045) (.053) (.064)
Number of Priors -.109 -.004 012 -.060
Sentence Length .048 .094 -.138 .032
Age | ' _ A71* -.001 -.‘054 -.178*
Race s 051 138 086
SASSI S;:ore -.082 .054 010 -.100
IQ Score .048 -.023 -.019 .089 N
DSM 1V .168* 075 .094 051
. ~ Completers | 052 131 070 -.044
@
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. Table 5: Logit Models Predicting Rearrest, Reconviction, Substance Use, and Substance
Related Charges Among Barrett Youth Only Examining Program Completers with Non-

‘Completers
Variable : Rearrest  Reconviction Substance  Substance
' - : ’ Use Charges
(-025) (.069) (.050) (.036)
Number of Priors -.070 .026 323 -.150
Sentence Length | | .03}8 .010 -.089 7 022
 Age , -.201 018 -.187 -208
Race ) 441 312 -.802 232
SASSI Score -.079 .095 -.042 -235
I1Q Scéfe o o ‘.6702 | -.001 | -.002 .004
DSM IV 098 351 .095 153
., Cpmpleters : -.292 ' ..589 370 -.122
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' To recap, the phase of treatment a youth_receives while at Barrett Juvenile
Correctional Center does not have a significant impact on the youth’s progress when
released from the institution. However, looking at those who did complete the program
vérsus thoée who failed to complete the program, a signiﬁcanf bi—variaie difference is
uncovered among two of the outcome variables: reconviction and whether a youth was
charged fora substémce offense, howéver these relationships are not }naintained in the

multi-variate models.

Summary

The analysis examined two areas: (1) the eﬁ‘ecfiveness of Barrett youth to similar

youth housed at a traditional detention center and (2) the impact of the program on the
. Barrett youth only. The results indicate that Barrett youth are less likely to be

reconvicted of a new offense but more likely to use a substancé ui)on reieasé in relation to
the comparison youth. And, the treatment phase of release does not influence the success
or failure of the outcome of youth réleased from Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center.
Furthermore, only bi-variate models which do not control for additional influences,
reveal significant relationships between program completion status and reconviction or a

substance related charge. Thus, overall, there are few significant multi-variate findings.
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| . | SECTION 5: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
| The Commonwealth of Virginia has designated one institution as a single-purpose

treatment center for substance using offenders. Bgrrett Juvenile Correctional Center is a
medium security institution which has thé same physical strﬁcture as the tfaditionél |
institutions in Virginia. The difference between Barrett and the traditional institutions is
the fact that all youth admitted to Barrett Juvenile Correctional Cent;er, since 1993, have
received an intensive treatment program that focuses not only‘on the substance abuse
issue but also criminality in géneral.

The goal of Barrett is to reduce or eliminate future involvement with substance
use and criminal behavior among male youth who have amandatory or feéomﬁehded
need for substance use treatment and a sentence length of 1o less than six months. This is

‘ accomplished by pro'vidingA all youth with a highly structured program that seeks to

- achieve change through the use of a therapeutic community, cognitive-behavioral |

techniques, peer accountability, and a systexri bf treatment pﬁéses toward release. More
important, the Center uses a therapeutic community approach to seek change. Whereas,
in the traditional institutions treatment is provided in the areas of substance use, sex
offender treatment, anger management, and skills counseling and only made available to
those deemed “in need” of treatment. The treatment protocol available within the
traditional institutions can vary both within and between institutions.

Due to the differences between the facilities it is important to investigate any
differences in the outcbmes of the youth. Specifically, this report has three primary
objectives: (a) to assess the current state of treatment by evaluating the institutional

‘» experience through the use of the CPAI, (b) to identify similar youth to those admitted to
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. | Barrett but who were detained at another institution, and (c) to evaluate the outcdme of |
the youth based on the type of facility a youth was admitted to (treatment versus
traditional).

