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ABSTRACT: clfender assessmens in corveciions has advanced considferably over
fhe last several decades, Cureeaily, it 5 not ghcommen o find correctiona! frri-
fessionals using wny mwmber of objective standardized qssessien] FRSIFOTCRIS

Wihile marny of these instrimenis possess face validiny as well ay sturiveical predic-
five validity, more work @v needed o test classification protocol o e popid
tows, and i varfous correcional environmenis. The curoend PEpEr (RVEsEates
the predictive vaiidiny of the Yourh Level of Service/Case Managenens fnventory
(YESACMI) within an inssitusional sering. Specificatly, the composite score ren-
dered from the YLSAOMT iy weed o predice institutional misconduc, The VL&
CMIT was Jound I.'."_Ill"t'ﬂ-l-t'll_'r' differentiaie bevween two levels of offender risks
need, and was signiffcantly related o owicome wsing several differceu statisiical
technigues.

INTRODUCTION

Offender classification has emerged nearly unequivocally as part of
the *best practices’ within correctional intervention {National Institute
of Corrections, 2000). The importance of general offender clas-ification
makes intuitive sense, but has been demonstrated in the correctional
literature base as well. Offender classification can take on many [orms,
and may utilize any number of procedures. For example, the impor-
tance of merely grouping juvenile offenders with similar problems to-
gether has been demonstrated, as has the validity of somewhat complex
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and comprehensive actuarial assessments (Dembo & Schmeidler. 2003:
Hoge, 2002).

Specifically dynamic offender assessment and classification has
emerged as one of the most important initial functions of any correc-
tional agency. Various forms of actuarial offender classification have
been employed over the last several decades, with differing levels of
effectiveness. The development of offender classification has been
characterized as falling into three ‘generations’ with unstructured
clinical interviews comprising the first of these generations (Bonta,
Law, & Hanson, 1998), whereby the correctional practitioner relies
heavily on qualitative impressions and correctional experience to make
decisions about a supervision and treatment strategy .

The second generation is typically characterized by the develop-
ment and use of actuarial tools, inventories, or checklists to help inform
correctional decision making. While the use of assessment tools devel-
oped from quantitative research represents a marked improvement in
the predictive validity of various classifications systems, second-genera-
tion tools rely heavily on static, or unchangeable variables typically
gleaned from the offender’s criminal history (Bonta et al., 1998: Grove.
Zald, Lebow, Snitz & Nelson, 1995; Hanson & Bussiere, 1998). The
third generation of offender assessment methods employs actuarial
tools as well, but these tools may include dynamic as well as static
predictors, in an effort to better meet several goals of classification.
These goals include improved predictive validity, and the ability to im-
plement case planning that utilizes rehabilitative programming. When
done well. dynamic offender assessment not only builds the initial prac-
titioner’s knowledge base about the offender, but may ultimately in-
form other agencies (such as treatment programs) that work with the
offender after the intake process.

There is a growing body of literature demonstrating the utility of
comprehensive actuarial assessment for juvenile offenders. In one com-
parative analysis three well-known actuarial assessments (generally cov-
ering different criminogenic needs with some overlap) were shown to
possess good predictive validity, and to facilitate decision-making as
well as treatment recommendations ( Hoge, 2002). Other studies have
demonstrated the benefits of intensively examining one particular do-
main and its predictive validity (e.g., personality characteristics using
the MMPIL, or assessing likelihood of violence using neuropsychological
measures) (Caggiano, 2000; Calhoun, Glaser, & Petrocelli, 2002).
Overall, what may be of most use to correctional agencies serving
youthful offenders with multiple risk and need factors is an actuarial
assessment that incorporates both static and dynamic factors. While
meta-analyses have revealed the validity of both types of predictors in a
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global sense (Cottle, Lee, & Heilbrun, 2001; Gendreau, Little, & Gog-
gin, 1996), there have also been several validation studies of specific
instruments that cover hoth static and dynamic predictors (Avers et al.,
1999; Barnoski, 1998; Flores, Travis & Latessa, 2003; Hoge, 2002; Jones
& Harris, 1999),

