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INTRODUCT ION

This study resulted from a request by the Agency's Director that the
Research aﬁd Evaluation Unit investigate certain factors associated with
revocations to the Department of Youth Services. Administrative concern
focused on the seemingly large proportion of revocations deriving from status/
placement-type problems rather than criminal violations and their effect
on the size of the institutional population. In order fo examine these
issues a study proposal was developed which designated for analysis the
pertinent variables of reason for revocation, complete history of offenses/
violations resulting in commitment, and length of revocation stay. When
the proposal was approved in March, 1979, it was agreed that research would
commence immediately and that the first report would incorporate revocations
which occurred during the one year period beginning in March 1978.

As research progressed it became apparent that status and placement
violations had indeed accounted for the majority of revocations within
this time frame. Furthermore, even after a policy change by Juvenile
Placement and Aftercare in January, 1979, to the effect that placement
failure did not constitute adequate grounds for revocation, the Department
of Youth Services continued to shelter children with placement problems
only pending their final J P & A hearing and/or placement resolution.

In order to document with detail recent instances of children being returned
to the Agency because of inadequate placement, a section presenting four
case studies was appended to the statistical analysis. A full discussion

of the methodology employed in the study follows,



METHODOLOGY

For purposes of this study, the term "revocation" was defined as any
readmission to a DYS residential school mandated by J P & A because the
client in question had violated the terms of his conditional or temporary
conditional release. The study population consisted of 86 clients who acc-
ounted for 100 such revocations during the one year period beginning on
March 16, 1978. |t proved necessary, for certain aspects of the analyzation,
to divide this population into subgroups of 53 inactive and 33 active clients,
and to omit the latter, whose most recent revocations remain incomplete,
from consideration of length of stay. Specific variables thus affected are
noted in the list below.

Sources of information on the study population included J P & A 's
"Revocation Receipt Form," used primarily to determine the reason for revo-
cation, Data Processing printouts, which allowed verification of age, race,
sex and date of return, and client folders, which provided histories of DYS
contacts as well as conditional release agreements and other types of documen-
tation. Specific variables extracted for analyzation were as follows:

1) County of Origin (Family Court/J P & A office handling case)

2) Age, race and sex distribution by type of conditional release

3) Array of conditional release violations

4) Campus assignment during most recent revocation

5) Tracking of individual clients by offense history and length of stay

6) Average reovcation stay by race, sex and type of violation, inactive
clients only

7). Average fotal stay by number of commitments, inactive clients only
8) Offense history patterns by number of commitments
9) Type of commitment offense/violation by commitment number

10) Time span between release and revocation by type of violation



In addition to the statistical analysis, a case history approach was employed
to document, by means of specific dates and correspondence, recent instances

of children being confined at DYS facilities only because of placement failure.
ANALYZATION

Distribution of Revocations and Clients Revoked by County

Table | presents the distribution by county of revocations and clients
revoked, including a breakdown on revocations for status/placement reasons,
which accounted for approximately two-thirds of the total. With a relatively
small number of revocations distributed over some 29 counties it is difficult
to determine cases of over or under-representation. For the most part the
larger numbers of revocations/clients revoked appear in counties with large
Juvenile populations--Greenville, for example. Sumter may be somewhat dis-
proportionate, given eight revocations as compared to the larger counties
of Richland (6) and Charleston (7). Aiken, Florence, and Lexington, all
very similar to Sumter with regard to juvenile population size, together
accounted for oenly 8 revocations. Multiple revocations on individual clients
occurred in Sumter County as well as Aiken, Berkeley, Charleston, Chester,
Darlington, Greenville, Greenwood, Lancaster, Lexington and Richland.

Distributions of Clients Revoked by Age, Race and Sex

Table || presents the distribution of all clients revoked by age, race
and sex. White clients comprised the slight majority, accounting for 54.7%
of the total. Although males were a clear majority, females made up 36.0% of
the study population, which was more than double their proportion in the overal |

1

institutional population.’' The average age of all clients revoked was 14.8 years.

