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Archbishop Dorian A. Baxter
National Chairman

Family Justice Review Committee
5500 North Service Road

The Reimer Building, P.O. Box 30
Burlington, ON

L71. 6W6

Dear Archbishop Baxter:

Thank you for your letter dated November 23, 2004, which was forwarded te me by the
Honourable Dalton McGuinty, Premier of Ontario, regarding the Ontario Domestic Assault Risk
Assessment (ODARA) tool.

ODARA is a tool that will give police, Crowns and judges more information at the bail stage to
help them determine whether an accused seeking bail s likely to commit another domestic
assault. It will also provide a new way of helping women understand the risks they face and to
support them in developing plans for their safety.

We are piloting the use of ODARA in the Ottawa and North Bay court jurisdictions. ! have
enclosed a copy of the ODARA form used by police officers in the two pilot sites, | have also
enclosed an article which outlines the research used to develop the ODARA, published in the
internationally recognized journal: Psychological Assessment, September of 2004,

Domestic violence has devastating effects on our communities. I would like to assure you that
this government is committed to doing more to protect victims of domestic violence.

Thank you again for writing, and for your interest in reducing domestic violence.

Yours truly,

e

Michael Bryant

Attorney General

Minister Responsible for Native Affairs
Minister Responsible for Democratie Renewal

Enclosure

¢. The Honourable Dalton McGuinty, Premier of Ontario



Accused: . Incident #:
LAST NAME First name Middle name(s}

Victim: Offence date: / /20
LAST NAME First name dd  mm »

ODARA-LE Risk Summary Statement
The Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Assessment, Law Enforcement Format (ODARA-LE) is a tool designed to assess the
likelihood that a man who has assaulted his partner will do so again, This risk assessment was developed on a study of 589
men known to police in Ontario for physically assaulting their female partners, The ODARA consists of 13 jtems that
predict reassault and produces estimates of risk based upon the number of items scored as present. The ODARA includes
domestic and non-domestic criminal history, threat and confinement during the most recent offense, children in the
relationship, the accused's substance abuse, and barriers o support faced by the victim,

The likelihood of recidivism indicated by the ODARA is based on a sample of domestic violence offenders known to the
police, and only new assaults that came to the attention of police within an average of 5 years counted as recidivism;
therefore, the likelihood given below represents a minimum likelihood reassault during that time frame,
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SCORE | RISK | PERCENTILE INTERPRETATION
(Circle) RANK
Offenders with this score have a 5% likelihood of reassaulting a female partner within an
11t | aversgé of 3 years. Those whib'do reoffend do so only after this time frame and most do not
0 5% commit a severc assault or cause injury. ' When compared to the 589 men in the study, 11%
scored the same as this offender. This places the accuscd in the lowest tenth of known wife
Offenders with this score have a 10% ikelthood of Teassaulting a female parther Within an
1 10% gt average of 5 years. When compared to the 589 men in the study, 27% scored the same as or
’ lower than this offender. This score places the accused in the lowest quarter of known wife
assaulters, =
- | Offenders with this score have a 20% likelihood of reassaulting a female partner within an
2 20% Ag®h average of 5 years, When compared to the 489 men in the study, 48% scored the same a5 or

lower than this offender. This score places the accused in the lower half of known wife
EI'5.

Offenders with this score have a 30% likelihood of reassaulting a female parmer within an
3 30% 67 _avernge of & years. When compared to the 589 men in the study, 67% scored the same as or
' tower than thiz offender, This score places the accused in the worst third of known wife

Offenders with this score have a 40% likelihood of reassaulting a femate partner within an

4 40% 8ot average of § years. When compared to the 589 men in the study, 80% scoted the same as or

o lower than this offender. This score places the accused in the worst fifth of known wife
lters.

Offenders with this score have a 60% likelihood of reassaulting a female partner within an
93 average of 5 years, When compared to the 589 men in the study, 93% scored the same as or
lower than this offender. This scorc places the accused in the worsat tenth of known wife
assaulters.

5-6 60%

Offenders with this score have a 70% likelihood of reassaulting a female partner within an

3 20% gt average of 5 years. Nearly half of them reassault within two years, and most commit a severe
-1 ° asgault causing injury, When compared to the 58% men in the study, only 1% scored as high as
this offender. This score places the accused in the worst 1% of known wife assaulters.
Completed by: Date: / 120 o
Reviewed by: _ Date: / /20 -

dd mm yy hr  min



Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Assessment - Law Enforcement Form

Use to assess future risk of a male who has assanlted his wife or ex-wife or common- -law or ex-common-law wife
Score

OFFENDER CHECK: Police database

1. Prior domestic occurrences involving assault against this or prior wife or common-law partner or his or her children?

N Incident #
2. Any additional prior occurrences of violence as an offender or suspect (not included in #1)?
' Incident #
3. Any prior correctional sentences of at least 30 days?
CPIC date checked,

4. Any known prior violation of conditional release? (include bail, probation or parole, no-contact order)

Incident # or CPIC date checked
VICTIM INTERVIEW: Review evidence, police databases and statements

5. How many children do the victim and offender have altogether?

[Count the victim’s children, the offender s children and their joint children, of any age and residing anywhere ]
1 child or no children = 0 or no

2 ar more children = I or "yes"

Statement of date i
6. Does the victim bave any children from other relationships?
Siatement of date
7. This titne or prior, has the offender ever hit the victim while she was pregnant?
Statement of date
8. Does the victim state she believes that the offender will agsault her or the children in the future?
Sratement of

9. This time, did the offender do anything to prevent the victim leaving the place? (Linlawful C'onj‘ inement)

Stammem of date
10. This time, did the offender threaten to harm or kill any person?
Statement of date
11. Prior to this, has the offender ever assaulted psople other than his (ex)partnet and his/her children (includes item 2)?
Statement of (or incident #) date

RRIERS TG VICTIM SUPPORT:  Review evidence, police databases and statements
Score as 1 if at least 1 (ONE) of the following is true.
Stated or observed by: date
12 a. There are children in the victim's home (zge /8 or under). '
b. There is #o phone in the victim’s homne.
¢. The vietitn ks no transportation,
d. There are no people living close by the victim’s home.
e. There iy evidence of the victim using alcohol during this occurrence or having a substance abuse problem.
L Statement of (or incident #) —
OFFENDER’SALCOHOL & OTHER DRUG USE: Review evidence, police databases and statements

13 a, Has offender ever previously been charged with Tmpaired Operation / Over 80 mgs / or other Criminal Code alcohol
- Telated offences? CPIC date checked
OR Hcbreas 1'if &t least 2 (‘“I“Wﬁ) of the following are true. ' P

Stated or obseﬁed by: date
b. Offender consumed alcohol befors or duting this occurrence.