The Correctional Program AsSesément Inventory was implemehted at Barrett
Juvenile Correctional Center and Hanover Juvenile Correctional Center. The comparison
institution was selected due to its ability to admit youth who met the ?selection criteria at

~ Barrett but were not admitted due to bedspace availability, and based on the fact that its
proximity, size, and structure are close to Barrett. The results of thie CPAI do show
variations among the institutions with Barrett needing some additional improvement in
the aréa of pfo gram éharactéristics and Hanover must expand in the areas of prbgram
characteristics, staffing, evaluation, and program implementation. Overall the score

. ' received by Barrett is higher than that of Hanover’s indicating that Barrett adheres more
ciosely to the principles of effective intervention than Hanover.

Furthemiore, the CPAI scores for both institutions are compared to normative
data. The normative data consists of a sum score of over 200 CPAI’s previously
conducted. Both Barrett and Hanover overall scores are higher compared with the
normative data. So, both institutions appear to be implementing the principles of
effective intervention to a higher degree than found throughout the country. Adherence
to the principles of effective intervention is theorectically linked to a more successful
outcome, therefore, the differences between the outcomes of the youth admitted to the
facilities must be examined.

It is important that an adequate comparison group be selected in order to identify

. the impact of the treatment program. Selection of the comparison group occurred
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. retrospectively for this study, in the sense that when a youth was released from Barrett |
Juvenile Correctional Center a simﬂar youth was selected from those released from a
traditional institution in Virginia. Specifically, th¢ yoﬁth were matched on the following
variables: gender — males oniy, age at admissioﬁ, data of admission, race, date of releasé;
mandatory or recommended need for substance use treatment, and a sentence length of no

| less than six months. The variables simulate both Barrett’s admissi(;n criteria and
variations among individuals. |

This process yielded a sample siz¢ of 818 youth who were released from a facility
between July 1, 1998 and June 30, 2000. In general, the youth released from Barrett were
similar to those released froin a traditional institution with regards to age, race, prior
commitments, need for substance treatment, SASSI score, IQ score, and DSM IV

. assessment. The sample selection method did yield a difference between the youths
sentence length, indicating that, on average, the cohlpéﬁson youth served> a longer |
sentence than the experimental youth (11.7 nﬁonths versus 13.5 months). Sucha
difference may indicate the comparison youth’s committing offense or background may
have been more serious or that the comparison youth’s sentence length was extended due
to behavioral issues while at the institution.

After the sample selection process was completed the data were gathered to
investigate the outcome of the youth. The study operétionalizes the outc.ome as the
likelihood and number of rearrests, reconvictions, substance use incidents as reported by
the parole officer, and substance use éharges. The results reveal that the majority of
youth were rearrested and reconvicted upon release from an institution, however, the

. number of reconvictions vary by facitlity. The direction of the significant bi-variate
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. r¢1ationship indicates that the comparison youth had a higher number of reconvictions
than the Barrett youth. Furthermore, this significant relationships was maintained in the
multi-variate models that controlled for variations among offender cha:acteristics.

The analysis also found th‘at.most yoﬁth were not using a gubstance or charged A
with a substance related offense upon release regardless of facility placement.
Nevertheless, the youth released from Barrett had a significantly hxgher numbér of
substance related charges and reported incidents of substance ﬁse from parole officer
reports during the follow-up period than the comparison youth, although this relationship
was not maintained in the multi-variate models. These findings é.re in the opposite
direction than expected. However, it may be that p&ole officers probe mto substance |
issues more frequently and more in-depth with the Barrett youth since this may be their

. pnmaxy area of need as indi'c_ated.by gdmissibn to such»a facility. This result may also be

| due to the variation in the SASSI scores beiween the two groups. That is, the Barrett
youth may be more depeﬁdent on a substance and in need of additional services than
currently offered in the community.