"Females accounted for only 17.2% of all the admissions to DYS residential
schools according fo the Agency's Annual Report for fiscal 1978.



Table |

DISTRIBUTION OF REVOCATIONS AND CLIENTS
REVOKED BY COUNTY AND TYPE OF REVOCATION

ALL REVOCATIONS STATUS/PLACEMENT ALL CLIENTS CLIENTS REVOKED
DURING PERIOD REVOCAT IONS REVOKED FOR STATUS/PLACEMENT
COUNTY DURING PERIOD DURING PERIOD  REASONS DURING PERIOD

Aiken
Anderson
Bamberg
Berkeley
Charleston
Cherokee
Chester
Chesterfield
Darlington
Fairfield
Florence
Greenville 1
Greenwood
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Kershaw
Lancaster
Laurens
Lexington
McCormick
Marion
Marlboro
Orangeburg
Pickens
Richland
Sumter
Spartanburg
Union
York
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Table 11

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CLIENTS
REVOKED BY AGE, RACE AND SEX

Non- Non-
White White White White
Total Male Male Female Female
Age* N % N % N % N % N %
11 1 1.2 1 3.3 0 0.0 0
12 3 3.5 0 0.0 3 12.0 0 0
13 6 7.0 2 6.7 4 16.0 0 0
14 14 16.3 3 10.0 6 24.0 2 11.8 3 21:4
15 41 47.7 13 43,3 9 36.0 10 58.8 9 64.3
16 20 23.3 11 36.7 3 12.0 4 23.5 2 14.3
‘7 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.9 0 0.0
TOTAL: 86 100.0 30 34.9 25 29.1 17 19.8 14 16.3
White: 47 or 54.7% Male: 55 or 64.0%
Non-White: 39 or 45.3% Female: 31 or 36.0%

Average Age: 14.8 years



Table Il provides the age, race and sex distribution of 27 clients

whose mosT recent revocation involved a non-status conditional release violation.

These youth accounted for approximately 31% of all clients revoked during the
study period. Whites and non-whites within this subgroup were represented
almost equafly, and the vast majority, more then 85%, were males. In contrast,
Table IV, which presents those clients revoked for status or placement vio-
lations (69% of the total) indicates that the sexes were much more evenly
distributed, while the racial composition was approximately 56% white, 44%

non-white.

Conditional Release Violations

Table V indicates the complete array of conditional release violations
for 27 clients revoked with at least one non-status charge. The most frequent
violations within this subgroup were larceny and breaking and entering,
although drug/substance abuse and status-type problems such as leaving home/
placement without permission and school-related charges were also common.
Almost three-fourths of these youth exhibited multiple violations, as many
as four per client.

Table VI presents the distribution of conditional release violations
for the 59 clients revoked on status/placement charges only. Almost 60%
of the clients violated their conditional release by leaving home or placement
without permission while some 39% returned for school related problems, mostly
non-attendance. Failure of placement was specified in the revoecations of
eight clients. In confrast to the clients revoked with non-status violations,
fewer than half of the clients revoked because of status or placement problems

had multiple violations.