¢. Offender used drugs before or during this occurrence.
d. Offender used aleohol or drugs in the past few days or weeks (e.g., frequent use or intoxication).

¢. Offender used alcohol or drugs more than usual in the past few days or weeks.

f. Offender is more angry or vielent when he uses drugs or alcohol.
g. Offender has a prior charge for a crime he committed while he was under the effects of aleohol consumption.

h. Offender has a prior alcohel problem at any time since he was 18 vears of age.*

i. Offender has a prior drug problem at any time since he was 18 years of age *

* "Problem " defined as incldents ocourring that are atiribuled (o substance abuse, E.g.. Financial problems, loss of job, loss of r retatipnship, trouble
with the law, health problems, withdvawal symptoms, inability to stop or decrease use. ODARA-LE 28/07/04
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A Brief Actuarial Assessment for the Prediction of Wife Assault
Recidivism: The Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Assessment

N. Zoe Hilton, Grant T. Harris, Mamnie E. Rice,

Carol Lang, and Catherine A. Cormier
Penetanguishene Mental Heglth Cenire

Kathryn J. Lines
Ontario Provingial Police

An sctuarial asoesemett to predict mule-to-female mariml violence was constructed from a pool of
potentiul predictors in 1 sumple of 589 offenders identified in police récords and followed up for an
averge of almost 5 years. Archival information in séveral domning (offender charncteristics, domestic
violenco history, nondemestic crimingl history, relationship chammeteristics, vietim charscterigtics, index
offense) and recidivism were subjocted to serwise and stepwiso logistic regression. The resulting [ 3-item
scale, the Ontario Domestic Assault Rlsk Asscssment (ODARA), showed a large cffect size in prediciing
new asasults againgt lepal or common-law wives or ex-wives (Cohen's J = 1.1, mlative opermting
chatactoristic aren = ,77) and was associated with munber snd severity of new astaults and time until
recidivistn, Cross-validation and comparisons with other instruments arc also reported.

When a man who is aircady known to authorities as & wife
sssaulter kitls his partner, the public demands to know why the
criminal justice system did net protect this woman. The need for
authoritics to recognize the danger using standard risk assessments
for repeated nggoult hat been identified (e.g.. Office of the Chicf
Coroner of Ontaria, 1998, 2002), providing a timely opportunity
for psychological assessment research to meke an smportant con-
tribution. A useful risk assessment would accurately appraise the
likelihood that a man who has just assnulted his wife would do so
ugain il he has the opportunity. Accused men obtaining the highest
score on 4 valid risk assessment could, for example, be considered
suitable for pretrial detention by police or bail courts and less
suitable for reliance on protection orders.

Formal risk assessments for eririnal violence have appeared in
the psychological literature (e.g., Harris et al., 2003; Rice, 1997,
Rice & Harris, 1995, 2002) and have been used successiully 1o
asyess and manage violent offenders (c.g.. Quinsey, Harmis, Rice,

W. Zoc Hilton, Grant T. Harris, Mathie E. Rice, Carel Long, snd
Catherine A. Cormicr, Rescarch Depatiment, Penctunguishene Menml
Health Centre, Penetanguishene, Ontario, Canada: Kathryn J. Lines, Be-
hevioural Sciences Section, Ontarie Provincial Police, Orillin, Ontario,
Canada,
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& Cormier, 1998). Although this literatiure uses the techniques of
psychological test construction, the resulting risk atsessments are
not psychological tests per se. That is, although creating such an
asxessrient device requires the empirical identification of relevant
items, ¢fficient combination of items, development of normas, and
demonstration of reliability and validity, the primary test of risk
aszessment research is predictive validity. Formal risk assessments
are not designed to measurt an underlying hypothetical paycho-
logical eonstruct or dizposition. Rather, their principal purpose is
to estimate the Jikelihood of overt behavior, such ss intempersonal
viplence, often measured imperfectly by arrest or conviction for a
violent crime. Consequently, item selection by factor analysis,
internal consistency, test—retest reliability, and conatruct validity,
though central to psychological test construction, are leas central (o
formal risk aseessment conetruction. The Iatter is characterized
by using multiple regression Lo select items, establishing interra-
ter relinbility, and demonstrating  predictive  validity ond
cross-validation,

Only in the past 10-15 years have predicior items for wife
assaull recidivism been empirically identified. Individual and so-
cial variables congistently related to wife assault recidivism in-
clude age, severity and duration of prior violence, other prior
antisocial behavior, viglence in the offender's family of origin,
hostility, and substance abuse (e.g., Aldarondo & Sugarman, 1994;
Dutton, Badnarchuk, Kropp. Harl, & OglofT, 1997, Hilton, Hanis,
& Rice, 2001; Saunders, 1993; Shepard, 1992). This rescarch has
not previously been extended W the selection of items for risk
assessmient using regression techniques, Literature reviews, how-
ever, have inspired structured lists for assessing risk among wife
assatiliers (see reviews by Dutton & Kropp, 2000; Rochl & Guer-
tin, 2000), The Danger Assessment (DA; Campbell, 1986; Stuart
& Campbell, 1989) is ong such structured clinica! assessment. It
was designed to assess the risk of lethal wife assault using vietim
interview ot self-report. lis 15 items pertoin 10 4 perpetrator’s
history of relationship and other violence, availability of wenpons,
substance ubuse, swicidality, and jealousy. The sum of DA items
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exhibited test—retest relibility (rs > .83: Campbell, 1995; inter-
rater relinbility has not been reported) and was positively assaci-
ated with past physical or sexual victimization (Campbell, Socken,
McFarlane, & Perker, 1998; McFarlane, Parker, & Socken, 1995).
A small positive association was also reporied between DA score
and subsequent noniethal violence or serious threats of violence 4
months after the disposition of a domestic court (Weisz, Tolman,
& Saunders, 2000) and between several DA items and nonlethal
assault or threats 3 months after the arrest of & perpetrator (Good-
man, Dution, & Bennett, 2000). The predictive value of the DA
might be limited by items that are actually inversely associated
with recidivism (e.g., suicidality; Hilton ct al., 2001), whick could
be avoided by using empirical item selection.