DEVELOPING AND USING
ACTUARIAL ASSESSMENTS

Muost actuarial assessment processes result in the assignment of a
number, or score, that then gets translated into a ‘level’ (e.g., a risk/
need level), The cffender’s assigned level then in turn may impact the
level of supervision they receive as well as motivate the use of other
restrictive options such as house arrest, or curfews. The number or
score 15 gleaned from the investigation and weighting of various crimi-
nogenic items. The literature base investigating the most salient crimi-
nogenic risk/need factors has greatly informed the development of
several offender assessment tools. Most notably, meta-analysis has
been used to synthesize large volumes of correctional literature, and to
4 substantial degree has identilied several criminogenic domains that
tend to be included in many current risk/necd assessment tools (An-
drews & Bonta, 1994; Gendreau, Little, & Goggin, 19%; Simourd, 1997,
Simourd & Andrews, 1994). These criminogenic domains tvpically in-
clude {but are not necessarily limited to) criminal history, educational
and/or employment experiences, the significant relationships in the of-
fender’s life, substance use/abuse, mental health issues, and antisocial
cognitions, Some combination of these criminogenic domains is typi-
cally measured in some form, on most third-peneration assessment
instruments.

The use of dynamic actuarial assessments does contain some pit-
falls, For example, the process typically involves and relies heavily on a
structured interview between the offender and a trained correctional
professional. necessitating the consideration of the reliability of mea-
surement {Lowenkamp, Holsinger. Brusman-Lovins, & Latessa, 2004),
In addition, agencies wishing to utilize any new assessment process may
have to confront issues surrounding the applicability of the tool to of-
fenders from differing ethnicities or genders (Holsinger, Lowenkamp,
& Latessa, 2003; Lowenkamp, Holsinger, & Latessa, 2001). Conducting
rescarch on any new assessment process is necessary o investigate the
predictive validity of any acluarial assessment tool particalarly when a
process is utilized on new offender populations [Andrews & Bonta,
1998).
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IMPLEMENTING THE RISK PRINCIPLE

Ultimately, effective offender assessment and classification makes
the incorporation of the “risk principle” possible (Andrews, Bonta, &
Hoge, 1990). In very broad terms, the risk principle states that offend-
ers who need the most services (or supervision, as the case may be)
should receive the most attention and services. Almost without ques-
tion, those offenders who ‘need the most® will be those that posses the
greatest number or amount of criminogenic risk/need factors. At the
same time, offenders who indeed may have committed some criminal
act that brought them to the attention of the eriminal justice system, but
who by-and-large do not possess many criminogenic risk/need factors
should not receive much correctional intervention. In fact, research has
demonstrated that when low-risk offenders are placed in an environ-
ment that was designed for high-risk offenders, their risk levels actually
increase (Lowenkamp & Latessa, 2005). This may represent what Clear
refers to as “penal harm,” or incorporating correctional strategies that
are oo harsh given the extenuating circumstances. This in effect may
actually make low-risk offenders worse off (Clear, 1994). The “risk
principle™ of classification applies to both community correctional
agencies as well as institutional facilities.

Correctional agencies of any type are virtually unable to incorpo-
rate the “risk principle” of correctional intervention without the utiliza-
tion of a validated assessment process that identifies relevant
criminogenic risk factors. This is not to say that risk/need assessment is
the only form of assessment necessary for successful intervention—far
from it, in fact—but effective risk/need assessment is an extremely im-
portant and substantial step toward building a successful intervention
protocol.

THE YOUTH LEVEL OF SERVICE/CASE
MANAGEMENT INVENTORY

The Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/
CMI) is one example of a ‘third-generation” offender assessment tool
that is gaining widespread use in the United States (Hoge & Andrews,
1996). As the title suggests, the YLS/CMI was designed for use with
the juvenile offender population (those typically between the ages of 12
and 16). The instrument measures 42 items that cover eight crimi-
nogenic domains including criminal history, education, family circum-
stances/parenting, peer relationships, substance use, leisure/recreation,
personality characteristics, and attitudes/orientations (the 42 items are
not spread evenly across all eight domains, however), Criminal history
includes historical/static items pertaining to the vouth's prior adjudica-
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tions; education examines the youth's current expericnces in school
idisciplinary infractions, achievement level); family circumstances/
parenting assesses the parenling received by the vouth (e.g., consis-
tency, appropriateness of discipline); ‘peer relationships’ measures the
vouth’s social network and whether or not they are involved in antiso-
cial behavior; substance abuse assesses the vouth's current substance
use (if any); leisure and recreation measures how involved the youth is
in pro-social activity; personality characteristics measures constructs
such as impulsivity and the expression of anger; finally, attitudes and
orientations assesses some measures of antisocial cognitions.