Table |11

DISTRIBUTION OF CLIENTS REVOKED FOR NON-STATUS
VIOLATIONS BY AGE, RACE AND SEX

Average Age: 14.8 vyears

Non- Non-
White White White White
Total Male Male Female Female
Age* N % N % N 4 N 2 N %
[l 1 3.7 1 9.1
12 1 3.7 1 8.3
13 3 11.1 1 9.1 2 16.7
14 6 22.2 2 18.2 4 33.3
15 6 22.2 2 18.2 2 16.7 1 33.3 1 100
16 9 33.3 5 45.5 3 25.0 1 33.3
17 1 3.7 1 33.3
TOTAL 27 100.0 11 40.7 12 44.4 3 1.1 1 3.7
White: 14 or 51.9% Male: 23 or 85.2%
Non-White: 13 or 48.1% Female: 4 or 14.8%
Average Age: 14.7 years
Table |V
DISTRIBUTION OF CLIENTS REVOKED FOR STATUS OR
PLACEMENT VIOLATIONS BY AGE, RACE AND SEX
Non- Non-
White White White White
Total Male Male Female Female
Age* N % N % N % N % N %
12 2 3.4 2 15.4
13 3 5.1 1 5.3 2 15.4
14 8 13.6 1 5.3 2 15.4 2 14.3 3 23.1
15 35 59.3 11 57.9 7 53.8 9 64.3 8 61.5
16 11 18.6 6 31.6 3 21.4 2 15.4
- TOTAL: 59 100.0 19 32,2 13 22.0 14 23.7 13 22.0
White: 33 or .55.9% Male: 32 or 54.2%
Non-White: 26 or 44.1 Female: 27 or 45.8%



Table V

DISTRIBUTION OF CONDITIONAL RELEASE VIOLATIONS
ON CLIENTS REVOKED WITH NON-STATUS CHARGES

Conditional Percent of
Release Violation* Clients
(n=27)
Assaul t 3 11.1
Burning a Building 1 3.7
Breaking & Entering 7 25.9
Auto Theft 4 14.8
Larceny 7 25.9
Breaking & Entering (Auto) 1 3.7

Malicious Damage to

Private Property (over $50) 1 3.7
Escape 1 3.7
AWOL from temp. CR 2 7.4

NON-STATUS Drug/Substance Abuse 5 18.5
Possession of knife 1 3.7
Shoplifting 2 7.4
Forgery 1 5.7
DUl 1 3.7
Use auto w/o owner's

permission 1 5.7
Disorderly Conduct 1 3.7
Driving w/o License 1 3.7
Ret. from femp. CR 1 3.7
School Related (#1): 6 22.2

enrol Iment 1
nonattendance 2
expulsion 1
suspension 2
Residence (#3): 1 3.7
Left SC w/o permission
STATUS* * Left Home/Placement 5 18.5
without permission (#4)
Failure to follow Counselor's 1 3.7

Instructions (#5)

Failure fo have reasonable 1 3.7

conduct with parents (#9)

Incerriaible 4 14.8

TOTAL 59

Multiple Vliolations (20 Clients)

B(r\)

3 4
Freauency 4 4

*Distribution includes only those violations resulting in the most recent
revocation during study period.

**Numbers in parentheses refer to the specific J P & A violations. See Appendix
for a copy of the Conditional Release Agreement.



Table VI

DISTRIBUTION OF CONDITIONAL RELEASE VIOLATIONS
ON CLIENTS REVOKED FOR STATUS/PLACEMENT REASONS ONLY

- Conditional . Percent of
Release Violation* Clients
(n=59)
School Related (#1): 23 39.0
Non Attendence 17
Suspension 4
Expulsion 2

Failure to Report
for Hearing (#2) ] 5.1

Residence Change (#3): 6 10.2
Changed w/o perm.5
Left SC w/o perm.1

Leaving Home/Placement
w/o permission (#4) 35 ) 59.3

Failure to follow Coun-
selor's Instructions

(#5) 6 10.2
Fighting (#7) 4 6.8
Drinking Alcohol (#8) 1 1.7.

Failure to be reason-
able in conduct with

Parents (#9) 5 8.5
Failure of Placement (#11) 8 13.6
Incorrigible 7 11.9
Other 4 6.8
TOTAL 102

Multiple ViolaTions (27 Clients)

2 3
17 7

N

7z
Frequency 1

¥Distributions includes only those violations resulting in the most recent
revocation during study period.
**Numbers in parentheses refer to the specific J P & A violations. See Appendix
for a copy of the Conditional Release Agreement.



When the information on Tables V and VI is combined, it becomes apparent
that, for the entire study population, leaving home/placement without per-
mission was the most frequent violation associated with revocations., This
charge was specified for some 47% of all clients returned to DYS. School-
related problems also proved common, incorporating about one-third of these
youth.