The Spousal Assault Risk Assesgment (SARA) Guide (Kropp,
Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 1995) was informed by the empirical
literature and clinical interpretation of variables that distinguish
domestically violent men, Part 1 has 10 general violence risk
factorz, which include substance abuse, employmem problems,
mente] illness, and personality disorder, and items that may reflect
domestic conflict, including sulcidnlhomicidal relationship prob-
lerns, axposure 1o family violence, violation of conditional rcleass,
end past assault of family members. Pant 2 has 10 spousal violence
risk factors, including recent escalation, offender attitudes, and
charseteristics of the most recent assault, The manual instructs
assessors to use the items, especinlly thoze judged 1o be critical, to
form a clinical judgment of low, moderate, or high risk. Intermater
reliability was not good for either critical itemns or the clinical risk
rating {intraclass corrclation coefficient [ICC] = .18 to .63; Kropp
& Han, 2000), An unadjusted total of the scores on the 20 items
cxhibited better interrater reliability (.84) but was unrelated to wife
assault recidivism (Kropp & Hart, 2000). Gronn and Wedin (2002)
did find significant prediction of wife assault recidivism using the
SARA total, depending on the follow-up time. The risk ruting and
scores on Part 2 were higher among wife assault recidivists than
nonrecidivists ki some follow-up intervals (Grann & Wedin, 2002;
Kropp & Hart, 2000). As with the DA, it appeurs that only some
SARA items are usefill predictors—violation of conditional re-
lease, personality disorder (including psychopathy). and minimi-
zation or denial of spousal assault (Grann & Wedin, 2002). Wesk,
inverse, or unrelisble predictors are less likely to be selected by
empirical lest construction methods.

Psychological researchers have developed actuarial methods o
appraise the risk of viglence posad by offenders in general. For
example, the Violence Risk Appraisal Guide (VRAG: Harris, Rice,
& Quinsey, 1993; Quinsey et al., 1998) was developed using the
\est construction methods described above, It has been cross-
validated, with large predictive effect sizes in many samples of
violent male offenders (¢.g.. Glover, Nichoison, Hemmati, Bern-
feld, & Ouinsey, 2002: Heriz & Rice, 2003, Harris, Rice, &
Camilleri, in press; Harris, Rice. & Conmier, 2002; Rice & Harris,
1997). s 12 items include demographic, childliped history, crim-
inal offense, and psychiatric variables. When scored according Lo
its published instrugtions (Quinsey et al., 1998), the VRAG exhib-
its high imerrater reliability (» = .90). VRAG scores are pasitively
related 1o the likelihood and severity of violent reoffending and
inversely related to time until violent recidivism (Harms et al,,
2002, 2003). The VRAG performed equally well in predicling
violent recidivism within 10 years among 81 men at risk after
azzaulting their wives as it did for the full original development

gample (Hilion ot al,, 2001), but it was unknown whether the
subsequent victims were domestic partners. Grann and Wedin
(2002) reporied a large sffect for the VRAG™s 1-year predictions
of wifc assault recidivism in 88 personality-disordered men. More
problematic, however, is that the VRAG requires extensive knowl-
cdge of the offender’s life history and psychological characteris-
tics, 50 is not suitable for mpid risk assessment by pelice officers
or coutts dealing with domestic violence cuses. The present study
aitempts to meet the need for an assessment that can be quickly
completed using only the information readily available to these
users.

Tn our jurisdiction (Ontario, Canada), current practice requires
police officers to complete a documented domestic violence in-
vegtigalion, including # victim interview and the petpetrator’s
criminal record, which is accessad from an sutomaied criminal
records system. The investigation is used to complete the Domestic
Violence Supplementary Report (DVSR). On the basis of o liter-
ature review and consultation with expens, the DVSR was deval-
oped by the Ontario Provincial Police (OPF) in responge ta highly
publicized murder—guicides by men slrcady known to the polics
for wife assault (Ministry of the Solicitor General, 2000). Its 22
jtemns pertain to relationship separation, jenlousy, stalking, threats,
weapons, substance abuse, mental iliness, disobeying court orders,
violence toward pets, and the victim's fear but not to generat
criminal history. An advaniage of the DVSR for law enforcement
is that, unlike the DA or SARA, it was specifically designed for
front-line officers and relies only on information readily available
when investigating domestic violence incidents. There are no data
abowt the predictive accuracy of the DVSR.

As mentioned earlier, the development of the DA, SARA, and
DVSR did not benefit from the science of prychological sssess-
ment in general or the use of sctuarinl methods in particular.
Actunrial bere refers to the selection of predictor iterns on the basis
of their measured associztion with outcomes in representative
sumplet and the combination of predictors on the busis of incre-
mental validity. Tt has been well established that acruarial methods
yield more accurate predictions than unaided clinical assessments
in many domains, including interpersonal violence (e.g., Bonta,
Law, & Hanson. 1998; Grove, Zald, Lebow, Snitz, & Nelwm,
2000; Grove & Meehl, 1996). The demonstraled accuracy of
actuarial methods suggests that they could be used to develop risk
assessments for wife assaudt recidivism.

Police officers and others who work on the front linea of the
eriminal justice system must make quick decisions about deicn-
tion, bail, and victim assistance. They are &l30 in a unique position
to Assess some risk factors for wife assault, not least by accessing
general criminal information. They can also interview the victim
about the relationship history and other risks to her safery, which
are not usuatly recorded in official documents. Rescarch suggests,
for example, that recont separation and the vietim's foar of the
offender are good predictors of repeated wife asssult (Campbell,
2001: Weisz et al,, 2000). There is good reason to believe, there-
forc, that an actuarial instrument based on information available to
law enforcement officers could be used to construct an accurate
risk assezsment of wife assault recidjvism.

The prescnt study was designed to test the pradictive validity of
both information obtained by officers attending occurrences of
male-to-female domestic assault and information maintained in
criminal records management systems. We also applied methods
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used in developing actuarial violence risk assessments to derive a
front-line risk assessment for the prediction of wife assault recid-
jvism. Qur research questions were as follows: (1) How accurate is
the currently used risk assessment (DVSR) in predicting wife
assalt recidivism? (b) Can information cypicaily available in
domestic violence investigations be used to develop an actuarial
rizk assessment? and (¢) Can such a risk assessment tool be scored
reliably using information typicalty available to officers? We also
included the DA and the SARA for comparison purposes.

