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. Preliminary Report on Offense Reduction
Data by Neighborhood Office

Tables 1 and 2 indicate that, over all, the neighborhood offices
do not differ by the number of offenses their clients are com-
mitting during service.

One question is cf interest here, "Did the offices differ, by

the kinds of clients they started with, i.e. did some offices

have clients with higher baseline offense scores than others?"

The answer 1s no, the offices do not differ significantly in

the baseline offense scores of their clients. In fact, baseline
scores for the large majority of clients is low (only one or

two offenses), with at least one of these being a target offense.
This means that most clients have no "status" or "other" offenses
in baseline. To reduce a baseline score of one requires no re-
offending on the part of the client. To reduce a baseline status
offense score of none is of course impossible. &ince the majority
of clients fell in that category, it is not surprising that status
offenses increased during service.

Table 3 compares the neighborhood offices' service offense out-
comes*by looking only at those clients who have the same number
of baseline offenses. I picked those categories that had the
largest number of clients. A simple way of interpreting Table 3
is as follows: '

Of those clients with only one baseline "target" offense:

1. In Southeast Office, two out of ten of these clients
will commit another target offense during service.

2. 1In Northeast Office, one out of ten will commit a
target offense.

3. In Albina Office, five out of ten will commit another
target offense.

4. And in North Office, it will be four clients out of
ten.

The clients who had no "status" offense in baseline:

1. In Southeast Office, three out of ten will commit a
status offense during service.

2. In Northeast, every client will commit two status
offenses during service.

l *

These scores are adjusted as though all clients have 12 months
of service. See footnote on Table 3.




3. In Albina, it will be four clients out of ten
offending.

4. And for North, it will be eight clients out of ten.
For clients with no "other"offenses during baseline:

1. In Southeast, there will be four clients out of ten
who will commit an "other" offense during serxrvice.

2. For Northeast, there willbe two clients out of ten.
3. For Albina it will be seven out of ten.

4. And for North, three clients out of ten will commit
an "other" offense during service.

For those 2lients whose total baseline offenses are only
one, their total service offenses will be estimated to
be for:

1. Southeast Office, nine out of ten clients will commit
some sort of new offense during service.

2. In Northeast Office, five out of ten clients will
reoffend.

3. For Albina all clients will commit at least one new
offense and seven out of ten will commit two offenses.

4, In the North Office, all clients will commit one new
offense and three out of ten will commit two offenses.

Discussion - These data indicate then that all offices show a
reduction in "target" offenses for one time target offenders and
an increase in "status" and "other" offenses for clients who had
not previously offended in these categories. These generaliza-
tions are based on average or "mean" scores. A question was
raised as to whether or not a few clients with abnormally high
service period offense scores could be abnormally inflating
every one else's scores. A check of this on these preliminary
data, based on the first 146 clients served by the project,
indicate that this is not the case. Only five clients had ser-
vice period offense scores which exceeded four, and the maximum
numbexr of offenses was nine for only one client.

An attempt was made to determine if some offices do better or
worse with clients who have high baseline offense scores. So few
ciients fall in these categories that no attampt to assess this
impact will be made until the next report when we increase the
number of clients under examination.




CASE MANAGEMENT CORRECTIONS SERVICES
OFFENSE BEHAVIOR BY NEIGHBORHOOD OFFICE

RAW SCORES

Average Months

Average Number

Average Number

Average Numbexr

of Service Target Offenses Status Offenses Other Offenses Number of
Office Per Case Per Client Client Per Client Clients
Southeast 8 .43 .50 .59 46
Northeast 10 .27 .07 .23 30
Albina 11 .74 .55 .82 30
North 9 .39 .84 .45 31
SCORES STANDARDIZED TO A
NINE MONTH SERVICE BASE
Average Number
Average Months Target Offenses Average Number Average Number Number of
Office of Service Per Client Status Offenses Other Offenses Clients
Southeast S .48 +FR .64 46
rtheast 9 .24 .06 .21 30
‘ina 9 .61 .46 .67 30
rth 9 .38 .82 .44 31

3/31/75

None of the differences in either of the above tables are statistically
significant when subjected to an analysis of variance.
over all, each office is doing about the same with their clients.

Which means that,



. Table 3

CASE MANAGMENT CORRECTIONS SERVICE ~
OFFENSES DURING SERVICE BY NEIGHBORHOOD OFFICE
(*taking into account clients' baseline scores)

Average No. of Average No. of Average No. of Average No. of
Target Offenses Status Offenses Other Offenses Total Offenses
(clients with one (clients with no (clients with no (clients with one
baseline target baseline status baseline "other" baseline offense)
Office offense) offenses) of fenses)
Southeast .24 .34 .43 .96
No. of Clients 42 35 35 26
Northeast .13 2.00 .25 .53
No. of Clients 23 28 24 17
Albina .57 .42 a72 1.70
No. of Clients 28 36 29 23
North .39 .80 .32 1.38
No. of Clients 26 25 22 16
‘ *The scores are adjusted for each client to a 12 month service base.
For example, a client with one target offense and six months of service

would have an adjusted score of two target offenses in 12 months of
service.