The YLS/CMI is currently used in a variety of different correc-
tional settings including varicus community correctional ©ptions as well
as residential and treatment facilities. The assessment process is also
utilized at various points throughout the correctional system (e.g. at in-
take and/or discharge, as well as at various points throughout a youth's
supervision). Due to the dynamic nature of several of the items on the
YLS/CMI, the instrument has the potential for measuring offender
change over time, within the domains that are assessed. This in turn
may assist agencies with the option of recommending early discharge
from programming and/or supervision provided the youth has demon-
strated pro-social change.

Utilizing the YLS/CMI requires a structured interview between a
trained correctional practitioner and the cffender that typically lasts be-
tween 35 and 45 minutes, It is also generally recommended that the
professional conducting the assessment contact the parent(s) or guard-
ian(s) of the youth in order to gather additional information and/or ver-
ify what was learned from the initial interview. Collateral information
such as previous case files, or interviews with other professionals who
have had recent contact with the vouth are also beneficial. Alter gath-
ering adequate information the professional then scores each item, and
renders a total composite score (potentially ranging between 0 and 42)
that will place the youth into a specific category of criminogenic risk/
need. Higher scores on the assessment in theory indicate a higher risk
for recidivism and a greater presence of criminogenic factors in need of
mtervention.

To date, the research specifically investigating the pre dictive valid-
ity of the YLS/CMI is limited (particularly regarding explicit tests of
predictive validity). As a whole, many of the studies testing the predic-
tive validity of the YLS/CMI lind that the composite score does possess
moderate predictive validity with correlations of .15 to .35, depending
on sub-population and correctional setting (Catchpole & Gretton, 2003;
Flares, Travis, & Latessa, 2003; Jung & Rawana, 199%: Marczyk. Heil-
brun. Lander, & DeMatteo, 2005; Schmidt, Hoge, & Gomes, 2005,
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Shields & Simourd, 1991). In addition, other research has examined the
concurrent validity that the YLS/CMI may have with other assessments.
For example, the YLS/CMI was found to have concurrent validity with
the J-SOAP (a sex-offender risk assessment) and correlated highly with
the summary score gleaned from that instrument (Righthand et al.,
2005). In addition, the YL5/CMI has been found to perform as well or
better than other commonly used risk/need assessments such as the Psy-
chopathy Checklist: Youth Version, and the Structured Assessment of
Violence Risk in Youth {Catchpole & Gretton, 2003). More research is
needed where the predictive validity of the YLS/CMI is tested, using
new offender populations, and, utilizing additional measures of out-
come. The current study utilizes institutional misconduct as the pri-
mary measure of outcome, a measure of recidivism that is currently
lacking in the literature that examines the YLS/CML

CURRENT STUDY

The purpose of the current study is to investigate the YLS/CMI
using a sample of incarcerated young offenders, and as such utilizes the
composite score to predict institutional misconduct. Utilizing the YLS/
CMI in this manner may illuminate the potential use for this type of
classification system in a residential setting, and may hold implications
for the administration of such facilities and the services contained
thereimn. It is common for residential agencies serving vouth to utilize a
classification methodology of some sort, in order to facilitate placement
within the [acility and assess overall risk for misconduct. Interview-
based actuarial assessment (that typically utilize dvnamic factors) have
been shown to offer the best predictive validity {Gendreau, Goggin, &
Law, 1997; Hoge, 2002). In addition, dynamic factors in and of them-
sclves have been demonstrated Lo possess better predictive validity than
static, unchanging variables (Andrews & Bonta, 1998, Barnoski, 1998,
Motiuk, 1995). While instruments utilizing static predictors do possess
good predictive validity in a variety of correctional environments
(Jones, Harris, Fader, Burrell, & Fadeyi, 1999, they are limited in scope
and utilitv. A residential facility utilizing a comprehensive dynamic
risk/need assessment protocol at the beginning of a vouthful offender’s
stay will be in a much better position to make a variety ol decisions
(security classification; roommate assignment; programming recom-
mendations), and perhaps more importantly, measure progress of the
youth over time through re-assessment, using the same tool. The cur-
rent study is restricted in scope to the prediction of institutional miscon-
duct as an outcome; however, il an agency via better placement and
case management decisions is able 1o anticipate and circumvent miscon-
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duct, this has potential implications for virtually all other parts of a
youth’s journey through the justice system.