Method
Index Offense

From the databases described below and for sach selected offender, we
jdentifind the occurrence clasest w, but no later than, December 31, 1996,
that invalved a victim report or police evidence of forceful physical contuet
by a oan againat his current or former wife o commen-law wife. We oaly
conpidered cuses in which the offender and vietim had lived together,
primatily because it was difficult o distinguish notechabiting intimate
from ngnintimates cohabiting refationghips using the available information.
Coses wers conidered cligible If there was evidence in the police report of
both wn intimate relationship and an existing or prior maritl or cohabiting
relationship. The offender need not have been arrested or charged for the
index xszault to be eligible (83 the evidantisry requiremenia may be higher
and earlier cuses appearcd less likely 1o be churged), The first 589 offend-
ers vetrievad were selected for coding in the construction phase. A further
100 cuges were teserved for crosd-validation.

The pritnary data carne from the Onwrio Municipal Provincinl Police
Automated Cooperative {(OMPPAC) system. This electronic srchive
housts verbatim repors made by frontline officers, including those of
\he OPP und approvitnutely 50 urban police vervices. The OPP ig the
sccond largest police service in Canada and scrves mant rural arcas and
many municipalitics in Canada’s most populous province, (Some jarge
wrban areas maintain their own acparsie police services and rocord
management systems.) OMPPAC infornation is entered by the invesd-
tignting officer and includes names of the offender or suspect, the
complainant, mand the victims; charges lnid; and detwils of the
investigation.

We used the OMPPAC data to identify cases for the study by beginning
with eligibie occurmences (index offenses) dating from December 31. 1996,
and working backward through the database, scarching for all envries for
each identificd offender. QMPPAC was not upgraded or enhanced during
the timne frame of thiz study. We also searched the narional Canadian Police
Infonmation Centre {CPIC) database for all records perimining to each
identified offender. CPIC necords includs all criminul charges, ammests,
conviction. and criminul dispositions in Canadas, on the basis of infarma-
tion from the Fingerprint Service of the Royal Cunadian Mounted Polica,
4 national police service. 13 exhuugtive record assures generalizability to
similar Western industrislized nations. Both OMPPAC and CPIC are
routinely availuble to police officers in the field, gometimes  through
portable computers in police vehicles bur alwayy vin termintls st locul
stations. We confined potential predictor variables and analyses to infor-
mation mvailgble from thege btwo sources to ensure thot the resulting
actudrial azsessment cowld be completed with reusonable ense by frant-line
officers.

Procedure

Coding cuch cuze required research ussistunts o read the OMPPAC
and CPIC reports and idemify the index offense. Do about the index
wffense perpetrutor. victim, relationship, and incident were coded. Then
vuriubles perlaining o Lhe pemetrier’s sociodemagraphie and criminul
higtary and vutcome wers coded. All varigbles were coded by Carol

Lang and Catherine A. Cormicr, who have extensive experience coding
such information, or by graduate ressarch assistants with sppeoximatcly
3 months of (raining and continuous supervision. Variables describing
the construction sample ere shown in Table 1. The descriptive variables
shown in Table | are mostly setf-explanintory std provide o compre-
henaive description of the sathple. Those requiring fuller explanations
are described below,

Substance abuse ycore,  This acore ranged from 0 o 8, with | point
given for each of several items showing predictive succest in previous
empirica! rescurch (Hareis ct al, 1993): offender conyumed sleohol just
before or during the index offense, offender used drugs just before or
during the index affense, offender abused alcoho] or drugs in the few daya
or weeks befure the index offense, offender used alcohol or drugs more
than usual in the few days or weeks before the index offense, offender is
noted to be more angry or vielent when he uses wlechol or drugs, offander
haa previously becn charged for a criminal offense whilc under the offccts
of alcohol, offender had an alcohol problent xince he was 18 years old, and
offender had » drug problem since he was 18 years old,

Injury to vichm at index, toral prior injury io puringrs, and lowal prioe
infury e nopdementic vietme.  Injury wis scored on e T-point ordinal
stale mnging from | (mone) to 7 (deach with mutllation),

Prior cripinal history score.  History was scored using the Cormict—
Lang Scale (Quinsey et al, 1998), which captures the fraquency and
scverity of crimina] history by towling wll offenses ranging from 1 (minor
preperty offense) to 28 (hemicide).

Conflict Tactics Scals (CTS: Siraus. Hamby. Boney-MeCoy, & Sugar-
meir, 1998) severe violence, ' This variable moords whether the perpetrator
used octs against the partner that sre defined as xevers on the CT5: used §
knife or gun, punched, choked, sloammed against wall, baat up, bumed or
scalded. and kicked.

Victim barriery to support score.  This varisble mnged from 0 1o 5. in
which | point was given for each of acvernl variubles that might increase
the prrner’s valnerability: she has children {under age 18 yewrs) living
with her, she hut ne telephone ut home, she hag little or no sccess w a car
or public transportation, she lives in an isolawed location, and police report
that she hag 8 substance obuse problem, Oiher vizinorubility sources, such
a3 |anguage barricrs, were also roeorded but did not contribute o the
predictive accuracy of this score.

We created o coding manual that caprured sli quantifinble information
tound in & preliminary review of approximately 30 cases, We chose for
shalysis the entire pool of itemg thut was coded us uvuilubic in &t leant 2%
of cases. Exceptions were the DA arid the SARA. included for comparison
purposes in validating the acruarial risk mscasment. They required some
clinical #nd higtorical information not available to officers, so we wored
these acales using probation and parole office files if the offepder had
served 8 custodial sentence or probation for any offense (35% of cazes).
We did include some DA or SARA ilems in the pool of potential prediciory
if they could be coded using only the OMFPAC or CPIC or databascs.