Table VI| summarizes conditional release violations for all clients

revoked by type of violation and individual clients involved. Particularly

noteworthy is the fact that fewer than 20% of the clients returned to DYS

had violated their conditional release by committing a serious crime against
person or property. VWhen clients with multiple ftypes of violations are
considered, the remainder of this population is distributed as follows:

For 10 clients (11.6%) the most serious revocation charge, although non-
status, was not in the "serious crime category; fifty-one clients (59.3%)
faced status-type violations only, while eight clients (9.3%) returned because

of placement failure. Three of this latter group had status charges also.

Campus Assignment of Clients Revoked to the Department of Youth Services

Campus assignments of clients revoked during the study period were as

fol lows:
Willow Lane 62 72.1%
John G. Richards 16 18.6%
Birchwood 8 9.3%
Total 86 100.0%

It is apparent that the greatest effect of revocations on population size
was felt at the Willow Lane facility, which received more than 70% of all

clients returned to the Agency by Juvenile Placement and Aftercare.



Table VI

SUMMARY OF CONDITIONAL RELEASE VIOLATIONS

BY TYPE OF VIOLATION: AND INDIVIDUAL

CLIENTS

INVOLVED

Type of Conditional Release| Number of Violations | Percent of Number of Indi- Percent of
Violation this category Total vidual Clients all Clients
) Involved ‘ Revoked (n=86)
Serious Crime against
Person or Property * 24 14.9 17 19.8%
Other Non-Status 17 10.6 14 16.3%
Status 112 69.6 62 72.1%
Unsuitable Placement
or Placement Failure** 8 5.0 8 9.39
TOTAL 161 100.0 - -
. Multiple Types of Conditional Release Violations

Serious criminal and other non-status violations: 3 clients

Serious criminal, other non-status, and status violations: T client

Serious Criminal and Status Violations: 4 clients

Other Non-Status and Status Violations: 4 clients

Status Violations and unsuitable placement: 2 clients

TOTAL 14 clients

*¥Serious crimes against person and property included the
following: assault; burning a building; breaking and
entering; auto theft; larceny; breaking and entering (auto);
and malicious damage to property in excess of $50.

**|Includes only children cited in violation of J P & A
rule #11, or cases in which "failure of placement" or
"unsuitable placement" was stated as such. Does not
include children who left home or placement without
permission in violation of J P & A rule #4.



Tracking Individual Clients by Length of Each Commitment, Total Stay and

Offense History

Tables VIl and IX track individual clients through each commitment to
a residential school, indicating both length of stay and type of offense
associated with the commitments. The tables provide a kind of capsule history
of individual experiences with the Department of Youth Services. For example,
the first youth noted on Table VIIIl, which incorporates the 27 clients revoked
on non-status charges, is a non-white male first committed to an institution at
the age of 11. His four commitments all involved non-status charges, the last
two serious criminal activities. By the time of release at the age of 17, to
the Department of Corrections to complete a determinate sentence, the client
had compiled a total stay at DYS of 4.9 years.

One trend apparent from fthe information recorded on Tables VIII and IX is
that each successive commitment tends to be of shorter duration than previous
ones. For those clients whose most recent revocation involved a non-status
charge, the first commitment averaged 9.2 months, the second 6.9 monfhs, and
the third, where applicable, 6.6 months; comparable figures for clients with
status/placement revocations indicate uniformly shorter stays but a similar
pattern--8.5, 4.9 and 3.3 months, respectively. For the entire population
of clients revoked, the first commitment averaged 8.7 months, the second 5.5
months, and the third 4.9 months. Overall, the average total stay was 14.8
months, 18.6 for clients revoked on non-status charges and 13.5 for those re-
turning for status/placement reasons. Other kinds of data presented on
Tables VIII and IX are summarized on Tables X-XIl1. Tables X and X!, which
deal with average revocation stay and average total stay, are based on the

population sub-group of 53 inactive clients--excluded are 33 active clients



Table VIII

TRACKING OF INDIVIDUAL CLIENTS REVOKED FOR NON-STATUS VIOLATIONS
BY LENGTH OF EACH COMMITMENT, TOTAL STAY AND OFFENSE HISTORY