METHODS
Participants

The participants in this study are vouthful offenders sentenced to a
correctional facility for youth, in an unnamed state (the agency that
provided the data for this research requested that the state not be
nared explicitly in this manuscript). The facility is secure, and offers
some treatment services (but not a comprehensive battery of services,
nor are the services implemented explicitly according to need). While
correctional officers may have had access to the assessment data, at the
time there was no classification strategy in place that would have read-
ily identified any particular youth as “high” or “moderate” risk to the
correctional staff working with them. Similarly, the youth themselves
were not privy to their assessment data, nor were they aware of their
score and/or their overall risk/need assessment. As such. it is unlikely
that at any point the youth would be responding to 2 ' el of being
*high’ risk for example. The youth in this study were randomly selected
by correctional staff for inclusion in the study. It should be noted, how-
ever, that this random selection was not scientific and no representa-
tions are made about the generalizability of this sample to the rest of
the incarcerated youthful population. A total of 80 youth were assessed
from August 2001 through March 2002. The age range of the partici-
pants is from 14.6 to 189 years with an average age of 170 years.

Procedures

The youth in this study were assessed with the YLS/CMI by agency
staff that had previously been trained in the administration of the YLS/
CMI. Staff underwent three days of initial training and a follow-up
training that included a review of a video taped assessment submitted
by each staff member. The YLS/CMI was scored based on interviews
with the vouth and a review of collateral information regarding criminal
history, family, and education. Misconducts committed by vouth while
incarcerated were gathered from the records of the correctional
institution,

Measures

The measures for the independent variables in this study included
the age of the vouth, the subcomponents of the YLS/CMI, the total
YLS/CMI score, and days spent in the instituticon, Age was utilized as a
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control variable due to the potential impact it has on rates and preva-
lence of antisocial behavior. While the intention of the current research
does not include the specific effects of the individual subcomponent
scores, correlations between subcomponent scores and measures of out-
come are presented in order to display the disaggregated parts of the
instrument. Future research may warrant an investigation of the pre-
dictive validity of the individual subcomponents, although the develop-
ers of the instrument maintain that the predictive validity of the total
composite score is the most appropriate test. In addition. the YLS/CMI
score is dichotomized for some of the analyses in order to compare the
two risk groups that are represented in the sample (moderate and high)
across the outcome measures. When used as a continuous measure, the
YLS/CMI score possesses a slightly irregular distribution, due to a lim-
ited number of cases, coupled with the potential variation in the scores
themselves. Days spent in the institution is included as a predictor vari-
able due to the effect that time under correctional control can have on
the acerual of misconducts,

Gilobally the dependent variable included several measures of insti-
tutional misconduct. A vouth was considered to have received a mis-
conduct if the stalf filed a misconduct report with the facility detailing
an incident. In other words, it is unknown whether or not the miscon-
duct resulted in any disciplinary action, nor is it known what the ulti-
male outcome of the misconduct hearing was. Misconducts are
classified according to severity (low, moderate, high, and greatest). As
such, conceptualizations of the dependent variable include percentage
of the sample that received any type of misconduct {any of the four
levels), as well as percent that received low, percent that received mod-
erate, percent that received high, and the percent that received greatest.
In addition, the total number of misconducts received was calculated,
which allowed for difference of means testing between the two risk clas-
sification levels present in the sample. Finaily, each measure of institu-
tional misconduct was dichotomized (e.g., if the offender received any
misconducts yesmo; if the offender received any low-level misconducts
yes/no, and so on) in order to allow logistic regression analyses predict-
ing a dichotomous dependent variable,

RESULTS

Table 1 presents descriptive information (mean, standard devia-
tion, and range) for each of the eight YLS/CMI subcomponents as well
as the total YLS/CMI composite score. Also presented are descriptive
statistics for each of the four measures of institutional misconduct, the
total number of misconducts committed by the sample, and the amount
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of time the youth spent in an institution. While the eight domains have
been disaggregated for the purpose of this table {and subsequent analy-
ses), it should be noted that none of the individual subcomponents were
designed to serve as a comprehensive assessment on their own.

TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics of Continuous Measures

Measure Mean Min  Max 5D
Prior and current offenses and dispositions 304 0.00 500  1.12
Family circumstances/parenting 276 000 600 142
Education/employment 33 000 600 197
Peer relations 311 0.00 400 098
Substance abuse 288 000 500 1.21
Leisure/recreation 1.93 000 300 080
Personality/behavior 320 000 700 177
Attitudes/orientation 159 0.00 500 1.59
Total ¥YLSI 21.84 300 3400 7.02
Greatest Misconducts 110 000 800 1.69
High Misconducts 228 000 1500 286
Moderate Misconducts 399 0.00 2100 494
Low Misconducts 1.65 0.00 1600 258
Total misconducts 9.01 0.00 5600 1076
Time in institution 20936 200 816,00 143.36

The mean YLS/CMI score for the sample was 21.84, a score which
falls in the “moderate risk™ category according to the classification
puidelines issued by the assessment’s publishers (M ulti-Health Sys-
tems). The YLS/CMI composite scores for the sample range from a low
of 3 1o a high of 34 {although the range of possible scores is from {) to
42). Summary statistics for each of the four types of institutional mis-
conduct are presented in Table 1 as well. On average the sample gener-
ated 1,10 misconduct classified as Type A (hereafter greatest
misconduct), 2.28 misconduct classified as Type B (hereafter high mis-
conduct}, 3.99 misconduct classified as Type C {hereafter moderate mis-
conduct), and 1.65 misconduct classificd as Type D (hercafter low
misconduct.

Greatest misconducts include behaviors such as sexual assault, kill-
ing, use of force or threats against a correctional worker, escape from a
locked institution, possession of weapons or firearms, and rioting. High
misconducts include fighting, extortion, assault without a weapon, es-
cape from an open institution, tampering with a lock, giving or offering
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a bribe, use of drugs or paraphernalia, and threatening another person
other than a correctional officer with bodily harm. Moderate miscon-
ducts include sexual acts, indecent exposure, wearing a disguise, theft,
misuse of medication, and refusing to obey an order. Low misconducts
include possessing property belonging to someone else, using abusive or
obscene language to staff, smoking, tattooing, unauthorized use of mail
or telephone, or feigning an illness. On average the sample generated a
mean of 9.01 institutional misconduct. The mean amount of time spent
in the institutional setting was just over 209 days, with a range of 2 to
s16 days.

All but one of the offenders in the sample fell into one of two risk
classifications (moderate, or high). Table 2 presents the results when
examining the differences between these two offender groupings, re-
garding rates of misconduct (the one offender that fell into the “low”
risk classification level was eliminated for these analyses). The recom-
mended ‘cut-off’ scores from Multihealth systems (the proprietors of
the YLS/CMI) are (a) low risk: 0 to 8, (b) moderate risk: 9 to 22, (¢
high risk: 23 to 34, and (d) very high risk: 35 to 42, Of those offenders
who were classified as being of moderate risk, 62% had at least one
misconduct of some kind, while 95% of the high risk offenders received
at least one misconduct, representing a substantial and statistically sig-
nificant difference (p<.01). The high risk offenders received greatest
misconduct at twice the rate of moderate risk offenders (67% and 31%
respectively), which was also a statistically significant difference. While
there was a substantial difference between high and moderate risk of-
fenders regarding rates of high misconduct (87% and 52% respec-
tively), the two groups were not significantly different from one
another. For moderate misconduct, analyses revealed a significant dif-
ference between moderate risk offenders (50% receiving a misconduct)
and high risk offenders (87% receiving a misconduct of this type). Sim-
ilar results were also found when comparing moderate to high risk of-
fenders regarding low misconduct, with 41% of moderate offenders
receiving at least one misconduct for this behavior, and 81% of the high
risk offenders. Overall, the moderate risk offenders received a mean of
.11 misconduct, while the high risk offenders received a mean of 12,54
misconduct, which also generated a statistically significant difference
between the groups. With only one exception, the moderate and high
risk offenders differed significantly from one another across each mea-
sure outcome.