Wife Assault Recidivism

Information about subscquent eriminal gnd assaultive behavior was
coded up to the end of 2001, yielding o mesn follow-up period of 4.79
yenrs after the index offense (SD = |.08) or of 4.30 yours when cusiodial
seniences (not ncorssary time served) were subtracted. Any pubseguent
violent assault against an (ex-jwife or (ex-)ommon-law wife known o
police was decmed wifc assault recidivinm, regardless of whether charges
were Iaid. In this time fiame, 175 men (30% of the 589 men in the
comstruction somple) were recorded as having committed o submequent
assuull apainst a fernale domestic partner an overuge of 15,1 months (50 =
12.3) after the index offense. in over 95% of the coses, the subssguent
victim ond index vietim were the same person.
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Table 1
Sample Characteristics and Correlation With Wife Assoult Recidivism
Charncteristic M (SD)or % r
Sociodemographic
Unemployed {%}) 20 13
Appeated suicidal (%) 6 06
Apge (years) 38.2(12.0) —.14"
Subgiance abuse xcore (0-8)" 1.31(1.47) g
Domestic violence history
Ever violated prior no-contact order (%) 5 e
Ever axsaulied victim when preghant (%) 3 A3
Prior domestic incidents (OMPPAC) 0.3 (0.90) 29"
“Totsl prior injury to partner(s) (1-7)° 1.19 (0.82) 2
DA {0-15) 0.48 (0.59) .20
SARA (0-40) 311 (4.14) 27ew
DVSR (0~22) 1.40 (1.50) el Ll
General criminal history
Prior correctional sentence (%) 24 g
Offender violent woward others (%4) 4 200
Any prior violstion of eonditionsl roleasc {%4) 15 2Eus
No. prior crimina] charges 3.30(3.82) 2are
Prior ¢riminal history scorc® 540(11.4) il
Prior nondomsstic incldents (OMPPAC) 0.09 (0.40) RbLL]
Total privt injury to nondomestic victins® 1.09 (0.77) 1
Relationship charncteristics
Sexua! jealousy reported (%) 7 A2*
Separstion prier 1o index (%) 28 01
Not legally mamriad (%) 57 BIL
Duration of relationship (months) 93.4(107) -_16"*
Total ne. of children 1.BS (1.32) 26
Victim characieristics
Vigtim unemployed (%3) 21 204+
Victim age (years) M4 (11.)) —.14"
Weo. of children fromy prior relationships 0.45 (0.84) 23
Barriers w suppont score (0-5) 081 (0.72) ol bl
Reports offender is vislent gutyide the home (%) 4 Il
Offense dewili
Aleohol invelvaed (%) a3 A1
Offender threatoned hurm—death (%) 15 A2+
Waupon involved (3%) 9 Eix )
Vigtim feared fiture viglence (o) 10 L4
COffender confined victim (%) 7 12
Parpetrator charged (Ya) 53 b
CT5 seveore violenee (%)* a8 08
Indax locations was shared home (%) 73 ki
Mutual assault (%) E) =07
Victim's injury seore (1-7)° 2.03 (0.96) .06

Note. Correlations arc Penrson product-moment correlations {i.e., phi for dichotomeous variables, point-biserial
for continuous mensures), OMPPAC = Ontario Municipal Provincisl Police Automaied Cooperative system,
DA = Denger Assesgment; SARA = Spousa) Assault Risk Assessment Guide; DVSR = Domeste Violance

Supplementary Report; CTS = Conflict Tactics Seale,

* Varjables deacribed in text.
=p < 01 **p < 00

Analytic Strategy

Firsl, we computed DVER and estimated its sccuracy, We then
computed the bivariate relationship between each study variable and
recidivism shown in Teble 1. We used multivariate metheds to sclect
thote variables that would produce the most efficient prediction teal,
using & strategy thut proved wuccessful in developing an actuerial risk
agseasment in the past (Hurris & al, 1993). First, we clussified the
polentiat items on o rational basis inte six sets; offender’s sociodemo-
graphic characteristics, offender’s domestic vielence history, offender’s
general eriminal history. relatianship characteristivs, victim charocter-
jutics. undl index offense details (see Tuble | for vorinbles within each

set). To minimize shrinkage on cross-validation that can result from
analyses capitalizing on chance, we used » simple bootstrapping pro-
cedure (Moancy & Duval, 1995). We conducted each torward condi-
tivnal binary logistle regression (@ = 05) once on each of ninc
randomly sclecied subsamples (7 = 359) drawn with replacement from
the full congtruction spmple. In ench set described abave, only voriables
selacted by ut Jepst five of the nine maximut-likelihood edtimations
were refained. At the next stage, all surviving variables from the seowise
analyses were tested together in 10 final forward conditional binary
regression analyses (1 for cach of the 9 subsamples and | for the full
conafruction sample of 569), Any varisble not selected it the full
sample und at lesst one subsample was dropped. The reyult of this
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Table 2

Dickatomous Voriables Used in the Onlario Domestie Arsault Risk Assessment and Phi
Coefficiert for Each liem and Dichotomous Recldivism

Variable b
Has u prior domestic assault (against a partner or ¢hild) in police RM3 26
Has a prior nondomestic ussault {ogningt anyone other than & partner or child) In RMS R
Has o prior sentence to & term of 30 days of more .28
Hus o prior failure on conditiondl] releass including bail, parvle, probation, NO-Contacs ordar 25
Threatened to harm or kill anyons during index offensc A2
Uninwful confinement of viedm daring index offense A2
Victim fears repatition of violence 4
Victim and/or offender have more than one child sltogather 24
Offender is in stepfuther role in this relationship a2
Offender i violent outside the home (to people othor than 8 partner or child) 20
Offender has more than one indicator of subsince abuse problem 27
Offender has ever assaulted vietim when ahe was pregnant 13

Victim foces ot least ona barrier to support

Al

Note. ANl pa < 01. Full scoring criteria available from N. Zoe Hilton, RMS = record management system.

selaction wae aamed the Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Asscasment
(ODARA)' At a check for the possibility that this strategy still capi-
talized oy chance, we teated the ODARA in the cross-validution sample
of 100 new cazes.

Reliabiliry

The interrater reliability for the coding of the variebles in Table | and ull
others in the item pool wis established by having two reseurch assistants
independently score 3 random subsample of 30 cuses. Only vuriabics with
Peurson correlation cocfficients of at least 80 (for continuous variables) or
kappa coefficients of at lcast .70 (for categoricn] variablex) were rotained,
o (location of offense and whether the victim sszaulted the offender)
were rejecled.