Age at Age at Length of Stay in Months Total Stay Offense/Violation History (See Code)

Race & First Revocation Commi tment Commitment  Commitment Commitment  at DYS ~ Commitment  Commitment Commi tment Commi tment
Sex Commi tment (most recent) #4 #3 #2 #1 Mos. Yrs. #4 #3 #2 #1
NWM 11 16 5.5% 177 7.0 28.6 58.8 4.9 SC,ONS SC,ONS ONS ONS,ST
NWF 12 15 2.0 Fne 4.7 9.7 21.8 38.2 3.2 SC ONS ONS,ST SC,ST
NWM " 14 11.9 inc 2.0 5.8 8.6 28.3 2.4 SC SC,ONS ONS SC
NWM 12 14 3.1 inc 3.8 10.9 7.2 25.0 2.1 SC,ONS s¢ SC,ONS SC
WM 14 16 3.8 inc 4.2 1.0 10.0 19.0 1.6 SC,ONS ONS ST ONS
NWM 10 14 - 11.0 inc 19.2 10.1 40.3 3.4 - ONS,ST ST S
NWM 1" 15 - 10.4 13.0 9.7 33.1 2.8 - 5¢ ST ONS

WF 15 17 - 6.6 2.7 10.5 19.8 1.7 - ONS ST SC
WF 15 16 - 1.8 inc 143 6.3 9.4 .8 - SC ST sSC
WM 14 16 - 3.1 4.8 49 8.8 o7 - ONS, ST ST ST
WM 13 14 - - 11.9 7.5 19.5 1.6 - - SC,ONS,ST SC,ONS
NWM 10 13 - - a7 11.7 19.4 1.6 - - SC,ST 5C;ST
WM 14 16 - - 7.9 10.3 18.2 1.5 - - SG ST
WM 13 13 - - 6.1 inc 10.0 6.1 1.3 - - ONS SC
WM 15 16 - - 7+1 8.7 15.8 1.3 - - SC SC,ONS, ST
NWM 12 13 - - 6.9 inc 8.7 15.6 1.3 - - SC SC
WM 13 14 - - 7.6 inc 7.9 15.5 1.3 - - ONS, ST SC
NWM 14 15 - - 71 6.7 13.8 1.2 - - SC SC
WM 14 15 - - 8.0 inc 5. 3.1 1.1 - - ONS SC
WM 13 14 - - 6.4 945 11.9 1.0 - - SC,ST st
NWM 13 14 - - 4.3 inc 6.9 11.3 9 - - SC ST
NWM 15 16 - - 1.0 A% 10.2 11.2 .9 - - 5C,ST ONS
NWM 14 16 - - 11 9.8 . 10.9 .9 - - SC,ST sC
WF 14 15 . - 4.3 5.6 9.9 8 - - ONS ONS
WM 15 16 &= = 3.7 inc 5.9 9.6 .8 - - ONS,ST SC
WM 14 15 - = 1.5 7.7 9.2 .8 - - ONS ONS

WM 10 11 = = 2.4 inc 5i 7 8.1 a1 - - ONS ONS

%x=13.0 %=6.6 %=6.9 %=9.2 x=18.6 1.6
(averages based on completed stays only)
OFFENSE CODE
*Fourth Commitment was a determinate sentence for burning a building, grand and petty larceny SC=5Serious crime aqgainst person