In addition to 'examining the effectiveness by evaluating Barrett youth with
comparison youth, thé analysis considered Barrett youth only to identify any
programmatic differences. The results show that the treatment phase of release (phase
oﬂe, two, three, or four) did not sigrﬁﬁcéntly impact the outcome of the youth The data
were further examined to consider program completion (phase four youth only) and
program non-completion (phase one, two, or three). This analysis uncovered significant
bi-variate differences when looking at reconviction and substance related charges,

’ however, the differences were not maintained in the multi-variate analysis.
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. | In conclusion, the program offered at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center is
having a limited impact on the future briminality (reconviction) of the offenders
compared with similar youth released from a traditional detention center. However, the
expécted diﬁ’erencés among the Barrett youth only due to the amount of exposure to the
program does not emerge. The findings in the study may have emerged for a variety of
reasons: (1) the adaptation of the program, especially the therapeutic ;ommunity, t_(; thé ,
institutional setting, (2) the inability to maintain the program upon release from the
community, and (3) confounding differences. .

The CPAI has rated the Barrett program as very satisfactory because it addresses
se§eral essential components that havé béen shown to ha\;e é éésiti?e inﬂﬁén-c:e (;I; thei
youth’s outcome. However, the report points to a variety of issues that may have

. impeded on the smooth implementation of a sound_ program. For example, the report
reflects that the staff members (treatment and custodial) are deficient in training
regarding the treatment program. Ifthe staff members are not adequately trained then the
potential power a program has, as wriften, is compromised. Especially given the fgct
that the program operates under the guise of a therapeutic community. The lack of
training decreases the ability of the therapeutic community to take place.

In féct, previous observational research conducted at Barrett reveals variations in
the level of a therapeutic environment taking place by cottage (Gordon and Sﬁchman,
forthcoming). Specifically, the research indicates that when all staff, regardless of their
position, worked together to administer treatment then the youth took on a more vital
position in the treatment process. It was also in these cottages that there was an aura of

. mutual respect between youth and staff and among the youth themselves.
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. The literature regarding substance abuse outcomes of institutionalized offenders 1s
demonstrating the need to continue the program efforts after the offender is released into
the community (De Leon 1990 — 1991; Martin, Butzin, and Inciardi 1995; Wexler,
Meinick, Lowe, and Peters 1999). Barrett Juvenile Correctibhal Center does not extend |
the program into the community or offer any sort of transition (i.e., halfway house) when
reentering society. All youth are placed on parole and the requiremen‘ts of parole will
vary by youth and available services in ihe youth’s locality. Gi\;en this, the impact that
treatment may have had on the youth can be quickly diminished once the youth is placed
in their original surroundings with limited, if any, support.

And finally, there are a variety of confouﬁdiné factofs that may have h)ﬂuévn‘cerdr
the results. The SASSI scores reveal that the Barrett youth are more likely to be

. ' dependent on a substance than the comparison group, although the SASSI scores were
not significantly related to the outcome, this‘suggests the two groups may be more
different than desired. More important, there is no available information on the type of
substance the youth is dependent upon and this can impact the ability of the therapeutic
community and the outcome of the youth (Chermack and Blow 2002; Singh and Joe
1981). The LEADER program also has an adverse impact on the program offered at
Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center. Although not all compdnents of the militaristic
model have been implemented at Barrett, the Center does utilize some forms of -
“corrective actions” within its structure. Such a model reduces the ability of a true
therapeutic community fo exist and research does not indicate any changes in the

behaviors of the youth longitudinally (Gover, Styve, and MacKenzie 2002).
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. | In general, the program’s structure incorporates many of the key principles
required to make a difference in the youth’s outcome, thus some changes in the execution
should enhance the outcome of the youth. Accprdingly, additional resources are required

' to increase the implementation of theiprogram, tailor the program for the yéuth, and |
provide sufficient training to all staff. It is also fundamental that an aftercare pro gram be
created to assist the youth in maintaining a drug-free and crime-free hfestyle,
community-based therapeutic environment is recommended. And finally, the
implementation of any and all components of a militaristic model need to discontinue

since they are counter to the goal of a therapeutic community as a primary means to

achieve change.
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