Results

As Table | illustrates, the wife assaulters in the construction
sample were typical of those reported in the licrature a3 generally
aggressive (&.g., Holtzworth-Munroe, Meehan, Stuant, Herron, &
Rehmat, 2000: Monson & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1998): Many
exhibited cvidenes of substance abuse, had cormmitted prior do-
mestic assaults, had some other form of prior criminal behavior,
and were not legally marricd. All offenders caused at least some
physical injury in the index offense, and most were charged with
a criminal offense for this incident. In contrast, few of the offend-
ers had used a weapon, threatened serious harm or death, or
attempted suicide in the index offense. Within an average oppor-
tunity time of 51 months, 29.7% of offenders recidivated but none
of the recidivistic offenses involved a fatality,

Predictors of Recidivism

Table 1 shows the torrelation between each variable and dichot-
amous wife assault recidivism, Several study variables predicted
subsequent wife assault, especially those pertaining to prior crim-
inal conduct, prior wife assault, and substanee abuse. When coded
from archival information and scored by summing the items
prosent, the DVSR yielded a statistically significant correlation
with recidivism in the construction sample (» = .26, p < .001). To
evaluate the trade-off between sensitivity and specificity at all

possible cutpoints on the DVSR, we computed & maximum-
likelihood estimate of the relative operating characteriatic (ROC;
Rice & Harris, 1995), which yielded an estimated area under the
curve® of .67 (95% confidence interve) [CI] = =.04). Although the
integrity of DA and SARA scores cannot be guaranteed because
the interviews and clinical judgments recommended by their au-
thors were not available, we alzo evaluated their predictive accu-
racies for comparison: The ROC area for the DA was .59 (95%
C] = x.05) and for the SARA was .64 (95% C1 = =.03).

Developing an Actuarial Risk Assessment

The 54 sctwise and stepwise selection analyses yielded a mean
multiple R of 317 (p = .001). The 10 final analyses yiekied &
mean multiple & of 558 (p = 001). The construction technique
described in the Method section selected 13 items {indicated in
Table 2), together having a mean {on the basis of Fisher's r-lo-z
transformation) Pearson product-moment comelation of 21 (5D =
06; p < .001) with dichotomous recidivism. The 13 predictor
items yiclded a mean Pearsen product-moment intercorrelation of
14 (8P = .12, range = 02—.55). To make the items easy to score,
we dicholomized seven variablea that were not already binary. The -
base rate of most variables was sufficiently low as 10 make “'zero”
versus “one or more” the appropriste dicholomization. For twe
variables (substance abuse history and number of children), pre-
diction was improved by dichotomizing at “zero or one” versus
“more than one” (see Table 2). After dichotomization, the 13 rloms

"o check that our setwise mathod had not unduly influenced the
variahles selected for the instrument, we conducted a logistic regression on
the entire et of all potentisl predictons. This analysis yielded wn identical
R? and yelecied 13 varinbles, including 10 identical 1o those selected by our
ariginal procedure. The three different variables included » criminal history
item (total criminal history score instead of conditional relewse violutions)
and domestic violence and relutionship items (number of prior assaul
against domegtic victims and any celationship separstions in the ysar before
the index instead of thrests and confinement in the index offente).

ZROC aren s conceptually and numericully squal 1w the common
lunguage «fect size (MeGrow & Wong, 1992; Rice & Huwrly, 199%).
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yielded a scale with possible values from O to 13 but with an
observed range in this construction sample of 0 to t1 (M = 2.89,
5D = 2.14) and a Pearson (point-biserial) correlation of 434 (p =
.001) with dichotomous wife assault recidivism,

The distribution of ODARA scores was positively skewed such
that categorizing some of the scores (5 or &, 7-13) still made for
small categories (6% and 1%, respectively). To evaluate the trade-
off between sensitivity and specificity at all possible cutpoints on
the ODARA, we computed & maximum-likelihcod estimate of the
aren under the ROC, which is thought to be insensitive to base e
The ODARA yielded an estimated are under the curve of .77
{(SE = .0Z; 95% CI = =+ 04) By corumonly accepted standards,
this effoct size is Iarge and comresponds o a g of 1.1 (Cohen, 1992).
An area of .77 indicates » probability of .77 that a randomly
selected recidivist would have a higher score than a randomly
selected nonrecidivist. Positive predictive power (PPF) ranged
from 297 to .717, and negative predictive power (NPF) ranped
from 703 1o 957, depanding on the cutpgint chosen. Figure |
shows the interrelation of all thess statistics. For example, if an
ODARA score of 4 were used gs & cutpoint for ¢lassification as &
recidivist, the zensitivity (comeet classification of recidivists)
would be .59, the apecificity (avoidance of incorrect classification
of nonrecidivists) would be .79, the PPP (proportion of classified
recidivists who sctually recidivate) would be .54, and the NFP
{proportion of classified ponrecidiviais who do not actually recid-
ivate) would be .82, From Table 3, it can also be soen that B0% of
wife assaultors in the construction sample scored 4 or lower and
41% with this score recidivated, Finally, the high reliability and
fairly low variability of the ODARA (indicated by the CIs) imply
low likelihood of misclassification.

Reliability of the ODARA

The OMPPAC and CFIC reports used by the research assistants
contained information ubout offenses after the index offense. Be-
causc the presence of subsaquent offenses might contaminate the
coding of some potential predictor variables, we arranged a strin-
gent test of interrater reliability. A new research assigtant separated
all information for events prior to and including the index offepse
from all information perlaining to postindex events for a new
random subsample of 24. This procedure required separating,
phetocopying, and blacking out conlaminating information. An-
other research assistant who was not the original coder of these
cases independently coded the preindex and index information,
and another independently coded the postindex information. These
independent codings were highly correlated” for both the ODARA
(ICC = 90) and recidivism {ICC = 91). The ODARA interrater
relinbility yieided a standard error of measurement of 48, indicat-
ing that 95% of the time the obtained score would be expected to
differ from the true score by = 1.96 {.48) or less than | point. The
comclation between ODARA score and recidivism in this small
sample was the same whether coders were masked (r = .69) or
unmasked (7 = 6R), yielding no evidence that unmasked ODARA
scoring was associated with better predictive accuracy.

Validation

Total score on the ODARA was correlated with the DA (- =
43), the SARA (r = .60), and the DVSR {r = .53; all ps < .01),
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Figure 1. Relative oporating charscteristic and other accuracy statistics
for the Oniario Domestic Aszault Risk Asscastnent (ODARA) predictions
of dichotomous wife asaault recidivism, Sensitivity (circles) as & function
of specificity appears on the uppet sbicissa, and positive predictive power
(diamonds) end negutive predictive powsr (trimngles) ws a function of
ODARA scare appesr on the lower sbacisss.