¥*¥Commi tted for "threatening suicide", breaking school rules, and staying out late at night

or properiy
ONS=0ther Non-Status
ST=Status

¥XX¥AWOL 29 days after commitment; now in policy custody; not counted in calculating average stays, PL=Placement

second commitment




Table IX

TRACKING OF INDIVIDUAL CLIENTS REVOKED FOR STATUS OR PLACEMENT VIOLATIONS BY
LENGTH OF EACH COMMITMENT, TOTAL STAY, AND OFFENSE HISTORY

Age at Age at Length of Stay im Months # Total Stay Offense/Violation History (see code)

Race & First Revocation Commitment Commitment Commi tment Commi tment at DYS Commi tment Commi tment Commitment Commitment
Sex Commi tment (most recent) it 4 #3 t2 {1 Mos. Yrs. #4 #3 #2 #1
NWM 11 15 7.0 inc 10.1 1.1 32..3 50.4 4.2 ST SC 8T ST
WM 11 15 «5 8.6 9.1 16.2 34.5 2.9 PL 8sc ST ST
NWF 14 16 2.5 inc 4.8 3.8 8.3 19.3 1.6 PL PL ST ONS
WM 10 14 - .9 29.2 11.6 41.7 3.5 - PL SC sc
WM 11 15 - 11.4 inc 21.9 6.7 40.1 3.3 - ST ONS SC
WM 12 15 - 10.4 7:3 15.7 33.3 2.8 - ST PL sC
WM 14 16 - 1.6 «3 22.8 24,9 2.1 - ST ST ST*
NWM 11 13 - 6.4 inc 7.2 7.3 20.9 1.7 - ST NS SC
NWM 12 15 - 21 11.6 63 20,1 1.7 - ST SC ONS
WF 13 15 - 4.0 7.5 8.2 19.7 1.6 - ST ST ST*
WF 13 15 - 2.0 inc 4.5 13.0 19.5 1.6 - ST ST ONS,ST
WM 12 15 - 1.8 2.6 14.5 19.0 1.6 - ST ST,ONS ST
WF 14 16 - .9 10.6 6.3 17.8 1.5 - ST ONS ST,ONS
NWF 14 15 - 1.3 inc 6.7 8.8 16.9 1.4 - ST ST ST,SC
NWF 12 I5 - o 6.8 9.0 16.5 1.4 - ST ST ST*
WM 14 15 - 6.6 o 8.6 159 1.3 - 8T ST ST,ONS
NWF 14 15 - 2.2 10.0 2.7 14.8 1.2 - ST ONS ST
WM 13 15 - 1.4 7.0 6.3 14.7 1.2 - ST ONS ONS
NWM 13 13 - 8.2 inc 4 57 14.3 1.2 - ST ST SC
NWM 13 15 = 1.8 Sieid 5.4 12.9 1.1 - ST ST SC
WF 14 15 - 3.6 inc 1.0 7.3 11.9 1.0 - ST ST SC
WM 10 13 - 2.2 inc 9 8.0 11.1 .9 - 8T ST ST*
NWF 14 15 = .8 8.5 1.9 11.1 .9 - ST ONS ST
WF 13 14 - 1.0 2.0 5.5 8.5 o7 - ST 8T ST¥*
NWM 13 15 - - 13.9 inc 13.0 26.9 2.2 - - ST ONS
WF 13 15 - - 6.5 inc 18.7 25.2 2.1 - - ST SC
NWM 10 12 - - 4.5 inc 17.4 21.9 1.8 - - 8T SC
NWF 12 15 = - .9 16.9 17.8 1.5 - = PL ST
NWM 14 15 - = 9.4 inc 8.2 17.6 1.5 - - ST sC
WM 15 16 - - 10.0 6.8 16.8 1.4 - - ST ONS,ST
NWM 12 13 = - 1.7 15.0 16.7 1.4 - - ST SC,ST
NWF 14 16 - - 8.2 inc 5.9 14.1 1.2 - - ST SC
NWF 14 15 - - 142 6.3 13.5 1.1 - - ST ONS
WF 15 16 - - 7.4 6.0 13.5 1.l - - ST SC,ST























