Table 3 presents the zero-order correlations between each measure
of institutional misconduct, and each subcomponent of the YLS/CMI,
the composite YLS/CMI score, and days incarcerated, Each correlation
coefficient measuring the relationship between the composite YLS/CMI
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TABLE 2
Misconduct Rates and Average Number of
Misconducts by Risk Level

Measure Moderate High e
Risk Risk
Percent with Anv Misconduct**! 62% 95% 11,948
Percent with Greatest Misconducts®** 31% a67% 10564
Percent with High Misconducts 52% 7% 2.640
Percent with Moderate Misconducts®** S0% A7%  11.860
Percent with Low Misconducts®** 41 % 1% 13458
Average Number of Total Misconducts™* 611 1254

= p=], v+ p=001

seore and institutional misconduct was statistically significant (p < .03).
In addition, each of the correlation coefficients between ¥ LS/CMI total
score and each measure of misconduct was positive (in the anticipated
direction), and of low/moderate to moderate strength, ranging from a
low of 267 (total YLS/CMI x high misconduct), to a high of 434 (total
YLS/CMI x low misconduct). The total YLS/CMI score was correlated
with total misconduct at »=.397. Table 3 also reveals the fact that l!_le
number of days incarcerated was significantly related to receiving a mis-
conduct for each measure of institutional misconduct, except for great-
est misconduct, These findings indicated the need to statistically
control for the amount of time a youth spent in the institution, while
determining the predictive ability of the YLS/CMI compaosite score.

Table 4 presents several logistic regression models, each uhhm‘ng
three variables (days spent in the institution, age of the offender at in-
take, and total YLS/CMI score) to predict outcome (the four types of
institutional misconduct were dichotomized so (=did not rcuei!rc_a n_1is-
conduct, and |=received a misconduct), as well as receiving any mstml.l-
tional misconduct (where O=no, 1=yes). For each model, days spent in
the institution as well as total YLS/CMI score were revealed as signifi-
cant predictors. For each model, the coefficient representing YLS/CMI
score was in the anticipated direction (positive) indicating that as the
¥LS/CMI score increased, so did the likelihood of receiving a miscon-
duct. These results were gleaned while statistically controlling for time
spent in the institution which was also revealed as a significant predictor
in cach model.
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538 (.000)
289 (.009)
397 (.000)
376 (.001)

(.000)

313 (.005)

A94
434

(.000)

503

(.000)

432

{000

(.003)
(.000)

466
332
306

Personality

212 (.059)
347 (.002)

369

242 (.030)

267
326

Attitudes and Orientation

Total

i 000

(.016)
(.003)

357 (.001)

(001}

217 (054)

Days Incarcerated
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TABLE 4
Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Institutional

Misconducts

Variable Any Greatest High Moderate Low
Days In Institution  0.011** 0.006%* DONS*  0009FF  0.010%%*
Age 0.185 0.209  —0.100 0.293 0.27%
Total YLS/CMI 0.193%%  0.139%% (.086* 0.135%F  0.187**
Constant 7572 -8030 -0.659 -8623 -10.305
' 32635 24778 13682 26805 38.577
Nagelkerke R S03 355 213 395 515

=05, **p=01, ***p=.001

DISCUSSION

The analyses presented above reveal support for the YLS/CMI
composite score as a predictor of institutional misconduct. These re-
sults are similar from previous validity studies using the Y LS/CMI, but
differ regarding the use of institutional misconduct as the primary mea-
sures of outcome.

The offenders included in the sample were classified into one of
two categories for most of the analyses (moderate or high risk) based
on the composite YLS/CMI score they were assigned. For cach mea-
sure of outcome, the high risk offenders committed a misconduct at
substantially higher rates than the offenders who were classified as
moderate risk. Similarly, zero-order carrelation analyses revealed sev-
eral significant relationships of moderate strength between the YL/
CMI and outcome. Not surprisingly, correlation analyses also revealed
days spent in the institution as being significantly related 1o institutional

misconduct as well. As a result, both these variables (in addition Lo age
of the offender at the time of intake) were entered into a series of logis-
tic regression models. The multivariate analyses ultimately reinforced
what was revealed previously in the bivariate analyses by displaying the
composite YLS/CMI score as a significant predicior of outcome, along
with time spent in the institution.

Residential facilities designed to house and serve youthful offend-
ers stand to benefit from the implementation of a valid risk/need classi-
fication system. Several decision points can be informed using a sound
assessment model. While the facilities from which these data were
gathered do not pick and choose which offenders they receive, it would
be feasible to use the YLS/CMI composite score (as well as other as-