SUggesling some concurrent validity with these nonactusrial as-
sezsments, [n the cross-validation sample (7 = 100), the base rate
of wife agaault recidivism was slightly lower (26%%) than in the
construction sample; however, the ODARA yielded the same mean
score of 2.89 (5D = 1.84). On cross-validation, its comelation with
wife assault recidivism was smaller (r = 359, p < 001), corre-
sponding to an ROC area of .72 (SE = 06). The DA, SARA, and
DVER all vielded statistically significant predictive validities in
the construction sample, but all were significantly lawer than the
ODARA, as indicated by the ROC areas falling belaw the CI for
the ROC area of the ODARA.. In \he crogs-validation sample, none
of these other scales significantly predicted the outcome (ROC
arsas = .53, 050, C1 = +.14; .54, 95% CI = *.14; and 59, 95%
Cl = *_13, respectively). Thus, lower predictive accuracies in the
cross-validation sample were more likely due to sampling error
than to shrinkage.

To examine the ODARA’s validity as a predictor of violence
geverity, we caleulated the correlation between the ODARA score
and several measures of the severity of each offender’s outcome in
the construction sample. The measures were as follows: the sum of
victim injury sceres for all subsequent domestic offenses, the sum
of Cormier—Lang Scale scores for all subsoguent domeatic offense
charges, and the number of subsequent domestic incidents with

3 The ROC ares for the acale with undicholomized items was larger but
not stlistically significantly (aren = 80, 95% Cl = = (4),

18ix computarion models for the intracioss cormrelution coeffivien
yitlded the same values.
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Table 3
Irterpretation of Scores on the Ontario Domestic Assault Risk
Assessment

Cumulative Qverall
Secore Cateyory proportion recidivism rate 55% Cl
0 1 11 A5 .9
1 F) 27 4 + 056
2 3 48 20 =065
3 4 a7 21 = 076
4 5 80 A1 =.102
Sor 6 ] N 5% =102
7=13 7 99 70 +.130

Note. CI = confidence interval,

acls of severe violence (Steaus et al,, 1996). All measures were
positively correlated with ODARA score (Pearson rs = .37, 36,
and .34, respectively; all ps < .001). ODARA score was also
significantly related to the total number of subsequent occurrences
of wife agsanlt recidivism (M = 0.42, SD = 1.14) recorded for
each perpetrator (r = 37, p < ,001) and for each recidivist (M =
217,850 = 1.70; r = 31, p < .001). Finally, ODARA score was
significantly related to time at rigk (r = =34, p < 001) and,
among, recidivists, to shorter time until recidivism (r = .26, p <
001). Men who had been arrested at the index offense (50.1%) had
higher ODARA scores (r = .29, p < .001).

A Field Simulation of Scoring by Police Officers

To cnsure thet the ODARA, could be coded by police officers
with the bricf training likely to be available in the ficld, two
officers not invelved in the ODARA construction each indepen-
dently scored the ODARA for 10 cuses using duta drawn from
OMPPAC and CPIC databases. The officers were provided with a
first-person occount of the index offense based on the narrative
description in the OMPPAC record, designed to simulute a police
ofticer's noles from a domestic violence investigation. They were
also given printouts of all OMPPAC and CPIC records perlaining
to the offender dated before the index offense. These arc materials
from which the ODARA would be scored in practice.® The inde-
pendent police officers’ scores yielded an 1CC of .95 (p = .001).

Discussion

The methods used in the present study resulted in the develop-
ment of a simple actuarial risk assessment 190!, the ODARA, to
cvaluate the likelihood that a man who has assaulted his female
partner will do so egain. The instrument also yields information
about pffenders’ relative rank with respect to this risk, and scores
arc significantly correlated with the time until subsgguent wife
assault, its frequency, and its severity.

This study alse documents the power of empirical methods in
devcloping assessments to cvatuate risk of vielence (see Teview by
Monahan, 1996). Following selection of potential items (i.e., in-
formation available to police), compirical methods resulted in a risk
asscssment for police-known wife asssults that was not only
strongly predictive but also shorter and more suited for use in law
enforcemnent contexts than three existing nonactuarial risk assess-
ments, Some SARA items are not easily scored by front-line law

10

enforcement officers, and the DA was intended to assess the risk
of homicide using victim interviews. The DVSR, however, was
crealed with front-line officers in mind, using information they
typically collect, and was tested in this siudy on the population for
which it was designed. Nevertheless, the DVSR did not perfortn as
well as the ODARA, an actuarial tool derived from the same pool
of information.

Despite the availability of actuarial assessments that are more
accurate than clinical methods, there has been scant evidence that
forensic decision makers avail themaelves of these advancements
in assessment {¢.g., Hilton & Simmons, 2001; see also Harris et al,
2002; Janus & Meehl, 1997). One possible impediment is that few
forensic professionals receive the training in siatistical inference
necessary to understand probabilistic and comparative risk (Hilton,
Harris, Rawson, & Beach, in press). The present study demon-
strates that a brief, casily scored, and easily interprotable actuarial
assessment can yield & large prediction effect and can be scored by
officers with no siutistical training. ‘Wa sre currently evaluating the
training and use of the ODARA within the OPP.

The present study illustrates some pros and cons of lwo different
approaches o the development of a formal risk assessment. One
approach iz exemplified by the SARA (Kropp et al., 1995), which
did not directly result from a follow-up study, Rather, items were
jdentified pritnarily from the literature on characterigtics of assaul-
tive husbands, the predictors of violent crime, and clinical expe-
rience. An advantage of this approach is that a list of items and
scoring criteria can be easily generated, and simply computing a
total of item scores has a good (but not certain) chance of yielding
& correlation with wife assault recidivism. Because & sum of scores
represents a formulaie or mechanical system, it is likely 10 perform
better than unaided clinical judgment (Grove & Meehl, 1996) as
long as some items are valid predictors, Because the items are
gelected from the entire litersture, generslizability may be less
problematic than an instrument constructed using one particular
papulation, In contrast, subsequent empirical validation is required
before a8 nonactuarial approach can provide data on relisbility.
accuracy, and population norms for prediction; such data remain
limnited for the structured clinical assessments described herein
(e.g., Grann & Wedin, 2002).

Conversely, the actuarial method, exemplified by the ODARA,
is more clearly baced on eswblished psychological sasesament
muhniqucs, Evidence of validity and reliability, as well as norms
and specific prediction values, is inherent in the construction of an
attuarvial assegament. Actuarial methods are also formulaic and
likely to putperform unaided clinical judgment. Tn contrast, even
with cross-validation, the development of an actuarial method can
usually be based only on a single population. Additional research
iz then required to firmly establish generalization to other relevant
populations. Fortunately, the predictors of violent crime appear to
be extremely general (Bonta et ak., 1998; Quinsey et al,, 1998), and
actuarial instruments for violence prediction exhibit high general-
izability (sec review in Harriz & Rice, 2003},

An importunt advantage of actuarial assessment for law enforce-
ment services and the cours they serve is that each score come-
sponds to a percentile rank in the reforent population and an

A The simulaled field trin] matecialy are available (in sponymous form)
from M. Zoe Hilton on request,
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estimated probubility of the autcome. Using acruarial scores, for
cxample, » decision could be madc to dony bail to offenders based
on (among other wppropriate criterin) a specific probability of
Tecidivisin within a particular time frame or & specifisd propartion
of the most dangerous of offendees. Similarly, judgments about
cutpoints for forensic decisions can b made on an individual or
policy basis, informed by norms showing the proportion of offend-
ers affectsd and the estimated number of assauls prevented. In
contrast, after scoring a typicnl nonactoarial assessment, assessors
st then make an unaided clinieal judgment about an offender’s
relative and absoluic rigk, end subscquent risk management deci-
siuns tust be made without knowledge of sither the proportion of
cases affected or the probabile reduction of isk.

In our jurisdiction, we anticipate that the ODARA would be
seored by officers immedintely aer completing @ domestic vio-
lence investigation. Thus, scoring would not be done amid the
conflict and danger of the domestic violence situation but would
neverthalesa be based on all the inforroution vsuatly gathered by
the otficera prior o a bail hearing, Because 8 bail hearing usually
oceuss within hours of an arrest, a bricl assessment is essentiol. In
bail and othes canditional release decisions, it is not culpabiliry but
risk of another offens (and other failures 10 comply with condi-
tions) thal is at issue. In the present study, amest decisions were
potitively, but far from perfectly, conelated with ODARA score.
indicating that knowledge of the fikelihood of recidiviam. along
with an actuarial measure of the agsused's rank among similar
men, could aid such decisions,

There were Timitativas in the present study. First, the index
offense could not atways be identified without reading all the
rocorded material, and the resources requived to review, identify,
sepasatc, and independeatly code pradictor and outcome variatles
were 30 prohibitive that we limited this effort to a randomly
sclected subgroup. The masked coding of the ODARA and out-
come, hewever, yielded excellent intermater relisbilities and no
evidence that the predictive assouiation betwoen the ODARA snd
recidivism way inflated by unmusked coding. Prospective replica-
tion studies using entirely blind follow-up are currently underway

Second, o lethal assaults were commiteed by offenders in this
study. The DA (Campbell, 1986) was designed to predict homicide
and, therefore, was included here only to permil & comparisan of
its variation on replieation with the ehrinkege in cross-validation
on the ODARA. We make no claim as 1o the superiority of the
ODARA in predicting lethal recidivism. ODARA scores were,
neventbeloss, associnted with the severity of injuries caused in
recidiviam. Prospective prediction of domestic murder is hampered
by extremely low base raies and by ihe large proportion of mur-
derers who have 6o prior criminal tistory.* We argue that the
ocgurrence of nonlethal domestic assault is ilse)f a secipus eriminal
justice and public health concem. As well, it can be’sssumed that
lethal assaults can only result from relatively serious injuries.

Third, we did ot include measures of psychopathy and other
psychological variables knowa 16 be strong prediciers of violent
Tecidivism by sovere wife assaultcrs (Grann & Wedin, 2002
Hilton et k., 2001) and of violent reoffending in genoral {Quinscy
et L., 1998). ur 2im was to develop an accurste risk assessment
suitable for Front-tine law cnforcement officers, who have neither
the time nor the raining to score the Psychopathy Checklist—
Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991) and similar psychological assess-
ments. We are currently examining whether lhe ODARA can b
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improved by adding PCL-R score, childhood exposure to vio-
Tence, and other information eypieally availeble 1o those who work
with offenders over  longer duration, such as comections] etaff,
probation and parole officers, and mentsl health professionals.
This resoarch may detenming whether predictors of general vio-
lence perform equetly well in predicting recidivism among less
severe wife assauiers. Although some ODARA itema were dichol.
ormized to make the assessment easier for frontetine officers o use,
dichotomizing did ot significantly lower predictive power. We
will examine the benelfit of keeping continuout variables for the
in-depih nssessment we are currently developing.

Finally, although some of the cases we studicd inchuded spousai
assault by women in addition to men’s violence, the DDARA ix
nol yet adapted for this outcome. Furthermore, although many
women are assalted or mucdered by their boyfriends or ex-
boyfriends, we exclided noncohubiting dating couples, We cannot
yel m:mnmend the ODARA for predlc\m! violence for these
groups until % of
the recidivists in our sample reoffended against ﬂw 28me spouse,
2 woman's risk of revictimization can be et by her pant-
ner's ODARA score, We are camenily testing 8 e forme oFhe
ODARA suitable for victim interview and atidying the predictive
validity of additional victim barriers and supports (e.g., access o
income).

Tn summary, the ODARA offers front-line personnel an easy-
to-ute sctuarial oo} thal shows promise as a guide for interven-
tions to reduce the incidence of repeated wife asssult The
ODARA outperformed othet tools on both constriction and cro-
validation sanples. This study suggests fhat n substantial increase
in predictive sceuracy could be gained by policing sarvices by
simply replacing current rational risk assessments with & validated
actuarisl method. In our view, the present study alsa illuirates the
value of the methods from psychologicel asseaxment research in
the development of decision tools for use by nonpeychologists in
many fields. especislly criminal justice and forensic decision
making.

*1n a sepsrate eample of the ncxt 600 identificd cases, one man come
mitted  lethal wife assault recidiviem. His ODARA kcore ul index was 8,
thet ix, in the tp 1% of Known wife assaultor.
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